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Preface

This book is a journey toward understanding how race manages
to control, infuse, and reorganize human relations, such that
whites remain dominant, even in places that embrace racial di-
versity. [ am an African-American woman, and over my life, [ have
found myself in racially diverse environments from time to
time, where I attended school, where I worked, and where I lived.
So, I have navigated the oft-challenging terrain of cross-racial
relations in America. However, in regard to consciously grappling
with how race matters when it comes to religion, I attribute the
commencement of this leg of the journey to one experience in
particular.

L attended predominantly African-American churches for most
of my life. But, after graduating from college, I relocated to a
predominantly white suburb to live near my work. Mainly for
convenience, I decided to attend a rather large, predominantly
white church in the same area. I had visited this church with a
friend in college. It was the only church of which I was aware
in that part of the city. I enjoyed the services well enough, so
I spent very little time looking elsewhere. Attending a large church
dominated by whites was new for me, but not alien, given that
I am often in situations where I am one of a few racial minorities,
if not the only one.

During my time there, the pastors of the church periodically

spoke against racial prejudice and encouraged the congregation
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to be inclusive of people of other races in our day-to-day lives. I recall one
sermon, in particular, in which the pastor told a story about a minister who
relentlessly challenged his congregation on issues of race to the point where
all of his congregants left the church. Over time, his congregation was
restored, with mostly racial minorities. The story was told as an example of
how we must be willing to accept, even embrace, the sacrifices that come
with being inclusive. Ironically, the pastors didn’t follow this minister’s
example. And despite their references to racism and racial inclusion in
sermons, I rarely saw an African American, Latino, or Asian up in the front
of the congregation. Nor were any of the pastors or church elders racial
minorities. After three years, I left the church. It didn’t look like the
church’s stated desire of racial inclusion would become a reality any time
soon. I have no doubt that the pastors at this church were well intentioned.
But I was struck by the racial disparities at this church. I wondered how it
was that this was happening in a place where pastors consistently spoke out
against racism and where race purportedly didn’t matter.

This personal encounter helped to spark my sociological imagination.
I wanted to learn more about how race worked in America. I understood
the consequences of race on a personal level. But I wanted to understand
how racial inequality was reproduced even in institutions that should be
resistant to such processes. Being an engineer back then, I had little ex-
posure to the social sciences. So, I began to search out books on topics like
racial inequality, racial identity, and cross-racial relations. The experiences
and ideas presented in these books were informative. Yet, I wanted to know
more, and ultimately I decided to go to graduate school to pursue answers
to my questions. My interests centered on interracial relations within
churches. The idea of religious racial diversity is fascinating because
churches purport to be inclusive and egalitarian (at least when it comes to
race and ethnicity), but are arguably more racially segregated and exclusive
than most other social institutions. So, for my dissertation, I examined
factors that contribute to the racial diversity of churches. This book is the
eventual culmination of that project. It is my hope that it illuminates our
understanding of how interracial churches are able to sustain a racially
integrated congregation, and also how race impacts the cultures and
structures of these churches to generate a system where whites receive the
lion’s share of these communities’ rewards.

I want to thank the intellectual community in the Sociology Depart-

ment of the University of Illinois at Chicago for its encouragement and
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support. You gave me the freedom to pursue those issues about which I am
most passionate and nurtured me so that my passions did not rule the
research. I especially want to thank my dissertation committee: R. Stephen
Warner and Cedric Herring (co-chairs), Nilda Flores-Gonzalez and Tyrone
Forman, and Michael O. Emerson from Rice University. Steve, you chal-
lenged me to be more explicit in my writing, admonishing me to “just say
it.” I hope I have done that here. You also consistently provided me with
detailed, thoughtful, and critical direction and feedback throughout this
research, from the first paper proposal in your race and religion seminar to
drafts of this book, for which I am very grateful. Cedric, you have been an
advocate and mentor; your knowledge, advice, and support, in no small
way, helped me to successfully traverse the graduate school experience.
Nilda and Tyrone, your thoughtful criticisms were essential to this project.
And Michael, your insight and guidance, especially as someone who has
similar intellectual interests as my own, have been invaluable. Of course,
no aspiring Ph.D. can make it through the sometimes arduous moments of
graduate school without her fellow aspirants. Thanks especially to Rhonda
Dugan, Michelle Hughes, Denise Narcisse, Mary Jean Cravens, Kevin
James, and Robin Shirer for your intellectual and emotional support, as
well as all of the good times at Jack’s and the 'Bou.

My colleagues at The Ohio State University fostered a supportive en-
vironment for junior faculty members. I am especially grateful to Lauren
Krivo, Kay Meyer, and Vinnie Roscigno for their encouragement.

I also thank Theo Calderara at Oxford University Press for his helpful
and detailed editorial feedback.

I could not have accomplished this without my family. I want to thank
my parents for not telling me I was crazy for leaving the field of engi-
neering for the uncharted territory of sociology. I imagine you were a bit
skeptical of this career change, but you supported me anyway. Thank you
to my mother, Sharon Ricketts, for reviewing the draft of the final man-
uscript, only telling me it was “excellent” and giving me an “A+.” You
continue to be my greatest fan. Most important, I want to thank my hus-
band, Mark. You have been my rock. I could always depend on you to
support and encourage me throughout this process. I am truly grateful for
your love.

Finally, I thank the people of Crosstown Community Church for en-
trusting your sacred world to me so that others might understand and learn

from your voices and experiences. I am honored and humbled by this trust.
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Introduction

The Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., in his famous “I Have
a Dream” speech, entreated Americans to pursue justice and
equality and to bridge the racial gulf that divides us. Dr. King also
believed that religious organizations were culpable in the per-
petuation of racial division.! Since the 196os, religious leaders
have responded to this indictment by spawning a movement of
racial reconciliation. The movement began with African-American
Christians, like Thomas Skinner and John Perkins, who had in-
tense personal experiences with racism and racial segregation.
These men believed that the gospel is about reconciling people to
God and to one another, that racial reconciliation is “God’s one-
item agenda,” and that the Christian message is essential for
improving race relations and people’s socioeconomic condition in
the United States.” More recently, Promise Keepers, a multi-
tudinous evangelical men’s organization, has made racial recon-
ciliation one of its core goals. A slew of books have been written on
how Christians and religious organizations within a variety of
traditions can achieve racial integration.®> And some of the largest
denominations in the United States, including the Southern
Baptist Convention, Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, and
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), are promoting racial and cultural
diversity in their organizations.

However, religious racial integration is a dubious enter-

prise. Historically, Christians and Christian organizations were
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complicit in establishing slavery. White evangelical Christians tend to be
opposed to social and political changes that would increase socioeconomic
opportunities for African Americans.* And whites generally have resisted
attempts at racial integration in schools, workplaces, and neighborhoods.’
So, what would make contemporary religious institutions likely to achieve
racial integration?

One possible answer is that religion in the United States is voluntary.
Unlike for other institutions, the forces that constrain people’s decisions
to be a part of a religious organization are relatively limited. Where people
live or attend school or work have direct implications for their lives. There
are neighborhoods with greater home appreciation or lower crime rates
than others. Some schools have state-of-the-art facilities and well-equipped
teachers while others struggle to have enough books for students. And
certain work environments, particularly those in the private sector, pay
more than others. So, people are motivated to choose neighborhoods,
schools, or jobs that will lead to the greatest social and financial rewards.
These choices are often limited or expanded depending on people’s level of
education or how much money they have. This is not the case for churches.
People do not have to be so concerned about how attending an interracial
church will, say, impede their children’s educational attainment or de-
preciate their financial status. Nor do they have to have a certain level of
education or amount of money to attend a church. People are free to attend
any church they want for whatever reasons suit them. For those who want
to be part of a racially diverse community, interracial churches provide the
least costly opportunity to achieve this ambition.

A second possible explanation is that leaders and laypeople can draw
upon sacred texts to anchor their beliefs and convictions about the “right-
ness” of racial integration. Followers may feel obligated to pursue, or at
least support, racial integration out of religious commitment. However,
people’s interpretations of sacred texts are often informed by their interests
and perspectives on the world. As these interests and perspectives change,
the interpretation of such texts may also change. Southern religious leaders
and slaveholders, for example, drew upon certain biblical passages to
justify their beliefs about slavery. Even many abolitionists who staunchly
opposed slavery on the scriptural grounds of blacks’” humanity did not wel-
come ex-slaves living among them, relying on other passages to support racial
distinctions. Many even pushed for African Americans’ return to Africa.®

Of course, religious leaders no longer subscribe to a biblical interpretation
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that supports slavery, deportation, or segregation. As the South became less
dependent upon slavery for its economy, its ministers’ interpretations of
biblical passages changed. As racial integration became more culturally
acceptable after the successes of the Civil Rights movement, Northern
ministers, who tended to be averse to conflict, began to change their stance
on segregation.” Similarly, an ideology of racial integration based upon
sacred texts could fall into disrepute if the perspectives and interests of
the interpreting persons and organizations change. Nevertheless, sacred
texts can be used by religious leaders and organizations to generate, if not
compel, commitment among religious adherents to a movement such as
racial integration, even if only temporarily so.

These reasons for the efficacy of religiously based racial integration are
each valid, to some extent. However, churches are confronted with two
structural conditions that impede their efforts to bring people of different
races together. While the voluntary nature of American religion frees
people to attend racially integrated churches, it can also restrict churches’
capacity to become racially diverse. Churches are most successful within
the American context (where “success” is measured by the number of
attendees) when they appeal to one group. This way they can concentrate
their resources on the needs and desires of a specific demographic of
people. Furthermore, people prefer to spend time with people who are like
them. And they are drawn to congregations made up of people to whom
they are similar.® Though race is not the only factor in such decisions, there
is little doubt that it is one of the most important.

The second factor at play is that race is central to the structure of
American life and the everyday lives of Americans. Whites and African
Americans,’ in particular, live, work, and socialize in separate places. For
example, 80% of African Americans, on average, would have to move in
order for their cities’ neighborhoods to be racially balanced.'® Whites
dominate more stable, quality jobs with better pay and benefits and greater
opportunities for advancement, while blacks are more likely to hold jobs
with limited authority and prestige and lower pay.'' The kinds of social
clubs, fraternities, and religious organizations people join are also dictated
by their race, exemplified by such organizations as Jack and Jill of America
(a national cultural and civic organization for black youth), Alpha Phi
Alpha (one of five historically black fraternities), and the African Methodist
Episcopal church (one of seven black-controlled denominations). Conse-

quently, African Americans and whites rarely interact in any meaningful
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way in most spheres of life. To the extent that people attend churches in
their neighborhoods or learn about churches through their social networks,
such as through colleagues at work, whites and African Americans are not
likely to come across or even be aware of churches that are not dominated
by their own racial group.

This book provides an in-depth look at how interracial churches ne-
gotiate such barriers. I contend that, in order to understand the cultural,
structural, and social dynamics of interracial churches, race, particularly
whiteness, needs to be situated at the heart of the explanation. Given that
whiteness is the cornerstone of the racial system in the United States, it
plays a fundamental role in how interracial churches function. Interracial
churches will not represent a balance between whites’ and racial minori-
ties’ organizational influence or religio-cultural preferences. Rather, the
interrelations, religious and cultural practices, and organizational struc-
tures of interracial churches will be more representative of the preferences
and desires of whites than of the racial minorities in these organizations.
And the racial identities, racial attitudes, and religious perspectives of
people who attend interracial churches will not challenge, but may even
reinforce, whiteness in these organizations. In short, I propose that in-
terracial churches work, that is remain racially integrated, to the extent that
they are first comfortable places for whites to attend. This is not to suggest,
of course, that the congregational life of interracial churches only repre-
sents the interests and preferences of whites. Indeed, these churches need
to also appeal to the racial minorities in their religious communities.
Nevertheless, whiteness plays a critical role in how interracial churches are
organized, ultimately producing churches that reflect a congregational life
more commonly seen in white churches than in others. Furthermore,
while I can imagine interracial churches where whiteness does not dictate
congregational life, these are rare exceptions. Interracial churches that
understand the broader implications of race for congregation members
and for the churches’ culture and that intentionally structure their congre-
gations to counter whiteness are more apt to develop and sustain egali-
tarian interracial religious organizations."?

Drawing upon personal stories, congregational experiences, and na-
tional congregational-level data, I offer a theoretical explanation for how
these religious organizations in the United States sustain a racially inte-
grated congregation. Because race in the United States is primarily about

hierarchical relationships between whites and racial minorities, I do not
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examine interracial churches where two racial minority groups, say, Afri-
can Americans and Latinos, predominate.’® I do, however, focus on a
particular variety of interracial church, those where African Americans and
whites are the two primary groups within the church. This is for two
reasons. The first is that I suspect that black/white interracial churches are
the most challenging type to develop and sustain relative to other types of
interracial churches. By no means do I intend to diminish the subordi-
nation that other racial minorities have experienced in this country.
However, black/white relations in America have proven to be the most
strenuous to mend. Comparing whites’ relations with all racial minorities,
whites are least likely to marry, live near, or attend churches with blacks.™*
The second reason that I focus on black/white interracial churches is that
African Americans, unlike other racial minorities, have developed an au-
tonomous religious institution composed of seven African-American-
controlled denominations, commonly referred to as the “black church,”
which is wholly separate from the white-dominated religious structure.'®
Arguably, the availability of African-American churches that are within a
black-controlled religious structure affords African Americans greater op-
portunity than other racial minorities to attend churches that are largely
free of the influence of the dominant culture and where their religious and
cultural preferences are practiced.’® This also means that both African-
American and white attendees of black/white interracial churches are in
demand by other churches. Other churches would prefer that they expend
their limited time, energy, and material resources on their organizations.
In fact, African Americans may be in greater demand by other churches
than whites, not only because of the historic centrality of the black church
to the African-American community, but because among African Ameri-
cans, it is the middle class that is most likely to attend interracial chur-
ches.'” The human and financial resources of the middle class may make
these blacks all the more important to the vitality of the black church
and in greater demand by congregations within this tradition. Additio-
nally, the presence of a black church places African Americans and whites
on an equal level within racially diverse religious organizations. Each
group can draw upon an independent religious culture and tradition to
contribute to potentially new ones. So, throughout this volume, unless
I specify otherwise, the term “interracial church” refers to congregations
where African Americans and whites are the two primary groups in the

church.
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I must admit that, originally, I expected to discover that interracial re-
ligious organizations would provide successful strategies for overcoming
racial division and inequality. These organizations seemed to have the key
that has eluded us in so many other areas of American life, in our neigh-
borhoods, workplaces, and schools. When I began this project, I visited in-
terracial churches of various racial compositions to gain initial insight into
what made these organizations capable of encouraging people of different
races to voluntarily worship together. I always received a warm welcome and
witnessed a racially diverse group of people who appeared to truly desire to
share life together. However, as I continued to visit interracial churches
across the country, I noticed a pattern. Nearly all of the churches, regardless
of their specific racial compositions, reminded me of the predominantly
white churches I had visited. Generally, the churches were racially diverse at
all levels. Whites and racial minorities were in the pews and in leadership.
There were sometimes cultural practices and markers that represented racial
minorities in these congregations, such as a gospel music selection, a display
of flags from various countries around the world, or services translated into
Spanish. Yet the diversity did not seem to affect the core culture and prac-
tices of the religious organizations. That is, the style of preaching, music,
length of services, structure of services, dress codes, political and community
activities, missionary interests, and theological emphases tended to be more
consistent with those of the predominantly white churches I had observed.
These churches exhibited many of the practices and beliefs common to
white churches within their same religious affiliation, only with a few ad-
ditional “ethnic” practices or markers. It was like adding rainbow sprinkles
to a dish of ice cream. In the end, you still have a dish of ice cream, only with
a little extra color and sweetness.

Whiteness: The Cornerstone of Race

Race is a social system that hierarchically organizes people in a society
based upon physical characteristics. While race and ethnicity overlap (e.g.,
African Americans are a race and an ethnic group), they are distinct and
have different consequences. Races are the basis of social systems that
distribute rewards, such as good jobs, desirable neighborhoods, and po-
litical power, along racial lines. People placed in the dominant stratum

establish the racial classifications and have greater access to and possession
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of society’s valuable resources and more power to reserve them for their
group.'® They are recognized as worthy of their status even if they have not
done anything to achieve it. Ethnicity is largely about claims of shared
culture, history, or common descent. In the West, it is not (usually) based
upon perceived physical differences nor linked to systems of power rela-
tions. Ethnic differences are important, but they have not produced nearly
the same level of discord and disparities as race.'® While some European
immigrants experienced prejudice, their ethnicity did not prevent them
from participating in everyday American life. Guglielmo argues that Ital-
ians, for instance, were white upon arriving in this country.?® Because of
their whiteness, they were not systematically banned from eating in res-
taurants or sitting in particular sections of buses, nor were they ever re-
stricted from naturalizing as United States citizens, as were immigrants
from non-European countries through 1952.%' And within a generation,
they were assimilating into the dominant white society. Racial lines, then,
are far more salient in this country than ethnic ones.

Within the body of work on race and ethnicity, there is a specific focus
on whiteness. This research emphasizes the meaning and function of
white racial identity and its centrality to systems where whites are cultur-
ally and structurally dominant.*”

Whiteness is a social construction.”® It is not based on biological,
genetic, or other “natural” facts, but is rather an identity that possesses a
set of meanings. Whiteness is assigned to people who do not posses those
arbitrarily chosen physical attributes that disqualify them from claiming a
white racial identity.24 In other words, what it means to be white is to be not
some other race. In the United States, the boundaries of whiteness are
flexible and contingent upon the definitions of other racial groups, most
often African Americans.?® For example, some states’ laws claimed that a
person with one African-American grandparent was African American.
Other states claimed that any person with “one drop” of African ancestry
was African American. Still other states used more ambiguous language
for defining who was African American, like “appreciable mixture” or
“ascertainable” amounts of African ancestry.”® These kinds of classifica-
tions continued to be upheld as recently as the mid-1980s. In 19806, the
Louisiana courts declared a woman with one black great-great-great-great-
grandparent as African American, even though she appeared white and
had lived as a white woman her entire life.”” Despite the arbitrary char-

acter of racial group attributes, the racial identities they define yield very
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different and real social, economic, and psychological consequences for
people. Whites are more likely than racial minorities to secure financing
for home mortgages, live in better neighborhoods, attend high-quality
schools, obtain stable employment, and avoid prison.®

Whiteness consists of three constitutive, interdependent dimensions
that work together to create and sustain white hegemony. White structural
advantage signifies a location of dominance within a racial hierarchy. In the
United States, this means political, economic, and numerical dominance.*
Whites disproportionately control or influence political parties, the legal
system, government agencies, industry, and business. This structural ad-
vantage affords whites privileges, where white privilege can be thought of
as “unearned benefits” that whites receive by virtue of being able to claim a
white racial identity in day-to-day life and at institutional levels.*® Racial
minorities are either fully denied the privileges that seamlessly come to
whites or must strive to achieve them. Some of the everyday privileges
include being able to organize life so that one is always in a crowd with
other whites; to easily purchase literature, movies, or greeting cards fea-
turing whites; and to ignore the experiences, writings, or ideas of racial
minorities, if one so chooses.?! The institutionalization of white privilege
means that whites are afforded benefits that are far less accessible to racial
minorities as a result of policies, laws, and customary behaviors in a so-
ciety. Examples of institutional-level white privilege include possessing the
power to legally define who is and who is not part of your racial group;
having the capacity to pass housing policies that favor your racial group;
and developing educational curriculums that emphasize your racial
group’s historical and social experiences.*

White structural advantage facilitates white normativity, includ-
ing the normativity of white ethnicity.>> White normativity reinforces the
normalization of whites’ cultural practices, ideologies, and location within
the racial hierarchy such that how whites do things; their understandings
about life, society, and the world; and their dominant social location over
other racial groups are accepted as “just how things are.” Conversely,
practices and understandings that diverge from this norm are seen as
deviant. And when racial minorities fill powerful positions in society, these
occurrences are deemed to be special. Whites also do not need to justify
their way of doing or being, nor are they accustomed to doing so. Instead,
the burden of explanation rests upon those who stray from what is deemed

normative. Of course, white normativity does not mean there is no varia-
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tion in whites’ beliefs and cultural practices.** A certain practice or un-
derstanding may be perceived as normative among one group of whites, yet
the same practice may be perceived as abnormal among other whites.
However, despite variations among white populations, there still exist
overarching practices and beliefs that are embraced by whites across so-
ciodemographic lines: “[Whites] are encouraged to...remain true to an
identity that provides them with resources, power and opportunity.”*
Whites from different backgrounds hold ideologies and attitudes that in-
variably disadvantage racial minorities and sustain their dominant position
in the racial hierarchy.*® They are socialized to “invest” in their whiteness
by embracing these attitudes and ideologies and acting in ways that are
consistent with these beliefs.*” This hegemonic whiteness, hedged by a
“commonsense” ideology of how life ought to be, normalizes the practices
and understandings of whites and affirms their interests.*®

Finally, white transparency is “the tendency of whites not to think. ..
about norms, behaviors, experiences, or perspectives that are white-
specific.”* It is a lack of racial consciousness.*” Whites are unaware that
their race has consequences for their lives. They perceive themselves as
cultureless and racial minority groups as possessing distinctive cultural
practices.** Consequently, it is difficult for whites to explain what it means
to be white.** White transparency is in many respects the most challenging
dimension of whiteness in the sense that it is very difficult to address a
problem if the problem is not acknowledged. White transparency and
white normativity interact in that the normalization of white practices and
understandings reaffirms the elusiveness of white racial identity. Since
whites’ practices, understandings, and social location are perceived as
normative, it is difficult for them to see how race affects their lives and to
cultivate a racial consciousness.

For these reasons, whiteness is a powerful, yet elusive force in the
construction of race and racial hierarchies. As such, it shapes the structure of

and interrelations within any organization, including interracial churches.
Race, Segregation, and Religion in the United States
Racial segregation characterizes American Christianity and exists at mul-

tiple levels of religious organization.*® If racial segregation is not between

churches and denominations, then it is within them.**
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White Christians began evangelistic efforts toward African slaves
during the eighteenth century.* By the mid-nineteenth century, several
denominations, particularly the Baptists and Methodists, boasted a rela-
tively large percentage of African-American adherents. However, conver-
sion to the Christian brotherhood did not eliminate the subordinate status
of blacks, free and slave alike. In the South, prior to the Reconstruction era,
African Americans were relegated to the galleries during worship services.
In cases where congregations did not accept this minimal inclusion of
African Americans, slave owners permitted slaves to congregate together
under their supervision and the leadership of a white pastor. Free blacks
were afforded some leeway in forming all-black congregations, but whites
became increasingly concerned with these gatherings as the Civil War
approached, for these churches provided African Americans with the space
to speak against slavery. Therefore, it was difficult for free blacks to openly
worship together in the South. While the North was generally more re-
ceptive to racial integration, it was still rare for African Americans to have
equal access to congregational resources and leadership. Separate pews
were often set aside for African-American attendees. Sunday school classes
were segregated by race. And African Americans were required to receive
communion after whites.*® African-American congregations in white de-
nominations were also excluded from full participation in denominational
activities. Saint Phillips, an African-American Episcopal church, for ex-
ample, was denied the right to vote during the national conventions.
African-American preachers in many denominations were confined to seats
in the back rows of meetings and excluded from voting on denominational
issues.

In response to this exclusion from full religious participation, some
African Americans began to organize their own formal and informal reli-
gious communities.*” Since slaves were forbidden to organize, they devel-
oped plantation churches, or what Frazier referred to as an “invisible
institution of the church.”*® The pastors of these invisible plantation chur-
ches were usually male slaves with at least some Bible knowledge. Free
African Americans also formed their own formal Christian institutions.
Richard Allen, a preacher in the white-dominated Methodist denomina-
tion, and other free blacks founded the African Methodist Episcopal church
in 1787 after being physically removed from a section of a church not
sanctioned for blacks during a crowded worship service.** After the Civil

War, these formal and informal African-American religious organizations
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were the basis of the black church. It is reported that, by 1890, nearly
90% of African-American Protestants belonged to black-controlled de-
nominations.”®

The black church has historically been socioeconomically diverse and a
place where African Americans, regardless of their formal skills or edu-
cation, have the opportunity for mobility.>' Even though African Ameri-
cans were afforded little respect outside their community, they enjoyed this
simple human dignity within the walls of the church. The black church
correspondingly became a place of refuge where African Americans had
the “freedom to relax” and to emotionally and culturally express them-
selves.*” The church has also been the center of community life for African
Americans.”® The vast majority of African Americans, regardless of their
religious affiliation, have an ownership and attachment to the African-
American church.’® The black church has been a “social outlet for artistic
expression. ..; a forum for discussion...; [and] a social environment for
[developing] potential leaders...and meaningful symbols to engender
hope, enthusiasm and a resilient group spirit.”**

As exemplified by the historical experience of Richard Allen and his
African-American Christian brothers and sisters, African Americans’ in-
terests have not been accommodated in interracial religious settings. The
ideologies behind religious racial segregation, in both the North and South,
were threaded with themes of white supremacy.’® As the Episcopalian
national convention of 1846 exclaimed:

[Blacks] are socially degraded, and are not regarded as pro-
per associates for the class of persons who attend our Conven-
tion. We object not to the color of the skin, but we question
[if ] their intercourse with members of a church convention [is]
useful . . . even to themselves.>’

A southern Baptist newspaper said in 1874, “the aversion of the people of
the South to mixed schools. . .is an instinct, divinely implanted, for the
wise and beneficent purpose of keeping separate races which are, by na-
ture, widely different in color, social qualities, and moral tendencies.”>®
The primary difference between how northern white Christians and
southern white Christians regarded African Americans is that those in the
North believed that improvement of African Americans’ condition was
possible if northern white Christians performed their Christian duty and

provided African Americans with opportunities to improve their lot.>
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Converting African Americans to Christianity would, of course, be inclu-
ded in this endeavor.®® Southern Christians figured that African Ameri-
cans were innately different and could not attain the qualities that made
the white race superior any time in the near or distant future.® They drew
upon biblical passages to support their racist ideologies.®*

Even during this era, however, there were white religious leaders and
denominations that supported racial integration at an ideological level, if
not in practice. Catholic Archbishop John Ireland, for example, in his 1890
address to a congregation in Washington, DC, claimed, “We are all equal as
brothers should be and we will.. . treat alike black and white. I know no
color line. I will acknowledge none.”®*> Denominations, including the Uni-
ted Lutheran Church in America, the Congregational Christian churches,
and the Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), created national policies indicating
commitments to racial integration, remnants of which are still evident
today in some of these denominations.** As the movement for racial in-
tegration gained momentum in the twentieth century, religious bodies
denounced the racist ideologies upon which their previous support of
segregation was based. No longer did they see racial segregation as com-
patible with Christian teachings.®” In 1919, the Commission on Interracial
Cooperation was formed. Its primary aim was to improve the social con-
ditions of African Americans. Religious denominations began to elect
African Americans to positions of leadership in their assemblies. Religious
conventions boycotted hotels and cities that did not make provisions for
racially integrated accommodations. Further, denominations developed
committees with the explicit purpose of addressing issues of race relations
generally. For example, the American Missionary Association of the
Congregational Christian church formed a Department of Race Relations
that reported on the conditions of race relations in the United States to its
constituents and provided support for interracial churches. Another ex-
ample is the Race Relations Department of the Federal Council of Chur-
ches, an interdenominational organization. This department aimed to
educate religious leaders about interracial relations and to address issues of
racial segregation and discrimination.®®

Despite increased interracial interactions and interests in improving
American race relations at the denominational and national committee
levels, the movement was considerably less successful at penetrating
congregations. Still, there is evidence that some congregations, primarily

in the North, were able to integrate across racial lines.®” During the 1930s
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and 1940s, churches that were both interdenominational and interracial
formed across the country in large cities such as Philadelphia and New
York. These churches performed services only part of the year and allowed
attendees to have dual memberships in both the interracial, interdenomi-
national church and their racially homogeneous, denominational home
churches. The services were conducted at various churches of different de-
nominational affiliations, and both whites and African Americans preached.
Interracial churches of the “traditional” sort also developed across the
country. These churches were usually located in urban neighborhoods
that were experiencing a racial transition from white to African American.
They were headed by white and African-American pastors, often in a co-
pastoring situation.®® First Baptist Church of Hyde Park in Chicago, Illi-
nois, was the first church from the American Baptist Convention to be
integrated. It sustained a tradition of racial diversity that began in 1942
and lasted for well over twenty years.®® Southern Christians were gener-
ally still very pro-segregation,’® and therefore churches in the South were
far less inclined to be integrated than were northern churches. Never-
theless, a study of southern churches in 1947 and 1948 revealed that white
and African-American churches did at least participate in joint special
programs.”’

As the end of the twentieth century drew near, religious racial inte-
gration had become more pertinent to denominations and other religious
bodies. Denominations continued to adopt policies of racial inclusion.”?
Religious organizations and forums committed to addressing issues of
race relations again materialized. Yet still, interracial churches remain the
exception at the beginning of the twenty-first century. The typical church in
America continues to be composed of just one racial group.”® That is, not a
single person of a different race is in attendance. And interracial churches,
where no racial group comprises more than 90% of a congregation, make
up only 10% of churches in the United States.”* Therefore, while race re-
lations have become increasingly relevant to religious bodies, the practice
of racial integration has not followed at the same pace.

There have been religious movements across the past two centuries
that have attempted to bridge the racial divide in the United States, either
through directly promoting racial integration or through supporting African
Americans’ struggle for civil rights. However, fervor for these movements
waxed and waned during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. And,

while the twentieth century witnessed a steady interest in race relations
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among religious organizations, interracial worship remains a difficult goal
to attain. Furthermore, religious racial segregation has led to the creation of
spaces where African Americans can thrive. The subordination and ex-
clusion of blacks from white-controlled religious institutions was fodder
for the formation of autonomous religious institutions made up of and
controlled by African Americans. As religious racial segregation has ad-
vantages for both whites and African Americans, both groups have a vested
interest in maintaining at least this form of segregation. Interracial chur-
ches are therefore confronted with powerful forces that work against vol-
untary racial integration.

Approaching Religious Racial Integration

I used a multimethod approach for this study. The National Congregations
Study (NCS),”® a nationally representative, congregational-level data set,
has a wealth of data on congregational structure, religious practices, theo-
logies, and interrelations, among many other areas of interest. The NCS
analysis provides a broad view of the congregational life of interracial
churches and how it compares to that of African-American and white
churches. To understand the process of whiteness in interracial churches,
I also conducted a case study of a specific church, which I call Crosstown
Community Church (all names of persons, places, and organizations in
this book are pseudonyms).”® The case study is the central component of
this volume. Case studies do not allow for generalizable findings, but they
do provide researchers with “the opportunity to study the social mysteries”
of the world.”” They are invaluable for understanding the intricate details
of group culture and social interaction and how people construct their
social worlds in a given context. The case study allows me to deconstruct
the contents of organizational life at Crosstown Community Church and to
expose how other churches might negotiate racial barriers (see appendix A
for more on the research methods).

Crosstown Community Church was a conservative Protestant church
located in a large, midwestern metropolis. The church drew most of its
attendees from two local neighborhoods, Mapleton and Anderson. Maple-
ton was a majority white, but racially diverse upper middle-class neighbor-
hood. Anderson was a predominantly African-American, working-class

neighborhood. The church had an approximate attendance of 200 people.
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The congregation was also largely middle class. Both African Americans and
whites held professional jobs—as managers, engineers, or doctors. Cross-
town sustained a racially diverse congregation, with African Americans
comprising at least 20% of attendees, for close to twenty years. By the time
of this study, the church’s racial composition reflected that of the local
community. The majority of attendees were African American, with African
Americans comprising about 65% of the church, whites 30%, and Latinos
and Asians 5%. Crosstown’s head pastor was also African American. As a
relatively stable interracial church with a majority African-American con-
gregation and an African-American pastor, Crosstown provided a sound
case for understanding if and how whiteness influences the congregational
life of interracial churches (see appendix A for more on Crosstown, Ma-
pleton, and Anderson).

This book, then, aims to shed light on how race matters, particularly
how whiteness matters, in interracial churches in the United States where
whites make up a substantial proportion of the attendees. I focus on the
experiences of African Americans and whites with negotiating the various
dimensions of whiteness in this religious context. The central questions
guiding this research have to do with how interracial churches sustain
racially diverse congregations, given the extent of racial segregation, re-
ligious exclusion, and white dominance in this country. How is race,
particularly as it relates to the ownership of social space and power,
managed within interracial churches? Who are the people who attend
interracial churches and why do they attend? The stories that unfold in
the following pages will address these questions. The intent is not only to
inform us about the processes that dictate relations between African
Americans and whites in American churches, but to potentially expand our
understanding of how race works to reproduce white hegemony, even
under the most amenable circumstances.
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I

Decently and in Order

Congregational Worship

It was a fall communion Sunday at Crosstown Community
Church. Church lay leaders, a racially and gender-mixed group,
had just passed out crackers for communion and were standing on
either side of the altar at the front of the sanctuary, facing the
congregation. Pastor Raymond Barnes, Crosstown’s African-
American senior pastor, stood with them. Behind the altar was the
main stage in the sanctuary where the pulpit was located. Leslie,
an African-American woman whom I guessed to be in her mid-
thirties, stood alone on the main stage singing a solo from The
Rebirth of Kirk Franklin, a contemporary, soulful gospel album.
A Chinese woman accompanied her on a piano. However, with
Leslie’s wispy soprano voice and only the piano for instrumental
accompaniment, the song lost most of its intended gospel flair.
Then, just as Leslie was finishing her solo, shouts rang out
from the front of the church: “THANK YOU LAWD, THANK
YOU LAWD, THANK YOU LAWD.” It was Lydia, an African-
American woman in her late thirties. She swayed her hands high
above her head in sync with her shouts of praise, shouting louder
and louder as she continued. It was as if something in the song
hit Lydia emotionally, and she had been momentarily taken away
from the service. At first, a few other African-American attend-
ees murmured “amen” or “mmm hmm” in seeming encourage-
ment of Lydia, but their affirmations ceased rather quickly as the

rest of the congregation failed to express similar approval. Except
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for Lydia, the church became quiet and eerily still. People’s heads were
slightly bowed with their eyes closed. Even Pastor Barnes and other church
leaders standing at the front of the church were quiet and still. Many of
their heads were bowed, eyes closed, while others stared straight ahead,
their gaze avoiding the spectacle that was before them.

Michael, a middle-aged white man who was the chair of the elder board
(the highest-ranking lay leader in the church), was standing next to the altar
preparing to bless the communion bread. He had a roaming microphone in
one hand and an open Bible in the other. He appeared to want to begin to
bless the communion, but just stood there looking around with a befuddled
expression on his face. He seemed unsure of what to do next, as did Pastor
Barnes and the other church leaders who were standing there with them.
However, after about twenty seconds of shouts of “THANK YOU LAWD,”
Michael finally braved it. He hesitantly lifted the microphone to his mouth
and began to read from the Bible. As soon as he began to speak, Lydia stood
up, walked down the center aisle toward the back of the church, and pro-
ceeded to exit the sanctuary, all the while continuing to shout “THANK
YOU LAWD?” over and over with her hands swaying high above her head.
Speaking particularly softly, Michael pressed on with communion as if
nothing unusual was happening. It was difficult to hear him because he
was talking quietly but also because, although Lydia had moved to the
lobby, her muffled shouts of praise could still be heard inside the sanctuary.

After what seemed an eternity, the shouts stopped. Lydia quietly re-
turned to her seat. The service had proceeded, and by the time she sat down,
the communion juice was being distributed to congregants. She, as did
everyone else, acted as if nothing out of the ordinary had just occurred. Yet,
the palpable stillness and quiet in the sanctuary during the event revealed
another story. Lydia’s behavior was anything but ordinary for this congre-
gation.

Because American churches are so autonomous, congregational wor-
ship varies considerably. During worship, “congregations engage in their
most dramatic rituals, their most intentional presentation][s] of their sense
of identity.”!

within churches, they are the most central in the sense that people are

While worship services are not the only activities that occur

proclaiming who they are, not only to themselves, but also to others. They
tell us what the people who participate in these rituals and practices are
about. They tell us who belongs and who does not. They tell us what is
allowed, what is praiseworthy, and what is unacceptable. For these reasons,
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understanding worship is important for understanding congregational life.
However, determining which worship practices and styles are normative
and representative of “who we are” in an interracial church is complicated
because most Americans are accustomed to a racially homogeneous reli-
gion. People of different racial backgrounds have developed different ideas
about what constitutes normative worship. And they often come to an in-
terracial religious space with these firm sets of understandings about what
worship should be like. Events such as the one described above provide a
window into the congregational worship of interracial churches, exposing
the peculiar challenges and tensions these kinds of churches face as they try
to forge an interracial worship experience.

Worship: How Do Interracial Churches Compare to Other
Congregations?

The basic structure of worship in American churches looks rather similar
regardless of racial composition. In nearly every American Christian
church (96%),” worship services include two segments, congregational
singing and a sermon or homily. However, once we move beyond this
foundational worship structure, styles begin to diverge. That is, the par-
ticular practices (such as whether or not a choir sings or the length of the
services) or what they look like can differ across churches. Given that
American Christianity is largely racially segregated,® worship style and
racial composition often go hand in hand.

I examined six indicators of congregational worship in the NCS: verbal
affirmations (such as the call of “amen”); hand raising; spontaneous
worship practices (such as dancing, jumping, or shouting); length of
worship service; choir participation; and whether or not the congregation
reserves a time of greeting during the worship service (see appendix B for
operationalizations). An analysis of these worship practices demonstrates a
pattern of what interracial congregational worship looks like and how racial
composition affects worship in America.

Beginning with descriptive comparisons between interracial churches’
and white and African-American churches’ worship styles and practices,
63% of interracial churches participate in verbal affirmation during wor-
ship services, compared to 93% of African-American churches and 48% of

white churches. Hand raising occurs in a little more than half of interracial



22 THE ELUSIVE DREAM

churches, while about 9o% of African-American churches and 34% of
white churches participate in this practice. And 32% of interracial churches
participate in spontaneous worship practices, such as jumping or dancing,
where 61% and 4% of African-American and white churches, respectively,
engage in some form of spontaneous worship. As for length of service,
worship services of interracial churches last ninety minutes on average,
which is about twenty minutes longer than the average worship service of
white churches and almost forty minutes shorter than the average worship
service of African-American churches. Interracial churches’ likelihood of
having a choir participate in the worship service as well as their likelihood
of reserving time for attendees to greet one another during the worship
service does not differ (statistically speaking) from that of white churches.
But African-American churches are more likely than interracial churches to
have choirs participate in their worship services, and they are less likely
than interracial churches to have a time for greeting as a part of the worship
service (see table C-1, appendix C).

Initially, interracial churches’ participation in verbal affirmation, hand
raising, and spontaneous worship and their average worship service length
appears to fall somewhere between that of white and African-American
churches. However, once other important congregational characteristics,
such as age composition, religious tradition (e.g., Catholic, conservative
Protestant, etc.), or whether or not the congregation adheres to charismatic
religion are taken into consideration, this balance disappears (see table C-2,
appendix C). What this means is that the descriptive differences in worship
style and practice between interracial churches and white churches are not
due to differences in racial composition, but other congregational charac-
teristics, particularly the percentages of young adults that attend these
churches and whether the churches are conservative Protestant.

Interracial churches’ level of participation in spontaneous worship
and their average worship service length continue to fall between that of
African-American and white churches. This is no longer the case for verbal
affirmation and hand raising. While African-American churches are 8.6
times and 4.7 times more likely than interracial churches to participate in
hand raising and verbal affirmation, respectively, interracial churches’
participation in these practices is no different than that of white churches.
Interracial churches’ likelihood of having a choir sing or a time for greeting
during worship services remains the same as that for white churches. But

African-American churches are seven times more likely than interracial
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churches to have a choir sing during worship services. And they are far less
likely than interracial churches to have a time for greeting during worship
services. Taken together, these results tell us that interracial churches are
not inclined to adopt the worship styles and practices that are commonly
observed in African-American churches. They adopt those that are more
common to white churches.

Congregational Worship at Crosstown

In many ways, the congregational worship at Crosstown reflects what we
see for interracial churches more generally in America. In addition to in-
cluding a time of greeting during the worship service, Crosstown’s worship
services lasted between an hour and thirty minutes and an hour and forty
minutes. Crosstown had a choir that participated in the worship services
about once a month. But, typically, a trio of singers would be responsible for
leading congregational singing during the worship services. A piano (or
keyboard) and drums were used for instrumental accompaniment. And
periodically, an acoustic guitar, trumpet, bongos, or organ would be added
to the musical ensemble. Different styles of music were integrated into the
worship services, including hymns, contemporary praise choruses (which
have a sound reminiscent of contemporary folk or light rock music), and
contemporary gospel. However, music from the contemporary praise genre
was most common. Hymns and gospel music each comprised about one-
quarter of Crosstown’s musical repertoire.

Crosstown’s worship style was not particularly effusive. This was evi-
dent in both the congregational singing and the sermons. For congrega-
tional singing, I paid particular attention to how often and how many
congregants participated in the singing, clapped during up-tempo music
selections, or raised their hands during congregational singing. Approxi-
mately three-quarters of the congregants would consistently participate in
the congregational singing. I also observed congregants clapping during
about half of the worship selections where clapping would be appropriate.
However, only between one-third and one-half of the congregation would
clap at these times. It was not uncommon for very few people, that is, about
10% of the congregation, to clap during up-tempo music selections. At
about half of the worship services, congregants would raise their hands

during congregational singing. Again, a select few, about five people,
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would participate in this practice. When people did raise their hands, it was
not high above their heads. Rather, they raised their hands to about
shoulder level with the palms of their hands facing up. Congregants who
were not singing, clapping, or raising their hands during congregational
singing tended to stand still, appearing to read the words of the songs that
were projected onto a screen above the center of the main stage.

Despite Pastor Barnes’ roots in the Church of God in Christ (COGIC, a
black Pentecostal denomination), his sermon delivery style was not re-
flective of the rhythmic, climactic, and sometimes spontaneous style
common among African-American preachers.* He remained behind the
pulpit during most of the sermon and relied heavily upon his sermon notes,
regularly referencing them throughout his sermons. His tone could be firm
at times, but his speech was generally even. Furthermore, his sermon
delivery was not structured to facilitate a “call and response” between him
and the congregation. During the sermons, an “amen” or “mmm hmm”
could be heard from the congregation, but only from a select few. They
included the pastor’s wife and an elderly African-American woman. Others
(both African-American and white attendees) might every so often verbally
respond to the sermons as well. Still, the “amens” and “mmm hmms” were
very intermittent when they did occur. And it was not uncommon to hear
no verbal responses from the congregation during an entire sermon.

Michael Emerson and Christian Smith find that “accountable freewill

” o«

individualism,” “relationalism,” and “antistructuralism” are core values of
white evangelicals.” Accountable freewill individualism is the belief that
people are free to make choices and are accountable to their family, church,
friends, and God for their decisions. Relationalism is placing particular
importance on interpersonal relationships. Antistructuralism is the “in-
ability to perceive or unwillingness to accept social structural influences.”
Crosstown’s sermons emphasized these values. They focused on individual
spiritual growth through obedience to God, increasing individual spiritual
commitment to God or the church, and individual-level sacrifice in various
areas of life, such as time, money, or job choice. Improving your relation-
ship with God or with people, especially family, was regularly discussed.
Community or social issues were very rarely mentioned during sermons.
The sermons, which lasted about forty minutes, were divided into three
predictable segments. Pastor Barnes, who delivered nearly all of the ser-
mons, began by reading a Bible passage out of the New Testament, on

which the sermon would be based. He then explained the meaning of the
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Bible passage, often relying upon other Bible passages or magazines and
books written by evangelical leaders or pastors (examples of these include
Wild at Heart;® Fresh Wind, Fresh Fire; and Christianity Today®) for further
clarification. He concluded his sermons by providing guidelines on how
people could apply the Bible teachings to their lives.

Crosstown seemed to possess a more culturally balanced congrega-
tional worship than other interracial churches in the NCS. This likely
reflected the disproportionate representation of African-American attend-
ees in the church: They comprised two-thirds of the congregation. None-
theless, in many ways, Crosstown’s congregational worship structure—the
worship style, time committed to the worship service, sermonic culture,
and, to a lesser extent, music—was consistent with findings on interracial
churches in the NCS. But how does it happen that Crosstown and other
interracial churches emulate the congregational worship more commonly
seen in white churches? Crosstown members’ thoughts about the church’s
congregational worship and Crosstown’s response to Lydia’s “shouting”
shed light on this phenomenon.

Shouting for the Lord: Expressive Worship at Crosstown

At Crosstown, African-American congregants and white congregants had
quite different perspectives on worship. I asked congregants to tell me
what they enjoyed about the worship services at Crosstown and, conversely,
what frustrated them about the worship services.” They could have dis-
cussed any feature of the worship services. The worship and music styles
were central to their responses.

Whites consistently said that they enjoyed the music. Actually, none of
the whites I interviewed expressed frustration with the music. They par-
ticularly enjoyed the variety of music styles at Crosstown, the hymns and
contemporary praise songs especially. They also appreciated the “upbeat”
worship style and the use of multiple instruments. One woman told me:

I like the mix [of the music]. I think it’s wonderful. If T did all
hymns I think I would be dissatisfied. If I did all praise songs
I think I would be dissatisfied too. I really like the mix, so keep

the mix!

Another white attendee said:
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I enjoy the mixture of the styles of music from traditional hymns
to the praise songs to the choir singing, the soloists. I enjoy the
instruments used, the fact that it's more than just a piano or just
an organ. In fact, they bring in the trumpet sometimes, the guitar
sometimes, they’ve got drums, and it’s just very upbeat and it gets
me in the mood to praise him. It’s very similar to something I
had in college, just the musical style that we used to [have].

Whites’ appreciation for the worship style can be partially explained by their
familiarity with it. The worship was consistent with what some had expe-
rienced when they were in a younger, more vibrant religious environment,
and Crosstown provided them with the opportunity to extend this worship
experience.

African Americans, on the other hand, were not so content. About a
quarter of the African Americans with whom I spoke reported that they
enjoyed the worship style and music during the worship services. However,
when asked if there were things at Crosstown that frustrated them, the
most common feature mentioned was the worship style and music, with
about 60% of African Americans expressing dissatisfaction. The most
common frustration was that worship was not enthusiastic enough. One
attendee explained, “I think the church is a little stiff when it comes to
[praise].” Another said, “I would like a little more livelier music.” One
woman, who also told me that she would like the worship service to be

livelier, explained what she meant by “lively”:

I like to get into the song, to really do the praise and worship. It’s
not just singing the song, singing the words. .. .1 feel like if I
were a member of the praise team or choir standing up there I
would just be looking and saying what the heck are we doin’?!
Like, they are working so hard and we are just standing/sitting
here staring at them. You know, GET UP!ll You know, it’s like,
GET UP!!! They are workin’ so hard. There have been days where
I feel like, you know, [the praise leader] is just workin’ and ev-
erybody, you know, you’'ve done your work and you understand
what your role is and we're just sittin’ here saying, okay, nice

show. So anyway, that’s what I mean by lively.

Clearly, her frustrations were not just with the liveliness of the worship,
but also with the limited participation during congregational singing.
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Congregants, she felt, treated the singing and music as entertainment,
rather than as a participatory experience. These attendees’ feelings were
consistent with what other African Americans expressed about the worship
services at Crosstown. This suggests that African-American and white at-
tendees were working with two different sets of cultural norms and expec-
tations for what worship ought to look like, in this case, what constituted
upbeat worship. For whites, worship at Crosstown was upbeat, but for
African Americans, that was far from true. Further, where whites partic-
ularly enjoyed the worship, most African Americans were not satisfied.
When it came to a particularly expressive form of worship, like what
Lydia did, this difference in people’s perceptions sharpened. Lydia’s shout-
ing became a central concern at Crosstown. Rumblings about Lydia filtered
through the congregation, and several people brought it up during the
interviews. Expressive forms of worship, such as dancing, swaying, waving
your hands high above your head, or shouting were, indeed, quite rare at
Crosstown. Based upon people’s responses to Lydia’s actions in the worship
service, this behavior made some people uncomfortable. However, in inter-
views and casual conversations, attendees, particularly African Americans,

expressed support for shouting. One African-American woman told me:

Sometimes I wish the order of service was a little more upbeat.
I would like to see people a little bit more expressive. I'll say
“amen” and I'll raise my hand to something that I think the Lord
deserves the praise for and he deserves praise for everything
but I'll do that. Lydia, she got up and expressed...I mean, she
wasn't real loud with it or anything. ... She wasn’t real outland-
ish with it but she shouted out and a lot of people disagreed with
that and then I have to go back to the scriptures where it tells
us to make a joyful noise unto the Lord. This is what I would like
to see a little more at Crosstown—people making a joyful noise
to him. ... I think that if you want to express yourself as far as
the Lord, giving praise and honor to him, I think it should be
welcomed. I think it should be a part of the service.

I was also privy to two informal conversations where attendees talked
about Lydia’s shouting, both of which were among a racially mixed group of
people. An African American brought up the topic during both conversa-
tions, asking fellow church attendees what they thought about Lydia’s be-

havior. Some people felt that whatever is done during the worship service
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should be done such that it isn’t disruptive, only benefiting the individual.
Lydia’s behavior was inappropriate because it took away from some congre-
gants’ worship experience and did not include the whole congregation. On
the opposite side were those who felt that the church should provide a space
where people can freely worship God. Similar to the woman above, people
should be free to worship God through shouting because the Bible says to
make a joyful noise unto the Lord. Additionally, they explained that people
have very difficult weeks and challenging problems they are facing in their
lives and need a place to release and freely express themselves. African
Americans tended to take the second position, while others were more in-
clined to take the first.

Above, I mentioned that the church—or at least the church
leadership—ignored Lydia’s shouting during the communion service. It
seemed, for a time, that even though this form of worship was uncom-
fortable for people as exemplified by the palpable quiet and stillness of the
church, that this time, at least, there wouldn’t be any verbal reprimand. A
few years earlier, there had been. During another worship service, Lydia
got up and stood in an outside aisle of the sanctuary and began to shout
praises to God, waving her hands above her head, and there was a swift
response by the church leadership. The following week during the worship
service, Lydia was asked by Pastor Barnes to come up to the pulpit with
him. With her standing behind him, Pastor Barnes expressed disapproval
of her actions from the previous week. One member of the church with
whom I spoke about the incident called the pastor’s response an all-out
“rebuke.” Pastor Barnes then asked Lydia to come to the pulpit and explain
her worship expression, seeming to imply that she should apologize for
what she had done. She approached the pulpit and explained why she
worshipped as she did but did not apologize. Afterward, she returned to her
seat and the worship service went on as usual. This was the last time Lydia
had shouted during a worship service—until now.

After the more recent incident, there was no immediate response to
Lydia’s shouts of praise. I do not know why the leadership did not respond
this time as it did a few years ago. It is possible that the church leadership
had changed its mind on the issue. Or, they may have thought that this kind
of worship expression was tolerable once every few years. But Lydia again
began to shout praises during another worship service four months later.
A guest speaker, an African-American man who was a long-time friend of

Pastor Barnes and a leader in the evangelical racial reconciliation move-
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ment, was giving the sermon. Again, it appeared that something particu-
larly relevant or important just hit Lydia, and she began to shout “HAL-
LELUJAH, HALLELUJAH, HALLELUJAH” over and over. Lydia was
seated in the front of the church. The guest speaker looked at her when she
began to shout. He had a puzzled look on his face for just a moment but did
not pause. He kept on with his sermon. As soon as she began shouting,
Lydia left her seat, walked down an outside aisle, and exited the sanctuary,
all the while continuing to shout “HALLELUJAH, HALLELUJAH, HAL-
LELUJAH.” As before, the congregation could still hear her from the lobby.

The very next week, Pastor Barnes did a sermon on worship. He began
his sermon by discussing his Church of God in Christ experience and

’

revealed that he “speaks in another language,” which is usually called
speaking in tongues. This was not something I had ever heard anyone do at
the church, let alone the senior pastor, so it was a bit surprising. However,
almost immediately after he revealed this about himself, he reassured the
congregation by posing the question “Are things going to change at
Crosstown?” He answered his own question with an unequivocal “No!”
after which he announced that the church would be having a potluck dinner
meeting the following month to discuss “Is there room for emotional ex-
pression at Crosstown?” He requested that people sign up in advance if they
were planning to attend.

He continued with his sermon, drawing upon three sets of scriptures
out of the books of Acts (chapters 9 and 13) and 1 Corinthians (chapter 2) in
the New Testament. The 1 Corinthians passage discusses guidelines for
congregational worship and mentions that everything done in a group wor-
ship setting should be done “decently and in order.” The Acts passages were
used to demonstrate how early Christians worshipped. Pastor Barnes made
three key points in this sermon. One was that “every worship service needs
prayerful planning that acknowledges God is our audience and we are mul-
tiethnic.” The second was that, in order for people to come prepared for the
service, “the congregation can pray for the service and be on time.” His final
point was that “maximum worship needs worship planning and preparation.”

Pastor Barnes was expressing the values that those in leadership be-
lieved were central to worship services at Crosstown. One value was the
interracial character of the church. Since the church was interracial, the
worship service needed to be sensitive to the different cultural desires of
the varying groups in the church. At least in part, the church was aiming to
maintain its interracial status by developing a service that would facilitate
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this. Second, in each of the three points, the word “planning” or “prepared”
was used at least once. And further, the “maximum” worship experience
that a church could have required planning and preparation. Conversely,
worship that was spontaneous or even impulsive would not produce the
best kind of worship experience. The third value, in line with the second,
was timeliness. The congregation was told that if they wanted a good
worship experience, then they should, in addition to praying, be on time.
Worship services were scheduled to begin at 10:30 A.M. and most often did.
Less than a third of the regular attendees (a large majority of whom were
white) would be present at 10:30 A.M. Others continued to trickle in until
about 11 A.M. The church clocks were even set between five and seven
minutes ahead to, I suspect, ensure timeliness.

These values were reinforced at the dinner meeting on worship expres-
sion the following month. The meeting was held on a weeknight in the church
gym. The gym was about the length of a basketball court. Tables filled the gym,
suggesting that there was an expectation for a large crowd. However, less
than half of the available seats were taken. There were about fifty adults pres-
ent at the meeting. About 80% of those in attendance were African American.

The potluck dinner was before the meeting. At 6 p.M., Michael, the
head elder who presided over communion when Lydia shouted, prayed
over the meal. The dinner was a self-serve buffet. The meal included baked
chicken, store-bought biscuits, instant mashed potatoes, salads, broccoli,
potato-and-cheese casseroles, and spaghetti, among other dishes. All of the
desserts were store bought. During dinner, [ was seated near the senior
pastor. An African-American woman, who was also seated at the table and
who had recently begun attending the church, asked him why the church
was having this meeting. I learned from that conversation that Lydia’s
expressive form of worship was what had “initiated” the meeting. It led to
people asking questions of the leadership and expressing some concerns.
Factions were beginning to develop in the church. The purpose of the
meeting was for the leadership to provide some guidance on this issue.

The meeting began a little after 7 p.m. Church literature reviewing the
church’s formal position on worship and a sermon on worship the pastor
had given seven years earlier were passed out. After giving people several
minutes to review the handouts, Michael opened the discussion. He asked if
people had any thoughts, concerns, or questions on the topic of worship
expression. No one said anything immediately. It wasn’t until after several

prompts and long uncomfortable pauses that people began to speak up.
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One of the first questions of the meeting was from an African-American
woman, Diane. She asked, “Why is the church having a meeting on whether
there is room for emotional expression at Crosstown?” Michael explained
that a few people had expressed concerns about expressive worship to him
and other people in leadership. Another African-American woman, Ruby,
asked a follow-up question. I had known Ruby to be a very polite, sweet
woman who always had a smile on her face. But she expressed the most
visceral opposition to the thought of limiting this kind of worship in the
church. She often rolled her eyes during the meeting and asked direct,
forthright questions. She asked what some of the concerns were. He ex-
plained that those concerned “used words like ‘excessive,” ‘not controlled,” or
‘scary’ ” when describing Lydia’s behavior. After his response, many African
Americans began to snicker at these descriptions as if they were completely
unwarranted. They gave each other knowing looks of shared disbelief. Ruby
responded, “I haven’t seen anything like what you are describing!”

Although it took some coaxing for people to participate, people began
to share their thoughts on the topic and to ask questions of the leadership.
The discussion lasted for over an hour. Most of the people who participated
in the discussion were African American, the vast majority of whom ex-
pressed support of Lydia and the kind of expression she displayed. How-
ever, there were some African Americans who did not support shouting
during the worship services. Among the few whites who spoke, half op-
posed shouting. Whites who were in favor of expressive worship were
young, in their mid-twenties.

Similar to what I had heard during the informal conversations, people
took one of two positions on shouting. No one said right out that shouting
or waving hands was an inappropriate expression of worship. However,
those who opposed shouting drew upon the “decently and in order” Bible
passage in 1 Corinthians. One white woman suggested that shouting was
inappropriate by simply asking, “Didn’t the apostle Paul say do things
decently and in order?” Others explained that the overall worship experi-
ence of the group should take precedence over the individual worship
experience. Since shouting was disruptive and a distraction for those who
were not a part of the experience, it was inappropriate for it to be done in
the context of the worship service. One white attendee said:

Before Pastor Barnes, it was very orderly. It is very different now

than what it used to be. I think there does need to be some kind
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of order. Pastor has to have control. You can’t have someone dis-

rupting the service.

This man went on to suggest that the church adequately represented di-
versity in worship expression, striking a balance between Charles Stanley’s
and Jimmy Swaggart’s churches—both large, predominantly white con-
gregations. Those in this camp also believed that the worship at Crosstown
already sufficiently reflected the racial and cultural diversity of the church
and that compromise was needed, suggesting that shouting was not a
reasonable way of promoting compromise. An African-American woman
told the group:

What attracted me to Crosstown is that it was middle of the road.
I came from a varied background. What appealed to me was
the diversity on social levels and in manners of worship. I think
the issue is not can we, but when we. .. know it is scriptural

for us to compromise.

Unlike the white man above, she was apparently familiar with shouting
and a greater breadth of worship expressions, but was willing to “com-
promise” to be in a diverse church.

The “pro” group’s central position was based upon ideals of freedom,
opportunity, and choice. People should be free to worship God as their
spirit compels them. They should be able to just let go if they need to.
Furthermore, they should have the opportunity to express themselves in
church. One African-American woman explained: “I have a concern about
bottling an emotional expression....People have emotions they have to
express as a result of the spirit. They can’t control . . . well, they can control it
but do we want to prevent that?” Another African-American attendee
shared a similar sentiment: “If I hit the lotto, [ can hoot and holler. I should
be able to do that when I feel it at church.” A secondary position of those in
the “pro” camp was that singing without effusive behavior did not consti-
tute legitimate worship. One African-American attendee explained: “I don’t
see where there is a lot of worship time. There is a lot of singing, but not
worship time. Why not provide five to ten minutes during the service to let

9

people ‘get it out.”” Her statement proposed that worship services should be
structured to accommodate shouting, something Crosstown was not doing.
While freedom and opportunity were central to the explanations of

“pro” African-American attendees, a primary reason that whites supported
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expressive worship was because it was a new experience for them that they
appreciated. They did not explicitly state support for Lydia’s form of ex-
pression, but rather mentioned things like raising hands during service.
A twenty-something white woman put it this way: “As a young Christian,
when I see people raise their hands and outwardly worship God, it teaches
me how to worship God. Please don’t hold back. I learn from you.”

Lydia was present at the meeting, which I thought was rather brave
given that the meeting was in many respects a response to her behavior.
She stood up and gave her thoughts on the issue. She confidently ex-
plained:

I think we should have permission to exalt and rejoice. I feel
many times that the Holy Spirit is oppressed in the service.

I recognize and embrace diversity and I want them to embrace me.
All week, I am dealing with stress. When I come to the house of
God, I should be free. I would think that my brothers and sisters
would rejoice with me. I respect and love them when they are
meek and quiet. I don't feel that I should have to be controlled.

Again, what emerges is a different frame for what worship ought to look
like. The worship seemed oppressive to Lydia, and she believed that people
who are a part of an interracial church should be accepting or at least
tolerant of worship expressions that are different from their own. She felt
that she was accepting of “them” with their meek and quiet form of wor-
ship expression, so they should have reciprocated this appreciation and
respect. Furthermore, church was a place for her to honestly express how
she was feeling, something she felt she was unable to do during the rest of
the week. Here, at least, she should not need to put her feelings in check.
Other African Americans similarly used “us” and “them” language
when explaining how they felt about expressive worship. While no one
explicitly mentioned race, these frames signified that the lines of division
that had emerged during the discussion represented not just diverging
religious opinions, but collective values and perspectives rooted in shared
experiences and understandings. The undertone of the conversation sug-
gested that the differences were race-based, as did the racial breakdown of

the supporters and opponents. Another African-American woman shared:

We want everyone to have the understanding that they are free.

I agree with Leslie, Crosstown is not going to become charismatic.
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We don’t want to offend anyone, but we want them to understand.
Let them know it is not false. It is something between [the indi-
vidual] and the Lord.

Although this attendee supported expressive worship, much like Pastor
Barnes, she felt it necessary to reassure those who were concerned about
Crosstown becoming more expressive. Second, she did not want anyone to
be offended, but at the same time it was important for her that “they”
understand this form of worship. She, like Lydia, expressed a desire for
their acceptance and understanding.

The meeting ended with Pastor Barnes summarizing the position of
the church leadership on whether or not there was room for “emotional”
worship expression at Crosstown. The guiding principle of the leadership’s
official position on the matter was that worship services were to be con-
ducted “decently and in order.” Pastor Barnes explained, “The principle is
to listen when everyone is listening and rejoice when everyone is rejoic-
ing.” “It is biblical,” he continued, for things to be done in order. The
congregation should take priority over the person, and individuals should
not be in competition with the communal activities taking place during the
worship service. In addition, as befits a church that God had called to be
interracial, sacrifice was required on everyone’s part. The leadership did
not want to suppress people’s expression. People could come and enjoy a
diverse experience. The final decree by the church leadership on emo-
tionally expressive worship was that it was most appropriate for it to take
place during the twenty- to thirty-minute praise and singing segment of the
service. Pastor Barnes closed the meeting in prayer.

A month later, Lydia took the leadership up on their suggestion. She
began to shout praises during the singing and praise segment of the ser-
vice. She again immediately excused herself and exited the sanctuary,
continuing to shout in the adjacent lobby. But her expression still evoked a
negative response. I spoke with two white members to get their opinion on
what happened. Both felt that people were uncomfortable with Lydia’s
expression. One of them, a man in his early thirties who felt that her
shouting was out of place, described the experience as extremely uncom-
fortable, an elephant in the room that no one was acknowledging. Despite
the overwhelming discomfort, people avoided looking at Lydia and acted as

if nothing out of the ordinary was happening.



DECENTLY AND IN ORDER 35

The Face of Race in Interracial Congregational Worship

Race is not the only social characteristic that informs people’s religious and
cultural preferences. However, when discord occurs over the worship
practices and styles in interracial churches, these differences become
freighted with meaning. They are imbued with a history of racial in-
equality, oppression, and segregation that has plagued American race re-
lations. It is not just about one church faction’s preferences versus another
faction’s, but acceptance, inclusion, and influence over defining who we
are and what we do. When discord emerges along racial lines in interracial
churches, dominant understandings of race are evoked, influencing the
interactions and dynamics that dictate religious and cultural norms.

Crosstown’s story, in combination with the results from the National
Congregations Study, shows that interracial churches are not immune to
white privilege and the normativity of white culture and beliefs. At Cross-
town, African Americans’ desire for more expressive worship was not ac-
commodated. Instead, whites’ primary beliefs about acceptable practices
were reinforced. This was despite African Americans’ broad support of
shouting in the church, their numerical majority status, and an African-
American senior pastor with roots in a black Pentecostal denomination.
Although expressive worship was allegedly appropriate during the praise
and singing segment of the worship service, the response of congregants
to Lydia’s shouting after the dinner meeting reveals that, even then, this
was not the case.

Crosstown’s African-American and white attendees possessed very
different understandings of expressive worship. For whites, shouting and
waving hands in church were extreme worship practices. To a certain
extent, these practices were off their worship radar. This was, in part, the
result of whites’ limited knowledge of what worship looks like in black
churches, as implied by one white attendee who drew upon predominantly
white churches to illustrate the diversity of worship styles and practices.
But also, whites’ ideas of what constituted normative lively worship—
which was the inclusion of contemporary praise choruses in the worship
music repertoire, with some congregants clapping and raising their
hands—did not include shouting.

Conversely, shouting during worship services in African-American
churches is not unusual. The foundation of this worship practice has been
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traced to African culture.'® DuBois argued that “the most characteristic
expression of African character” is thought to be found among African-
American congregations.'' Services in many African-American churches
are, in fact, structured to incorporate this kind of worship. The musicians,
choir, and preacher work in concert to encourage shouting during worship
services. According to Walter Pitts in his study of Afro-Baptist churches,
“if one could attribute a single purpose to the service, it would be to
‘bring down the Holy Spirit’ or cause a possession like trance, called
‘shouting.” ”"* African Americans at Crosstown concurred that shouting
was not unusual for them. African-American attendees supported Lydia.
They wanted a more upbeat service that accommodated shouting. They
questioned the purpose of the dinner meeting on expressive worship and
laughed at the implication that shouting was a problem, as if such concerns
were unwarranted. Even African Americans who were in support of the
“decently and in order” position were familiar with emotionally expressive
worship and would have participated in more expressive worship if they felt
that it would not be a cause for disorder in the service.

Additionally, churches have historically been places where blacks
could share feelings and emotions they may have suppressed elsewhere."?
Shouting was one way of expressing these emotions. African Americans at
Crosstown agreed. Worship represented more than just a time for people
to connect with God, but also a space where freedom and opportunity could
be celebrated. The church was a place where people should be able to
decompress and express themselves without restraint. White attendees at
Crosstown, even the younger attendees who supported effusive worship,
did not express this idea of worship. Rather, the foremost objective of
worship for whites was to facilitate congregants’ meeting God. So, in ad-
dition to having different understandings about what defined normative
worship, African Americans and whites differed on what they believed the
purpose of worship to be.'*

The central position of the church leadership ultimately supported the
position of the “con” group on shouting, and thereby the primary position
of whites in the church. For the basis of the church’s official position,
church leaders evoked the New Testament, which says that all things
should be done “decently and in order.” But what does “decently and in
order” mean, really? An African-American woman who had recently begun
attending Crosstown inadvertently gave the most revealing insight into

what is meant by this phrase. She explained during the dinner meeting:
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There needs to be order and balance. When I first came to
Crosstown, I raised my hands. But, then I looked around and

noticed people were not raising their hands. So, I then stopped.

She previously had attended a church where effusive worship was com-
mon. However, after raising her hands at Crosstown, she realized that this
kind of expression was not the norm for this church. She, therefore,
stopped raising her hands during congregational worship and adapted to
the normative (less effusive) worship culture of Crosstown.

Normative religious culture is not universal but rather varies by group
and context.'® Groups occupying particular social spaces at particular times
decide what practices, styles, and rituals are acceptable. Therefore, decent
and orderly worship is not an issue of what is theologically accurate, as
this woman'’s story demonstrates, but is rather a standard set by those
who wield the most power. In interracial churches, those who wield power
affirm white privilege and culture. Congregational worship will appeal to
whites in these congregations more so than African Americans. Conse-
quently, African Americans will bear the greater burden of maintaining a

racially mixed worship experience.
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Bringing Race to the Center

Extrareligious Activities

Worship and religious practices are fundamental to the con-
gregational life of churches. But American churches are not just
places where people gather to pray and learn from the Bible,
they are also significant social and cultural institutions. Churches
uniquely provide groups with the capacity to collectively practice
their own subcultures, organize for civic and community ends,
and develop their own ideas about the world. This is especially true
for racial minorities. Churches exemplify the utility of religion
as an institution where subordinate cultural, social, and civic en-
deavors can be cultivated." This is not to suggest that whites

do not access the American religious structure for similar rea-
sons. Rather, churches are especially important to racial minori-
ties because they have often been the only institution through
which they can effect change.

In this chapter, the extrareligious social and civic activities
of interracial churches are examined. These types of activities
inform our understanding of a church’s culture and identity, re-
vealing its values, priorities, and beliefs. I pay particular attention
to racially salient activities, defined as those activities that either
directly address issues of race or that are common in African-
American churches. Understanding this area of congrega-
tional life in interracial churches will reveal if and how African

Americans can draw upon an interracial church as a resource
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to reproduce their culture and generate social and civic changes that affect

their community.

Social and Civic Activities: How Do Interracial Churches
Compare to Other Churches?

There has been considerable research addressing the extrareligious social
and civic participation of white and black religious organizations. Research
has consistently shown that African-American religious organizations are
more inclined to participate in political and certain social and community
activities than are white religious organizations.® Yet, no one has compared
the extrareligious social and civic participation of interracial churches to
that of other churches.

The social and civic activities considered from the NCS are community
involvement; political involvement; participation in race-related discus-
sions; and participation in activities that celebrate or preserve the culture of
a particular racial or ethnic group (see appendix B for operationalizations).
Community involvement measures churches’ participation in community
and socially oriented activities, such as feeding the hungry, building or
repairing homes, and helping the homeless, among other community
activities. Results show that, generally, churches’ involvement in com-
munity activities is quite limited. Neither interracial, white, nor African-
American churches have average community involvement scores higher
than 1.8 on a 9-point scale (see table C-4, appendix C). Even after con-
trolling for other congregational characteristics, interracial churches’
community involvement does not differ from that of white or African-
American churches. So, racial composition does not affect churches’ par-
ticipation in community activities (see table C-5, appendix C).

Political involvement measures churches’ level of participation in po-
litical activities, such as voter registration, political discussions, and host-
ing political candidates, among others. Similar to community involvement,
churches’ average political involvement scores are low. However, as other
research has shown, African-American churches are most inclined to draw
upon religious resources for political endeavors.* African-American chur-
ches demonstrate the highest level of involvement in political activities.
They have a score of 2.1 out of a possible 8, which means that, on average,

African-American churches participated in at least two explicitly political
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activities over the previous year. White churches’ average score for political
involvement is 1.1.° For interracial churches, it is 1.6 (see table C-4, ap-
pendix C). When other congregational characteristics are taken into ac-
count, African-American churches’ political involvement score is a full
point higher than that of interracial churches, whose score is no longer
higher than that of white churches (see table C-5, appendix C).

African-American churches are also most likely to have race-related
discussion meetings. Twenty-nine percent of African-American churches
had a race-related discussion meeting within the past year. This is com-
pared to 24% of interracial churches and 20% of white churches (see table
C-4, appendix C). After taking religious affiliation, church size, and class
structure, among other congregational characteristics, into consideration,
African-American churches are 2.6 times more likely than interracial
churches to participate in race-related discussions. Again, interracial and
white churches’ levels of participation in race-related discussions are no
different (see table C-6, appendix C).

Also considered is whether churches had an event that was intended to
preserve or celebrate the cultural heritage of a particular racial or ethnic
group. Results again show that African-American churches are the most
inclined to offer this activity, with 35% of African-American churches
hosting such an event. Still, about 15% of interracial churches hosted a
racial or ethnocultural preservation activity. But only 4% of white churches
had a similar kind of activity (see table C-4, appendix C). While the de-
scriptive statistics may suggest that interracial churches are not too far
behind African-American churches when it comes to racial or ethnocultu-
ral preservation, after controlling for other congregational characteristics,
African-American churches are nearly seven times more likely than in-
terracial churches to participate in this sort of activity, and white churches
are 66% less likely than interracial churches to do so (see table C-6, ap-
pendix C).

While American churches are not particularly inclined to partici-
pate in extrareligious social and civic activities, some churches are more
likely to participate in these kinds of activities than are others.® The ex-
trareligious congregational life of African-American churches appears to
be rather different from both white and interracial churches. African-
American churches demonstrate a greater propensity than other churches
to participate in racially salient social and political activities. Whereas in-

terracial churches are more likely than white churches to participate in
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racial/ethnocultural preservation, in all other extrareligious activities they
are the same. However, other factors besides racial composition matter for
churches’ participation in extrareligious activities. Church size and greater
percentages of college-educated attendees are consistent predictors of
churches’ participation in the social and civic activities examined here. To
the extent that larger and more-educated churches have more resources
to expend on extrareligious activities, the relatively low levels of congre-
gational participation in social and civic endeavors overall may be more a
reflection of limited resources rather than a lack of interest or desire. Still,
as with worship, it appears that interracial churches tend to adopt the
congregational culture more common to white churches when it comes to
participation in racially salient social and civic activities. A more in-depth

look at Crosstown’s extrareligious activities will help to show this.

Crosstown: Connecting with the Community

Even outside of the worship service, religious activities were central to the
congregational life of Crosstown. This is not surprising given the church’s
conservative Protestant orientation.” Sunday school classes were held
for children, teenagers, and adults before the worship services. There was
also a weekly Bible study led by Pastor Barnes and several weekly prayer
meetings. Still, Crosstown did support or participate in some community-
oriented activities. The church contributed 10% of its annual budget (after
operating costs) to outside organizations, including a Christian camp-
ground, a prison ministry, Youth for Christ (an organization dedicated to
the evangelism of youth), and the Anderson Community Development
Council (a not-for-profit community organization that was committed to
improving the physical and social conditions of the town). However, most
of Crosstown’s community activities had an evangelical focus. The activi-
ties were not aimed at providing the local community with economic or
social resources, but were instead intended to attract people from the
neighborhood to the church.

One such event was “Movies under the Stars.” During the summer,
the church showed Christian and family-friendly secular movies, including
Jonah, a Veggie Tales film, and Like Mike, which starred Lil’ Bow Wow, a
young African-American rapper. The movies were shown in the church

courtyard, a grassy, outdoor space directly adjacent to the church. Posters
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were put up in restaurants, grocery stores, and other businesses through-
out Mapleton and Anderson to advertise movie dates and times. People
brought their own lawn chairs or blankets to sit on. Popcorn, candy, sodas,
and other snacks were available for purchase. Between thirty and forty
people came to each of the movie nights, many of them young children and
teens. I recognized most of the people who came as regular attendees of
Crosstown. However, there were some families whom I did not recognize
and who seemed to be newcomers from the local neighborhoods. Although
“Movies under the Stars” had an implicitly evangelical focus, I did not
witness explicit proselytizing. Beyond a brief opening prayer, there were
no other religious activities or rituals that took place. “Movies under the
Stars” ended with summer, but throughout the year, Crosstown continued
to host movie nights in the church gym.

Crosstown also organized a neighborhood walk campaign. This cam-
paign had a more explicit evangelical emphasis than “Movies under the
Stars.” The primary aim was to invite local residents to the church. During
the announcements at weekly worship services, regular attendees were re-
cruited to volunteer for the neighborhood walk. Bright colorful door hangers
were professionally designed and produced for the event. The door hangers
invited readers to “Come Join Us!. .. at Crosstown where you’ll find people
(just like you) that want to know God and grow in their relationship with
Him through Jesus Christ.” A schedule of weekly church activities was
printed on the back. For several Saturday mornings in the fall, groups of
church volunteers walked the blocks surrounding the church and placed
these door hangers on the front door knobs of apartments and houses.

Although Crosstown’s extrareligious activities were primarily evan-
gelical, the church had expressed a desire to become more involved in
activities that directly serve the surrounding communities. Two years prior
to my study, the church held three meetings to identify future goals for the
church. A racially diverse gathering of approximately fifty people attended
each meeting. One goal discussed at length at these meetings was for
Crosstown to become more involved in local community endeavors like
mentoring disadvantaged youth or providing aid to poor families. Given
the community needs and challenges of Anderson, these activities were
apparently intended to reach out to Anderson residents. Yet, Crosstown
never implemented any of these ideas nor became actively involved in
Anderson in other ways. The church did participate in Mapleton com-
munity activities, though. One of these activities was a memorial service
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for g/11 victims. The other was a neighborhood-sponsored celebration of
religious diversity called the “Walk of Faith.”

The 9/11 memorial service was co-sponsored by eight churches located
in Mapleton and other nearby communities; however, Mapleton Evange-
lical Church, a 1,000-plus-member, predominantly white church, was the
primary organizer of the event. None of the churches that participated
in the event was from nearby Anderson.® The service was held outdoors in
one of the public parks in Mapleton. It was a weekday evening. The sky was
clear and the temperature was still comfortable for outdoor evening ac-
tivities. Attendees filled roughly a third of the park, which was about the
size of a half city block. At least 300 people were present, about 9o% of
whom were white. The event reminded me of an outdoor concert. People
brought their own seating for the service. They were sprawled about the
grass on blankets and lawn chairs, facing a main stage. Music and singing
were a large part of the program. A praise leader from Mapleton Evange-
lical Church led the crowd in several praise choruses, accompanied by a
band with a keyboard, drums, and guitar. Solos and choir selections were
performed. Interspersed between musical selections, encouraging ser-
monettes were given by pastors (including Pastor Barnes) from each of the
sponsoring churches. During the program, casually dressed ushers passed
out candles. By the end of the service, the sun was setting, and ushers
returned to light the candles. With candles lit across the crowd, the service
ended with a prayer and a moment of silence in remembrance of the
victims of g/11. The service lasted for about one and a half hours.

The “Walk of Faith” was part of the Mapleton centennial celebration.
The purpose of the event was to celebrate the “diversity of faith” in Ma-
pleton. Two dozen Mapleton organizations of various religious faiths par-
ticipated. During a Sunday afternoon in the spring, participating churches
hosted open houses for neighborhood residents to visit. Some churches
presented historical displays, others performed musical presentations, and
others offered church tours. Crosstown presented a historical display board
that included information about the church’s origins and previous pastors.
Crosstown also offered tours of the church and refreshments to open
house guests.

Crosstown did not participate in political events nor was there any
explicit or implicit public support of a particular political party. The closest
the church came to political participation of any kind was allowing voter

registration pamphlets to be displayed on information tables located just
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outside the sanctuary. And it was no easy decision to allow these pamphlets
to be displayed. To ensure that they had no political or social bias, Pastor
Barnes carefully reviewed the pamphlets before allowing them to be placed
on the information tables. There are two plausible explanations for Cross-
town’s limited political involvement. One explanation is that political par-
ticipation was not something about which the people of Crosstown were
particularly concerned. I asked attendees about their political party affili-
ations during the interviews. Their thoughts on politics suggest that at-
tendees, regardless of race, did not have strong attachments to one political
party or another. However, in the few cases when interviewees expressed
strong political affiliations, African Americans tended to affiliate with the
Democrats and whites tended to be Republican. In fact, one of the church’s
white elders was a staunch Republican who was active in local political
campaigns. There was also the possibility that Crosstown was attempting
to avoid cross-racial conflict by minimizing political discussions. Either
way, Crosstown’s lack of political involvement is consistent with that of
other interracial churches in the United States.

Bringing Race to the Center?

We envision ourselves standing courageously at the intersection where
race and class collide. . .. Aware of the differences that divide our
community, we fearlessly confront our discomforts as we draw together
to worship God and to share our lives with one another.

—Crosstown Community Church Mission

Statement

As evidenced by Crosstown’s mission statement, the church’s interracial
character was central to its identity. The church purported to embrace
racial and socioeconomic diversity and the challenges that go with it. Race
and class divisions were very tangible for Crosstown with working-class,
predominantly African-American Anderson to the north of the church and
middle class/upper middle-class, majority-white Mapleton to the south.
However, bridging this community divide proved to be a challenge for the
church. The church’s minimal involvement in Anderson community ac-
tivities, when compared to its participation in Mapleton activities, is one

indication of this. However, Crosstown attempted to bring issues of race
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closer to the center of congregational life. Before this, race was rarely
discussed at Crosstown, not during the weekly worship services, nor dur-
ing other church functions. At times, I heard church attendees talk about
race-related issues in casual conversation, but this was not common. Ex-
plicit talk about race, particularly during church services, meetings, or
other formally organized activities, was unfamiliar territory for Crosstown.

The new effort to tackle race-related issues was spearheaded by Pastor
Barnes. He initiated the endeavor with a sermon entitled “Authentic
Christian Community.” The sermon was intended to provide the church
with biblical guidelines for accomplishing its mission statement. Pastor
Barnes acknowledged during the sermon that the church’s mission state-
ment was ambitious. But, as he put it, “crash potential” was intrinsic to the
interracial and interclass interactions suggested by the statement. Suc-
cessfully accomplishing the church’s mission required that the church rely
upon biblical principles.

Similar to his sermon on worship, the biblical perspective upon which
Pastor Barnes based this sermon complied with the theological and social
ideals common to white evangelicals, who use individualistic solutions to
address social and racial problems.’ Drawing upon scriptures from several
books of the Bible (including Psalms, Matthew, Acts, Ephesians, James,
and Revelation), he insisted that the primary way that Crosstown attendees
could accomplish interracial and interclass unity was by possessing “Christ
in their hearts.” In other words, change would occur one heart at a time, as
people adopted biblical principles in their own lives. This required com-
mitting to hearing and heeding the word of God; committing to principles
of biblical unity; committing to appreciating and not just tolerating dif-
ferences; and finally, committing to not giving deference to certain groups
of people over others. Broader structural and social realities, such as racial
segregation, racism, and social inequality, were not mentioned during the
sermon.

Following the sermon, Pastor Barnes organized a nine-week seminar
on racial diversity and Christianity. The seminar was loosely based upon
the book Divided by Faith, a scholarly examination of why racial segregation
persists among American evangelicals. Pastor Barnes persistently urged
the congregation to attend the upcoming seminar. Every week, starting six
weeks before the seminar was scheduled to begin, an announcement was
made during the weekly worship service. Congregants were asked to sign

up for the seminar in advance if they were planning to attend. Normally,
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the church administrative assistant would give the church announce-
ments. However, Pastor Barnes personally announced the upcoming
seminar on several occasions, encouraging people to read the book and
attend. It was evident that the issue of racial diversity and religion was of
great importance to him.

Thirty people signed up for the seminar, but ultimately forty people
attended at least one of the nine sessions. The overall attendance reflected
the racial composition of the church. Thirteen (33%) of the attendees were
white. Twenty-five (63%) were black. A little more than half of the people
who participated in the seminar attended on a regular basis, meaning they
came to at least five of the nine sessions. African Americans appeared to be
slightly more committed to the class than were whites. Among twenty-two
regular attendees, seventeen were black and five were white. Additionally,
nine of the forty people who attended the class held a leadership position in
the church (i.e., pastor or lay leader). Six of the nine leaders attended the
seminar regularly. However, only one of the nine leaders who attended was
white, and he attended just one session. In fact, none of the eleven white
pastors or lay leaders had signed up for the seminar, suggesting they never
planned to attend it. Given that the leadership was racially mixed, this
was a poor showing by the whites in leadership. Whites’ relative absence
from the seminar generally was rather curious given that Pastor Barnes
personally planned the seminar and strongly urged people to attend it—a
clear attempt on his part at moving the church toward engaging racial
issues. And white leaders’ absence from the seminar not only suggested a
lack of interest in addressing issues of race but also a less than complete
endorsement of Pastor Barnes’ leadership, at least when it came to race-
related issues.

A Christian not-for-profit organization that consults with churches on
racial issues, the Racial Reconciliation Project (RRP), was hired to conduct
the seminar. The seminar was held once a week on Tuesday evenings in
one of the Sunday school rooms. The room was organized like a classroom.
Folding chairs were placed in rows for seating. A whiteboard hung on the
front wall. A television and VCR were set up at the front of the room. Each
seminar session was scheduled to begin at 7:45 .M. and to last for one
hour, which it usually did. The sessions were structured to facilitate
large group (the entire class) and small group (four to five people) discus-
sions. Central themes of the seminar were evangelical religious history

and culture; religious racial segregation among Christians; and blacks’
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and whites’ responses to the recent racial reconciliation movement within
evangelicalism (e.g., Promise Keepers). Seminar materials included the
book Divided by Faith'® and a discussion notebook that highlighted key
concepts from the book. Divided by Faith was used during the seminar as a
means of stimulating conversation. Clips from films such as A Family
Thing and Grand Canyon and quotes from thinkers like Alexis de Tocque-
ville and Frederick Douglass were also used to facilitate group discussion.

Steve, a white, middle-aged man and a leader in RRP, led the seminar.
Two African-American men, who were also part of RRP, periodically assisted
Steve. At the beginning of the seminar, Steve laid out guidelines for the
discussions. He explained, “We are going to work hard to not persuade each
other to our points of view. We are going to listen to each other’s
stories . .. without putting a spin on them. Your pain is not more signifi-
cant than other people’s pain in the room.” Steve also encouraged people
to use the term “racialization,” instead of “racism” or “racial prejudice”
during discussions. This was problematic for some African Americans in the
seminar. Steve asked people to share how they felt about this word, and one
African-American woman shared that “racialization” didn’t have any real
meaning to her: “It is just a word on paper.” An African-American
man explained that he didn’t like the term racialization because “it doesn’t
open up honest dialogue.” Another African-American woman similarly
felt that racialization didn’t capture the real issues of race. In her opinion,
using this term instead of racism limited the discussion. She asked Steve,
“Why not [instead of using racialization] define racism accurately?” She went
on to ask why they should accommodate whites by changing the word. She
felt this “closed dialogue.” As she was saying this, I heard an African-
American woman sitting nearby say under her breath “sugar coating it,”
showing that she too felt that using a word like racialization instead of racism
or racial prejudice did not allow the real issues of race to be confronted.
Finally, one white woman shared her thoughts about the issue. She told the
group that all her life she had heard that “whites are racists,” so she felt like
“why even try?” No one responded to what she said, but her comment
confirmed Steve’s implied reason for wanting to frame the racial discussions
as he did. Whites in attendance could construe language like “racism” as
offensive. Using less-offensive language and focusing on one’s own racial
story allowed whites to discuss race without feeling like they were being
implicated in African Americans’ racial experiences. Steve then closed this

topic, entreating people to “bear with” the term racialization.
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The class abided by the guidelines Steve proposed. The discussions
during the remainder of the seminar were often characterized by people
sharing isolated comments or opinions, rather than interpersonal dia-
logue. Little conflict about race or other related issues arose, which I sus-
pect was another purpose of the rules. Yet, while these guidelines may
have facilitated less-contentious interracial interaction, they also framed
the discussions in such a way that limited African Americans’ freedom to
share their true feelings about race. The discussions concentrated on in-
dividual experiences. And, similar to the recent sermon on “Authentic
Christian Community,” the broader social realities of race were often eli-
ded. People, both African American and white, instead shared their ne-
gative personal encounters with people from the other race. For example,
one woman shared the challenges she faced coming from an interracial
background. A white man confessed that his family struggled with race. An
African-American man told a story about how the window of his car was
shot out while he was stopped at a rural Indiana gas station. Yet, none
of these stories were framed within the larger context of American race
relations.

Understandably, structuring the seminar around individuals’ opinions
and experiences left some with unresolved concerns. This was exemplified
during the last session of the class. Steve gave people the opportunity to
share any final thoughts. Samantha, an African-American woman, said
that while she felt the seminar was beneficial, she also felt that “[the
seminar] focused on whites’ views of blacks...but we needed to also dis-
cuss blacks’ views of whites.” She admitted that she struggled with feelings
of “us versus them” when it came to black/white relations. She further
shared, “Whites don’t understand our struggles. How can I have spiritual
unity with someone who doesn’t know what I have gone through?” Audrey,
a white woman in her mid-thirties who had attended nearly every session
of the seminar, also demonstrated how discussions of race based upon in-
dividual experiences and ideas didn’t expose people to the structural nature

of racial problems. Audrey adamantly expressed:

There is a myth in the black community that whites can change
things if we want to because we all have power. But, most of
us don’t have power. There are whites in society, such as the
president of my company, who can do something. I don’t think

it’s true that all whites have power.
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After she finished, her comment just hung in the air. There was silence for
several seconds. No one, not even Steve, responded to what she had said.
Her comment ended up being the final one of the seminar. Steve then
made a few closing remarks and ended the final seminar session.

After the class, people continued to hang around and chat. I was gath-
ering my possessions when an African-American leader in the church,
Chester, came over to talk to me. He proceeded to tell me that he disagreed
with Audrey. He told me that he did think whites had power and supported
his claim by giving me an example of how he thinks white power mani-
fests itself. He explained that, when he goes into a convenience store, the
person behind the counter watches him suspiciously. However, if a white
person walks into a convenience store, he is not automatically suspect.
Therefore, to him, white power was a privilege that all whites possessed and
benefited from. Although the volume of his speech remained appropriately
low for a two-person conversation, his animus toward Audrey’s comment
was apparent. I was surprised by the timing of Chester’'s comment. Given
his leadership status in the church, I would have expected him to feel em-
powered to share these thoughts during the session. I am not aware of others
in the class who may have similarly disagreed with Audrey’s comment about
white power. However, blacks’ personal experiences with racism and their
opposition to how racial discussions were framed in the seminar lead me to
suspect that others also disagreed with Audrey’s sentiments.

The class was asked to fill out anonymous evaluations of the seminar.
Since the evaluations were anonymous, I was unable to determine the race
or gender of the evaluators. But nearly everyone reported that they had
enjoyed the class and found it beneficial. Many also stated that they would
like the church to have other classes on race-related topics. Several men-

”

tioned that they appreciated the “open and honest discussion,” “hearing
people’s stories,” and the “small group interaction.” People also felt that they
learned more about the experiences of the “other” racial group. One person,
in response to the question “Do you think this class was helpful for you
personally?” wrote, “Yes! [It] helped me understand blacks like I never did
before.” Another person wrote, “It has [helped] me to be more under-
standing of white evangelical Christians.” Nevertheless, while the class was
personally enlightening for those who attended, many felt that the benefit
for Crosstown was limited. They expressed disappointment in the relatively
low number of people who attended the seminar and seemed to imply that

this disappointment was primarily with the limited number of whites who



BRINGING RACE TO THE CENTER 51

attended the seminar. One person wrote, “If there had been better re-
presentation racially there would be better interaction and opportunities for
growth within the church.” Another person wrote, “I think the class helped
those who have attended, but we still need the broader membership to be
involved.” Another evaluator specifically mentioned that one thing he/she
did not like about the class was that “not enough of the white church of
Crosstown had been a part of the class.” Though this seminar was a
breakthrough attempt by Crosstown at directly addressing race, it exposed a
vulnerable fault line within the congregation. White and African-American
attendees possessed different perspectives on race and different commit-
ments to reconciling these differences. Under further duress, such a fault

line could rupture and lead to a congregational split along racial lines.

Race and “Works” in Interracial Churches

For the African-American community especially, churches are both places
of worship and places of social, cultural, and political significance. Unlike
other American institutions, such as the workplace, schools, and housing,
religion provides African Americans with an institutional vehicle through
which they can preserve their culture and influence the world in which
they live. However, a national comparison of churches’ participation in
racially salient social and civic activities suggests that, when blacks and
whites attend the same church, the congregation is less apt to leverage the
church for these extrareligious purposes. These results reinforce the notion
that white normativity and privilege affect the congregational lives of in-
terracial churches. Moreover, they suggest that African-American mem-
bers of interracial churches pay the added cost of becoming less effective at
preserving their culture, addressing race-related concerns, or creating so-
cial change for their respective communities.

Crosstown was similarly disinclined to use the church as a resource for
racially salient social or civic activities. Activities peripheral to Crosstown’s
weekly worship services were primarily religious, and the church’s com-
munity activities often possessed an evangelical objective. Both African-
American Protestants and white conservative Protestants value religious
activities and evangelism.'! So, this area of congregational life would not
likely evoke tensions between African-American and white Crosstown at-

tendees. However, an examination of Crosstown’s participation in extra-
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religious social and civic activities reveals the racial undertones that impact
how interracial churches engage such matters.

For example, Crosstown was far more likely to participate in com-
munity activities in Mapleton than in Anderson. The church donated
money to the Anderson Community Development Council, a commitment
that demanded no direct investment from attendees. But it did not parti-
cipate in any Anderson community activities. The church’s tendency to
favor Mapleton could be partially explained by Crosstown’s physical loca-
tion. While the church rested on the border between Mapleton and An-
derson, it resided within the boundaries of Mapleton and, therefore, may
have primarily identified as a Mapleton church. Nevertheless, Crosstown
possessed strong ties to Anderson. At least half of Crosstown’s regular
attendees lived in Anderson, but more important, the president of one of
Anderson’s most civically involved and influential community organiza-
tions, the Anderson Community Development Council, was a member of
Crosstown. Considering the church’s stated desire to engage and bridge
both communities, together with the church’s ties to Anderson, it is rea-
sonable to say that Crosstown had equal, if not more, opportunity to col-
laborate on Anderson community endeavors.

Additionally, politics were not central to the congregational life of
Crosstown, which I attribute primarily to attendees’ noncommittal stance
on party affiliation. However, Crosstown made unprecedented steps to-
ward addressing issues of race during the study. This is particularly rele-
vant to our understanding of interracial churches’ extrareligious social
activities, given that about a quarter of them, according to the NCS, par-
ticipate in race-related discussions of some kind. Crosstown’s experi-
ence confronting race suggests that interracial churches espouse white
Christian theology, ideals, and values. For conservative Protestant inter-
racial churches, this means they draw upon the religio-cultural tools of
white evangelicals—accountable freewill individualism, relationalism, and
antistructuralism—to respond to racial and class problems.'” This was
most plainly demonstrated by Pastor Barnes’ sermon proposing biblical
direction on how the church could realize its mission. He advocated
individual-level changes as the solution to developing a more racially and
class-unified church. The seminar on race and religion did present a broader
perspective on race in America. The relevance of history, socially constructed
inequalities, and different racial experiences were acknowledged. Never-

theless, the way the class’s discussion was structured emphasized people’s
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personal experiences with and ideas about race rather than the structural
realities of race, such as racial segregation and inequality. Therefore, a
personal and individualistic perspective on social problems dominated the
seminar, which stripped some African Americans of familiar tools for
talking about race and left other people in the seminar, like Samantha and
Audrey, without the tools to deal with their unresolved feelings about race.
Crosstown’s efforts at addressing racial issues did not facilitate change
in the church at the organizational level as predicted by those who attended
the seminar. Race, in general, remained a marginalized topic at Crosstown.
There were no other meetings, classes, or sermons explicitly addressing
race-related issues. Nor were there any noticeable differences in congre-
gational life. This is likely due to the church’s individualistic approach
to the subject. And because Crosstown relegated race-related discussions to
events outside of the core church activities (i.e., the worship service, Sunday
school, or quarterly church meetings), only those attendees who were par-
ticularly invested in engaging racial issues and willing to sacrifice an hour
or so once a week during a weekday evening did so. If a person was not
invested in the issue, he or she could easily avoid engaging it. The seminar
was also ineffective because whites, especially the white leaders, acted as a
silent opposing constituency. By disengaging from the effort, they voiced
their lack of support. And, since any successful effort at dealing with race in
the church required their involvement, they in effect thwarted any poten-
tially lasting organizational or cultural changes from the seminar.
Extrareligious activities are not central to the congregational life of
churches. Nevertheless, if secular society does not provide opportunities
for racial minorities to equally stake their collective interests in civic society
and to celebrate their cultures, the evidence from the NCS suggests that
racially diversifying churches, as they are currently structured, could be a
detriment to their capacity to do so. Furthermore, despite the peripheral
importance of extrareligious activities, Crosstown’s experience reveals that
racial tensions still emerge over these kinds of activities in interracial
churches. Where both whites and African Americans actively engaged in
the racial conflict over worship practices described in the previous chapter,
whites were more likely to disengage from the racial conflict that subtly
underlay the church’s community and race-related activities. As with
worship practices at Crosstown, white attendees’ interests and proclivities
ultimately governed this area of congregational life as well. Race returned

to being a subtext to Crosstown’s congregational discourse.
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Spiritual Affirmative Action

Leadership Structure and Characteristics

The congregation was shocked when it heard the news that
Crosstown would be losing two of its three pastors. It was during
a Sunday morning worship service. Pastor Raymond Barnes in-
vited Pastor Dave McPherson, the assistant pastor, to join him at
the pulpit. Pastor McPherson, a white man in his early thirties,
approached the microphone and announced that he had been
offered a pastoral position at another church, located out of state.
He told the congregation that this was a difficult decision for
him and his wife, Julie, but they ultimately believed that God
desired for him to take the position, and he did. They would be
moving in a month. Many in the congregation gasped at the news
and sighed with disappointment. Pastor McPherson was some-
thing of a staple at Crosstown. He predated Pastor Barnes and had
been a leader in the church, in one capacity or another, for over
ten years. After sharing the news of his imminent departure,
Pastor McPherson returned to his seat. Then, Pastor Barnes in-
vited Pastor Andrew Smith, the youth pastor, to join him at the
pulpit. The congregation was told that he, too, would be step-
ping down from his position. Although he was unsure of God’s
specific direction for his life, he believed that he was not to remain
a youth pastor. This announcement similarly elicited gasps and
sighs of disappointment from several people in the congregation.
Pastor Smith was also white and in his early thirties and also

predated Pastor Barnes.
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The departures of Pastor McPherson and Pastor Smith initiated a new
era at Crosstown Community Church. With two pastoral positions vacant,
Pastor Barnes had an opportunity to influence the hiring of other key
leaders at Crosstown and to further establish his agenda for the church.
However, Pastor McPherson’s and Pastor Smith’s departures also pre-
sented a challenge. Crosstown had demonstrated a capacity to defy the
normative racialized order of things by hiring an African American as
senior pastor at a time when the church was still majority white. Never-
theless, while Pastor Barnes was welcomed by most at Crosstown when he
first became senior pastor, according to a long-time member and leader of
the church, several white families left soon after he assumed this position.
With a history of white flight that was seemingly triggered by the addition
of an African American to the pastoral staff, the loss of two influential,
visible white leaders would further challenge Crosstown’s openness to
African-American structural power in the church.

Leadership Structure and Characteristics of Crosstown

As an interracial church with an African-American senior pastor, NCS
analysis reveals that Crosstown was in limited company. A large majority
(68%) of the head pastors of interracial churches in the United States are
white. This may be due, in part, to race matching between the congregation
and the head pastor, as about two-thirds of adult attendees of interracial
churches, on average, are white.! Crosstown provides further insight into
how the leadership of interracial churches is structured and the extent to
which race matters for leadership more generally.

Crosstown’s leadership consisted of several positions, including pas-
tors, elders, deacons, and coordinators. The church had three full-time
pastor positions: senior pastor, assistant pastor, and youth pastor. Pastor
Barnes, as senior pastor, was responsible for supervising the assistant and
youth pastors and the office staff. Other primary responsibilities of the
senior pastor included planning the Sunday morning worship services, re-
ligious teaching, and community relations. The senior pastor conducted
the majority of sermons. He also counseled attendees and performed re-
ligious ceremonies, such as dedicating babies to God and marriages.
The assistant pastor supervised adult ministries (e.g., adult Sunday

school, small groups, etc.) and lay leaders (excluding the elders) and was
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responsible for the maintenance and use of church property. The youth
pastor was responsible for all children’s activities from infancy through
adolescence, including the nursery, children’s church, and youth group.
Both the assistant and youth pastors provided family counseling and pe-
riodically did the sermons during weekly worship services. The remaining
leadership roles were lay positions. Crosstown had four elders (one of
whom was the senior pastor), ten deacons, and eleven coordinators. Elders
were responsible for the overall direction and governance of the church. All
church activities were first approved by the elder board. Deacons were
responsible for various church functions. These included, for example,
music, prayer, and marriage and family support. The coordinators orga-
nized worship service activities, such as ushering, greeting, and welcoming
visitors.

Crosstown’s leadership was racially diverse, closely approximating the
racial composition of the church. Of the twenty-eight pastoral and lay leader
positions, whites filled eleven and African Americans filled the remaining
seventeen. Although the church had an African-American head pastor,
whites were slightly overrepresented among the higher leadership posi-
tions at Crosstown. The coordinators were the least balanced racially, with
eight African Americans and three whites. There were four white and six
black deacons. And, including Pastor Barnes, there were two African-
American elders and two white elders. In this regard, whites had a slight
structural advantage at Crosstown relative to what would be expected given
the proportion of whites who regularly attended the church. If the leader-
ship were completely representative, whites would hold about one-third of
each category. Instead, whites comprised 27% of the coordinators, 40%
of the deacons, and 50% of the elders. The greater the authority of the
leadership position, the greater the proportion of whites holding that po-
sition. So, while the racial composition of leadership, as demonstrated from
the NCS and my study of Crosstown, may be due, in part, to the racial
composition of the church, the story of Crosstown’s pastoral replacement

process reveals that other factors are also at work.

Meeting Pastor Barnes

Crosstown was, indeed, unusual in that it had an African-American senior

pastor. However, Crosstown was unsuccessful at accommodating shout-
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ing during worship services, despite Pastor Barnes’ familiarity with more
effusive worship. And Pastor Barnes received limited support from the
white leadership when he attempted to bring racial issues to the center
of the church’s congregational discourse. This suggests that having an
African-American senior pastor does not necessarily mean that the pref-
erences and social interests of African-American attendees will be served
to their satisfaction.

I sat down and talked with Pastor Barnes to gain a better under-
standing of his perspective on being a senior pastor of an interracial church
and the challenges that come with such a position, as well as to learn more
about his religious heritage and experiences. We met in his office at the
church. The interview was semistructured, lasting for a little over an hour.
Pastor Barnes answered questions cautiously, careful not to indict Cross-
town or any person or group in the church. He often spoke in generalities
and rarely strayed in his responses to questions. Nevertheless, his answers
were thorough and provided insight into who he was as a pastor, his reli-
gious persuasions, and the ways in which his past religious experiences
influenced his current social and religious ideas.

Pastor Barnes was raised in a predominantly African-American, urban,
working-class neighborhood. Although his paternal grandfather was a
pastor of a Presbyterian congregation, his spiritual heritage is rooted in the
black church. He attended an African Methodist Episcopal (AME) church
with his extended family during his early childhood. Then, as an adoles-
cent, he began attending a Church of God in Christ (COGIC) church after
experiencing a spiritual conversion at a church revival. During the inter-
view, Pastor Barnes fondly reminisced about his time in COGIC and con-
sidered this part of his spiritual heritage to be the most central to his
spiritual development. There, he had become familiar with “gifts of the
spirit” and was exposed to godly men whom he respected. He also experi-
enced and appreciated the effusive, experiential worship at this church. He
recalled “joyful testimonies” being delivered during the worship services.
There would be, he described:

hand clapping, dancing, rejoicing for sometimes hours. ... [There
was] congregational call and response [and] a lot of call-response
kind of music and singing. ... You had the freedom to sing your
own song and people would get on board with you.
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However, although Pastor Barnes’ religious and spiritual heritage was
rooted in the black church, as an adult he became increasingly affiliated
with white evangelicalism. After receiving the “call” into ministry, he
attended Dallas Theological Seminary, a predominantly white and partic-
ularly conservative evangelical seminary. He apprenticed at Dallas Me-
tropolitan Church, a predominantly African-American congregation with
a substantial white attendance. The pastor of Dallas Metropolitan Church
was popular within white evangelical circles, regularly featured on evan-
gelical radio programs. After receiving his master’s degree, Pastor Barnes
became an assistant pastor at Anderson Evangelical Church (AEC). An-
derson Evangelical Church was a largely African-American, yet interracial
church and a member of a white evangelical denomination. He described
AEC as “inclusive.” The worship was similar to the worship at Crosstown.
He explained, “the worship was not a ‘let it all hang out’ kind of worship
service as what may characterize some predominantly black churches.”
Pastor Barnes worked at AEC for five years. His next pastorship was at
Crosstown where, at the time we spoke, he had been senior pastor for eight
years. He was not only the first African-American senior pastor of Cross-
town Community Church, but the only racial minority to ever hold any
pastoral position in the church. Pastor Barnes’ appointment was, therefore,
a historic event for the church. As such, Pastor Barnes was poised to initiate
changes in the church, which he did. The most evident change was the in-
troduction of upbeat music. In addition to hymns and melodious Christian
choruses, praise choruses and gospel music were added to the church’s
musical repertoire. The church also got a set of drums. Some attend-
ees, particularly the senior white members, objected to some of these
changes. However, they were welcomed by the younger white generation
at Crosstown and signaled better things to come for African-American
attendees.

Nevertheless, even with the changes that Pastor Barnes initiated at
Crosstown, it did not reflect the worship environment in the COGIC
church for which he had expressed such respect and appreciation earlier in
the interview. I asked him if he missed this kind of worship. He explained:

I still have a measure of enjoyment of that. But I found other
ways to enjoy God. Certainly that is a legitimate way of enjoying
God. But there are different and other ways because in some
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regard, there were extremes to the neglect of certain other
things. ...I was definitely fully nurtured in that regard [i.e.,
worship, music, singing], [but] there were some other things
that had less emphasis that would have made for a more well-
rounded kind of growth and development both as a Christian
and as a man and as a black man.

While Pastor Barnes still appreciated the worship style of the COGIC
tradition, he had apparently become less enamored with not only the
worship, but other religious practices of this tradition. The spiritual heri-
tage he had experienced growing up was no longer central to his theology
or religious identity.> Pastor Barnes elaborated on two areas in the COGIC
church that he believed impeded people’s spiritual and personal develop-
ment. The first was the leadership structure. It centered around one

“central recognizable leader.” As Pastor Barnes described it:

You recognize that, you honor that, you support that, but there is
not necessarily the leadership development of other people....
It could have been more than just honoring them [but] seeing and
recognizing the societal pressure that is on African-American
men in particular and the church sort of putting things in
place that could counter the societal perspectives in helping to
build men up and helping in a greater degree to define biblical

maleness.

In his opinion, this kind of leadership structure was a particular dis-
service to black men because of the dearth of African-American male so-
cialization outside of the church. The church was a vital place where men
could be trained, respected, and developed, but the COGIC church did not,
in his opinion, provide these tools. Except for the head pastor, African-
American men were not developed nor respected to the degree they ought
to have been. Paradoxically, Crosstown also did not have any formal pro-
grams or structures with the explicit purpose of building up African-
American men. I did not ask Pastor Barnes about this, but found it curi-
ous that the church did not have such programs, given his strong feelings
about their importance. It could be that the largely middle-class black
men in the church found opportunities for male socialization outside the
church or that Pastor Barnes did not have sufficient influence to develop

such programs.
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Pastor Barnes also took issue with religious teaching in the COGIC
tradition. It was relevant to everyday life, but as he explained, it “did not
necessarily [put a] major [emphasis] on explanation, which helps build a
case for why you do what you do.” He said:

That was the strength of [the COGIC tradition]. It’s really life
oriented—how God relates to you in your everyday living. Now
sometimes the weakness of that is that [leaders] may have gotten
that or try to get that from a text [in the Bible] that wasn’t neces-
sarily saying that. . .. they could take the exhortative part of a ser-
mon and build on that but not necessarily do what preceded that as
far as the explanation and leading into that. ... It wasn’t as God-
centered as it could be. ... The character of God was somewhat
assumed, but not necessarily explained. . . . It seemed like there
was a lot of buy-in and not necessarily “convince me of this.”

Pastor Barnes’ characterization of the teaching style in the COGIC church
as “not as God-centered” and weak suggests that not only did he believe
that the COGIC church was not adept at properly interpreting biblical
scripture, but that he placed greater value on intellectual religious en-
gagement than on experiential religious engagement. He recognized the
importance of religious teaching having real-life applicability, but blind
faith or assuming the “character of God” without understanding or de-
siring to be “convinced” of the theological underpinnings of the faith was
an insufficient approach to religion. This perspective was reflected in his
and the elders’ response to Lydia’s shouting. They placed less spiritual
significance on “gettin’ the spirit,” or experiential religious engagement,
than on more controlled, contemplative religious practices.

Pastor Barnes’ rejection of some of COGIC'’s practices and beliefs and
his adoption of those more consistent with white evangelicalism made him
“theologically compatible” with Crosstown. As he told me, “generally speak-
ing, it was not a major leap for me to come here as far as what I believed.”
His theological and religious beliefs, in addition to his “multicultural” ex-
perience, made him a viable candidate for senior pastor of the interracial,
yet majority white, congregation that voted him in as senior pastor.

In addition to his religious beliefs and interracial experience, his race
and cultural familiarity made him attractive to Crosstown. A long-time
attendee and elder board member at the time of Pastor Barnes’ appoint-

ment explained that Pastor Barnes was:
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the most qualified by far. ... He had connections with the com-
munity. He was working at Anderson Evangelical Church at the
time. He had articulate speaking. He was a man of prayer and I
think the pulpit committee sensed that it was the timing of the Lord
tobring a person who had a mature ministry experience [and] for an
African-American guy to come in at the time of the transition that

the church was in, it was like the Lord said, “Wow, this is great.”

Later in the interview, he clarified that while Pastor Barnes’ race was “rel-
evant,” he was offered the position of senior pastor because he was the most
qualified. However, it would appear that race was more important than the
former elder may have wanted to admit. Several candidates were considered
for the position, including Pastor Barnes, and they were all African
American. Crosstown was in a fragile stage at the time of Pastor Barnes’
candidacy, still recovering from a rather severe church conflict over theol-
ogy. It made a decision to reach out to African Americans at this point in its
history. Hiring an African-American senior pastor could further ensure the
church’s stability. In fact, it may have been essential to the church’s sur-
vival, greatly facilitating the church’s recovery process. Additionally, as an
“articulate” person, Pastor Barnes apparently possessed the cultural skills
palatable to Crosstown’s members.

If interview participants’ attitudes about Pastor Barnes are any indi-
cation, he also appealed to the significant African-American population
that had developed at Crosstown by the time of his appointment. Without
being asked specifically about their thoughts concerning Pastor Barnes,
several African Americans I interviewed mentioned that Pastor Barnes was
one of the things they appreciated most about the church. They considered
him to be a good leader, caring and genuinely interested in congregants.
One African-American family continued to attend Crosstown despite deep
frustrations with the church out of their “respect for him, [their] love for

him.” Others shared similar sentiments:

Pastor Barnes was there for me and he visited me on several
occasions. He would call me and I thought that was fantastic, I
really did, and I've never had that happen to me at any other
church that I've attended.

I truly think Pastor Barnes has a calling for the ministry and I think
he is believable. I think he’s passionate, I think he’s a good leader.
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Pastor Barnes, him being a pastor. I think that’s really what
has been our whole force for being there....I think he is very
caring, I always think he is a very good shepherd.

Several people (most of whom were not African American), while they
did not mention characteristics of Pastor Barnes specifically, often shared
that they enjoyed his sermons. An Asian man appreciated the way he
explained Bible passages, saying: “I really like Pastor Barnes’ preaching a
lot. ... He does a good job of actually explaining the Bible as opposed to sort
of just giving his opinions on random things.” An African-American wo-
man felt similarly: “We liked his delivery style, we liked the content of his
message, we felt his message was godly, he was using the Bible and not
making stuff up as he went along.” One white woman told me that Pastor
Barnes’ sermons were a primary reason for her attending Crosstown. She
said, “I really enjoy the pastor’s messages and that was the big draw.”
Another white woman noted the structure of the service, in particular: “I
think [the services are] well ordered and organized. I like that there usually
is a theme that kind of runs through.”

Ironically, Pastor Barnes’ attempts to move away from what he per-
ceived as deficient in the teaching and presentation style he learned in the
COGIC tradition alienated many African-American attendees at Cross-
town. Despite their appreciation and respect for him, some African Amer-
icans possessed a certain ambivalence about Pastor Barnes. So while many
attendees, non—African Americans especially, appreciated Pastor Barnes’
teaching style, his style was a hindrance to some African Americans and left
other African Americans spiritually detached from the worship services. Not
only were his sermons too bookish, they did not integrate the expressive-
ness and collective engagement that are often fundamental to the delivery
style of preachers in African-American traditions. For example, one African-
American woman who described Pastor Barnes as an “eloquent speaker”
talked about the difficulty she had with his sermons. She explained:

The way Pastor Barnes delivers his sermon, sometimes it goes
over my head, and I have to recap and think, what did he mean
by this or what did he say?...Some Sundays, I do come away
from Crosstown and I'm not real sure about what was said ser-
mon-wise, and I think it’s mostly because of the vocabulary,
speaking the bigger words. ... A lot of times I don’t know. I need
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a dictionary or something. But you don’t want to take a dictionary
to church, you don’t want to feel like you are in school or you
are in the classroom. You want to come away, like some of the
older folks will say, “I've been fed.”

This woman’s assessment of Pastor Barnes concurs with other African
Americans’ feelings about his teaching and presentation style. Additionally,
her feelings about Pastor Barnes were compounded by the relatively un-
expressive worship style. She saw Pastor Barnes as the primary agent for
creating change in the worship style in the church. She implied that Pastor
Barnes should speak to the spiritual and religious interests of African-
American attendees. To some degree, she considered it his responsibility as
the pastor to address these issues. This added to the alienation of African

Americans from the worship experience. She continued:

I think that people tend to follow a leader, and I've always looked at
a pastor of a church as a shepherd. ... There are some Sundays
that I come to Crosstown and I feel like I'm back at the Catholic
church with the sitting and the standing and the hymn singing.
There’s not a whole lot that’s gained from [the service] or a lot of
feeling or emotion, and I think a lot of times when I go to church,
I want to feel like I'm at church. ... think if there was more
emphasis put on people not being afraid of being expressive . . . the
church might be a little bit more upbeat...but I know it has to

come probably from the top down instead of from down to up.

Another African-American attendee, who had begun attending
Crosstown before the arrival of Pastor Barnes and whose spiritual heritage
was also rooted in the COGIC tradition, was initially excited about Pastor
Barnes’ candidacy for senior pastor when she found out he was inter-
viewing for the position. However, her excitement waned soon after he
arrived. She expected Pastor Barnes to effect change in the church’s wor-
ship style. However, he did not produce the kinds of changes for which she
had hoped. She said:

Because I know he’s from the Church of God in Christ, [ know
he’s quite familiar with some of the other styles in worship.
And actually when I heard that he was from the Church of God in
Christ, you know, a little joy leaped in my heart. But, it hasn’t
been...Idon’t want to say it’s a real big issue for me because I've
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stayed there all this time and not until recently had I really started
feeling like I missed that.

Later in the interview, she admitted that she recently began periodically
attending a COGIC church to compensate for what she was missing at
Crosstown.

Nonetheless, African Americans realized that the church had a de-
cidedly interracial identity. They expressed empathy for Pastor Barnes as,
they imagined, he likely faced many challenges as an African-American
senior pastor of an interracial church. While they expressed frustration
with Pastor Barnes’ sermon style and the church’s worship style, they
acknowledged a need to appeal to the religious tastes of white congregants.
One African-American attendee said: “Sometimes I think the worship
service is a little sterile....I think part of that could be because Pastor
Barnes is trying to appeal to both races so I think that his delivery has to be
in such a manner.” Another put it this way: “I really give it to Pastor
Barnes. He tries to minister to his congregation and not make one [group]
feel not as important as another. I know it’s difficult for him at times to
balance things out, to try to keep everybody happy.”

Pastor Barnes admitted having challenges as an African-American
pastor of an interracial church. These challenges became more apparent
after he was appointed as senior pastor. He felt that the idea of being an
interracial church and having an African-American pastor was appealing
on the surface, but the majority-white congregation at the time was not
prepared for all that meant. Pastor Barnes explained:

There probably was a certain amount of both novelty and naiveté
on different people’s part—probably a measure of that even for
me. ... [But] the novelty of we’re worshipping together as black
and white, the novelty that we’ve got a black pastor begins to wear
off. You see the more cultural and idiosyncratic kind of things.
[People realize,] “Hey this really is a brother here!” or that “we
really have to work here” or that “so-and-so is this.” These things
come to the surface. ... When the novelty wears off, you really
see the price that you are going to have to pay to [be an interracial
church].

The congregation was fine with the idea of hiring an African American

as long as it did not have any major impact on the church. But once his
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African-American identity became more evident (i.e., that he really was a
“brother”),® the idea of having an African-American pastor was less at-
tractive. Furthermore, congregants did not hesitate to make their concerns
about various practices, styles, or activities known to him and the elders.
Although people had similar religious beliefs and appeared compatible
culturally, their varying religio-cultural, socioeconomic, and life experiences
made racial integration far more complicated than originally anticipated.
Pastor Barnes filled a particular need for Crosstown. His African-
American heritage and his support of and familiarity with the religious,
theological, and cultural perspectives of Crosstown made him a likely
candidate for further bridging and stabilizing the African-American and
white attendance in the church. His blackness endeared him to African-
American attendees. They remained supportive of him despite frustrations
with the church and his “nonblack” worship and preaching style. Whites
appreciated him for what many African Americans did not, his intellec-
tual religious orientation. He emphasized understanding spiritual things
more than experiencing them. Yet, he was also caught between two worlds.
He was not fully embraced by either African Americans or whites. Many
African Americans respected and appreciated him, but it was difficult
for some to accept that he was ineffective at introducing more African-
American religious culture in the church. On the other hand, whites, at
least according to Pastor Barnes, accepted him conditionally. As long as
those parts of his identity that were particular to his black experience re-

mained concealed, he was acceptable.

Leadership Changes and White Flight

During Pastor Barnes’ tenure at Crosstown, the church became increas-
ingly African American, going from 70% white when he arrived to 65%
African American while I was there. Many white families left to go to other
local white churches. Other white families relocated to predominantly
white suburbs. The announcement of Pastor McPherson’s and Pastor
Smith’s impending departures precipitated the loss of several other white
families. Within seven months after this announcement, at least four other
white families also left the church. This amounted to a loss of roughly 15%
of the regular white attendees. Each of these families was actively involved

in the church, with most of the parents serving in some kind of leadership
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capacity, such as coordinator, Bible study leader, or Sunday school teacher.
Nearly all of the families, similar to Pastor McPherson and Pastor Smith,
were given the chance to say their good-byes and to share their future plans
with the rest of the congregation during weekly Sunday worship services.
The reasons these families provided for leaving the church were usually
grounded within a spiritual framework. That is, people said they were
leaving Crosstown because they believed that God was “leading” them to
do so.

Both white and African-American attendees shared concerns about the
racial transition taking place at the church. For some African-American
attendees, the racial transition at Crosstown was particularly discouraging
because they had believed that church was one place that racial difference
could be overcome. They expressed sadness, frustration, and disappoint-
ment about the loss of the white families and the potentially lost oppor-
tunity to worship in a racially diverse context. One African-American

woman told me:

The more white people I see leave the church...the more I'm
feeling like, well maybe, you know, what’s wrong? Why are they
leaving? At one point, it seemed to be very nice ... whites, blacks,
a couple of Hispanic families, some Asian families and singles
but now it’s beginning to become all African American and

it’s sad in a sense because I feel as though Christian people
have such an obligation to break down racial barriers and. ..
such an opportunity [to show] people that there are churches in
this part of the world who could care less what color you are.
But...here we go again. The same thing happened in our
neighborhood. . . . It’s just sad. It gives the impression that

they are running as we come in. And I could be wrong, God

forgive me.

This woman had hoped that, in a Christian context, race would not be an
issue. She believed that whites and people of color would strive together to
bridge racial divides. However, as whites left, her faith in religious racial
integration weakened.

Although the reasons that white families gave for leaving the church
were not explicitly racial, African Americans reluctantly suspected that the
underlying reasons were. Though they were suspicious of whites’ true

motives, they wanted to believe otherwise. Their suspicions were rooted in



68 THE ELUSIVE DREAM

past experiences and a history of racial exclusion and segregation in other

contexts:

I hope it doesn’t go any farther than what it is, where all the white
people leave and then the church becomes all black. ... The
neighborhood where I raised my kids was all white. ... And in
about four to five years’ time that all changed. Most of the white
families had left.... So you see...it's a common thing and

I guess it can happen in the church. I'm starting to see it happen
at Crosstown. (African-American woman)

I'm very sad and frustrated that a lot of the Caucasians are
leaving. I didn’t want to see that happen. I know it happens when
we move in their neighborhoods, they begin to move out. I was
just so happy to see blacks and whites praising the Lord together,
worshipping together. (African-American woman)

When blacks show up in dominant numbers in the school sys-
tem, whites leave. For whatever reason, these things that prevail
outside of the church just carry themselves over into the church,
and at Crosstown I really don’t see it being any different than
what I have experienced in the past whether you are a Christian
or non-Christian. (African-American man)

Whites I interviewed were far less likely to be concerned about the loss
of other white families at Crosstown and its impact on the racial diversity of
the church. And those who did share concerns were not particularly dis-
heartened by what seemed to African Americans as a potentially failed
attempt at overcoming racial barriers. Instead, they were more worried
about the inability of the church to successfully attract other white families
and their families’, especially their children’s, relational compatibility with
the remaining or new (perhaps African-American) attendees. A married
father explained:

We've [i.e., he and other church members] talked about the num-
ber of Caucasian families with [older] kids who have left. There
weren’t that many to start with, but there have been a few obvi-
ous examples and I guess in a way that has bothered me. We're a
white family and when our kids get to be in high school, will

we be dissatisfied enough with the youth program that we’d pull
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out too? I mean, you think about that sort of thing....I don’t
want that same thing to happen with the young [white] kids
that are growing up now and for us to make the same decisions
that some of these other white families have already done be-

fore us.

Among the whites who left Crosstown, most were families with chil-
dren still in the home.* The loss of these white families especially chal-
lenged this attendee and his family’s commitment to the church. He had
begun to wonder if he too would leave once his children reached adoles-
cence. What is most intriguing about his concerns was that both his
children were under five years old and he was already worried about
whether or not there would be white families in the church when they
reached adolescence. The mere possibility that his family’s future interests
might not be met led him to consider leaving the church. This contrasts
with African-American attendees who, despite frustrations with the church,
remained committed to Crosstown.

Other white attendees, similar to the father above, were apprehensive
about remaining at Crosstown in the face of possible racial transitioning.
Indeed, they had witnessed other white families leave the church for this
very reason. Former white attendees I interviewed corroborated these

speculations about why white families had left Crosstown:

By the time he got [to the youth group], he was about the only
white kid. They were really reaching out to the Anderson area
kids. And so, it was geared for sort of non-Christian kids. ... And
to be honest, he felt very out of place. And it wasn’t necessarily
a black/white issue. It was an inner city/suburban issue....And
so we really had to take into consideration his needs and felt like
if we wanted to keep him growing spiritually, we had to do
something for him. So we began to look and found a place where

he was much more happy. (white mother)

Interestingly, according to the youth pastor, a large majority of the African-
American youth involved in the youth programs at Crosstown were the
children of families who attended the church. So, while a large majority of
the children were from Anderson, these were usually children of other
church families.® This misconception about the youth group reflects seg-

regation within the church. If white and black families regularly interacted,
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the white parents would know that the “Anderson teens” were children of
black parents in the church. It also suggests that class and race (as all the
children in question were African American) were more salient for white
parents than religious similarities. Another former attendee of Crosstown
had the following to say about why his family left the church:

Well, one of the primary things was our oldest daughter. ...

I mean, she stopped coming [to church] a lot of times. . .. Most of
my life I looked forward to Sunday mornings. And it reached a
point now that I just wasn’t looking forward to Sunday mornings.
It was just a great fight to get [our daughter] to come....I can
recall when she was younger that she was like the one white
kid amongst a bunch of black girls. ... And in the younger years,
I felt that they [i.e., black children] sought to include her. They
really did. But something had happened to her.... A friend of
hers [from the church] really turned tail on her, who she [also]
went to school with. ... So, if anything else, I felt that I needed to
find a situation in which she felt comfortable. (white father)

While this father recounted other reasons for leaving Crosstown, the main
reason he and his family left the church was because one of his children
had a bad experience with an African-American youth in the church. It was
important for him to find a church with a youth group where his daughter
would feel at ease.

Both of these parents told me earlier in the interviews that they had
intentionally been searching for an interracial church when they found
Crosstown. They apparently valued racial diversity at some level. However,
they had not pondered the potential cost of racial diversity for them and
their families, as Pastor Barnes implied. Moreover, although they tried to
evade race as the key motive for leaving the church, race was evidently a
factor in their decisions, whether consciously or not. After leaving Cross-
town, both families began attending predominantly white local churches
with predominantly white youth programs. While neither parent said as
much, a former leader in the youth group noted an underlying pattern
among white families who left Crosstown. Their departures tended to co-
incide with their children reaching adolescence, the time when dating
usually begins. Concerns about interracial dating may have contributed to

their decisions to leave the church.
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People of Crosstown, across race, valued worshipping in a racially
diverse church. People hoped that the church would remain racially di-
verse. However, the racial transitioning that ensued after the change in
pastoral leadership weakened attendees’ faith in interracial community. It
also heightened people’s sense of the vulnerability of the church’s inter-
racial status and impelled them to secure the church’s racial diversity. The
potential loss of more white families was of utmost concern to some at-
tendees, both African American and white. As one African-American wo-
man declared during a church business meeting, “Crosstown has
experienced white flight, and we need to recognize that.” Because the loss
of white families seemed to follow the loss of white pastors, many won-

dered if and how race would factor into the selection of the new pastors.

In Search of New Pastors

Crosstown initiated hiring processes for new assistant and youth pastors
soon after Pastors McPherson and Smith announced that they were leaving.
In the interim, Pastor Barnes took over their responsibilities. To minimize
these additional burdens, lay church leaders took on additional responsi-
bilities, and the church invited several guest speakers to give the sermons at
Sunday morning services. The guest speakers were both African American
and white. However, consistent with the church’s white evangelical lean-
ings, they were all affiliated with white evangelical organizations or insti-
tutions. Some were pastors of other interracial or predominantly white
evangelical churches in the area. Others were professors or high-level ad-
ministrators from predominantly white evangelical seminaries.

People at Crosstown were quite invested in who was going to fill the
recently vacated pastoral positions. According to the church constitution,
church members, who all went through a formal membership program,
voted on pastoral, elder, and deacon candidates.® Candidates needed 75% of
church members’ votes before they could be confirmed in their respective
positions. Crosstown first attempted to fill the assistant pastor position.
Applicants for the position were recruited through the Internet and the
personal networks of Pastor Barnes and other church leaders. One month
after Pastor McPherson left Crosstown, a candidate for assistant pastor

emerged: Floyd Winston. He was an assistant pastor over praise music and
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singing at another interracial church in the area. This church was consid-
erably larger than Crosstown, with nearly 1,000 regular attendees and
multiple church services. Winston had also worked as a director of a Christian
social service agency located in Anderson. He was college educated at a
predominantly white evangelical college. And he had worked with Pastor
Barnes at another church and was his close friend. During a church busi-
ness meeting, Pastor Barnes attested to the “mutual respect” he and Win-
ston had for one another and their ability to work well together in the past. It
was evident that Pastor Barnes strongly supported the candidacy of Floyd
Winston. Winston was also African American. If he were elected, African
Americans would fill Crosstown’s two most influential paid positions.
When it became known that Winston was being considered for the
assistant pastor position, rumblings about his candidacy surfaced almost
immediately. During informal conversations, people expressed both strong
support for and adamant disapproval of his candidacy. There seemed to be
little middle ground on the issue. People who were in favor of Winston's
candidacy were largely African American, but there was a select group of
whites who also supported his candidacy. Those who had concerns about
Winston’s candidacy were both white and African American. African
Americans who did not support his candidacy were usually married in-
terracially or had close racially integrated social networks within the
church. These attendees arguably had the most to lose by way of social
support if Crosstown experienced a complete racial transition.
Proponents of Winston’s candidacy were impressed with his resume.
His familiarity with the local community and past work experience as a
church worship leader and directing a Christian social service agency in
Anderson were characteristics that made him an excellent candidate for the
assistant pastor position, in their opinion. Plus, he and Pastor Barnes had
an established relationship. Supporters felt that a senior pastor needed an
assistant pastor whom he knew, trusted, and respected. Additionally, since
Crosstown desired to be more involved in the local community, some felt
that his long-time residency in Anderson and previous work in the com-
munity would help the church to reach this goal. Finally, as he was a long-
time resident of Anderson, many people in the church knew and liked him
and were quite supportive of him joining the church as assistant pastor.
Opponents of Winston’s candidacy, however, were far more vocal
about their opinions. Several people met with the church leadership to voice

their concerns. Additionally, many attendees mentioned their concerns



SPIRITUAL AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 73

about the potential changes in pastoral leadership during the in-depth in-
terviews, although I did not ask about the assistant pastor candidacy spe-
cifically. The characteristics that made Winston attractive to some members
made him unattractive to others. Some were concerned about the degree of
openness in the selection process. Since Winston was a close friend and
colleague of Pastor Barnes, several members perceived that he had been
hand selected before the application process was opened to other potential
candidates. People referred to the way in which this candidate was selected
as “secretive” and exclusive, implying that the leadership was playing fa-
vorites. One African-American respondent, who was a lay leader and in-
volved in the selection of assistant pastor candidates, shared his frustration

about how this candidate was selected. He adamantly explained:

One of the frustrations that I currently have is the process
that we’re going through to select our next assistant pastor....
I thought the process could’ve been done much better than what

it was, at least what it was said to be and what it actually is.
He went on to say how he thought the search should have been conducted:

I would match up our [goals as a church] and a person’s quali-
fications. [We] would get the best person to help the church move
in the direction which the church has identified. ... And, in my

opinion, we haven’t done that job or done a good job of that.

For this leader, not only were the recruitment methods for the position
exclusive, but they did not yield the best candidate. Winston, in his opinion,
was not poised to help the church meet its identified goals. And he did not
believe that Winston was the most qualified.

Others were also concerned about his qualifications. While this lay
leader emphasized the incompatibility of Winston’s previous experience
with the church’s goals, others questioned how well he balanced Pastor
Barnes. Many believed that the church needed an assistant pastor who would
“complement” Pastor Barnes. Instead of their similar backgrounds and close
relationship being an asset, it was a detriment. Several people with whom
I spoke, both during the interviews and informally, perceived Winston and
Pastor Barnes as having similar personalities, both being rather reserved and
introspective. People also spoke of the similarities in their past work expe-
riences as problematic. In their opinion, this candidate would not bring

anything new to the church. It is important to note that those who felt
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Winston did not best complement Pastor Barnes often contrasted this sup-
posed lack of balance to how well the previous assistant pastors had balanced
Pastor Barnes. Since all of the previous pastors who worked with Pastor
Barnes were also white, these concerns may have been confounded with
issues of racial balance among the pastoral staff. In other words, com-
plementing Pastor Barnes implicitly meant having a white assistant pastor.

The final concern, and the most delicate, was Winston’s race. Given
the recent loss of white pastors and the subsequent loss of white members,
his election could pose a threat to the remaining diversity at the church.
Many believed that since Crosstown was an interracial church and iden-
tified as such, the leadership should also be interracial. Having senior and
assistant pastors of the same race did not represent the church. A white

interviewee told me:

When I first thought of that, I thought, oh man, we need to have
diversity in the leadership and I still believe we do, I really do.

I agree you choose a man based on his beliefs in the Lord, of
course, and I think we found a real gem with the guy that

we found. But I guess now knowing that he may be the assis-
tant pastor, now I'm wondering if the Lord will lead us to have an
African-American youth pastor too....I'm kind of hoping that
they would choose a Caucasian there to keep the diversity in

the leadership.

Additionally, Crosstown attendees did not want to see the church become a
predominantly African-American church. If the church did not hire a white
assistant pastor, some suspected that whites would continue to leave. An
African-American attendee shared his concerns about white people’s

willingness to remain in the church with two black pastors:

I think the thing that is bothersome to me is what message it
might send to other white people who are like, possibly, you
know, on the fringes, not knowing which way to go with things
and if they see certain positions in the church becoming too black
or something like that, they might decide to leave too.

Several meetings were arranged so that the congregation could be
formally introduced to Winston and learn more about him. However, by
the time these meetings were organized, people’s concerns, feelings, and

opinions about Winston had already been circulating among members and
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the leadership. Winston was first presented to the congregation during a
Sunday morning worship service. Pastor Barnes introduced him. During
the introduction, he told the congregation that he was “compelled to
commend Winston as a candidate for assistant pastor.” He explained that
he had known him for fifteen years. He was “musically gifted” and had a
“shepherd’s heart” (evangelical code language for “he would make a good
pastor”). After Pastor Barnes finished his introduction, Winston moved to
the piano and taught the congregation a contemporary praise chorus. He
struck me as an upbeat, relatively captivating, yet casual person. I could
agree with Pastor Barnes. Winston was a talented singer and musician, and
he did not strike me as similar to Pastor Barnes, at least in his personality.
Winston also gave the sermon during this service. In this, he was similar to
Pastor Barnes. His presentation style did not reflect spontaneity or bold
movements. His speech remained even throughout. He stayed behind the
podium for most of his sermon and regularly referenced his sermon notes.
His sermon was drawn from the book of Ephesians in the New Testament.
He explained it line by line.

It seemed that the leaders made a special effort to provide members
with forums to become acquainted with Winston. Three separate meetings
were organized for congregants to ask him questions. This was largely,
I suspect, because several people had already presented their concerns about
Winston’s candidacy to the leadership, and it was hoped that these concerns
could be addressed before the official vote. One of the meetings was held after
the Sunday morning worship service where Winston gave his sermon. The
other two meetings were held on weeknights. Close to a hundred people in
total attended these meetings. The meetings were like a group job inter-
view, except that nearly one hundred people could potentially ask Winston
questions about anything. And, one after another, people did. Their ques-
tions touched on a wide range of topics, including his theological beliefs,
long-range goals, thoughts on racial diversity, and how he balanced family
and work life. It appeared that people took the pastoral selection rather
seriously. Many people brought pads of paper to the meetings to take notes.

Opponents of Winston’s candidacy used these meetings to gain some
clarification about their concerns. One of the central issues brought up was
the candidate’s race. During one of the meetings, an African-American
woman asked Winston how he felt about the church having an African-
American senior pastor and now possibly an African-American assistant

pastor. She prefaced her question by explaining that she had several white
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friends in the church who were concerned about this, although she did not
specify why. Others concurred with her question with nods of their heads.
Given that he was the candidate in question, it is no surprise that he did not
have a problem with this possibility. More important, however, her ques-
tion gave Pastor Barnes and the elders at the meeting the chance to clarify
what they felt. Michael, the chair of the elder board, explained that he,
Pastor Barnes, and the other elders discussed the importance of consid-
ering the candidates’ racial backgrounds and how they might affect the
church. They concluded, however, that they should rather choose to “follow
God’s leading.” They did not believe it was right to practice, as he put it,
“spiritual affirmative action.” In the interviews and other informal con-
versations I had with regular attendees of Crosstown, I heard others sim-
ilarly struggle with considering race as a criterion for the assistant pastor.
Despite their desire to have a white assistant pastor, they explicitly ex-
plained that they did not support affirmative action-type policies.

The Sunday after Winston was first introduced to the congregation,
Crosstown voted on whether to extend Winston an offer for the assistant
pastor position. The vote was held after the worship service. Ballots were
passed out. Only members were allowed to vote. People marked the bal-
lots and then passed them across the pews to ushers, who collected them in
the aisles. The church secretary and one of the deacons left the sanctuary to
count the votes in another room. In the meantime, other church business
was addressed. The new church budget was voted on. New members were
voted into the church. Michael updated members on various church
maintenance projects. After a while, people began to get restless, and Mi-
chael officially adjourned the meeting. Still, most people stayed to hear the
results of the election. Finally, the church secretary and deacon returned
with the results. The sanctuary had become a bit chaotic with people
standing in the aisles, others walking around, and the chatter of several
conversations. The noise was so loud that Michael had to shout the results
of the election. The vote was “affirmative.” Winston received 83% of the vote.
After Michael made the announcement, several African Americans dem-
onstrated their own affirmation of the results with loud resounding “amens.”

However, that was not the end of it. During the next Sunday worship
service, Michael announced that there was a discrepancy between the
quorum and the actual number of people who voted during the election last
Sunday. In other words, they believed that nonmembers had voted. The
elders decided to have a revote to ensure accurate results. The second vote
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on Winston’s candidacy for assistant pastor took place two weeks after the
first, again after a Sunday morning worship service. This time, the elders
took particular care to ensure that only church members voted. Ballots were
handed out to people individually only after they were verified as being on
the membership roster. Members dropped their votes in a ballot box before
leaving the sanctuary. The meeting was quiet, orderly, and structured
compared to the first election. And it was quite brief, lasting no more than
twenty minutes. Before I left the sanctuary, an older African-American
woman approached me and spouted with a reserved anger in her voice and
dogged look in her eyes that she didn’t think the revote was necessary.
“They” (whom I took to be white members), she explained, wanted the
revote because they were not satisfied with the original election results.

Pastor Barnes announced the results of the second vote during the
following Sunday morning worship service. The second vote had barely
affirmed Winston’s candidacy with 76% of the vote. Pastor Barnes and the
elders did extend Winston the offer to be assistant pastor. However, he
declined. Pastor Barnes gave Winston’s reasons for not accepting the offer.
Among them was that Winston felt that the closeness of the vote did not
reflect enough confidence in him as an assistant pastor. He was also aware
of members’ concerns about the assistant pastor selection process which, in
his opinion, reflected a lack of confidence in Crosstown’s leadership overall.

The church next searched for a new youth pastor. The search process for
a youth pastor had a far different outcome than that for the assistant pastor.
The position was advertised on Christian youth and youth pastor-related
Web sites, among other advertising outlets. The ideal candidate, according to
the church leadership, would be between the ages of thirty and forty-five with
experience in a multicultural setting. The top candidate that emerged for the
youth pastor position was John Lewis. Lewis was white and in his late thir-
ties. He was currently the youth pastor at another interracial church in the
local area and described himselfas having a “burden for discipleship of young
people through the local church.” Lewis was introduced to the congregation
during a Sunday worship service. He struck me as rather shy and unpre-
tentious. During his introduction, he told the congregation that he attended
Moody Bible Institute and had worked for ten years at Urban Contact, an
outreach program to urban, predominantly African-American youth. Except
for the brief introduction, Lewis did not participate in the service.

The congregation did have the opportunity to ask Lewis questions, as

they did Winston, during a meeting following the service. A racially mixed
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group of about fifty people attended the meeting. Those in attendance were
given a copy of Lewis’s profile and resume. Similar to Floyd Winston'’s
congregational interview, people were free to ask him anything they wan-
ted. The questions addressed the candidate’s work experience and ideas for
youth programs, family life, and racial diversity, among other topics. Lewis
was very focused when answering questions. He often paused and con-
sidered his answers before responding.

A few weeks later, Lewis was affirmed almost unanimously by the
congregation, with a vote of 91-1. The process was remarkably uneventful
compared to Winston’s vote. I personally hadn’t interacted with anyone
who expressed any concerns about his candidacy. People’s thoughts and
opinions about Lewis were consistent across race. I did speak to one Afri-
can-American member and leader in the church about the pastoral sear-
ches, and he thought the difference between the congregation’s responses
to Lewis’s and Winston'’s candidacies was primarily an issue of race. As he
putit, “the ‘brothers’ can’t get a break.” He may have had a point. Two other
candidates were considered for the assistant pastor position. Both of them
were African American, and neither ended up filling the job. One withdrew
his candidacy and the other was not considered sufficiently qualified for the
position. The final candidate considered for the assistant pastor position
was white. At least on paper, his qualifications for the position did not
surpass those of the African-American candidates. He had a master’s de-
gree from an evangelical seminary. He had worked on the staff (not as a
pastor) at a predominantly white church in the suburbs. He had also
worked overseas as a missionary. By the end of my time there, an election
on his candidacy had yet to take place. However, I learned later that the
congregation strongly affirmed his candidacy. He is now Crosstown’s as-
sistant pastor. Unlike with Winston, there was no resistance or apparent
objections to his candidacy. After all of the positions on the church staff had
been filled, Pastor Barnes remained the only racial minority in the church
office. Even another position that was created, part-time assistant to the

youth pastor, was filled by someone who was white.

Leadership and the Problem of Race

Whites disproportionately fill positions of power in nearly every arena

of American life, including politics, education, and business. However,
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religion is unique in that there are opportunities for racial minorities to
ascend to the highest authority positions in racially homogeneous reli-
gious organizations and, to a lesser extent, in interracial churches. How-
ever, a closer look at the leadership structure of interracial churches provi-
des a clearer picture of how race remains integral to who holds leadership
positions and suggests that race is central to the processes that dictate how
people are selected for these positions.

Pastor Barnes’ appointment was historic for Crosstown. As such, he
was poised to initiate changes in the church, and he did. The most obvious
change was the introduction of more upbeat music, for which older white
attendees had little appreciation. However, in most other areas, Pastor
Barnes was amenable to the culture of Crosstown. His theological educa-
tion was from Dallas Theological seminary, a particularly conservative,
predominantly white evangelical seminary. His previous pastoral experi-
ence was with another interracial church that was a member of a white-
controlled evangelical denomination. While he appreciated some aspects of
his spiritual heritage in the black church, he no longer espoused many of
the religious beliefs and practices that characterize some denominations
within the black church tradition. Indeed, in Pastor Barnes, Crosstown
found an African-American pastor who suited its theology and worship
style. This is not to suggest that Pastor Barnes did not identify with his
African-American heritage. His concern for African-American men and
gratitude for his COGIC roots are examples of his attachment to the
African-American community. Nevertheless, his religious, theological, and
cultural orientations were consistent with those of white evangelicalism.
Consequently, he ensured the church’s stability during a precarious time
in its history, while not posing a threat to the religious and cultural pre-
dilections of white attendees.

Yet, the proportion of whites at Crosstown still steadily decreased
during his tenure as senior pastor. The racial transition that occurred at
Crosstown can be attributed partly to changes in the racial compositions of
Mapleton and Anderson. Crosstown was nearly 30% African American
when Pastor Barnes came on board as senior pastor in 1994, but according
to the 2000 U.S. Census, Mapleton and Anderson combined were about
65% African American and 30% white. By the time I arrived, Crosstown
had transitioned to reflect its surrounding community. As a church that
identified as a neighborhood church, the parallels between the church’s
racial composition and that of the local community should not be
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surprising. Still, congregations are voluntary.” People choose congrega-
tions that meet their desires and needs. Other factors affect where people
go to church besides where they live. Several white families left Crosstown
soon after Pastor Barnes was appointed as senior pastor. The more recent
loss of two white pastors appears to have further initiated racial change
at Crosstown as about 15% of the regular white attendees left Crosstown
within seven months after Pastors Smith and McPherson announced their
departures. The reasons they gave were not explicitly racial.® Yet, a pattern
had emerged. A threat to whites’ structural advantage in the church was
followed by losses in white regular attendance.

Additionally, excluding Pastor Barnes, the pastoral and office staff of
Crosstown Community Church remained all white. This does not mean
that the people who filled the pastoral positions were not competent,
qualified people. However, the assistant pastor and youth pastor searches
illustrate that race was central to leadership selection. Winston’s assistant
pastor candidacy was paved with tension and division from the time his
candidacy was suggested to the final vote on whether or not the church
would extend him an offer. Arguably, he was more than qualified to be
Crosstown'’s assistant pastor. Nevertheless, his qualifications, the way he
was selected, and his race were points of considerable dispute. Other
African-American candidates experienced similar resistance. In contrast,
the paths of both white pastoral candidates were smooth. There was little, if
any, resistance to either of their candidacies. And both were ultimately
offered and filled the vacant pastoral positions.

A primary reason that African-American and white candidates’ expe-
riences were so different was because some members had concerns about
racial transition at the church. Changes, even the threat of changes, to the
racial composition of pastoral leadership precipitated a noticeable loss in
white attendance, as well as angst about racial transition among the re-
maining attendees. Recognizing the effect that a loss in white pastoral
leadership had on white attendance, some Crosstown members, African
Americans included, acquiesced to concerned whites’ desires in order to
maintain the church’s racial diversity. Members who were particularly
invested in maintaining a racially diverse congregation believed that it was
imperative for Crosstown to hire a white pastor to combat the racial tran-
sition at the church. Their concerns about white flight are supported by

research,” but this perspective reinforced dominant understandings of
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white social advantage and ultimately reestablished whites’ structural
dominance in the church.

When it comes to leadership structure in interracial churches, race
matters both symbolically and culturally. That is, the actual race of key
leaders in interracial churches is important, but so is leaders’ possession of
and investment in white cultural capital.'® Research has shown that the
procurement of cultural capital yields social dividends for its possessors."!
In the United States, people have negotiated the edges of white society,
including Jews, Irish, and Southern European immigrants,'? by exchang-
ing their proficiency in white cultural capital (dominant white attitudes,
beliefs, behaviors, networks, credentials, etc.) for access to desirable re-
sources.? Similarly, African-American leaders’ access to Crosstown was
contingent upon their proficiency in white evangelical attitudes, beliefs,
behaviors, and credentials. Pastor Barnes was, in his own words, “theo-
logically compatible” with Crosstown. He was also “articulate,” and at least
at the time he was initially brought on board as senior pastor, he was not
seen as a threat to the remaining white attendees. People were not aware of
his connection to his African-American identity. Furthermore, Floyd
Winston and even African-American guest ministers at Crosstown were
either trained at predominantly white evangelical seminaries, held posi-
tions at these seminaries, or pastored interracial churches affiliated with
white evangelical denominations. This further suggests that possessing
white cultural capital was important in order for African Americans to gain
access to leadership roles in the church.

Nevertheless, the possession of white evangelical cultural capital,
while a necessary qualification for potential pastors at Crosstown, was not
always sufficient for filling a pastoral position. Cultural capital is contextual
and can vary based upon a particular social setting.'* Furthermore, the
institution or organization in which an individual is attempting to ex-
change his or her credentials and cultural knowledge to facilitate access to a
position of power (in this case, a pastoral position) must be complicit in the
exchange.” In other words, the organization must accept the offer of
cultural capital in order for the transaction to be complete. Winston’s
candidacy as compared to those of white candidates exemplifies this. Re-
gardless of his possession of and attempt at exchanging his credentials and
familiarity with the normative attitudes, beliefs, and behavior of white

evangelicals for a pastoral position, they were not enough for him to
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become the new assistant pastor of Crosstown. His race mattered in this
context as well. It played a key role in the pastoral hiring processes. Al-
though Crosstown had an African-American senior pastor, every other
person on the pastoral staff was white. And thus, whites continued to be
structurally dominant on the pastoral staff.

Success within the religious marketplace is not necessarily dependent
upon people’s possession of white cultural capital or their race, as it may be
in other institutions. Groups are able to develop their own separate reli-
gious organizations and institutions where varied forms of cultural capital
are valued and where racial minorities can be structurally dominant. How-
ever, the experience of Crosstown suggests that, for interracial churches,
where presumably race is inconsequential and various kinds of cultural
capital could provide people access to leadership, race and white cultural

capital are important resources that give people access to leadership.



4

Racial Identity

Material for Cross-Racial Bridging?

The homophily principle, simply put, says that people like to
hang out with others who are like them." This suggests that people
attend interracial churches because identities other than race

are more important to them, to how they think of who they are,
trumping their racial identities and creating a bridge between
them and people from different racial groups. But what role does
racial identity play in people’s decisions to attend interracial
churches?

Identities are socially constructed, meaningful categories
that people use to describe themselves.? They dictate behavior and
provide people with a sense of who they are in relation to others.
People possess a repertoire of identities that are organized hier-
archically based upon their level of salience to them.? Included
within these repertoires are three types of identities: personal
identities, role identities, and collective identities.* Personal
identities are based upon one’s biology or unique individual ex-
periences, like one’s family lineage or belonging to a certain
church. Role identities such as mother, manager, or teacher are
personal self-conceptions of the particular positions people oc-
cupy in society.” And collective identity, which includes racial
identity, is “that part of an individual’s self-concept which derives
from [one’s] knowledge of [one’s] membership of a social group
(groups) together with the value and emotional significance

attached to that membership.”® Where role identities are largely



84 THE ELUSIVE DREAM

constructed by interpersonal interactions and expectations, collective
identities are informed by intergroup relations. People develop a sense of
their collective identities based upon real or perceived interactions of their
group with other groups. The salience of these identities varies based
upon a person’s commitment to a particularly important social network
(e.g., family, work colleagues), interactions with similar or different others
(e.g., different racial group, gender, class), and understandings about
broader intergroup relations.

Research has shown that the racial identity of whites is peripheral to
their sense of self. Mary Waters revealed the contradictory nature of white
identity.” She argued that whites choose from a variety of symbolic ethnic
identities (i.e., Italian, Irish, German, etc.) that conveniently and simul-
taneously provide them with both a sense of belonging and individuality.®
Because these identities are “costless,” meaning they do not affect their
social or economic status, whites can select them without concern for the
consequences of these identities for their lives. In other words, unlike
racial minorities, whites are able to live anonymously and unencumbered
by their race and ethnic identity. However, Waters goes on to argue that the
reality of whites’ power to choose their ethnicity reinforces their racist at-
titudes and dominant ideologies. Their experiences inform their percep-
tions about the social circumstances and opportunities of racial minorities.
Consequently, whites do not or are unwilling to recognize the oppressive
and constraining consequences of racial identities for racial minorities.
More recent works on white identity support Waters’ assertions.” Whites
benefit from being white but do not recognize it.'® They do not experience
themselves as living within the racial realm and are unaware of the privi-
leges their race affords them.'! Therefore, white identity, as a racial iden-
tity, is unacknowledged as real and consequential for whites’ lives.

Three major factors consistently affect the salience of African-American
identity: educational attainment, early childhood interracial interactions,
and participation in the black church. African Americans with lower edu-
cational attainment feel closer to other blacks than those with higher edu-
cational attainment.'* African Americans who experience regular interra-
cial contact have a very positive evaluation of African Americans as a group,
but they also have a weaker sense of closeness to their black identity."?
Moreover, interracial contact during childhood weakens racial identity
among African Americans.'* Last, participation in the black church posi-

tively affects African Americans’ racial identity so that those who regularly
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attend a church in this religious tradition report feeling closer to blacks
than those who do not."

These findings suggest that African Americans who attend interracial
churches will have a relatively weak racial identity, while simultaneously
possessing a high regard for their racial group. Moreover, if they have at
least some college education, their racial identity might be even less salient.
While there is consistent evidence that racial identity for whites is not
salient for them, there is limited research that discusses the impact of
interracial interactions on the identities of white Americans. We do know,
however, that whites who regularly interact with African Americans pos-
sess racial attitudes that are more sympathetic to the subordinate social
conditions of African Americans.'® It is plausible, then, that whites who
attend interracial churches may at least be more aware of the privileges

their race affords them.

Racial Identity: Salience and Meaning

Drawing upon other research, I conceptualize racial identity as having
multiple dimensions to ensure a more comprehensive understanding of
interracial attendees’ racial identities. These dimensions include the sa-
lience and awareness of one’s racial identity; one’s feelings and ideas about
what one’s race means; and one’s perspective on racial inequality between
African Americans and whites.'” In an attempt to find out what was most
central to people’s sense of self, I asked attendees, “How would you de-
scribe yourself?” I intentionally began with this broad, open-ended ques-
tion to avoid prompting them to respond with identities they believed
should be relevant to their sense of self. If race were, indeed, a salient
identity, it would be one of the first identities they would mention. Re-
sponses to this preliminary question demonstrated that this was the case
for African-American attendees. African Americans mentioned race as the
first or second identity when telling me how they would describe them-
selves. One man described himself as “African American, male, middle
class, formally educated, veteran, Christian, follower of Christ.” Another
responded with a confident and firm “I am a strong black woman!” Whites,
on the other hand, were not inclined to describe themselves in racial terms.
A couple mentioned race, but whites usually drew upon other identities

when describing themselves.
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Admittedly, for most interviewees, this initial question did not elicit
information about their social identities. Instead, I often received re-
sponses about personality characteristics. For example, people described
themselves as “an outgoing person” or “reserved.” However, I followed up
with a series of other questions about interview participants’ identities to
further understand the salience of race for them. With the initial question,
interview participants could draw upon any identity they felt was relevant
to describing who they are. Using this second method, interview partici-
pants were given the opportunity to consider race as an important identity
for them and to consider the relevance of race to their sense of self.'®

I handed interview participants a stack of cards. On each card was
listed an identity. Examples of identities listed include mother, father,
Christian, middle class, African American, white, Democrat, and Repub-
lican, among many others."® I asked them to go through the stack of cards
and pull out every card they felt applied to them. I also gave them blank
cards to add any identities that I had not included in the stack. After people
finished perusing and selecting the applicable identity cards and adding
any custom identity cards, I asked them to stack the cards so that the top
card revealed the identity to which they felt the closest and the bottom card
of the stack revealed the identity to which they felt the least close.”® Few
people added custom identity cards to the stack. When they did, they
usually placed them toward the bottom of the stack. I expected this sec-
ond method to encourage white attendees in particular to reconsider the
importance of race for them personally. If prompted to think about it,
I thought they might reevaluate their race as a more salient identity.
However, this second approach produced similar results as the first. The
average number of identity cards people selected was eighteen. On average,
race ranked fifth within the identity repertoires of African Americans,
behind religious identities and family roles (which whites also ranked
highest). On average, whites ranked their race fourteenth.

Next, I asked interview participants to explain what some of the vari-
ous identities they selected meant to them. I wanted to understand how
they believed race was relevant to their lives without implying that I was
only interested in their ideas about race. The responses revealed that not
only did white and African-American interview participants vary in the
centrality of race to their senses of self, but also they varied in their un-

derstandings of what it means to belong to their racial group.
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African Americans, for the most part, did not distinguish between
“African American” and “black.” They provided three explanations for
what it meant to be black or African American. One group gave ethnicity-
oriented responses. That is, being African American meant that someone
was American with African ancestral roots. One woman put it this way:
“My ancestors (some of them) came from Africa, and I live in America so
now I'm considered, according to this world, African American.” Another
group focused on cultural characteristics, such as eating certain foods or
speaking a particular dialect. As another African-American woman ex-
plained: “I have Afro-American traits, characteristics, traditions. My whole
life is Afro-American. I can’t put it in exact terms. It’s the whole being of
myself—food, even talk, language.”

Most African Americans, however, perceived being black as a subor-
dinate social position. That is, blackness had less to do with culture, tra-
ditions, and their ethnic heritage and far more to do with where they were
located within a social hierarchy. Even if an interview participant had not
defined blackness in terms of subjugation or social location, nearly ev-
eryone with whom [ spoke had a personal story of racism, demonstrating
that while they did not cognitively relate blackness to occupying a disad-
vantaged social location, they personally understood it as such. Being black
or African American meant exclusion, discrimination, and having to
struggle. The capacity to persevere and endure the oppression that ac-
companies being African American was also central to what being black
meant to them. And the ability to endure these hardships provided them
with a sense of pride.”’ Some interview participants described being black

or African American:

What it means to be black is to understand what it is to be on the
outside looking in [in] America or other places in the world.. ..
We have to deal with things that other people don’t have to
deal with.

It means struggle, that’s the first thing it means.

I would say, for me, to be black is to have a legacy and a struggle
historically in this country and part of that legacy is persistence. . . .
The ability to persist and overcome social inequities. ... To be

able to maintain your sanity, a good sense of self, and be
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able to enjoy your life in spite of challenges that exist socially

and institutionally.

There were a few white interview participants who described what it
meant to them to be white in structural terms. These interview partici-
pants were young adults, still in their early twenties, or attended a racially
diverse high school with African Americans. This suggests that early inter-
racial interactions and age or cohort effects may be factors in whites’ beliefs
about what it means to be white in America. One young woman attributed
most of her recent understandings about whiteness and race in America to
her college education. Racial diversity was often discussed in her classes, and
this challenged her to consider how race affected her as a white person:

It's something I'm realizing more and more. ... Obviously, I'm
part of a majority in this country currently, and therefore

there is a lot of privilege afforded to me. I don’t have to think
about my race, it’s just there. When I was growing up, I was
taught the best thing to be is to be color blind, which is basically a
form of racism in itself....It’s an interesting thing to look at
and see how privileged I can be without noticing how much I've
just done that. How I've just lived and not noticed for so long.

However, nearly all of the white interview participants found it rather
difficult to explain what it means to be white.*” Any kind of lucid response
often completely eluded them. Several admitted to never having thought
about it before. Some had to think about it for a long time before they
finally produced a response. In these cases, the responses were quite varied
and somewhat incoherent. They really did not understand what being
white meant to them, or they did not understand how race was potentially
consequential for their lives. It was apparent that they had never been
asked to ponder how their whiteness affected them. But still, they felt
compelled to give some kind of answer. For example, after a long pause,

one person ventured this explanation:

Not just my blood, I guess. I guess I put it last but still it’s very
fundamental to who I am and the way I think, just be [the] de-
fault I guess. But I didn’t put it last necessarily because I'm asha-
med of it, it’s just. .. because I'm sure in some ways being white
predisposes me to...I don’t know, I'm going to stop talkin’.

I guess it affects the way I act in a lot of ways that I don’t realize,
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you know, in very subtle ways. It affects the way I think in a
lot of ways so it’s last but not central to who I am because I see
other things as superseding that.

As can be seen from this response, he found that it was difficult to decide
which explanation best described what being white meant for him. He had
a vague sense that being white was more than his physical heritage, yet
he was incapable of clearly articulating just what that extra something
was. He seemed to stumble upon one key attribute of what it means to be
white, cultural normativity: as he tentatively put it, being the “default.” Yet,
he was not committed to this explanation and continued to search for a better
one. He further suggested that being white “predisposed” whites to certain
kinds of outcomes. But what exactly those outcomes were also escaped him.
So, while he intuitively believed that his race afforded him certain kinds of
privileges, he was not convinced that this had any real consequences for
him. In the end, all other identities “superseded” his racial identity.
Another white Crosstown member similarly possessed a vague under-
standing of what it means to be white. He admitted having never consid-
ered this before, but after pushing himself to think about it, he was able
to recognize the advantages inherent in whiteness. Yet, again, he seemed
to be grasping for any acceptable explanation as he ended his response with

“I don’t know. I've just always been [white]”:

I suppose I never really think of it. To be white. .. [thirty-second
pause]...when I stop and think about it, people are probably
watching me less if I'm at a store, for shoplifting, you know.
Maybe they do that. There are just some intrinsic advantages that
I have never been without but it’s kind of like, what’s it like to
have two arms? Well, I've always had two arms. And I've al-
ways been white and that’s not a high thing that I identify with

because it’s kind of inbred. I don’t know. I've just always been.

Interestingly, this man was one of the most aware whites I interviewed
when it came to issues of racial inequality.

These ideas about racial identity reveal that African Americans and
whites at Crosstown had very different levels of connection to their racial
group, different conceptualizations of racial identity, and different ideas
about what belonging to a particular racial group means. Close, regular,

voluntary interracial interactions did not have an effect on the salience of
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racial identity for white attendees of Crosstown, nor did these interactions
affect how they understood what racial identity meant for their own lives.
They had a lot of difficulty presenting any kind of explanation for the
meaning of whiteness. On the other hand, race was central to African-
American attendees’ senses of self. Blacks chose to draw upon race as a
primary way of describing themselves without being prompted. Ad-
ditionally, African-American attendees saw their blackness as consequen-
tial for their life outcomes. For them, being black meant structural
subordination, social exclusion, and struggling to overcome these barriers.

Racial Identity: Perspectives on Race as a Social Hierarchy

People’s perceptions of and connection to their racial identities are in-
formed by their understandings about broader interracial relations. So, I
tried to dig deeper by asking people for their thoughts on the existence of
racism, racial inequality, and possible solutions.** In many ways, white and
African-American attendees’ perspectives on racism were rather similar.
For example, to the question “Does racism still exist in the United States?”
all interview participants, across race, said they believed that racism did still
exist.”* People were particularly firm in their responses, saying, “Heck,
yes!” or “Oh, without a doubt,” or “Oh yeah, definitely.” One African
American asked me, in response to the question, “Is that a trick question?!”
After I told her it was not, she responded with a resounding “Absolutely,
yes!” When asked why racism still existed, “sin” was a common answer
given by both African Americans and whites. As one African-American
woman put it, “Man is just evil.” Furthermore, everyone with whom I
spoke tended to use structural frames (i.e., racial segregation or lack of
opportunity) more than individualistic frames (i.e., biological differences
or laziness) to explain racism and racial inequality.

White Attendees” Thoughts on Racial Inequality

There were points at which white and African-American attendees’ views
on racism and racial inequality diverged. This was most evident in the
particular reasons they gave for why racism and racial inequality existed.
White attendees often said that racism was due to ignorance. And igno-

rance stemmed from whites’ limited cross-racial exposure. With this un-
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derstanding of racism and racial inequality, white attendees were apt to
see racial integration as the solution for racial problems in the United
States. One man proposed that, because people choose to interact with
those with whom they feel most comfortable, they lead racially isolated
lives. Racial isolation produces ignorance, which then fosters racism. He

explained:

I think that maybe some of it kind of goes back to getting out of
your comfort zone and being exposed to different groups. I feel
like there are a lot of whites that only, when you look at their
circle of influence or the areas where they go, they hardly ever
encounter people outside of their groups....I feel like those

are the kind of people that have the most potential .. . to kind of

have some of these racist thoughts.

Another woman similarly believed that ignorance and, subsequently, racist
attitudes are the result of racial segregation. As she explained:

Sometimes I just think people don’t know better or don’t know
any differently. I think they should know better. It’s not right
but I don’t think that they have been exposed to different groups
of people. What they’ve learned is not right. ... Other than the
fact that it’s just the way that they’ve grown up and the things that
they have been taught and never had anybody challenge it.

If whites had the opportunity to interact with African Americans and were
provided with more accurate knowledge about them, whites would not be
racists. She does not question why whites do not interact with people of
other races in the first place.

Some white attendees affirmed the importance of racial integration by
drawing upon their personal experiences. One man explicitly attributed
his ideas about race and racial inequality to his interracial experiences
at Crosstown. Before developing cross-racial friendships with African-
American attendees, he didn’t believe that black/white socioeconomic in-
equality still existed in America. It was not until he had been regularly
attending Crosstown for two years that he began to recognize the subor-
dinate condition of African Americans in the United States. His conversion
came not just from regularly interacting with African Americans, but from
more intimate relationships with African Americans. As a result of these

relationships, he became aware of the racial lives of his African-American
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friends and recognized a difference in how whites and African Americans
are treated in America. He now attributed racial inequality to racial preju-

dice. When asked why racial inequality exists, he said:

Because there’s prejudice still, very high in American society. . ..
I guess if you would’ve asked me that question five years ago,
no, I would say even three years ago, I would say, “Well, you
know, I don’t know that I would agree with that.”

INTERVIEWER Agree with what? the statement?

Yeah. I would say, “Oh, you're just kind of having that same attitude
and you're just thinking back in the past, you know, there was prej-
udice but we have come so far and nobody looks at your skin color any
more when they hire you or when they serve you.” And it’s like, that is
such a lie! I mean, I've been with people, been in a restaurant or a
store where I'm in there with all whites and I'm treated one way, and
if I'm in with a predominantly black group, I'm treated an entirely
different way, and so I see that this is not in the mind of black people,
this is reality. It's sad, but it’s reality. So it’s prejudice.

Another white attendee believed that neighborhood racial segregation
was the cause of racial inequality. And, further, the proliferation of drugs
and gangs in predominantly African-American neighborhoods was ulti-
mately due to white flight. He continued:

The same people who have moved way out probably go “Oh,
there is so much crime and awful things in the inner city and
all those black people.” You know, there’s more to it than that.
I mean, if people would’ve stayed, if people would’ve understood,
if business[es] would get back in there and people would con-
tribute and distribute . . . we would be definitely a lot better off.
But my opinion would be to not necessarily have the government
lead that, I mean, the government should push that but not
necessarily control the money but have faith-based initiatives to
really get that stuff going, get that money back in there. Not
that money is going to solve it either, but faith-based institutions

with money backing [them are] very important.

Despite this man’s awareness of the structural processes that contributed to

racial inequality, he was not committed to macro-level structural solutions.
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He, rather, believed that religious organizations should bear the respon-
sibility of reducing racial inequality. His strong preference for faith-based
evangelical programs to reduce racial inequality demonstrates an anti-
structuralist approach to social problems. This kind of opposition to gov-
ernment initiatives, which over the past century have been most effective
at reducing racial inequality, stymies progress toward racial equality at in-
stitutional levels and acts to sustain the status quo.>®

Whites also stressed past racialized social structures and discrimina-
tion when talking about racism and racial inequality. For example, one
man believed that the lingering effects of slavery and white Americans’
unwillingness to recognize the problems that have stemmed from slavery

are what developed and perpetuate racial inequality:

I think part of [it] may be related to the history of the U.S. When
you think about blacks, for 300 years [there was] slavery in

this country. I think that was an enormous detriment. . .. It still
has an effect on the American culture. ... And then I feel like,
in some sense, the white culture has kind of abandoned and
tried to pretend that the problem doesn’t exist and [is] very un-

willing to try and make some changes in that.

A woman similarly noted historical discrimination and the perpetual ef-
fects of these forces on racial inequality. However, she did not think that
contemporary racial discrimination was prevalent, implying that modern-
day discrimination does not impact the social outcomes of African

Americans. She said:

I think because there was a lot of discrimination further back
with black people and not wanting them to have good jobs or just
discriminating against them. I think that’s still .. .just a reper-
cussion of that. ... I think now people don’t try to discriminate as
much but just the repercussions of all that when it was hap-

pening, to have caused that.

Similar to the white evangelicals who attended interracial churches
in Emerson and Smith’s work, white attendees most often used solely
structural explanations for racial inequality.”® Yet, a few provided veiled
individually oriented reasons for racial inequality. They would begin with a
structural reason for racial inequality, but their responses focused on in-

dividually based explanations. In other words, while they were aware that
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social structures play a part in racial inequality, individual-level attitudes
and characteristics are most responsible for the existence of racial in-
equality today. For example, here is what one white woman, who had been
attending Crosstown for several years, had to say:

[Blacks] are still having to fight an uphill battle. So I think his-
torically they have always had that. And...I [also] think some
people have become content in that—lower jobs, etc. And that
sounds bad, that they are very content in that, but you know
what? I'm very content to be middle class. You know what

I mean? Like, I don’t think really poor black families are con-
tent, but I think, you know, it’s kind of scary [in thinking of her
own middle-class position] to think about making $100,000

instead of $40,000 because it’s different.

She went on to claim that she thought African-American teens who wanted
to advance in life were “going to have to work harder . .. because there is
a stereotype of black people being lazy, there just is.” This woman recog-
nized that African Americans were disadvantaged in America. However,
the reason for persistent racial inequality is because some African Amer-
icans have become content with their lower social status. Moreover, she
compared African Americans’ social situation to that of middle-class
whites, drawing parallels between her contentment with middle-class life
and the supposed contentment of African Americans with their social
status. In this, she revealed a limited grasp of racial inequality, suggesting
that blacks’ lower social status is primarily a matter of choice and that
racial subjugation is not reason enough for economic inequality between
whites and African Americans. She further implied that African Ameri-
cans were primarily responsible for their persistent social disadvantage.

As she said, African-American youth just need to work harder.

African-American Attendees’ Thoughts on Racial Inequality

While white attendees were more likely to emphasize ignorance, racial
segregation, and discrimination as explanations for racism and racial in-
equality, African Americans were more likely to provide explanations that
focused on power, opportunity, and economic reforms. For example, one

woman explained the reason that racism exists:
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It's a power struggle, and power concedes nothing unless there
is a demand placed upon it. I think the face of racism has
changed because of the demands that African Americans (and
others too) have placed upon the system, but it doesn’t mean
the power struggle goes away; it continues but just doesn’t

go away.

Her perspective on race was broader than individual attitudes or even
ecological situations, such as neighborhood racial segregation. She be-
lieved that race was rooted in group-based, macro-level power dynamics.
Another African-American attendee pointed to African Americans’ limited
access to and knowledge of opportunities, professional socialization, and

important social networks to explain why racial inequality persists:

Lack of opportunity, lack of preparation [to take] advantage [of an
opportunity] if there is an opportunity, and lack of networking
or associations with people who can help with some of the writ-
ten or nonverbal tangibles that tend to be important in excel-
ling or advancing whether it’s in the corporate world or

nonprofessional.

African-American attendees also believed that solutions for racial
inequality needed to take place at the institutional or national levels. Pro-
viding equal opportunities was the most common response. Others sug-
gested more radical solutions. One man called for reparations:

Having an equal and level playing field. I think many Anglos
need to acknowledge what this country was and what effect it had
not only on African Americans but also [on] other people of
color. ... I think white America in many ways does owe African
Americans something. ... mean, I believe in reparations and

I don’t know what models of reparations, but at the very essence

I do believe in reparations.

An African-American woman pointed to separatism as a possible solution

to racial inequality:

I guess, if [ were to think of any solution, I think it might be for
people of color to develop their own institutions, and that’s much

bigger than just developing your own company.
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Moreover, unlike for white attendees, race was a personal, lived reality
for African Americans. Their ideas about race and racial inequality were
often informed by these personal experiences, both their own and experi-
ences they heard about from other African Americans. One man shared his

experience with racial profiling:

[Racism] happens to me every day for no other reason than I'm
black. I'm driving my car in Carlsberg [a predominantly white
suburb] or whatever. For no reason, they’ll say, “Sir, we're

just doing a check because you were doing thirty-four [miles per
hour] in a thirty[-mile zone].” Well, that is a reason and that is
speeding, yes, ...and it could very well be [they pulled me over]
because I'm going thirty-four in a thirty. But, the way I'm ap-
proached after the cop comes over, and the fact that it was a
thirty-four in a thirty, I think the only reason, in my opinion, is

because I'm black.

As discussed above, many of the African Americans [ interviewed at
Crosstown used structural frames when discussing racism and racial in-
equality. This is consistent with other research, which has found that con-
servative African-American Protestants (like those who attend Crosstown)
are most likely, when compared to whites and other African Americans,
to rely upon structural explanations for racial inequality.”’” Yet, past re-
search has not focused upon the perspectives of blacks who choose to
regularly interact with whites in intimate, personal, and sacred contexts,
such as Crosstown. I found that African-American attendees at Crosstown
were actually more inclined to use individually oriented explanations for
racial inequality than were white Crosstown attendees. Nearly a third of
the African-American interview participants drew upon individualistic as
well as structural explanations for racism and racial inequality.

The most common of these was a belief in a meritocracy.”® In their
opinion, some African Americans did not possess the desire to achieve.
They had developed an attitude of victimization that impaired their ability
to excel. They did not strive to achieve more in their lives because they felt
that white society was indebted to them. The following woman, who em-
ployed both individual and structural explanations for racial inequality,
recognized that institutional racism affects African Americans. Nonethe-

less, she emphasized individual responsibility:
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Part of it is institutionalized racism, but part of it is accepting
institutionalized racism. I mean, some of it is just true—that jobs
and things are set up where blacks are not treated the same
way. ... Some of it is that some people have stereotypes about
black people. You know, black folks are lazier, they don’t work as
hard....I think too that some of it is that black people can fall
into the victimization thing and what society owes them and so
they don’t take opportunities that are there. And some of it is
just oppression, it’s just simply years of oppression and genera-
tional, you know, “this is just what we do.” The people who “get
out” are the ones that say, “No, I'm gonna push you further,

better, harder,” etc.

Another African American who had been attending Crosstown for
several years at the time of the interview had a racially diverse network of
close friends in the church. She believed that racial inequality in modern
society was a consequence of choice. Although blacks were disadvantaged
in the past, the obstacles that used to impede black progress no longer
existed. When asked why black/white racial inequality still existed, she

told me:

Historically speaking, one would say that [racial inequality is]
because of the advantages that are given to whites. That they have
these opportunities. Well, here in the twenty-first century, I can
honestly say that it is the comfort of blaming someone for [blacks]
not being able to do what they need to.. .. There’s always some-
thing around them that will just bring them down, and it’s a
choice and sometimes they don’t know that the choices they are

making [are] the wrong choice.

In short, racial inequality has persisted because African Americans make

poor decisions that perpetuate their subordinate status.

Paradox of Racial Integration

For African Americans at Crosstown, race was central to how they thought
about themselves. Furthermore, most African Americans included ideas of

social disadvantage and oppression in their conceptions of what it means to
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be black. They said that African Americans had to “struggle.” They were on
the “outside” of mainstream society and experienced social and insti-
tutional challenges. Other African Americans’ explanations relied upon
culture and ancestry to define what it means for them to be black, but they
still related to the experience of racial subordination personally.

African Americans possessed varying ideas about why blacks are
socioeconomically disadvantaged. All African Americans I interviewed
believed that racism still existed. Yet, more than a third drew upon in-
dividualistic explanations, particularly belief in a meritocracy, for racial
inequality. Relative to other conservative Protestant African Americans,
African Americans at Crosstown demonstrated greater susceptibility to
the dominant white (particularly white evangelical) ideology about racial
inequality in the United States. It is unclear whether they had these ideas
before coming to Crosstown. Nevertheless, their incorporation of white
evangelical cultural tools in their cultural toolkits suggests that some
African-American attendees at Crosstown would not be disposed to chal-
lenge white normativity and privilege.

Race was not a salient identity for whites at Crosstown. Unlike most
African-American attendees, who drew upon concepts of structural dis-
advantage to explain what it means for them to be black, most whites did
not relate what it means to be white to the analogous concept of structural
advantage. Some were able to stumble upon concepts of privilege and cul-
tural normativity. Yet others limited their explanations of whiteness to
cultural and ancestral traits. And still others didn’t believe that being white
had any real meaning for them at all. There were a couple of whites who
had evidently contemplated how race affects their lives before I prompted
them. They had recognized that they belong to a socially and culturally
dominant group and that this group membership affords them privileges
that others do not experience. Nonetheless, for nearly all of the white
attendees with whom I spoke, race was not a salient identity. This supports
other work which has shown that not only is race not a salient identity for
white Americans, but that whites are unaware of how it affects their lives.*®

However, whites’ beliefs about racism and racial inequality seem to
contradict their feelings about their own racial identity and its impact on
their lives. All white attendees believed that racism still exists in the United
States, and most white attendees attributed racial inequality to solely
structural forces. Since I, the interviewer, am African American, it could

have been that whites were giving answers that they thought were socially
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acceptable. Instead, their true thoughts on racism and racial inequality
were consistent with their views on white racial identity. However, their
ideas about racial inequality and racism are congruent with other findings,
which suggest that white conservative Protestants who experience regular
interactions with African Americans are more likely to see racism as per-
sistent and racial inequality as the result of social structures.*® White
Crosstown attendees exemplified a paradox that exists in whiteness. They
understood how race places African Americans at a social and economic
disadvantage, but they were unable to comprehend how being white
privileges them. Despite their regular interactions with African Americans,
they did not recognize how their whiteness affords them advantage in U.S.
society.*!

What can be learned from this exploration of racial identity among
interracial church attendees is that people of different races can worship
together, even when the salience of racial identity drastically differs across
racial groups. Social group identity theory proposes that interracial chur-
ches can be created and sustained by reducing the salience of racial iden-
tities among group members and promoting an identity that encompasses
multiple subgroups. Interracial churches attempt this by emphasizing
a social identity that is common among church attendees, generally a
religious identity, and deemphasizing racial differences.** For example,
Mosaic, a racially integrated congregation in Los Angeles, intentionally
emphasizes congregants’ identities as “followers of Jesus Christ” as a
strategy for successfully unifying members of diverse backgrounds.*? This
strategy renders ethnicity in this religious organization “irrelevant.”**

In the case of Crosstown, religious as well as family identities were
salient for both African Americans and whites. Are these identities acting
as social bridges that connect people across racial lines? Possibly. But we
must recognize that the content of what it means to be of a particular faith
or family structure is informed by groups’ cultural tools and specific ex-
periences. White and black evangelicals, for example, have different religio-
cultural toolkits. Adherents draw upon the resources in these toolkits to
construct their distinctive understandings of what it means to be evan-
gelical.>® This is evident with whites’ and African Americans’ ideas of
normative worship and the role racial discourse should have at Crosstown.
Motherhood and fatherhood also tend to be lived out differently for whites
and African Americans, with single parenthood being far more norma-

tive among African Americans.’® This was no exception at Crosstown. A
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majority of the African-American families with children in the church were
headed by women. I was aware of only one white family with this kind of
structure. And further, white and African-American parents apparently did
not interact much. An identity which was not particularly salient for at-
tendees was their class status. By standard indicators, most attendees at
Crosstown would be considered middle class. To the extent that middle
class blacks are familiar with the dominant middle class culture through
experiences at, for example, school or the workplace, class provides blacks
and whites a common cultural ground. Yet, as with family and religious
identities, the meaning of middle class for blacks is qualitatively different
from that for whites. Middle class blacks occupy less prestigious, margin-
alized jobs, live in more socioeconomically diverse neighborhoods, and are
less wealthy than their white counterparts.?” Further, unlike middle class
white attendees at Crosstown, middle class black attendees often identified
as both middle class and working class. For instance, one African-American
woman who was an engineer explained that she also identifies as working
class because “as opposed to someone who has things pretty much given
to them. .. I have to get out there and work for it.” Therefore, even when
certain identities are equally salient within the identity repertoires of Afri-
can Americans and whites, or there are other important identities, like
class, that African Americans and whites have in common, these identities
do not necessarily have similar meanings. Any cross-racial ties based upon
these sorts of racialized identities, then, are fragile ones. The promotion
of a broader, inclusive identity can end up submerging the real, everyday
consequences of living life in the United States as a racial minority, reduc-
ing racial issues to personal prejudice or a problem of social interaction,
rather than attributing them to structural realities.

Finally, the findings in this chapter suggest that, while interracial
interactions have the capacity to influence the racial attitudes of whites,
they do not necessarily impact how they view their own location in the
social structure and the consequences of that location. In other words,
interracial interactions, for whites, do not affect the salience of their own
racial identities. Race continues to be about other people. And the linchpin
of race remains intact.
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Why Do They Come?

If race is a salient identity for African-American attendees and if
interracial churches lean toward adopting the cultural practices
and structural characteristics preferred by whites, why do African
Americans continue to attend? One reason might be that peo-
ple who go to interracial churches are most comfortable in ra-
cially diverse settings. Other research suggests that people who
experienced regular interracial contact during their childhood,
particularly in high school, are more likely to have interracial so-
cial networks as adults." People also prefer social settings to
which they are accustomed, leading them to choose similar kinds
of environments in the future.? T suspected, then, that people
who attended Crosstown experienced sustained interracial expo-
sure as youth and came to prefer being in racially diverse envi-
ronments as adults.

I asked attendees about the racial compositions of their
high schools, neighborhoods (when they were adolescents), and
childhood churches (if they attended one). About a quarter of the
African Americans I interviewed had all-black social existences
during their youth. That is, their neighborhoods, schools, and
churches were all predominantly African American. In one
woman'’s words, her “entire young experience was totally black.”
However, the remaining 75% of African Americans with whom
I spoke had, in one social environment or another, experienced

regular cross-racial interactions with whites as teenagers. All of
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these interviewees attended a predominantly white or interracial high
school. And more than half of them lived in predominantly white or in-
terracial neighborhoods. Moreover, it was not only the younger people who
had this kind of cross-racial exposure, as might be expected. These expe-
riences spanned generations. People from their twenties to their sixties had
regularly interacted with whites in their youth. So, most African Americans
who attended Crosstown were accustomed to interacting with whites.

Conversely, for most of the white attendees I interviewed, interracial
contact during adolescence was the exception rather than the rule. Whites
had little to no interaction with African Americans in their neighborhoods.
Nearly all of them attended predominantly white churches. However,
about a quarter of whites went to high school with African Americans. This
is not to say that African Americans constituted a large proportion of their
schools’ populations. African Americans usually made up no more than
about 10% of the student body. So, even these white attendees’ exposure to
African Americans was relatively limited.’

I also asked about the racial compositions of their close social networks
during high school. A little more than half of the people who experienced
regular interracial contacts while teenagers also had close interracial
friendships during this time. Half of the African Americans who regularly
interacted with whites as youth had a close white friend. Although whites
were less likely to have interacted with people of another race growing up,
at least among those who had experienced some kind of interracial expo-
sure during high school, half also had a close friend of another race (al-
though not necessarily African American). Therefore, those who were
accustomed to interracial interactions were comfortable enough with
persons of another race to forge intimate cross-racial relationships.

Spiritual Heritage of Crosstown Attendees

People’s past religious experiences affect the kinds of religious choices they
make as adults.* So, I also spoke with Crosstown attendees about their
religious experiences while growing up. Nearly everyone I interviewed at-
tended church regularly when they were young. I asked interviewees to
describe the racial compositions, worship styles, and religious practices of
their childhood churches. All but one of the African Americans I inter-

viewed told me that they were raised in predominantly black churches. Yet,
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the religious backgrounds of African-American interviewees were still
somewhat diverse, including, among others, Baptist, Pentecostal, Catholic,
and Seventh-Day Adventist.

I asked attendees to recall what the worship services were like at their
childhood churches in order to gain an understanding of their religio-
cultural socialization. A few African Americans described the worship
services at their childhood churches as quite liturgical and staid. The one
woman who attended a predominantly white Catholic church as a child
told me her church was “boring.” She said: “[We would] sit down, stand up,
get on your knees, sit down, stand up, get on your knees. We said the same
prayer all the time. They sang the same songs all the time. It was just
boring.” Another African-American attendee, who recalled her experience

at a predominantly black Seventh-Day Adventist church, had this to say:

It was mostly hymns, mostly dead. It was very solemn. . ..[And
the sermons were] just very preachy, like, what you don’t do. The
Old Testament, everything was heavily laden on the Old Testa-
ment doctrine—the Thou Shalt Not’s and all the punishments

people would get for being disobedient to God.

However, these characterizations of African Americans’ religious expe-
riences growing up were rare. Most African Americans with whom I spoke
grew up in the black church. And their childhood church experiences were
quite different from those of the African-American interviewees discussed
above. People described the worship services as “very participatory.” They
were even “entertaining,” as perceived through some of their eyes as young
children. They admitted that, as children, they did not really understand the
purposes behind certain kinds of religious practices, such as shouting or
call and response. Additionally, church lasted for several hours on Sunday
afternoons. As one woman put it, “[My church growing up] was what I like
to call the ‘traditional black church.’ By traditional, I mean we started early,
we ended late—an all-day deal.” Yet, despite the length of the services and
their limited understanding of some of the religious practices, they enjoyed

their experiences growing up in this church environment:

The music was great, [ mean, lots of singing, choirs. ... As [the
minister] was wrapping up the service, one of the sisters in
the church would start hoppin’, you know, those old standard
gospel songs, and everybody in the congregation would join in.
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[The church] was Missionary Baptist, African American. So
[there was] preachin’ and good worship. They are very enthused.
There was a lot of family there. They have high energy, high
charisma, a lot of passion in preaching. The music was very gospel
oriented, older. I would say old gospel compared to what’s out
now. . .. People spoke not only from the word but from their ex-

perience. Very practical—hands on.

These interviewees’ childhood church experiences suggest that many
African-American Crosstown attendees were personally familiar with wor-
ship styles and religious practices commonly associated with predominantly
African-American churches.

The religious backgrounds of whites were also varied. They included
Presbyterian, evangelical Congregational, Baptist, and nondenominational.
None with whom I spoke grew up in Pentecostal or charismatic churches.
The worship at white attendees’ childhood churches was also not mono-
lithic. About half attended churches where mainly hymns were sung and
only the piano was used for accompaniment. One interviewee described the
church he attended as a youth as “pretty conservative. We would sing
hymns primarily, a couple of choruses.” Another explained that, at her
childhood church, it was “always hymns out of the hymn book. And then
preaching, once a month communion, offering. There was nothing that
would, like, interest a teenager now.” But several whites I interviewed at-
tended churches that were intentionally aiming to attract younger attendees
by creating more contemporary worship services. These churches used
multiple instruments, like guitars and drums, and sang hymns as well as

contemporary praise choruses. One attendee said:

When I was younger, it was more traditional. We mostly sang
hymns. ... And then through the years, it eventually has gotten a
little bit more contemporary and . .. the songs are probably a
mixture of hymns, contemporary praise songs. We try to get the
youth involved a lot during the worship...and we have quite a
few instruments. . . guitar, drums, keyboard, piano, and some-

times flute or other random instruments.

Yet, despite the inclusion of more contemporary worship, white attendees
did not describe their childhood churches as particularly interactive or

effusive, like the African Americans with whom I spoke. There was little
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clapping or hand raising. And, unlike the worship services at African
Americans’ childhood churches, the worship services were relatively short.
As one white interviewee explained, the worship services at his childhood
church “were pretty consistently an hour. An hour fifteen was a really long
service.”’

I also asked people to tell me about the church they attended right
before coming to Crosstown. I wanted to know if Crosstown attendees had
a pattern of attending interracial churches. This would begin to give me an
idea of how important interracial worship was to them. Only eight of the
people I interviewed were attending interracial churches before coming to
Crosstown. Most of the churches that African Americans were attending
before coming to Crosstown were predominantly black. Although many of
the pastors of these churches had adopted a modified, more modern ver-
sion of the traditional black preaching style, call and response and effusive
worship were still common. One person who attended a traditional black
church as a child was attending a predominantly African-American Baptist
church before she came to Crosstown, which she described as follows:

It was a Baptist church that was similar to the church that I grew
up in but a little bit different in that I think that the minister. ..
I think his sermons were a little bit more thought provoking and
a little bit more applicable to life situations. It wasn’t so much

telling you what you should do [but] helping you to understand

life and your responses to different things.

Another African-American attendee with whom I spoke had similar sen-
timents about the worship and preaching at the church she was attending
before Crosstown. This church was a predominantly black, “very interac-
tive,” nondenominational church where, according to her, call and re-
sponse was common. People responded to the pastor with such sayings as
“Can I get an amen,” “Preacher, amen,” or “Say that, preacher!” She
compared the sermon style to that of Crosstown:

It wasn't like how right now we do, like a study, learn the word. It
was more like take a passage, relate it to real-life experience, what
happened to be going on in the community and then...why
you should follow God’s word. So it was more of a story telling. Not
so much whoopin’ but because old school Southern Baptist was

[the pastor’s] background. .. sometimes it would [be] intertwine[d].
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The African Americans who were attending interracial churches be-
fore coming to Crosstown explained that similar to Crosstown, these
churches were majority-black with whites being the second largest group.
One African-American man, who hadn’t grown up attending church
but experienced a religious conversion during college, told me that the
music at his previous church included hymns, contemporary songs, and
some gospel music, but the sermon was the focus of the service. He
explained:

Oftentimes there would be a person or a small group, like
[Crosstown’s praise team] that would often [lead worship]. Bulk of
the time was for the ministry of the word. Quite often, there
was a challenge from the pulpit and an altar call to the believers
and the unsaved alike. So it was pretty much parallel to Cross-
town’s church fellowship and adult Sunday worship.

Another African-American interviewee who attended an interracial church
before coming to Crosstown similarly described his previous church. He
recalled: “The services were two hours long. It had a charismatic flavor to it
on occasion, a lot of contemporary singing, [but] a mixture of hymns and
also contemporary praise songs.”

Most whites I interviewed had attended predominantly white churches
before coming to Crosstown, but three had attended interracial churches.
The churches varied in size and denominational affiliation. Some of
the churches were located in the suburbs, while others were in the city.
But all were evangelical. Additionally, the worship services incorporated
traditional hymns or contemporary praise music or a bit of both. One
white attendee, similar to what some African Americans reported, ex-
plained that she particularly liked the applicability of the sermons at
her previous church. The church was predominantly white and located in a
suburb. She said:

We had a time of worship, not very many hymns, more of the
chorus-type things with a band, probably about twenty-five min-
utes of that, and then announcements and then the speaker
would come up. He was a really good speaker. His speaking was
good because it was very applicable to daily life.

Another white attendee, who had formerly attended an interracial, but

largely white, church before coming to Crosstown, explained that the
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worship services at her previous church included hymns, but over time the

church had begun to integrate contemporary praise music as well:

The church was fundamental, evangelical. ... When we first
started going there, there were two hymn books and those were
the only two hymn books that we ever sang out of. ... Then
they started to try to draw more people, younger people in, so they
started trying out choruses and more of the modern singing,

using other instruments other than just piano and organ.

I did interview one white attendee who had made a personal com-
mitment to cross-racial worship while in college who attended a predom-
inantly African-American church before coming to Crosstown. The church
was a nondenominational, independent church. The services at this fifty-
plus-person church were longer than he was accustomed to, lasting about
two hours. But he eventually adjusted: “After I got used to [the length of the
service], then it was like, okay, this church is longer. It was just a way of
life in a sense.” This church also incorporated a variety of music styles,
including contemporary praise, gospel, and hymns. In his opinion, the
worship songs at this church were “pretty similar to what we sing at
Crosstown——~Integrity,” ‘Hosannah,” or whatever. They were trying to
mix different things, trying to get different styles of music there to kind of
blend.” He also described the people in the church as “kind of with it.”
I asked him to explain what he meant by this. He told me:

Reasonably intelligent. Most of the people went to college and
graduated and now are working in some professional kind of
environment. ... So it made it a little easier to relate to people
because the main dimension .. .the diversity was really on just
the skin color. ... Mostly in age and economics, we were similar.

In many ways, he was similar to others who attended this church. He had a
graduate education and held a professional position in a Fortune 500
company. In his opinion, these similarities made the racial differences
unimportant. As he put it, the diversity really was “just the skin color.”
Attendees’ spiritual heritages, as children and as adults, were not, it
seems, a factor in why people attended an interracial church, as nearly
everyone I interviewed came from racially homogeneous, culturally fa-
miliar religious backgrounds. However, the religious experiences of whites

were more consistent with the worship style of Crosstown, particularly in
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the types of music and instruments, than those of most African Americans

I interviewed.

Why Crosstown?

The cross-racial experiences of Crosstown attendees reveal that sustained
interracial exposure as youth may have been an important factor in why some
people, particularly African Americans, decided to attend the church. Fur-
thermore, Crosstown’s worship style and religious practices reflected more
closely the religious backgrounds and experiences of white attendees. So,
for white attendees, Crosstown was, in many ways, familiar religious terri-
tory. These findings provide some insight into why people attend interracial
churches. In order to gain a more complete understanding of why people
attend interracial churches, I asked people what attracted them to Cross-
town and what characteristics they particularly enjoyed about the church.

Nearly everyone with whom I spoke said that the quality they most
enjoyed about Crosstown was the friendliness and warmth of the church. It
was apparently one of the church’s greatest strengths. People explained
that the church made them feel welcome. People were approachable, and
they knew their fellow congregants by name. The greeting time dur-
ing the Sunday morning worship services exemplifies this. Every week,
visitors were asked to stand so the congregation could recognize and
welcome them. After visitors would stand, several people from around the
church would spontaneously rise from their seats, walk over to the visitors,
and give them a hearty, enthusiastic welcome, with a smile, a handshake,
and a “Great to have you!” or “Welcome to Crosstown!” After visitors had
been greeted, everyone was invited to stand and greet one another. At this
time, those who were still seated got out of their seats and walked up,
down, and across aisles, shaking hands, giving hugs or pats on the back as
they greeted their fellow congregants with a “Good morning!” or “How are
you doin’?” or “God bless you.” I can attest that the welcome I experienced
when I first attended Crosstown was one of the warmest and most genuine
I had experienced from a church. These qualities encouraged a more recent
attendee I interviewed to consider becoming a member of the church. He
explained: “I just liked the feeling of Crosstown, the sincerity that seemed
to be there in everybody that I came in contact with, and I told Pastor
Barnes that I would become a member.”
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Ironically, although Crosstown attendees felt that the church was a
very welcoming, warm place, a majority of the respondents reported that
their closest friends did not attend the church. I asked interviewees the
races of their three closest friends who attended the church and the races of
their three closest friends who did not attend the church.® I then asked
them to rank order all six friends according to how close they felt to each
friend. The closest church friends of African Americans at Crosstown
tended to be of their same race. About three-fourths of African-American
respondents reported that both their closest and second-closest church
friends were African American. Among whites with whom I spoke, a slight
majority reported that their closest church friend was white. When con-
sidering both friends who attend the church and those who do not, people’s
closest friends continued to be of their race. But they usually did not attend
Crosstown. People explained that, while they had good friends in the
church to whom they felt close, they were closer to those friends whom
they had known longer, particularly those whom they had known since
they were of high school or college age.

The church’s racial diversity was also a quality that most attendees
said they enjoyed. Among the whites I interviewed, racial diversity and the
church’s warmth and friendliness were tied for the top characteristic that
whites enjoyed about the church. Racial diversity was less important for
the African Americans I interviewed. Still, most reported that racial diver-
sity was something they enjoyed about Crosstown. The characteristic most
often mentioned by African Americans was the warmth and friendliness of
the church.

People gave various reasons for why racial diversity was important to
them. Some mentioned that interracial worship was a good evangelism
tool to non-Christians because, as one person explained, racial diversity
demonstrated that the church had “taken an interest in the community,
that [the church] really care[d] and want[ed] to reach out to everybody and
not just one particular group.” Several people said that they believed the
church should reflect the diversity that exists in society. This is how God
intended it to be. One African-American woman put it this way:

It’s the real world. We live in an ethnic, diverse world. We live in a
global world. We’ve got all kinds of people, and I think the church
needs to reflect the world that we live in, and so I think ethnicity

in the church is a good thing.
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Yet, overall, Crosstown’s racial diversity was appealing to different
groups for different reasons. For example, the church had at least ten
interracial families. People from interracial families explained that the
church’s diversity provided them with a level of comfort that they often did
not experience in other contexts. For these families, interracial churches
were a refuge from a racially segregated world. A man in an interracial

marriage told me why he enjoyed the diversity at Crosstown:

No one stared at us. ... We felt very welcome. We saw other in-
terracial couples. We felt at home. We didn’t have to explain
anything or, like, when you go to the grocery store and they ask if
[my wife and I] are together—that happens a lot. So we felt

welcomed.

Whites explained that attending an interracial church enhanced their
religious lives. It added a little extra something to their worship experi-
ence or filled what felt like a void in their spirituality. They also felt that
attending an interracial church broadened their world view. One white

attendee told me:

There was something that was missing in my faith growing up
in all-white churches when I was little. It just feels like some-
thing was missing, I'm not really sure what, but it would be very
hard for me to go back to an all-white church.

Another white attendee said:

It really enhances your background and perspective on things.
Anytime you get somebody from a different perspective, different
upbringing, or just a different way of doing things, you learn a lot,

and I really enjoy that.

Moreover, the church’s racial diversity was the primary characteristic that
initially attracted whites to Crosstown. Several white attendees intention-
ally chose Crosstown because of their desire to worship in a racially diverse
congregation. One man said: “We wanted a diverse church where they
would do Bible exposition where it’s [a] more biblical-based style of
preaching. . . . you know, where the pastor would take some scripture and
expound upon it.” Another white attendee told me: “I knew the ideology of

the church, was excited about things that were going on at the church, and
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wanted to be in a church that was more diverse. I shouldn’t say just more
diverse but really had African Americans in it.”

A small number of white attendees I interviewed told me that they had
developed an interest in interracial relations as youth. As they explained,
their exposure to African Americans was very limited growing up, and
consequently, they had not realized the extent of racial segregation in
America. When they were exposed to African Americans as young adults,
their curiosity was piqued. They experienced an epiphany about racial seg-
regation, which led to a desire to improve race relations, particularly between
whites and African Americans. As a result of this experience, they made
personal commitments to racial diversity in their own lives. One interviewee
described when he first became aware of the extent of racial and socioeco-
nomic segregation and his subsequent social conversion about racial issues.
It happened when he was a youth, driving from the white suburb where his
family lived to the predominantly black neighborhoods in the city:

When you got downtown, it felt like a totally different world.
You got interaction[s] with other groups of people that you didn’t
see at home, out in the suburbs. So kind of through that, I felt
something pulling at me about being involved in this issue.

I wanted to live in a more diverse area when I finally got out
of college. . ..T felt like I wanted to go to a church that was more
diverse.

Racial diversity was also important to African-American attendees. For
many, Crosstown was the first environment they had experienced where
cooperative interracial interaction was the norm. Therefore, interracial
worship was a unique experience for several of them. Through their ex-
periences at Crosstown, they had come to believe that skin color was of
little consequence. As one person told me:

[The diversity at Crosstown] helped me to develop relationships
with people outside my race where I felt they were my friend
and we share Christ in our life and that they have the same
struggles as I do and all of that. ... I've gotten to know other
people on that more personal level where I've said, wow, you
know, it’s not that much of a difference.

However, unlike white attendees, racial diversity was not the primary

characteristic that initially attracted African Americans to Crosstown. One



I12 THE ELUSIVE DREAM

African-American interviewee did tell me that, when he first came to
Crosstown, he “saw a mixed group of people, and it made [him] feel at
home.” But this was not a typical response from most African Americans.
Other factors were what made them choose to make Crosstown their
church. In addition to the friendliness and warmth of the church, several
people mentioned the church’s location. It was convenient and in easy
walking distance to their homes. And, as mentioned in chapter three, some
really appreciated Pastor Barnes.

However, in addition to these pull factors (that is, characteristics which
attracted them to the church), there were also factors that pushed some
African-American attendees away from the African-American churches
to which they had been accustomed. Most of those who were “pushed”
from African-American churches mentioned that they still would appre-
ciate a more interactive, effusive worship style at Crosstown. None-
theless, religious practices such as long worship services were not
appealing. As one woman put it, “I didn’t like being in church all day.”
Others told me that they did not want to have to dress up every week to go to
church. They appreciated the freedom to come to church dressed casually,
which they could at Crosstown. There were also a few African Americans
with whom I spoke who did not appreciate the worship and preaching
styles that are common to African-American church tradition. One Afri-
can-American man [ interviewed was specifically looking for a church that
was anything but a traditional black church. He did not grow up attending
church regularly. Nor was he attending a church before he came to
Crosstown. He did not like the preaching style of the African-American
ministers he witnessed nor was the worship experience in the traditional
black churches he attended “believable” to him. He told me:

I wanted to be in a church that was different from what I was
accustomed to in a traditional black church and that was really
the bottom line and that’s what I have found appealing about
Crosstown, more than anything else. ... [I didn’t like] the hem-
min’ and hawin’ from the podium. The catching the Holy Ghost,
so to speak, and people running around the church and all
those kind]s] of different things. I had a difficult time believing
the way the sermon was delivered. It wasn’t believable to me

in many instances. It was more show and tell, and like I said,

I was looking for something that was scripturally sound, that the
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church had a sound body, and I felt like I was being led instead of
being talked down to and just, it wasn’t believable from the
pulpit.

Given his distaste for traditional African-American Christian religion,
I asked him if he could attend a majority-white church. He responded,
“probably not....I’d probably feel more comfortable attending a church
that’s all black.” Therefore, his distaste for African-American religion was
not connected to a desire to interact with whites or to assimilate into the
dominant culture. And, although he did not appreciate the worship style
distinctive to many African-American churches, he mentioned later in the
interview that he would still like the worship style at Crosstown to be a bit
more upbeat. The perspective of this interviewee was the most extreme. Yet
his sentiments were shared by a few other black attendees.

Another person shared that she had encountered a string of bad ex-
periences with predominantly African-American churches before coming
to Crosstown. These experiences poised her to be open to other religious
alternatives even though most of her religious background was rooted in
predominantly African-American churches. She explained why she left the
most recent church she had attended before coming to Crosstown: “There
were not a lot of genuine things that were done there as far as praise of the
Lord but rather praise of man, praise of money, and after I became aware of
that, naturally I didn’t want any part of that.” She had actually assumed,
before first attending Crosstown, that the church was predominantly black.
When she was greeted at the door by the white assistant pastor, she was a
bit apprehensive about staying. However, the open, warm welcome she
received from the church made her return.

Then, there were African Americans with whom I spoke who appre-
ciated the worship style they experienced in the traditional black churches
they had attended, but who had not participated in the worship with the
same level of fervency as others. For one woman, her lack of fervency led
her to ask why she was different. In discussing the church where she grew
up, she explained:

Honestly, some of it was very uplifting but I always wondered
why I didn’t get excited like many of the people did. I never
felt that same level of excitement in terms of standing up and
shouting and that kind of thing, although, you know, like I said,
some of it was uplifting. You definitely had your spirits lifted after



114 THE ELUSIVE DREAM

listening, but I never really, I can’t say I ever got to the emotional

frenzy that some people did, and I always wondered why I didn’t.

Her less-engaged personal style of worship seems to have placed her on the

fringes of the worship experience at her childhood church.

The Past in the Present

When it comes to understanding why people attend interracial churches,
childhood interracial interactions matter for African Americans, but do not
matter so much for whites. African Americans at Crosstown regularly
interacted with whites as youth in their high schools, and sometimes in
their neighborhoods and churches. Many African Americans’ closest
friends as youth were white, which likely led to greater familiarity with the
dominant culture. A large majority of white attendees I interviewed at
Crosstown did not interact regularly with people of another race as youth.
Therefore, racial socialization as children does not explain why whites
attend interracial churches.

Childhood religious socialization does not inform our understanding
of why people attend interracial churches as adults. Nearly all Crosstown
attendees who went to church as children attended racially homogeneous
churches. African Americans tended to go to predominantly black chur-
ches, often those associated with African-American denominations. The
predominantly white churches that most white interviewees attended as
youth were rather liturgical and reserved. It was not until people became
adults that they developed preferences, or at least an appreciation, for
worship styles and practices that were different from those they experi-
enced in their childhood churches. Whites desired to worship in interracial
environments. And African Americans began to appreciate certain reli-
gious practices that were not commonly present in the African-American
churches they had attended.

Nevertheless, despite both whites” and African Americans’ newly ac-
quired religious interests, Crosstown’s worship services, with the exception
of some gospel music, did not incorporate the kind of worship style and
religious practices with which African Americans were most familiar. In-
stead, Crosstown’s worship services looked more similar to what whites

were already accustomed to, with a minimally expressive worship style and
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a predominance of contemporary praise choruses and traditional hymns.
Their interracial exposure and religious experiences likely made African
Americans more willing to accommodate the religio-cultural preferences
of whites, rather than the converse. The acculturation of most African
Americans into the white dominant culture during their youth, in com-
bination with their appreciation for diverse religious practices, would make

them more inclined to do so.
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Reproducing White
Hegemony

Beverly, an African-American woman who had a racially diverse

friendship network at Crosstown, told me:

I remember somebody saying to me, a white person,
“Crosstown is becoming an African-American church.”
I said, “When was the last time you have gone to an
African-American church? Because Crosstown is

in no way an African-American church.”

Another woman, a Latina named Yolanda who had been attend-
ing the church for about a year, presented a similar assess-
ment: “I feel like [Crosstown’s] more Caucasian to a degree than
it is black even though there are black people.” The stories dis-
cussed in the preceding chapters affirm Beverly’s and Yolanda’s
perceptions.

The survey results from the National Congregations Study
and the experiences of Crosstown show that interracial churches
are impacted by whiteness. The cultures and structures of inter-
racial churches emulate those more commonly observed in
white churches. Interracial churches tend to cater to the predi-
lections of whites. The worship styles and practices mainly
suit the desires of whites. Most interracial churches are also led
by whites. And in Crosstown’s case, where an African Ameri-
can heads the church, proficiency in and support of white reli-

gious culture is vital. While interracial churches, like Crosstown,
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are inclined to have some discussions about issues of race, whites may be
disinclined to participate in such discussions. Furthermore, these discus-
sions will not likely reflect the structural concerns and interests of African
Americans. All this may happen despite whites’ firm support of racially
integrated churches and African Americans’ advocacy for changes that
would reflect their religio-cultural preferences.

How does this happen? How do purposeful racially diverse churches
succumb to whiteness and end up contributing to the reproduction of
white hegemony? How is it that they continue to attract and keep people
from diverse backgrounds under these conditions? The answer lies in
whites’ embodiment of whiteness as well as racial minorities’ (sometimes
inadvertent) affirmation of whiteness. But conditions external to these
churches that limit religious opportunities for racial minorities are also
important. These factors together create an environment that sustains
white hegemony. To frame this process, I elaborate on two theoretical
approaches—homophily and hegemony—that are useful for understand-

ing interracial churches.

Homophily

The homophily principle says that people prefer to interact regularly with
others who are like them.! This principle has often been used to explain
why voluntary organizations, including social clubs, professional organiza-
tions, and churches, are homogeneous. The central point is that voluntary
organizations tend to be homogeneous because people are recruited into
voluntary organizations through social networks mainly made up of people
who are similar to them.? In order for organizations to attract and retain
members, they need to specialize in particular “niches” of the population.’
This is not necessarily intentional. But because people’s social networks
are homogeneous and people learn about voluntary organizations through
their networks, these organizations attract and serve segments of the
population that are made up of people with similar sociodemographic
characteristics, such as gender, age, or race.

Other dynamics also facilitate homogeneous voluntary organizations.
People who are atypical or members of the numerical minority of a vol-
untary organization do not remain in the organization as long as typical

members because they do not feel as connected to the organization, they
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tend to have fewer friends in the organization, or they may not be treated as
well as others. Conversely, those who are typical members tend to be more
connected to and have more friends in the organization, which helps to
keep them in the organization longer.* Additionally, voluntary organiza-
tions exist in a market-driven environment where they compete for the
time and energy of potential members. Voluntary organizations depend
on these resources. When multiple organizations specialize in a particular
sociodemographic group, the people in these groups are in greater demand
than others. They have more options and because of their own limited time
and energy will have to choose where they want to expend their resources.
People who are in demand like this leave voluntary organizations sooner
than those who are not. When we consider these dynamics, we can see that
people who are both atypical members and in demand by multiple orga-
nizations will be the most likely to leave an organization.’

Religious organizations are clear examples of these dynamics. Not only
is religion voluntary, but religious organizations are the most common type
of voluntary organization in the United States. In some neighborhoods,
one can find a church on every corner. With such a saturated market, re-
ligious organizations need to be all the more competitive when vying for
members. This has resulted in many different kinds of churches that
specialize in different niches, especially denominational, ethnic, and racial
ones. Yet, while denominational and (to a lesser extent) ethnic lines have
become more blurry over recent decades, racial lines remain salient.®

Emerson and Smith” draw upon the homophily principle to explain
the persistent racial divide within evangelical Christianity. They argue that
the organization of American religion, as a pluralistic and voluntaristic
institution, creates and perpetuates homogeneity within religious groups.
The disestablishment of religion in America has made religion a matter
of choice. And this marketplace structure requires religious groups to
specialize in a niche to appeal to a certain type. Due to the principle of
homophily, individual members of religious groups recruit other members
who are similar to them, which, given the salience of race, leads to the
development of racially homogeneous religious groups. Consequently,
religious life is separated along racial lines, “reducing the opportunities for
intergroup relations and social ties” among evangelical Christians in par-
ticular, ultimately producing racially segregated churches.?

Because people like to be around others who are like them, it is impor-

tant to understand how atypical members manage in interracial churches.
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Relying upon in-depth interviews with respondents from a multiracial
congregation, Brad Christerson and Michael Emerson found that typical
members, or members of the numerical majority group in the church, are
more likely than atypical members to have same-race friendships.” Over
80% of atypical members in the congregation expressed frustration with
their inability to develop close relationships within the church. This is
compared to just over 20% of the majority group’s members. And about
80% of the atypical church members believed that diversity made interre-
lations and organizational practices more difficult, while few typical church
members shared this belief. This suggests that people who are not core to
the church, as represented by the relative size of their group, are likely to be
less connected to and less satisfied with their experiences. They are also
not likely to stay with the organization as long as core members, especially
if they have other options where they can have their needs met.

The homophily principle is applicable to our understanding of inter-
racial churches and of racially diverse voluntary organizations generally.
However, the conceptualization of the “atypical” member may need re-
visiting. According to the homophily literature, the relative size of one’s
group is what makes a member atypical. For racially diverse voluntary
organizations, this is problematic. Other factors matter. At Crosstown, for
example, whites left in noticeable numbers while still holding numerical
majority status when Pastor Barnes became senior pastor. Even after
whites became the numerical minority in the church, they were culturally
and structurally advantaged. The church was inclined to adopt the religio-
cultural preferences of whites. This outcome is consistent with that of
other interracial churches in America. Therefore, the social dynamics that
govern membership processes and the culture and structure of racially
diverse voluntary organizations are not limited to the relative size of groups.
If, in addition to relative size, we think of atypical members as those who
are social minorities—that is, people who belong to an economically, po-
litically, or culturally subordinate group—then African Americans would
be atypical members at Crosstown. Given that African-American Cross-
town attendees were not able to use their numerical majority status to hire
another African-American pastor, create a religious space that accommo-
dated shouting, or move race-related discussion toward the center of con-
gregational discourse, this appears to be the case. Social factors external to
Crosstown, such as the broader black/white relations and meanings of

racial categories, affected the inner-workings of the church.
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Hegemony

Hegemony is a form of rule where the dominant group’s status is based
primarily upon the consent of subordinate groups.'® Subordinate groups
perceive the dominant group’s rule as legitimate and acknowledge its be-
liefs, values, and practices as “common sense.” Consent can look like full
endorsement of a dominant group’s culture and status, or like a passive,
uneasy acceptance that it is the only doable means of organizing society.
Either way, subordinate groups are embedded in society and perceive no
other truly viable alternative."'

Antonio Gramsci, an early twentieth-century Italian philosopher,
brought the concept of hegemony to the forefront of sociological and po-
litical thought."” According to Gramsci, there are several key components
operating within any hegemonic system. Coercion, which is executed by
political entities, including the police, the military, and the courts, is needed
to gain power. It is also used during moments of threat after consent has
been achieved in order to maintain power.'* Consent is necessary to sustain
power over the long term. Nations, for instance, may use force to take over
other nations. They will continue to use force periodically after establishing
rule. But, in order to have a settled new society, the conquering nation
must indoctrinate the conquered with the belief that its way of life is better
for everyone. Civil entities, which include schools, media outlets, and
churches, are responsible for generating consent.'* They construct “com-
mon sense” and provide a moral basis for the social order. Religion is one
of the key civil entities in this process.”® In the antebellum South, white
pastors of slave churches emphasized the importance of obedience, duty,
and heavenly rewards to their parishioners, values that reinforced the sys-
tem of slavery.'® It made sense to do your work and obey your master
because that is how you would make it to heaven.

Of course, not all minorities completely buy into the dominant way of
life. For example, while some slaves followed the teachings of their white
pastors, others followed slave preachers, like Nat Turner, into rebellions
against their masters or participated in organizing the Underground
Railroad.’” Hegemonic societies inevitably have “counterhegemonies,” like
these, which consist of bands of leaders who form movements that oppose
the normative way of life. However, those who are already in power have
a supreme advantage in preserving their status over any opposition. They
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can rely on existing structures (i.e., patterns of rule) to their benefit and
more easily gain the ear of the people to make a case for their claims and to
build consent. Still, a sustainable hegemony is one that incorporates cer-
tain cultural elements of subordinate groups, those that do not disrupt the

status of those in power, into the broader culture.'®

White Hegemony

White hegemony is a form of rule where whites dominate society with the
consent of racial minorities. Racial minorities acknowledge whites’ dom-
inant status as legitimate and affirm (if only passively) the culture and
structures that sustain it. In the United States, consent is organized pri-
marily around three dominant ideologies: democracy, the “American
dream,” and color blindness. Following Gramsci, a true democracy would
be a nation where all racial and ethnic groups have an equal ability to
disseminate their ideas and beliefs to the masses through the civil entities
in society. If certain groups’ ability to engage the democratic system is
largely restricted to political entities (voting, for example), as it is for most
racial and ethnic minorities, democracy is diminished to an “effective
means for creating an illusion” that those in power are there because of
popular opinion.'® Individualistic explanations, like the American dream,
that tie success to people’s hard work rather than to structural realities, are
used to make sense of racial minorities’ perpetual disadvantage.?® They
are not as well off because they do not work hard enough. Color blindness is
the most commonly used explanation for the status quo.?! Race is deemed
inconsequential because there are very few explicit racists any more. Or
because people naturally want to be with others who are like them. Color
blindness says that to even acknowledge racial differences is in itself racist
and that any kind of disparities that do exist are not because of racialized
structures but poor cultural habits, making it difficult to address racial
inequalities.”?

While racial minorities do not fully embrace these dominant ideolo-
gies, it is common for them to incorporate certain themes into their world
views. Eduardo Bonilla-Silva and David Embrick studied if and how blacks
use color blindness to explain racial issues. They found that African
Americans acknowledge the impact of racist structures, but also assert
that people’s situations are linked to personal decisions.”> One of their

interviewees answered a question about how often discrimination affects
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the everyday lives of African Americans by saying: “You might have to
deal with it but you have to keep going. I don’t think it really puts an
impact...on your day or inhibits anybody from doing what they want
to do or being what they want to be. That’s up to the individuals.”** What
this demonstrates is that, even where racial minorities have developed
ideologies that challenge the status of whites, they still operate within the
parameters of white hegemony and inevitably sustain it.*®

Subordinate racial groups develop counterhegemonic movements in
an effort to challenge the meaning of racial categories and to improve the
status of racial minorities. But these movements, despite their impact, have
been effectively absorbed into the dominant culture, with whites retaining
their dominant status.?® For example, the Civil Rights movement, which
was an indigenous and religious movement—one that was born within
the African-American community and organized around the structure of
the black church—led to major reforms in the United States, including the
collapse of Jim Crow and the end of discriminatory voting laws.*” Yet, it
became ineffectual at eliminating racial disparities because it splintered
into competing movements after these concessions were made and, more
important, because the movement drew upon hegemonic themes of ra-
celessness, equality, and democracy. People should not be judged by what
they look like, but by their abilities. People should be given equal oppor-
tunities to get a good job, eat in the restaurant of their choosing, or gain a
sound education. Obstacles to voting need to be removed. These rights had
previously only applied to whites, but the Civil Rights movement de-
manded that they be expanded to include African Americans and other
racial minorities and that structural reforms were needed to make these
changes happen. While these objectives were clearly needed and desirable,
they broadened the hegemonic base. And ideas like racelessness and
equality were eventually redefined to mean that race does not matter (i.e.,
color-blind ideology), and the elimination of race-based laws and policies
places people on equal footing. While the explicitly racist laws and poli-
cies that had been in place for centuries were eliminated, the racialized
structures they had constructed were not addressed, leaving the existing
racial order intact.

Michael Omi and Howard Winant, in their theory of how race is
constructed in Western societies, call this pattern of conflict within racial
hegemonies “racial formation.”?® It is a process by which racial categories

are created, changed, and potentially eliminated from the racial landscape.
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This process is composed of multiple “racial projects,” the “building
blocks” of racial hegemonies.?® These are interpretations or explanations of
race relations and of how race should be reflected in society. They occur at
the macro-level, in court decisions on the role race should play in policy
making, and during everyday experiences, like dinner discussions about
how race matters for athletes, and anywhere in between. Racial projects
that aim to sustain an existing racial order are hegemonic. Those that
intend to disrupt it are counterhegemonic.

The idea of racial projects is a useful one because it can be applied in a
variety of contexts. Omi and Winant only focus on macro-level racial pro-
jects, particularly those within political institutions. But churches are im-
portant sites for understanding how white hegemony is reproduced. They
are civil entities, places where consent is constructed. But they are also
places where oppositional cultures are fostered. I have already talked about
the Civil Rights movement, a prime example of religion acting as a means
for counterhegemony. But there is also the abolitionist movement, a reli-
gious, moral, and political coalition of African-Americans and whites who
relentlessly and fervently struggled for the emancipation of slaves—and
Cesar Chavez and others, who drew upon the tenets of Catholicism as a
source of legitimation and support for the farm workers’ strikes and racial/
ethnic segregation protests in California.>® Interracial churches, in par-
ticular, are places where people could voluntarily interact across racial lines
to build a religious community that worships God and challenges racia-
lized structures. Instead, they embrace their racial diversity while at the
same time affirming the status quo. Interracial churches are a powerful
domain of consent building within the broader American social structure.
They are appealing because they are inclusive of racial minorities. How-
ever, this inclusiveness conceals their tendency to embrace whiteness.
Thus, interracial churches are not without conflict, if Crosstown is any
indication. The power of white hegemony is most evident during these
moments, which show how racial minorities in interracial churches at-
tempt to stimulate change and how those with power, by drawing upon the
tools of hegemony, organize life to their benefit.

White Hegemony at Crosstown

During the conflict over shouting at Crosstown, African Americans and

whites held competing ideas about the purpose of worship. Both groups
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recognized worship as a means of connecting with God, but African Amer-
icans also viewed it as an opportunity to freely express themselves. Whites
did not. Their primary view was that worship expressions should benefit
everyone. Shouting interfered with some people’s ability to have a fulfilling
worship experience. This stance is a religious articulation of a dominant
ideological theme in Western society: individualism. Individuals have the
right to do what they want as long as it does not interfere with the goals of
others. This is not a legal or political prescription, but rather a moral one
that governs how people are expected to behave. But individualism was
inherent in African Americans’ position as well. Their main emphasis was
freedom. The distinction was in each group’s understanding of what schol-
ars of individual rights call a person’s “recognized personal sphere,” which
is the “circle around every individual human being which no government,
be it that of one, or a few, or many ought to be permitted to overstep.”*’
What best defines someone’s recognized personal sphere is a topic of con-
stant debate among philosophers. But at Crosstown, whites’ understanding
of the boundaries of individual worship expression was reestablished by
those in power. This was largely because they held the authority to sanction
church culture, and the people chosen to be in leadership were support-
ers of white evangelical religious culture. As in any context where hege-
mony prevails, though, church leaders incorporated African Americans’
ideas about worship into their final proclamation. A symbolic provision for
shouting was made. Although informal norms dictated otherwise, shout-
ing was permitted during a particular segment of the worship service.
Where African Americans were less accepting of dominant ideologies
was in their views of race. While some affirmed individualistic solutions for
racial inequality, nearly all experienced and/or articulated blackness as a
structurally subordinated status and recognized race and an identity that
affected their lives on a regular basis. At the seminar on the role of race in
Christianity, African Americans held to this view, expressing discontent
with a discussion that, in their opinion, avoided the real issues of race. Yet
this counterhegemonic view could not gain any real leverage at Crosstown
because the existing structures limited its influence. From the pulpit,
congregants did not hear structural reasons for poor race relations. Race
was an individualistic matter, one that required people to make personal
changes that reflected tolerance of other groups and did not give deference
to certain groups over others. There was no place of prominence in the

church for dissenting voices to make their claims about the meaning of
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race. The only site was the race and religion seminar, which limited how
people could talk about it. Still, white attendees, particularly white lead-
ers, were conspicuously absent from the seminar, demonstrating that they
were not invested in dealing with racial issues in the church. Therefore,
race-related activities were not only individualistic but were marginalized
by whites.*?

A hegemonic system’s effectiveness is bigger than one single person
or small group of people. It lies in the pervasiveness of the dominant
culture and structure, which makes it very difficult for threats to power to
rise up. Hence, Pastor Barnes was unable to bring Floyd Winston on as the
next assistant pastor and make race more central to the church’s congre-
gational discourse. He was embedded in a structure that dictated that
people in positions of power affirm white evangelical culture, facilitate
white structural advantage, and assuage white transparency. Pastor Barnes
used his position to endorse Winston. Still, despite this endorsement and
Winston’s cultural compatibility with the church, a substantial portion of
the congregation did not support him, and many were dead set against his
candidacy. Similarly, Pastor Barnes strongly advocated for the church to
engage discussions of race. But white leaders and attendees did not follow
his lead. The church’s populist approach meant that Pastor Barnes needed
the support of others in leadership and the members to enact his agenda.
However, as one member highlighted during a members’ meeting at
Crosstown, other churches often give senior pastors the sole power to hire
their staff, including other pastors, and to provide guidance to the church.
Crosstown did not entertain this suggestion to expand Pastor Barnes’
breadth of authority.

This more monocratic form of leadership is common in other chur-
ches, particularly those within the black church. Aldon Morris noted that
the black minister “oversees the workforce of the church and delegates
authority throughout its organizational structure. The minister, more than
anyone else, determines the goals of the church and identifies the causes to
be supported by the congregation.”** This feature of the black church was
paramount to the success of the Civil Rights movement. Pastor Barnes’
power as an African-American pastor in an interracial church was, there-
fore, limited compared to some of his counterparts in African-American
churches. However, it was not only the dominant structure and culture in
which he found himself, but his full consent to it, that limited his power.

His reproach of the black church leadership structure and his adoption of
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white evangelical culture left him with very few options to make changes in
the church. And the democratic approach, while useful in many contexts,
restricted his authority and influence in this context.

How Do Interracial Churches Work?

Hegemony is often used to describe how an entire society is controlled. But
hegemony is the outcome of many micro-level projects taking place across
society. These projects together sustain hegemony. Even projects that have
macro-level outcomes, such as federal laws, have their origins in micro-
level situations. Crosstown offers examples of micro-level projects. They do
not represent how all racial projects transpire, but they do reveal white
hegemony in action and point to how groups with diverse and even com-
peting ideas, motives, and behaviors can work independently and still,
together, perpetuate white hegemony.

Hegemonies depend upon subordinate groups perceiving no viable
alternatives. This is the case for African Americans at Crosstown. Although
whites at Crosstown were more likely to tell me that they were committed
to interracial churches, African Americans were more likely to stay. They
remained at the church in the face of structural change, conflict, and
unmet desires. This is because even though African Americans may have
been in demand by black churches, they saw Crosstown as their best op-
tion. Crosstown was one of the rare places where voluntary, cooperative,
and friendly interracial interactions could occur. Several African Ameri-
cans told me that they hadn’t been in this kind of environment before.
Since coming to Crosstown, they were able to develop friendly relation-
ships with whites. They came to believe that there were far more similar-
ities between whites and African Americans than differences. They valued
these experiences and what they added to their lives. Perhaps most im-
portant, African-American churches did not appeal to most African
Americans with whom I spoke at Crosstown. They preferred certain reli-
gious and cultural practices that were not commonly practiced in the Af-
rican-American churches with which they were familiar. There may have
been African-American churches that could have met more of their pref-
erences, but these African-American churches were few and far between.

The limited options for African Americans who attend interracial

churches place them at a disadvantage. They cannot have all of their
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preferences met. They need to choose a church that meets those select
religious and cultural needs that are most important to them. For example,
many African Americans told me that they did not appreciate the relatively
staid worship style at Crosstown. Yet, the African-American churches of
which they were aware engaged in other practices they did not prefer, such
as formal dress codes and longer services. They had to choose, then, be-
tween their preference for, say, effusive worship and their preference for
shorter worship services. It was apparently difficult for them to find a
church that satisfied both of these desires.

On the other hand, whites perceived white churches as viable alter-
natives. This was despite their stated desire to worship in a racially diverse
religious community. And for most, their sense of connectedness to the
church was fragile and dependent upon the church’s affirmation of
whiteness. All this was true whether whites were in the numerical minority
or majority. Their greater likelihood to leave, combined with African
Americans’ limited options elsewhere, gave whites leverage. They may or
may not have been consciously aware they had it, but they still accessed it.
There was a real threat that whites would leave if African Americans did
not make the necessary sacrifices. And it was ever present.

Yet, this does not fully explain why the congregational life of interracial
churches ends up adopting the religio-cultural preferences of whites. It is
not simply that whites will leave unless their demands are met. The vol-
untary nature of churches rules this out. Whites can make demands, but
African Americans can choose not to comply and/or leave. Nor is it enough
that African Americans are aware that whites may leave. Instead, two com-
plementary processes must be in place for interracial churches to cater to the
predilections of whites. Whites need to be more likely to leave the church
than African Americans, and African Americans must care that they might.
An interracial church doesn’t need most African Americans to care whether
whites leave, just a critical mass. From my observations at Crosstown, the
critical mass amounted to no more than than 10% of all African-American
attendees. The complicity of this core group provided sufficient support for a
congregational life that favored the desires of white attendees.

Archetypes of Black and White Attendees of Interracial Churches

Church attendees can be placed into six categories. These categories are

broad and fluid. Depending upon the particular context, a person in one
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category may temporarily assume some of the characteristics of another
category. Moreover, people may shift categories over time. These categories
apply to interracial churches where African Americans and whites are the
two largest groups. As these are constructed from a single case study, I of-
fer them as archetypes to be tested in future studies of African-American
and white attendees of other similar types of interracial churches.

The three categories for white attendees are defined by how they re-
spond when whiteness is threatened. Of course, not all white attendees
may perceive that their interests are being threatened, but evidence from
Crosstown suggests that most will. Additionally, whites’ responses to
conflicts differ depending on the centrality of that activity to congregational
life. For example, when it came to worship, arguably the most central
activity to congregational life and that area of congregational life that most
represents the identity of a church, white attendees directly engaged
threats by vocalizing their position. White attendees’ opposition to less-
central church activities, like the seminar on religious racial segregation,
did not require such a direct approach. Rather, white attendees were able to
perpetuate whiteness by disengaging from the seminar. Their absence,
particularly that of the white leadership, delegitimized the importance of
the seminar and limited its potential impact. White attendees were most
likely to remove themselves from congregational life altogether when white
structural dominance was threatened. Both when Pastor Barnes was ap-
pointed as the first African-American pastor of Crosstown and when there
was potentially a second African American to be appointed, whites left the
church.

The largest group of whites who attend interracial churches fall into a
category I call experimenters (see table 6-1). Experimenters find that inter-
racial worship broadens their spiritual perspective and improves their re-
ligious experience. They have some, albeit limited, tolerance for different
ways of doing worship and structuring congregational life. But their tie to
the church is the weakest. They want to attend an interracial church, but it
must be one where their preferred practices are dominant. If the possibility
emerges that their desires may not be met, they are inclined to leave. They
will not engage conflicts to rectify differences.

There are three groups of experimenters. One group is whites who left
around the inauguration of Pastor Barnes and after the announcement that
the two white pastors would be leaving. The appointment (or potential
appointment) of an African-American pastor signaled changes that they
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did not support. Other experimenters are young adults, in their early
twenties who have recently graduated from college. These attendees are
interested in experiencing a diverse worship environment, in part because
of exposure to racial diversity or classes on racial issues during college.
Yet while they demonstrate a genuine enthusiasm for diversity, their
commitment is tenuous, based more on their interests in personal ful-
fillment than creating bridges across racial lines. From my observations,
they only attend the church for about two or three years. The third group is
married couples with no or young children. After this group has children
or once peer relationships become important for their children, they leave
the church. These parents are not willing to sacrifice the white privilege
of their children in order to attend an interracial church. Former atten-
dees of Crosstown highlighted this. The parents of adolescents especially
acknowledged that one of the main reasons their families left Crosstown
was because of their children’s relationships with African-American youth
in the church.

The second type of white attendee is a conditional believer. Conditional
believers strongly support interracial churches and have strong interracial
ties in the church. Although they may not be most comfortable in inter-
racial environments, they value interactions with racial minorities. But,
more important, they believe that interracial worship is morally right.
However, conditional believers do not necessarily support a pluralistic
church where the preferences of African Americans and whites are equally
represented. Similar to experimenters, they want the best of both worlds—
an interracial church where their preferred practices are prevalent. Never-
theless, while they may eventually leave, they are willing to engage conflict
in an effort to sustain integration. The conditional believers at Crosstown
are the whites who expressed deep concern about shouting during wor-
ship services and about Winston’s candidacy, but still stayed at the church
and engaged the conflicts that arose over these issues.

The smallest category of white attendees is the activists. Activists have
usually experienced a kind of epiphany regarding American race relations,
recognizing racial injustice and black/white inequality. They consequently
have a strong commitment to interracial churches. They support the inclu-
sion of distinctly African-American religio-cultural practices into congrega-
tional life, at the risk that their religio-cultural preferences may not be met.
Activists at Crosstown supported the candidacies of African-American pas-

toral candidates and more effusive worship in the church. Their close social
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TABLE 6-1. Archetypes of White and African-American Interracial Church
Attendees

Whites African Americans
Experimenters Defectors
¢ Largest group * Largest group
* Curious about racial diversity * Preferred religious culture and structure
* Weakest tie to church is the priority, not racial diversity
* Likely to leave when whiteness * Engage conflict when preferred religious
is threatened culture and structure is at risk
Conditional Believers Disillusioned Integrationists
* Believe in racial integration * Used to be defectors
* Engage conflict when threats * Come to appreciate racial diversity but
to whiteness arise in core church also ambivalent about it
activities * Less willing to make sacrifices to sustain
* Desist when threats to whiteness racial diversity

are minimal
* Inclined to leave if they “lose
out” after conflicts

Activists Advocates
¢ Smallest group

Smallest group

Used to be defectors or have had limited
diversity based upon a “revelation” connection to African-American churches

* Have strong interracial ties and

* Commitment to religious racial

Most comfortable in interracial environments

sometimes come from interracial * Have strong interracial ties and sometimes
families come from interracial families

* Affirm religio-cultural preferences * Willing to acquiesce to whites to keep them
of African Americans in the church

networks are usually racially diverse, and they are often single or young.
Sometimes, they are members of multiracial families. This category of whites
might be the most promising for developing more culturally equal and
structurally representative interracial churches. However, their numbers
alone would not be sufficient for sustaining an interracial church. I estimate
that less than ten percent of white attendees at Crosstown were activists.
Despite the salience of their racial identity, African-American attend-
ees were complicit in the perpetuation of whiteness as well. The three
categories for African Americans are based upon their level of consent to
whiteness. African Americans’ consent was needed for Crosstown to be a
stable church. While they may not have perceived that they had other
church options, they could have continually caused conflict in the church.
But this was not the case. Still, African Americans were not all equally

complicit. Most African-American attendees’ consent was passive. They
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were not particularly concerned about whether or not whites’ interests
were satisfied, nor were most especially committed to interracial worship.
But there was a consistent core of African Americans who did support
whites’ interests and who were willing to acquiesce to white attendees’
desires during conflicts.

A majority of the African-American attendees I interviewed explained
that they were not drawn to Crosstown because of the racial diversity, but
because they preferred its religious culture and structure over that of
African-American churches. I call this first category of African-American
attendees defectors. Defectors appreciate some of the practices distinct to
the black church experience, but not all. This encourages them to look
elsewhere. Furthermore, while they appreciate interracial worship, they are
not especially committed to it. Consequently, defectors are not concerned
about whether an interracial church remains racially diverse. They are not
interested in retaining white attendees during conflict, nor are they moti-
vated to support a particular practice or church agenda to keep them in the
church. If they are concerned about anything, it is about whether or not
the church is going to participate in those religious practices they prefer.
If it happens that their interests align with the interests of most white
attendees, then so be it. For example, a defector who strongly prefers
timeliness might advocate for shorter worship services, a practice often
preferred by white church attendees. However, the defector’s intention
would not be to sustain racial integration, but to maintain practices he
or she favors.

During interviews and informal interactions, some African-American
attendees confessed their disappointment with the loss of white attendees.
As one African-American attendee shared: “I'm very sad and frustrated
that a lot of the Caucasians are leaving. I didn’t want to see that happen.”
This second category of African-American attendees I call disillusioned in-
tegrationists. Disillusioned integrationists are originally defectors. However,
over time, they come to value interaction with whites in the church. They
are persuaded that whites who attend interracial churches are different
from other whites. They believe that these whites would be comfortable
with practices that were more common to their religious experiences.
However, when they realize that white flight also happens in churches or
that whites are unsupportive of the desires and preferences of African

Americans, they become disillusioned about the possibility of racial inte-
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gration in any context. They doubt the viability of truly pluralistic, racially
integrated environments. Therefore, despite their support of racial inte-
gration, these African Americans are not inclined to sacrifice those beliefs
and practices they prefer in order to sustain racial integration.

There was a stable contingent of African-American attendees who
supported whites’ interests and who were willing to acquiesce to white
attendees’ desires. This final category of African Americans I call advocates.
Advocates are that critical mass of black attendees essential for interracial
churches to affirm whiteness. They strongly support interracial churches.
They are more comfortable in interracial environments, and interracial
interaction is important to them. And they often have strong ties with
whites in the church. Advocates have two origins. Some advocates are
originally defectors. However, unlike disillusioned integrationists, they
come to value interracial interaction enough that they are willing to make
sacrifices to sustain white attendance. The other type of advocate was both
socialized in interracial environments as a child and was raised outside of
the influence of the black church. Not only do these advocates prefer in-
terracial environments, they have not developed a particular taste for re-
ligio-cultural practices that are more distinctive of the black church. This
makes them candidates for advocating racial integration because they do
not need to sacrifice as much as other African Americans in order to keep
whites in the church.

Contributing to White Hegemony

Both white and black attendees help to reproduce white hegemony in
interracial churches. The archetypical categories of attendees become most
salient during conflicts. Categories tend to work together in pairs. Defec-
tors (i.e., blacks with the least attachment to racial diversity) and activists
(i-e., whites with the strongest commitment to racial diversity) are often on
the same side of conflicts. They affirm religious and cultural practices
preferred by most African-American attendees. Conditional believers (i.e.,
whites who engage conflict when threats to whiteness arise) and advo-
cates (i.e., blacks who are most consenting to whiteness) tend to be on the
other side of conflicts. They affirm a religious culture and structure that
primarily suits the preferences of whites. Disillusioned integrationists

(i-e., blacks who are ambivalent about religious racial integration) and
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experimenters (i.e., whites with the least tolerance of threats to whiteness)
play supporting but separate roles during these times. Of these six cate-
gories, advocates and, to a lesser extent, conditional believers are most
central to this process.

When conflict arises, defectors and activists support religious and
cultural practices that compete with those preferred by the majority of
whites (specifically, experimenters and conditional believers) in the church.
They do not fervently fight for their position by, for example, expressing their
concerns to leadership directly. But they do hold firmly to it. This is particularly
threatening to experimenters, so much so that they may leave the church.
Yet, even though experimenters do not engage conflicts, their discontent
or departures provoke advocates and conditional believers to act. Their
role then, though indirect, is still important.

When experimenters become restless and uneasy about potential
changes in the church, the role of advocates and conditional believers
becomes vital. These two groups work in tandem to increase the proportion
of people who support the preferences and interests of most whites. With
increased support for their religio-cultural preferences, this can serve to
retain any remaining experimenters and attract new ones to the church. In
a congregation like Crosstown, where church members vote on important
matters, advocates’ support is all the more important, maybe even es-
sential. For example, advocates contested African Americans’ candidacies
for assistant pastor. It is likely that, without their disapproving votes, Floyd
Winston would have become the second African-American pastor of
Crosstown. Additionally, since leadership is also inclined to affirm the
religio-cultural practices and beliefs preferred by most whites, the backing
of advocates and conditional believers gives them added support to sustain
a church culture and structure that privileges whites. Advocates and con-
ditional believers also use the threat that experimenters will leave unless
their preferences are met to gain an added advantage during conflicts.
During a church meeting at Crosstown, advocates, with evidence provided
by conditional believers, brought to light whites’ concerns about hiring a
black pastor and introduced the threat of white flight in an effort to gain
support for their position. Finally, advocates—as African Americans who
support the preferred practices of whites—provide legitimacy to the idea
that the religio-cultural practices preferred by most whites should be nor-
mative. They can also imply that practices common in African-American

churches are only for blacks or even that they are unacceptable.
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Disillusioned integrationists are more peripheral in this process be-
cause they are ambivalent about racial diversity. During conflicts, they are
not clearly on one side or the other. They tend to side with defectors and
activists. But, if a disillusioned integrationist is feeling connected to whites
during a conflict, the threat of whites leaving could work to enlist him or
her to the cause of conditional believers and advocates.

Racial Integration, Religion, and Broader Sociological Lessons

The premise of this study extends beyond the black/white dichotomy and
beyond religion. Although race is endemic to the American social system,
structuring all institutions, it is first manifested in the everyday, routine
activities and interactions of life—where we live, work, and, for many
Americans, where we worship. Crosstown’s story shows how whiteness
can govern interracial organizations generally and perpetuate white he-
gemony. There are several lessons to be learned as we look to better un-
derstand the effect of whiteness on racially diverse places. These lessons
have implications for our understanding of how whiteness operates in
other contexts.

Throughout this book, I have focused on the experiences of African-
American and white interracial church attendees because black/white re-
lations in America have proved to be most challenging. However, while
I have emphasized the experiences of black/white interracial churches, I
suspect that similar racial dynamics will be evident in Christian inter-
racial organizations of other racial compositions where whites have a
presence. Whiteness is a ubiquitous force in the United States. And its
ultimate outcome, white hegemony, can persist regardless of which racial
minority group is subjected to it.>* It is only the particular ways in which
whiteness manifests itself that will differ across racial minority groups. But
the critical issue is that whiteness sustains an existing social hierarchy that
privileges whites. So, in the case of interracial congregations where Native
Americans, Latinos, or Asians are the largest racial or ethnic minority, I
suspect that similar issues over the control of structural and cultural space
will arise. The predilections of whites will be paramount if the church
wants to retain white attendees. Other studies of interracial churches
where Latinos and Asians are the larger racial minority groups provide

support for this proposition. For example, at Wilcrest Baptist Church, a
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multiracial church in Houston with a large proportion of Latinos, several
whites, including white leaders, left the church after Latino cultural prac-
tices were introduced into the weekly worship services.*”

Crosstown confirms that you don’t need racists to reproduce white
hegemony. Other research has demonstrated this as well.*® However,
this study extends our understanding of this phenomenon by revealing the
processes that dictate how whiteness prospers in an environment that
portends to be racially diverse, inclusive, and egalitarian. I have no doubt
that the people of Crosstown, whites and African Americans, were well
intentioned. Their mission stated that they aspired to create a religious
community that “courageously” and “fearlessly” confronted racial division.
However, dominant, covert beliefs and norms about race and culture un-
dermined the church’s ability to realize this mission. This suggests that
racial hierarchies are dependent upon latent ideologies and group inter-
ests, not on overt missions or policies. These ideologies and group interests
will prevail even in cases where there are contrary policies in place. This
may explain, for example, how socially and politically liberal communities,
organizations, or administrations can perpetuate a culture and structure
that privileges whites. A first step in rectifying racial inequalities, therefore,
is exposing and addressing those latent ideologies and interests that sus-
tain white hegemony.

White transparency can help to sabotage anything that could poten-
tially produce racially egalitarian communities. If whites do not recognize
that, by virtue of their racial identity, they are in a superior position in the
social hierarchy, they are not apt to recognize underlying ideologies that
run counter to egalitarian principles. Again, this can also be evident among
people who are socially liberal on issues of race. White Crosstown leaders
and attendees believed strongly in racial integration and understood the
structural nature of racial inequality. However, they failed to acknowl-
edge their role, as benefactors of whiteness, in hindering the fulfillment of
the church’s mission. They were largely unaware of their privilege. Sub-
sequently, they were passive about actively engaging race so that when an
opportunity to discuss race arose, they did not take advantage of it.

Over the past few decades, we have witnessed an increase in the num-
ber of racial minorities holding visible, top-level positions in some of the
country’s most powerful organizations and institutions as CEOs of For-
tune 500 companies, governors, and members of presidential cabinets. We

celebrate racial minorities who gain access to high positions. And rightly
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so. This is an indication that progress has been made. However, as we have
seen, having racial minorities fill top positions in an organization does not
preclude white hegemony. White dominance can be sustained even under
these conditions. Pastor Barnes held the highest formal position of au-
thority in the church and was, in many respects, good for Crosstown.
Nevertheless, he was unable to garner sufficient support for his agenda.
Floyd Winston, his preferred candidate for assistant pastor, did not receive
strong support from the congregation. The race and religion seminar he
initiated was relegated to the periphery and received virtually no sup-
port from white church leaders. If Pastor Barnes had accomplished his
goals, African Americans’ power and influence in the church may have
increased.

In an ideal meritocracy, the qualifications listed for a job directly reflect
the skills needed for that position. However, merit is a contested concept.
Floyd Winston’s candidacy highlights how job credentials are intertwined
with a group’s interests (stated and unstated) and its ideas about what
benefits it and supports its organizational mission, rather than specific
job responsibilities. Depending upon the interests of the opposing groups,
retaining and attracting white attendees or extending Pastor Barnes’
agenda for the church, Winston’s credentials were viewed quite differently.
It would appear, based on the stated goals, that he was indeed qualified for
the assistant pastor position. However, he ultimately received weak support
from the congregation, suggesting that other factors were at work. Chur-
ches are not synonymous with business organizations. People in senior
positions in these settings are generally only accountable to their superiors.
Pastors are accountable to their superiors in the denomination, if they are
affiliated, but also to their congregants. Nevertheless, the lesson here po-
tentially applies to other types of workplaces. Group interests determine
what are legitimate credentials and merit, as much as, if not more than,
the skills necessary for a position. This can inform our understanding of
persistent job and workplace inequality.

Finally, white hegemony, at least in an environment of purported
racial inclusion, is not the result of whites simply working to maintain
their dominance. Select African Americans are key contributors to the
process. It is appealing to reduce racial issues to a black-versus-white
scenario, but such a perspective does not acknowledge the complexity of
human relations nor the diversity of preferences, ideas, and experiences

within racial groups. I am not implying that most whites do not have an
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interest in sustaining dominance, nor that most African Americans are
satisfied with the status quo. A majority of whites at Crosstown affirmed, to
various degrees, a church culture and structure where their preferences
were met and white leaders were dominant. And a majority of African
Americans favored religious practices, cultural activities, and leadership
decisions that would have been more representative of their desires. But
white hegemony often depends upon the aid of a contingent of African

Americans to sustain its power.



Conclusion: The
Elusive Dream

It has been over forty years since Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., dared
us to strive toward amending our past of racial segregation. At
the beginning of the twenty-first century, we are seeing positive
changes in the religious landscape as it relates to race. Denomi-
nations and parachurch organizations are more and more making
racial issues important items on their agendas. Churches are
working to become places where African Americans and whites
worship together. Nevertheless, our racial history and contempo-
rary racial experiences make these endeavors a challenge, and they
continue to plague religious organizations’ capacity to forge
communities that blacks and whites can fully call their own.

I have argued that interracial churches work to the extent that
they are, first, comfortable places for whites to attend. This is
because whites are accustomed to their cultural practices and
ideologies being the norm and to being structurally dominant in
nearly every social institution. What this means is that, for inter-
racial churches to stay interracial, racial minorities must be willing
to sacrifice their preferences, or they must have already suffi-
ciently acculturated into and accepted the dominant culture and
whites’ privileged status. Consequently, the chances for a wide-
spread movement of interracial churches are slim. It depends on
African Americans’ willingness to compromise in the one area of
American society where they are able to have power and control:

religion. It further depends upon substantial African-American
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assimilation. Given all of this, is religious racial integration, as it is man-
ifested in so many racially diverse churches in the United States, the best
we can hope for? Is the idea of creating cooperative, egalitarian, interracial
religious communities where African Americans and whites share life and
have equal stakes truly possible?

Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., inspired a nation afflicted by racial division
and injustice to dream of a just and free community of brothers and sisters
who openly embrace one another across racial lines. However, Dr. King’s
message was first and foremost about racial equality. Racial integration is
an important component of a racially egalitarian society, but it is not the
only one. As churches seek to become interracial, they must not be satisfied
with simply having people of different racial groups worship together.
They must not even be satisfied with people fellowshipping from time to
time outside of church activities. If churches want to realize Dr. King'’s
dream, they must first embrace a dream of racial justice and equality.
Interracial churches must be places that all racial groups can call their own,
where all racial groups have the power to influence the minor and major
decisions of the church, where the culture and experiences of all racial
groups are not just tolerated, but appreciated. This demands a radical
approach and is certainly a high calling. Whites and racial minorities will
have to resist white normativity and structural dominance and fully em-
brace the cultures, ideas, and perspectives of all racial groups. Otherwise,
the dream will remain elusive.

So, I encourage communities, religious or otherwise, that hold the
dream of Dr. King as their own, not to accept the convenient counterfeit
of mere racial integration but to strive toward becoming communities
that celebrate racial justice and equality. For in this, as Dr. King has per-

suaded us:

[W]e will be able to speed up that day when all of God’s children,
black men and white men, Jews and Gentiles, Protestants and
Catholics, will be able to join hands and sing in the words of the
old spiritual, “Free at last, free at last. Thank God Almighty,

we are free at last.”



Appendix A: Research
Methods

I drew upon both qualitative and quantitative methods for this
study. The use of multiple methods, or methodological triangu-
lation, is becoming increasingly common in social scientific
research. Employing more than one method can increase the
validity of the research, making it more likely that the results truly
reflect the phenomenon being examined and are not due to par-
ticularities of the methodological approach.”

The methods chosen for this study—participant observation,
in-depth interviews, and congregational-level surveys—each have
their strengths and weaknesses. I hoped to minimize the weak-
nesses by incorporating the methods together into this research
project. The participant observation gave me insight into collective
religious practices, interpersonal and intergroup interactions of
church affiliates, and other behaviors of the church population.?
This methodological approach cannot tell us much about people’s
thoughts, ideas, values, or personal experiences.* For those, I re-
lied upon in-depth interviews. Of course, informal conversations
are informative. However, the in-depth interviews gave me the
opportunity to directly explore informants’ views, ideas, and ex-
periences related to interracial congregational life and other race-
related issues.” The interviews, particularly with the pastors,
provided supplemental information about the culture, organiza-
tional bureaucracy, and theology of the church.



142 APPENDIX A

The participant observation and in-depth interviews were the primary
methods used for the case study. A case study offers an understanding of
“people in places.”® The complexities of people’s beliefs, ideas, and un-
derstandings about themselves and the world around them can be ex-
tracted, as can how these perspectives inform their context. The case study
facilitated my ability to detail the congregation’s religious rituals and prac-
tices, such as what happened during worship events, who participated in
certain religious practices, and which religious rituals or practices were
more sacred than others and why.” These practices, attitudes, and interac-
tions were explored over time.® I was also able to learn about how inter-
racial churches are structured, that is, who is responsible for what, and
what formal and informal norms guide church culture.

The qualitative component of the research design was more central
to this study, in the sense that I emphasized the stories of Crosstown
Community Church and the narratives of people affiliated with the church
over the specific relationships among congregational-level variables. In
the mixed-methods scenario, I drew upon the National Congregations
Study (NCS) to provide a backdrop to the processes taking place in Cross-
town and to demonstrate the extent to which these processes were con-
sistent with what the congregational life of interracial churches in the
United States looks like generally.” Presupposing that whiteness struc-
tures interracial churches, the religious practices and organizational
characteristics of interracial churches were compared to those of white
churches and of African-American churches to determine whether inter-
racial congregational life emulated that which is more common to white
churches more than that which is more common to African-American
churches.

Throughout this book, my analysis of the findings from the NCS were
based upon a definition of an “interracial” church as one where African
Americans and whites each comprised between 10% and 9o0% of the adult
church attendees, and where Latinos and Asians each comprised less than
10% of the adult church attendees. Supplementary analyses based upon an
8o:20 cutoff to distinguish interracial and racially homogeneous churches
were also conducted. The tables showing these results, as well as the results
discussed in chapters 1, 2, and 3, are in appendix C. The quantitative
approach provided support for the internal validity of the qualitative
results and confirmed that the processes that emerged at Crosstown were
trustworthy.'°
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Choosing the Case Study Site

The first step in the qualitative component of the research process was
deciding upon a site for the case study. I chose to focus on one religious
organization so I could conduct a more thorough and complete examina-
tion of interracial congregational life and the complex nature of the pro-
cesses that govern how interracial churches go about doing the work of
being diverse. Churches, of course, participate in auxiliary activities, such
as Bible study meetings, small group gatherings, and prayer meetings.
However, unlike other organizations, such as workplaces or schools, the
main activity of churches, the worship service, occurs only once a week.
Consequently, there are relatively limited opportunities, especially in my
case as a solo researcher, to observe a church’s main organizational ac-
tivities and to interact with the attendees. Choosing to focus on one con-
gregation allowed me to regularly and frequently observe the case study site
over an extended period of time. I was able to go deep, so to speak, with one
congregation rather than split my energies conducting ethnographies of
multiple congregations, which would have diminished my ability to elu-
cidate the rich detail I was looking to achieve for this book. This facilitated
my capacity to better understand the religious culture, congregational life,
and people of Crosstown Community Church.

After deciding to focus on one congregation, I proceeded to locate a site
willing to be studied for this research. Although interracial churches are
uncommon in the United States, I was able to visit several interracial
churches in the metropolitan area where the study was conducted before
finally choosing the site. These churches varied in racial and class compo-
sition. Each of them would have been interesting to study in their own right.
However, they posed methodological and theoretical challenges for this
study. At least for the case study, I relied upon previous work by Chaves and
Higgins'' and by Christerson and Emerson,'* who employed an 80:20 ratio
to delineate between racially homogeneous and interracial congregations.
More specifically, an interracial church is defined as a church where no one
racial group comprises more than 80% of the church population. Therefore,
I did not consider churches that identified as interracial, but where one
racial group in the church comprised more than 80% of the congregation.
I also purposively conducted a case study of a church where African Amer-

icans and whites were primary groups within the church, each comprising
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between 20% and 80% of the congregation. Evidence has shown that in-
terracial relations between African Americans and whites in the United
States are the least likely to occur compared to relations between whites and
other racial minority groups.'® Churches that did not meet this criterion
(this included Latino/white interracial churches, Asian/white interracial
churches, and churches that were largely white with a mix of other racial
groups) were ultimately not considered. As for other black/white interra-
cial churches I visited, the congregations of these churches were also diverse
socioeconomically. Moreover, the socioeconomic differences fell along racial
lines. African-American attendees tended to be poorer and lower class, while
white attendees tended to be educated and middle class. In a church such as
this, it would have been difficult to isolate the effects of race versus those of
class on congregational life. If the congregational lives of these churches
were more similar to those of white churches, it could reasonably be argued
that it was the result of class rather than racial dynamics.

I decided upon Crosstown Community Church because this congre-
gation did not demonstrate these challenges. Admittedly, Crosstown’s ra-
cial composition does not represent the “average” interracial church in the
United States. According to the NCS, interracial churches are on average
33% African American. Crosstown was 65% African American. Yet, this
characteristic of the church, as well as other church characteristics, such as
the race of the pastor, made the church an ideal case for testing the central
thesis of this study. Indeed, if a church like Crosstown, where African
Americans comprise a majority of the congregation and the pastor is Af-
rican American, exhibited a congregational culture that primarily benefits
whites, it is probable that this would be evident in churches where African
Americans have less of a presence. Furthermore, unlike other black/white
interracial churches I considered, Crosstown was largely middle class."*
Both African Americans and whites held professional jobs; they were man-
agers, engineers, and doctors. This allowed me to control for class. The
racial dynamics that could potentially emerge in the church could be more
clearly identified.

Research Status

When doing participant observation, it is important to recognize your status

in the space you are studying. I was an insider at Crosstown on several
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dimensions. I had been regularly attending Crosstown for four years and
had been a member of the church for two years by the time I began the
study. I had seriously deliberated whether to study Crosstown or another
interracial church. However, for the reasons discussed above, I decided that
Crosstown was well suited as a test case for this study. Additionally, my
insider status provided me with considerable access in the church. I ob-
served weekly worship services, choir practices, church dinners, business
meetings, special programs and classes, small group meetings, and in-
formal gatherings and activities with church attendees. I shared Sunday
church dinners with congregants. I hung out with them at their homes and
went out to lunch with them after church. I did not hold a leadership
position in the church, but was an active member. I sang in the choir
and was a member of the worship team. I also acted as a coordinator for
the seminar the church held on race and religion, which is discussed in
chapter 2. My primary responsibilities as coordinator included organiz-
ing seating in the room where the seminar was held; supplying dry erase
markers for the whiteboard; and setting up media equipment, like the VCR
and television, before each meeting.

My status as an insider brings my subjectivity into question. To limit
this weakness, I asked two members of my dissertation committee to visit
Crosstown and to provide me with feedback. Their feedback let me know
that my ideas and observations were valid. I also had to regularly negotiate
my conflicting identities as a researcher and church member. I prioritized
my researcher identity. During informal conversations, I avoided provid-
ing my own opinion on topics particularly relevant to the study, such as
racially charged controversies in the church, despite my desire to do so. But
I cannot say that I was a completely dispassionate participant observer.
I happened to be studying the church during a rather volatile period. And if
asked my opinion about an issue, I honestly provided it and did engage in
conversations.

Additionally, I was less able to relax and enjoy the church services or
fully participate in church meetings to the degree I would have liked be-
cause I was constantly attuned to what was going on sociologically. I often
carried a small pad of paper with me to jot down notes about the content,
interactions, and practices at worship services and other church activities.
Additionally, as an insider, I had to confront the challenge of observing
those not-so-positive attributes about the church and people I was studying.

This is particularly challenging because, as an insider, my inclination
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would be to protect the group from any negative exposure. Revealing less
flattering findings about the case study also exposed me, as my own
identity and sense of self was tied to the group I was studying.

While there are issues of subjectivity for insider ethnographers, insider
status also has its benefits. My insider status afforded me access to church
literature and documents that would not have been easily available to me if
I did not attend the church. I was also able to gain entrée to less accessible
spaces, such as the kitchen, church office, and nursery. My status gave me
the kind of invisibility that facilitates the observation of organizational
activities and social interactions. For example, I would sometimes walk
around the church during worship services to observe other activities that
were happening in the church during this time. This may be a very sus-
picious activity for an outsider that could exclude him or her from gaining
further access to the group. I was privy to people’s thoughts about various
church and social topics during informal conversations to which I would
likely not be privy as an outsider. Moreover, I was able to elicit answers to
questions that might have been perceived as “being nosey” if asked by
someone who was not affiliated with the church. Finally, an important
benefit of being an insider is that the researcher is less apt to misinterpret
what is being observed, as he or she is fluent with the verbal and cultural
language of the study group. For these reasons, I hope that the benefits
I gained as an insider balanced the deficits I experienced.

Beginning the Research

At the beginning of the research, I met with Pastor Raymond Barnes to
request if I could study the church. I explained that this would include ob-
serving church activities and interviewing people who were affiliated with the
church. I would provide the church with my findings once the research was
completed. I was granted permission to study Crosstown after Pastor Barnes
took my request under advisement with the elder board. An announcement
was made that I was studying the church for my dissertation during a Sunday
worship service. The pastor asked that I stand so that people would recognize
me as the attendee who was also conducting a study of the church.
Interactions with attendees on a few occasions made it apparent to me
that congregants were cognizant that I was studying the church. However,

I did not get the sense that it hindered what they would say or how they
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would behave in my presence. One incident in particular, early in the
research, gave me this impression. The worship service had not yet begun.
I was sitting in the pews talking with two attendees about some challenges
that the church was facing at the time. I pulled out my pad and jotted down
a few notes during our conversation. After a moment or so, one of the
attendees said to the other something like “Oh, look at Korie writing down
notes for her research” and chuckled. She then continued with what she
was saying. I was a little embarrassed and felt rather conspicuous. I decided
that I would try to be more discreet in the future. Yet, it was apparent to me
that people were aware of my status as researcher and church member.
They were comfortable sharing their opinions about church matters in my
presence. In other instances, I had the impression that my role as re-
searcher in the church made people more willing to share their views and
opinions with me. I felt like informants shared their concerns and frus-
trations, hoping that I might relay their views to the pastors or others in
church leadership. I did not assume the role of informant and relay their
thoughts to the church leadership, but these concerns helped to inform
future interviews and observations.

Pilot interviews were conducted with ten current attendees and one
long-time member. These interviews helped to structure the final interview
guides and gave me practice for the final interviews. During the eighteen-
month study, forty semistructured interviews, based upon the final inter-
view guides, were conducted with current attendees, pastors, long-time
attendees, and previous attendees and pastors. I aimed to represent the ra-
cial composition of the church with the interview sample. Sixteen African-
American and eleven white current attendees were interviewed. I also in-
terviewed three Asian and Latino attendees. However, I did not focus on
the voices of the Asian and Latinos attendees in this book as the limited
number of interviews did not provide sufficient data to make any claims
about their specific experiences in attending an interracial church. The
remaining interviews included the senior pastor, a previous pastor, three
long-time members, and five past attendees. All interviews were tape
recorded and transcribed.

The interviews lasted one to two and a half hours. All but three of
the interviews with attendees were conducted in interviewees’ homes. The
remaining three interviews were done at the church and at an interviewee’s
workplace. Pastoral interviews were conducted at the church. All interviews

were supplemented with field notes. The field notes provided information
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about all of my interactions with interviewees about the interview, such as
phone conversations requesting interviews, nonverbal communication
during the interviews, and the interviews’ settings. I was familiar with many
of the people who attended the church and was therefore able to directly
request most of the interviews. But I did not know most of the interviewees
well. In fact, I made a point to not interview people whom I considered to be
in my closest social network. The majority of the current and past attendees I
interviewed were people to whom I had only spoken in passing before the
interview. For past and long-time attendees of the church, I asked the cur-
rent senior pastor and other church leaders to identify these potential in-
formants. Contact information for previous attendees was provided, and I
contacted these interviewees directly.

The research began in January 2002 and ended in June 2003. At the
end of the study, 790 pages of interview transcripts and 270 single-spaced
field note pages, in addition to community and church literature and doc-
uments, were accumulated. Interview data and field notes were analyzed by
hand. After reading the interviews and field notes, I coded the data. The data
were also analyzed by race to see if particular secondary themes were more
or less prevalent among attendees from certain racial groups. The voices
heard in this book are exemplars of the themes that emerged in the inter-
views and observations. The particular quotes represent those that would be
most clear to readers.

Throughout this book, pseudonyms are used for all informants, the
church, and the surrounding neighborhoods and metropolitan area. I have
not revealed any sociodemographic data about the informants beyond their
race, gender, and sometimes their family status in order to ensure their
anonymity. Too much information provided about informants could ex-
pose their identities to fellow congregants. I did not want to take this risk. I
have also renamed the communities surrounding Crosstown Community
Church to protect the identity of the church and its affiliates. Both Ma-
pleton and Anderson are pseudonyms, and even where they are located in

relation to each other has been changed.

Getting Acquainted with Crosstown Community Church

Crosstown was founded in 1921. Historically, the church had been an all-

white, predominantly middle-class church. It was originally a member of
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the American Baptist Association. During the 1950s, Crosstown’s regular
attendance peaked at 1,100. Long-time attendees proudly described the
church as one of the better churches to attend in the metropolitan area
during this period. However, Crosstown’s attendance slowly dwindled over
the next three decades, culminating in a drastic loss of attendees during the
late seventies and early eighties that resulted from a split over theological
issues.'® The senior pastor at the time led one of the sides of the divide. He
and his supporters adhered to strict beliefs about the kinds of cultural
practices in which Christians could participate. Others in the church did
not share these views. This divide was very bitter for Crosstown members.
After more than twenty years, people still tell the story with intense emo-
tion, both sadness and anger. As an elderly white female member recalled
the story, she looked me square in the eyes and, with an expression of firm
resolve and stubbornness, told me, “we were not going to let them get away
with it.” The senior pastor was eventually removed from office. Members
who supported the senior pastor also left. This internal division so dis-
couraged other regular attendees and members that many of them also left
the church. By the end of the crisis, the attendance had decreased to only
about 8o regular attendees at the weekly Sunday worship service.

Not surprisingly, the church was in a weakened state after this crisis.
Unable to financially support a full-time senior pastor, the church hired a
professor from a local Bible college as a part-time interim pastor. With the
direction of this pastor, the church began to orient itself toward the local
community, which by this time was racially and economically diverse.
From the accounts of church leaders at the time, there were no objections
to this new church vision from the predominantly white congregation. The
church began to identify as a community church and opened its doors to its
African-American neighbors.

Over the years since, attendance at Crosstown increased. About 200
people attended the weekly Sunday morning worship service at the time of
this study. And the church also became increasingly racially diverse. The
congregation at the time of this study was about 65% African American,
30% white, and 5% Latino and Asian. The church continued to be largely
middle class."” But it had discontinued its affiliation with the American
Baptist Association, because, I was told, the denomination had become too
theologically liberal.'® The church’s interracial character became central to
its identity. This was exemplified in church symbols and literature. One of

the church’s logos, for example, was a circle of hands of varying skin tones
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linked together by each hand holding the wrist of the next. And the
church’s mission statement claimed that the church was “committed to
being an inclusive congregation and being intentional in matters of race
and class diversity.”

Crosstown’s racial diversity was greatly facilitated by its geographic
location. The church was located on the southern border of Mapleton,
adjacent to the neighborhood of Anderson. It rested on a dividing line
between lack and wealth, disadvantage and privilege. Prior to beginning
the research, I surveyed Mapleton and Anderson to understand the pop-
ulations that Crosstown was aiming to serve and to attract to the church.
The surveys included collecting historical information on the communi-
ties, gathering statistics from the Census Bureau; reading local newspa-
pers; talking with community activists, real estate representatives, and
community officials; and noting the type and quality of the housing, public
spaces, local businesses, and pedestrian activity.

I learned that both Mapleton and Anderson faced complete racial
succession as the twentieth century progressed. During the first half of the
twentieth century, Anderson was home for several European immigrant
groups, including Germans, Swedes, Italians, and Irish. By 1950, Euro-
pean immigrants made up 14% of the community’s population. Racial
minorities made up less than 0.5% of the neighborhood’s population.
However, during the 1960s, things changed. Anderson began to experi-
ence a rapid racial turnover. The African-American population increased
from less than 1% in 1960 to 32% in 1970. By 1990, Anderson was 86%
African American, and by 2000 it was nearly 95% African American.
Mapleton similarly faced rapid racial succession. However, its response to
an event of racial antagonism worked to create a racially integrated com-
munity. The home of the first African American in Mapleton was fire-
bombed twice in 1951. In standing up in defense of this family’s rights and
offering them support, the community set the tone for things to come. In
the 1960s, as other metropolitan neighborhoods changed from nearly all
white to nearly all African American, seemingly overnight, Mapleton be-
gan to take steps to manage the inevitable change coming its way. The
Citizens Committee for Human Rights and the Community Relations
Commission were established in 1963. In 1968, one of the nation’s first
local fair housing ordinances, outlawing discrimination, was passed, and
in 1973 the town created a policy statement which claimed that “diversity is

[Mapleton’s] strength.” Through a series of initiatives by the community
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government and private groups, Mapleton became a model of successful
racial integration.

During the early 2000s, Mapleton was a middle- to upper middle-class
community. Over 50% of the residents of Mapleton had at least a bache-
lor’s degree, and half of these had graduate degrees.'® The average annual
household income was $82,000. It was also a racially diverse community,
with whites and blacks comprising 70% and 22% of Mapleton’s popula-
tion, respectively. Additionally, Mapleton’s business district thrived with
restaurants, professional services, grocery stores, banks, business offices,
coffee shops, boutiques, and a movie theater. The community also hosted
festivals, sidewalk sales, and outdoor theater and live music in the parks
throughout the year.

In contrast to Mapleton, Anderson was a primarily working-class
community in 2000. Two-thirds of Anderson residents graduated from
high school. Of these high school graduates, half had at least some college.
Although Anderson averaged an annual household income of $43,000,
the poverty rate was nearly 20%. Moreover, unlike Mapleton, most of the
businesses in Anderson were independent fast food restaurants, such as
barbeque and soul food spots, dry cleaners, beauty shops, and liquor stores.
As predicted by Massey and Denton,”® Anderson experienced increased
neighborhood deterioration as African Americans were increasingly seg-
regated in this community. Many city lots were vacant and overgrown with
weeds or had become resting places for rusting cars and appliances. The
neighborhood was also plagued with a pervasive drug culture. According to
a community activist in Anderson who attended Crosstown, drugs and
gangs were the community’s most pressing dilemma. It was not uncom-
mon to see groups of young black men, who appeared to be of high school
age or younger, standing on street corners during school hours. During my
own observations of the neighborhood, I witnessed, from what I could
gather, two separate drug transactions on the streets during broad daylight.
These discoveries were purely serendipitous, as I was not searching out
this kind of activity. Still, the residents of Anderson demonstrated fortitude
and resilience in the face of these challenges. There were more than twenty
community organizations in Anderson at the time of the study, each
specializing in a particular community support or rebuilding effort. An-
derson’s community organizations and residents employed multiple
strategies, including building rehabilitation, mentoring programs, smoke

outs, block clubs, and job placement programs, to combat neighborhood
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deterioration and social disorganization and to improve the socioeconomic

condition of its residents.

National Congregations Study (NCS) Analysis

The NCS was the only data set available with a nationally representative
sample of U.S. congregations (at the time of this study), which made it
optimal for understanding congregational life in America. The purpose of
the NCS analysis was to examine if and how interracial churches differ
statistically from racially homogeneous churches along certain congrega-
tional characteristics, namely, worship practices, extrareligious activities,
and leadership qualities. The NCS was generated using a hypernetwork
sampling technique. The sample of congregations in this data set was
gathered from nominations provided by a random sample of respondents
in the 1998 General Social Survey (GSS), a face-to-face national survey of
non-institutionalized English-speaking adults in the United States. Re-
spondents in the 1998 GSS who reported that they attended religious
services at least once a year were asked the name and location of their
religious congregations. After establishing a sample of congregations
generated from these nominations, congregations were approached, and
informants, usually priests, ministers, or pastors, were identified for in-
terviews. Data were gathered about these congregations from these key
informants. A total of 1,236 cases were generated. As a result of the sam-
pling technique, large congregations were overrepresented in the sample.
For this study, the unit of analysis is the congregation. The data used in the
analysis were weighted inversely proportional to its size to correct for this
overrepresentation.”!

I also limited the quantitative component of this study to Christian
congregations with known religious affiliations. There are only five
Christian congregations in the NCS that do not claim a particular de-
nominational or religious affiliation. So, this selection criterion did not
greatly reduce the overall sample. An examination that includes non-
Christian congregations would be an important contribution to our un-
derstanding of interracial relations in religious contexts. However, the
non-Christian category in the NCS is quite heterogeneous, including
Jews, Muslims, and Hindus among other non-Christian religious groups,

making it difficult to draw conclusions about this broadly defined group.
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And the number of cases for each specific non-Christian category is quite
small.

The analysis was conducted in two stages. Using a Wald test, the
differences in means between interracial churches and racially homoge-
neous churches were first examined. At this stage, the direction of the
difference was not tested, only whether or not a difference in the means of
the two subpopulations existed. I then employed regression analysis to
examine the effect of congregational racial composition (i.e., interracial
versus racially homogeneous) on various congregational characteristics.
With regression analysis, I could determine whether or not the effect of
being an interracial church on congregational characteristics differs from
that of racially homogeneous churches. I could further determine the
direction of that difference, if indeed one existed. In the case of verbal
affirmation, for example, I was able to see whether interracial churches
were more or less likely to participate in verbal affirmation than white and
African-American churches after taking account of other congregational
characteristics.

The operationalizations of the variables used for the quantitative
analysis are in appendix B. However, the measures for racial integration
and charismatic orientation necessitate further explanation. These vari-
ables have either not been quantitatively examined in previous research, or
there are other possible measures for these variables that others have
employed.

Data are available in the NCS on the percentage of African Americans,
whites, Asians, and Latinos in the congregation. Following other research
on interracial churches, where racial heterogeneity has been consistently
employed as evidence of racial integration, I considered a church racially
integrated if there was evidence of racial heterogeneity.*” I recognize that
the go:10 ratio used to conceptualize an interracial church for the multiple
regression analyses is rather inclusive. Other research has used an 80:20
ratio to delineate between interracial and racially homogeneous congre-
gations. However, the number of interracial congregations in the National
Congregations Study where African Americans and whites each comprise
between 20% and 80% of the adult attendance is less than twenty (after
accounting for missing data). This low number of cases is not sufficient for
multivariate regression analysis, which I desired for this study. I did con-
duct supplementary analyses using other operationalizations of an inter-

racial church based upon an 8o:20 cutoff, discussed below. The overall
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results (which I briefly discuss below) were consistent with those from the
regression analyses using the go:10 cutoff, demonstrating that the overall
pattern is rather robust.

On average, whites, African Americans, Latinos, and Asians com-
prised 64%, 33%, 3%, and 1% of interracial churches, respectively. Another
approach could have been to examine churches on a continuum of racial
heterogeneity. However, churches tended toward homogeneity or inte-
gration. This variable would be heavily skewed toward homogeneity if it
was a continuous measure, as preliminary analysis of the racial composi-
tion of congregations in the NCS and other research has indicated.”’
Furthermore, previous qualitative research suggests that interracial chur-
ches possess particular qualities that are unique to them, such as chal-
lenges with local racial succession, fluctuation of available resources, and
organizational commitments to racial diversity.”* In this regard, we can
think of an interracial church as a distinct type of church. Racial integra-
tion could also be construed as evidence of actual cross-racial contact be-
tween attendees. The NCS does not provide data on whether or not people
of different races are actually interacting in the congregations. However,
I suspect that it is likely that people of different races, who voluntarily at-
tend interracial churches, do at some level interact with one another.

I have controlled for charismatic orientation in the survey analysis
because interracial congregations are disproportionately charismatic.
Variation in outcomes could be potentially attributable to charismatic re-
ligion, rather than to racial composition. Charismatic orientation is a proxy
for a congregation’s adherence to charismatic religious practices. It is not
itself a measure of effusive worship style. Charismatic congregations tend
to possess a particularly strong emphasis on a personal, experiential re-
ligion.”® Speaking in tongues, healing, and gifts of the Holy Spirit are core
characteristics of charismatic religion. Churches that exhibit all of these
characteristics are coded as congregations that adhere to charismatic re-
ligion. There are charismatic (or Pentecostal) denominations. However,
charismatic religion has expanded beyond denominational boundaries into
other historically noncharismatic denominations and religious traditions.
A majority of Americans who adhere to charismatic religion do not belong
to charismatic denominations.?® Therefore, a measure of whether a con-
gregation adheres to charismatic religion is used instead of Pentecostal

denominational affiliation.
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As mentioned, I conducted supplementary analyses employing vary-
ing operationalizations of interracial and racially homogeneous churches
based upon an 8o:20 ratio. Beginning in table C-8, an 80:20 ratio is used
to delineate between interracial churches and white and African-American
churches. The statistical power of these comparisons is particularly low,
with only fifteen black/white interracial churches in the NCS sample.
Therefore, they were not discussed in detail. However, despite the limited
statistical power, significant descriptive comparisons emerged. The bivar-
iate results indicate a similar pattern, which is seen with the more inclusive
analysis employed in chapters 1 through 3. Interracial churches differ from
African-American churches for nine of the twelve indicators examined.
Interracial churches differ from white churches for only four out of the
twelve indicators.

In tables C-9-15, I employ a more inclusive definition of an interracial
church, using the 8o:20 cutoff. An interracial church is defined as a
congregation where 20%-80% of adult attendees are white, and 20%-—
80% of adult attendees are nonwhite (African American, Latino, and Asian
combined). White churches are congregations where whites comprise
more than 80% of the adult attendees, and nonwhite churches are con-
gregations where African Americans, Latinos, and Asians combined com-
prise more than 80% of the congregation. For this analysis, multiple
regressions were conducted. The results based upon these conceptualiza-
tions of interracial, white, and nonwhite churches affirm the findings
discussed in chapters 1 through 3. This type of interracial church differs
from nonwhite churches along nine of the twelve indicators, but dif-

ters from white churches along only three of the twelve indicators.

Sharing the Findings with Crosstown

After completing the research, I gave Pastor Barnes a copy of my disser-
tation, which was an unpolished, rough draft of this book, as I had com-
mitted at the beginning of the research project. Copies were made and
shared with the rest of the pastoral staff and with the elder board. From
what I gathered, they met to discuss the research. I was later asked to
present the findings of the research to the rest of the church leaders,

including deacons and coordinators, suggesting to me that the leaders
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generally affirmed the research findings and believed that they might be
useful for the church more broadly. The presentation was given on a
weekday evening in the fellowship room, where the race and religion
seminar was held. A racially diverse group of approximately twenty people
was present. Pastor Barnes introduced me, praising the research overall,
but also providing a caveat explaining that there may be some findings with
which people may not agree. I had the distinct impression that these were
findings that either he or members of the pastoral staft and elder board did
not affirm.

For the presentation, I highlighted the main hypotheses, explained the
key findings of the substantive book chapters, and summarized the con-
clusions, focusing on the archetypical attendees of interracial churches.
People asked questions during and after the presentation and shared their
feelings and perspectives on Crosstown’s experiences as an interracial
church. Several people expressed an appreciation of the research and
confirmed my findings. People, both African American and white, nodded
their heads in agreement throughout the presentation. As I summarized
the six archetypical categories of interracial church attendees, a few people
said, “that one is me.” After the presentation, one African-American wo-
man told me that I told it “like it was” without holding anything back.
Later, a white man shared similar sentiments with me. He expressed that
I really exposed the white leadership, of which he is a member, but justly
$0, in his opinion. While it was not my intention to “call people out” or “tell
itlike it is,” people’s responses to the presentation led me to believe that the

findings of this book resonated, in no small way, with their experiences.



Appendix B: National

Congregations Study Variables

and Operationalizations

Variables

Operationalizations

Dependent Variables

Verbal affirmation

Hand raising

Spontaneous worship

Worship service length

Choir participation

Time of greeting

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if a person
in the congregation said amen or other words of
approval during the most recent worship service.
Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if a person
in the congregation raised his/her hand during
the most recent worship service. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if a
person in the congregation jumped, shouted, or
danced spontaneously during the most recent
worship service. Otherwise 0.

Number of minutes most recent worship service
lasted.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if, during
the most recent worship service, a choir sang in
the service. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if, during
the most recent worship service, the congregation
participated in a time where people greeted each
other by shaking hands or some other way.
Otherwise 0.

(continued)



Variables

Operationalizations

Community involvement

Political involvement

Racial/ethnic heritage
preservation

Race-related discussions

African-American pastor

Nonwhite pastor

White pastor

Independent Variables

African-American church

African-American (80:20)
church

White church

White (80:20) church

Nonwhite (80:20) church

Scale 0-9 (overall Cronbach’s alpha = 0.60). Items in the
scale are based upon dichotomous measures of whether
or not the congregation: participated in giving cash to the
needy; helping the needy in any way; donating cash to
individuals or organizations; feeding the hungry; building
or repairing homes; helping the homeless; programs
ministering to prison inmates; programs relating to
community service in any way; and/or programs focusing
on health needs.

Scale 0-8 (overall Cronbach’s alpha = 0.67). Items in the
scale are based upon dichotomous measures of whether
or not the congregation participated in political
discussions; shared political opportunities with other
congregants; registered voters; lobbied political officials;
marched for a political issue; provided voter guides;
invited political candidates to speak; and/or invited
government officials to speak at the church.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 for having a
group that met within past 12 months to discuss the
racial/ethnic heritage of a specific group. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 for having a
group that met within past 12 months to discuss
race-related topics. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if head pastor
is African American. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if head pastor
is nonwhite. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if head pastor
is white. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if more than
90% of adult attendees are African American.
Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if more than
80% of adult attendees are African American.
Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if more than
90% of adult attendees are white. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if more than
80% of adult attendees are white. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if more than
80% of adult attendees are African American, Asian,
and/or Latino. Otherwise 0.

(continued)
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Variables

Operationalizations

Interracial church

Interracial (80:20) church

Nonwhite/white interracial
(80:20) church

Percentage with bachelor’s
degree

Percentage with no high
school diploma

Charismatic orientation

Percentage under 35

Percentage over 60

Conservative Protestant

Liberal Protestant

Catholic

South

Church size

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if between

10% and 90% of adult attendees are white and between
10% and 90% of adult attendees are African American
and Asians and Latinos each comprise less than 10% of
the adult attendees. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if between 20%
and 80% of adult attendees are white and between 20%
and 80% of adult attendees are African American and
Asians and Latinos each comprise less than 20% of the
adult attendees. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if between 20%
and 80% of adult attendees are white and between 20%
and 80% of adult attendees are African American, Asian,
and/or Latino. Otherwise 0.

Percentage of adult participants with a four-year degree

Percentage of adult participants who have less than
a high school diploma

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if attendees
practice speaking in tongues, healing, and gifts of the
Holy Spirit. Otherwise 0.

Percentage of adult participants who are younger than
35 years old

Percentage of adult participants who are older than
60 years old

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if conservative
Protestant. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if liberal
Protestant. Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if Catholic.
Otherwise 0.

Dummy variable: Congregation coded 1 if located in the
South. Otherwise 0.

Number of people who participate in congregation’s
religious activities
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Appendix C: Tables

TABLE c-1. Means of Worship Styles and Practices by Interracial, White,
and African-American Churches?

Interracial White African-American
Churches Churches Churches
Spontaneous worship 32% 494%% 619
(.074) (.008) (.047)
Verbal affirmation 63% 48%" 93%**
(.076) (.021) (.026)
Hand raising 51% 349% 9097
(.079) (.020) (.030)
Worship service length 90 minutes 70 minutes** 128 minutes**
(5.27) (:890) (4.05)
Choir participation 61% 72% 89%**
(.077) (.019) (.031)
Time of greeting 20% 20% 8%"
(.063) (.017) (.026)
N 41 553 107

Significance of difference between interracial (black/white) and white churches or interracial
(black/white) and African-American churches: *p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .o1, two-tailed.
Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepre-
sentation of larger congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Interracial (black/
white) churches include congregations where African Americans and whites each comprise
between 10% and 9o% of adult attendees, and Asians and Latinos each comprise less than
10% of adult attendees. White churches include congregations where whites comprise more
than 9o% of adult attendees. African-American churches include congregations where
African Americans comprise more than 9o% of adult attendees.



TABLE c-2. Odds Ratios of Select Worship Practices Predicted by Interracial,
White, and African-American Churches (net of other factors)®

Spontaneous Verbal Hand
Independent Variables Worship Affirmation raising
African-American church® 3.17% 4.71%* 8.60%*
(1.58) (2.67) (4.25)
White church” 156%* 854 800
(.076) (.355) (.301)
Percentage under 35 years old 1.02%* 1.02* 1.017
(.009) (.007) (.006)
Percentage over 60 years old .986 0.996 .981%*
(.009) (.006) (.005)
Percentage with no high school diploma 1.00 1.02* 1.00
(.009) (.009) (.007)
Percentage with bachelor’s degree .984%* .990%%* 1.00
(.007) (.004) (.004)
Size of congregation 1.00 1.00 1.00
(.000) (.000) (.000)
South 169" 1.37 1.00
(.509) (:281) (.197)
Catholic® 112%% 231%* .867
(.088) (.067) (:239)
Liberal Protestant® .193%* .166** A21%%
(.093) (.036) (.092)
Charismatic 3.46% 6.31% 13.75%*
(1.73) (4.91) (10.48)
N 701 701 701

Significance of difference between interracial (black/white) and white churches or interracial (black/white)
and African-American churches: “p <.10 *p < .05 **p < .or, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Interracial (black/white)
churches include congregations where African Americans and whites each comprise between 10% and
90% of adult attendees, and Asians and Latinos each comprise less than 10% of adult attendees. White
churches include congregations where whites comprise more than 9o% of adult attendees. African-
American churches include congregations where African Americans comprise more than 9o% of adult
attendees.

b. Reference category is interracial church.

c. Reference category is conservative Protestant.
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TABLE c-3. Coefficients/Odds Ratios of Select Worship Practices Predicted by
Interracial, White, and African-American Churches (net of other factors)®

Worship Service Choir Time of
Length Participation ~ Greeting
Independent Variables Coefficients? Odds Ratios® Odds Ratios®
African-American church® 33.59%* 6.997%* .288%
(4.56) (3.27) (.164)
White church® —14.83%* 1.72 852
(4.01) (:612) (.366)
Percentage under 35 years old 1877 .999 .973%%
(.064) (.006) (.008)
Percentage over 60 years old —.080 1.00 .994
(.054) (.005) (.006)
Percentage with no high school diploma —.013 .999 1.00
(.065) (.006) (.008)
Percentage with bachelor’s degree —.055 1.00 1.00
(:037) (.004) (.004)
Size of congregation .000 1.00% 1.00
(.000) (:000) (.000)
South 3.40" 2.05%* 976
(1.97) (423) (.210)
Catholic® —21.25%* 1.13 .192%*
(2.95) (.340) (.097)
Liberal Protestant —9.43%% 1.98%%* .976
(2.24) (:437) (:226)
Charismatic 15.79%* .875 162"
(4.41) (:401) (171)
Constant 90.75%% — —
(5.08)
N 701 701 701

Significance of difference between interracial (black/white) and white churches or interracial (black/white)
and African-American churches: "p <.10 *p < .05 **p < .01, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Interracial (black/white)
churches include congregations where African Americans and whites each comprise between 10% and
90% of adult attendees, and Asians and Latinos each comprise less than 10% of adult attendees. White
churches include congregations where whites comprise more than 9o% of adult attendees. African-
American churches include congregations where African Americans comprise more than 9o% of adult
attendees.

b. Reference category is interracial church.

c. Reference category is conservative Protestant.

d. OLS regression

e. Logistic regression

f. Odds ratio is 1.0007. While statistically significant, this odds ratio demonstrates a minimally substantive
difference.



TABLE C-4. Means of Social and Civic Activities by Interracial, White, and

African-American Churches®

Interracial White African-American
Churches Churches Churches
Community involvement 1.80 1.66 1.077%
(:266) (.068) (.129)
Political involvement 1.6 1.10* 2.14
(.316) (.056) (.188)
Race-related discussions 24% 20% 29%
(.068) (.016) (.044)
Racial/ethnic heritage 15% 4% 35%%*
preservation (-056) (-009) (.046)
N 41 558 107

Significance of difference between interracial (black/white) and white churches or interracial (black/white)

and African-American churches: p <.10 *p <.o5 **p <.o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger

congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Interracial churches include

congregations where African Americans and whites each comprise between 10% and 9o0% of adult at-

tendees, and Asians and Latinos each comprise less than 10% of adult attendees. White churches include

congregations where whites comprise more than 9go% of adult attendees. African-American churches

include congregations where African Americans comprise more than 9o% of adult attendees.



TABLE c-5. Coefficients of Select Social and Civic Activities Predicted by
Interracial, White, and African-American Churches (net of other factors)?

Community Political
Independent Variables Involvement Involvement
African-American church® —2.46 .893%*
(.280) (:266)
White church® -1.88 -.190
(:246) (:234)
Percentage under 35 years old —.004 .002
(.004) (.004)
Percentage over 60 years old .000 —.004
(.003) (.003)
Percentage with no high school diploma —.007* .003%%
(.004) (.004)
Percentage with bachelor’s degree .010%* .006%*
(.002) (.002)
Size of congregation .000%*4 .000%%4
(.000) (.000)
South —.241% —-.220"
(121) (.115)
Catholic® 176 .247
(.180) (172)
Liberal Protestant® .629%%* .198
(.137) (.131)
Charismatic .071 1.21%%
(:264) (:251)
Constant 1.35%* .907%*
(312) (.300)
N 706 706

Significance of difference between interracial (black/white) and white churches or interracial (black/white)
and African-American churches: *p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Interracial (black/white)
churches include congregations where African Americans and whites each comprise between 10% and
90% of adult attendees, and Asians and Latinos each comprise less than 10% of adult attendees. White
churches include congregations where whites comprise more than 9o% of adult attendees. African-
American churches include congregations where African Americans comprise more than 9o0% of adult
attendees.

b. Reference category is interracial church.

c. Reference category is conservative Protestant.

d. The coefficient is .0oo2. While statistically significant, this odds ratio demonstrates a minimally
substantive difference.



TABLE c-6. Odds Ratios of Select Social and Civic Activities Predicted by

Interracial, White, and African-American Churches (net of other factors)®

Race-Related Racial/Ethnic Heritage
Independent Variables Discussions Preservation
African-American church® 2.59% 6.78%%
(1.23) (3.84)
White church® 977 335%
(419) (.185)
Percentage under 35 years old 1.00 1.01
(.007) (.009)
Percentage over 60 years old .996 1.01
(.006) (:009)
Percentage with no high school diploma .998 .988
(.008) (.010)
Percentage with bachelor’s degree 1.02%* 1.02*
(.004) (.006)
Size of congregation 1.00%*¢ 1.00%¢
(.000) (.000)
South 946 .854
(.198) (:267)
Catholic® 4977 1.62
(.187) (.705)
Liberal Protestant® 1.86%* .835
(441) (:337)
Charismatic 2.31* 3.20%
(.916) (1.50)
Constant — —
N 706 706

Significance of difference between interracial (black/white) and white churches or interracial (black/white)
and African-American churches: Tp <.10 *p <.05 **p < .o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Interracial (black/white)
churches include congregations where African Americans and whites each comprise between 10% and
90% of adult attendees, and Asians and Latinos each comprise less than 10% of adult attendees. White
churches include congregations where whites comprise more than 9o% of adult attendees. African-
American churches include congregations where African Americans comprise more than 9o% of adult
attendees.

b. Reference category is interracial church.

c. Reference category is conservative Protestant.

d. The coefficient is 1.0004. While statistically significant, this odds ratio demonstrates a minimally
substantive difference.

e. The coefficient is 1.0002. While statistically significant, this odds ratio demonstrates a minimally
substantive difference.
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TABLE c-7. Means of Race for Head Pastors by Interracial, White, and

African-American Churches?®

Interracial White African-American
Churches Churches Churches
African-American head pastor 28% 0.2%* 93%**
(.066) (.002) (.024)
White head pastor 68% 98%%* 7%
(.069) (.006) (.024)
N 47 586 116

Significance of difference between interracial (black/white) and white churches or interracial (black/white)
and African-American churches: *p <.10 *p < .05 **p < .o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger

congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Interracial (black/white)

churches include congregations where African Americans and whites each comprise between 10% and

90% of adult attendees, and Asians and Latinos each comprise less than 10% of adult attendees. White

churches include congregations where whites comprise more than 9o% of adult attendees. African-

American churches include congregations where African Americans comprise more than 90% of adult

attendees.



TABLE c-8. Means of Congregational Practices and Characteristics by

Interracial (80:20), White (80:20), and African-American (80:20) Churches®

Interracial White African-American
Independent Churches Churches Churches
Variables (80:20) (80:20) (80:20)
Spontaneous worship 27% 6%** 58%*
(.118) (.009) (.043)
Verbal affirmation 47% 49% 929%6%*
(-133) (-019) (-023)
Hand raising 47% 36% 909%6**
(-133) (-018) (-026)
Worship service length 96 minutes 71 minutes** 127 minutes**
(8.78) (-858) (3.45)
Choir participation 73% 71% 86%
(.118) (.017) (.030)
Time of greeting 13% 19% 8%
(.091) (.015) (.024)
Race-related discussions 27% 22% 32%
(-118) (-016) (-042)
Racial/ethnic heritage 0% 7% 35%%%
preservation (.000) (.010) (.042)
Community involvement 1.87 1.65 1.05%
(-456) (-060) (-110)
Political involvement 0.8 1.19 2.2%
(.261) (.052) (.182)
African-American clergy 20% 1% 93%**
(.107) (.001) (.022)
White clergy 67% 989%6%* 6%+
(-126) (-006) (-021)
N 15 688 130

Significance of difference between interracial (black/white) and white churches or interracial (black/white)

and African-American churches: *p <.10 *p <.05 **p < .o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger

congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Interracial (80:20) churches
include congregations where African Americans and whites each comprise between 20% and 80% of

adult attendees, and Asians and Latinos each comprise less than 20% of adult attendees. White (80:20)

churches include congregations where whites comprise more than 80% of adult attendees. African-

American (80:20) churches include congregations where African Americans comprise more than 80% of

adult attendees.
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TABLE c-9. Means of Worship Styles and Practices by Nonwhite/White
Interracial (80:20), White (80:20), and Nonwhite (80:20) Churches®

Nonwhite/White White Nonwhite
Interracial Churches Churches Churches
Spontaneous worship 13% 594%% 5394
(.032) (:009) (.041)
Verbal affirmation 54% 48% 8§79
(.047) (.020) (.027)
Hand raising 63% 369%%* 84945+
(.045) (.019) (.027)
Worship service length 76 minutes 70 minutes* 121 minutes**
(2.61) (:830) (3.51)
Choir participation 66% 72% 8494%%
(-044) (.018) (-030)
Time of greeting 12% 209%* 6%"
(.031) (.016) (.020)
N 115 619 149

Significance of difference between interracial (nonwhite/white) and white churches or interracial (non-
white/white) and African-American churches: "p < .10 *p < .05 **p < .o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Nonwhite/white interracial
(80:20) churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos
combined) and whites each comprise between 20% and 80% of adult attendees. White (80:20) churches
include congregations where whites comprise more than 80% of adult attendees. Nonwhite (80:20)
churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos combined)
comprise more than 80% of adult attendees.



TABLE c-10. Odds Ratios of Select Worship Practices Predicted by Nonwhite/
White Interracial (80:20), White (80:20), and Nonwhite (80:20) Churches (net
of other factors)®

Independent Spontaneous Verbal Hand
Variables Worship Affirmation Raising
Nonwhite (80:20) church® 4.02%% 3.21%% 2.71%*
(1.54) (1.12) (.865)
White (80:20) church® .288%* .889 A491%x*
(111) (:222) (.116)
Percentage under 35 years old 1.02* 1.02%%* 1.02%%
(.007) (.006) (.005)
Percentage over 60 years old .983%* .997 .988%*
(.008) (.005) (.005)
Percentage with no high school diploma 1.07 1.01* 1.01
(.007) (.007) (.006)
Percentage with bachelor’s degree .986%* .990%* 993"
(.006) (.003) (.003)
Size of congregation 1.00 1.00%¢ 1.00
(.000) (:000) (.000)
South 1.39 1.34 1.01
(:361) (.109) (.174)
Catholic® .004%* .165%* 772
(.027) (.040) (.174)
Liberal Protestant* .284%% 186%* 462+
(.115) (.037) (.092)
Charismatic 3.36%* 1.34 2.827%%
(1.29) (:450) (.977)
N 883 883 883

Significance of difference between nonwhite/white interracial and white churches or nonwhite/white
interracial and nonwhite churches: ¥p <.10 *p <.05 **p < .01, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Nonwhite/white interracial
(80:20) churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos com-
bined) and whites each comprise between 20% and 80% of adult attendees. White (80:20) churches
include congregations where whites comprise more than 80% of adult attendees. Nonwhite (80:20)
churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos combined)
comprise more than 80% of adult attendees.

b. Reference category is nonwhite/white interracial church.

c. Reference category is conservative Protestant.

d. The coefficient is 1.0002. While statistically significant, this odds ratio demonstrates a minimally
substantive difference.
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TABLE c-11. Coefficients/Odds Ratios of Select Worship Practices Predicted by
Nonwhite/White Interracial (80:20), White (80:20), and Nonwhite (80:20)
Churches (net of other factors)®

Worship Service Choir Time of
Length Participation ~ Greeting
Independent
Variables Coefficients? Odds Ratios® Odds Ratios®
Nonwhite (80:20) church® 32.70%* 3.64** 251%*
(3.13) (1.18) (.120)
White (80:20) church® —11.06%* 1.33 777
(2.61) (:327) (:264)
Percentage under 35 years old 137% 1.00 972%%
(.055) (.005) (.008)
Percentage over 60 years old —.118* 1.00 .966
(.047) (.005) (.006)
Percentage with no high school diploma —.048 1.00 .997
(:056) (.005) (.008)
Percentage with bachelor’s degree —.046 1.00 1.00
(:034) (.003) (.004)
Size of congregation —.002%* 1.00%% 999
(-000) (.000) (.000)
South 4.30% 2.05%%* .854
(1.80) (.384) (.176)
Catholic® —25.83%% 1.42 .099%*
(2.38) (.352) (.050)
Liberal Protestant® —10.40%* 2.12%%* 1.11
(2.10) (441) (.244)
Charismatic 11.42%* .590" 488
(3.15) (.179) (.268)
Constant 91.16%* — —
(3.69)
N 883 883 883

Significance of difference between nonwhite/white interracial and white churches or nonwhite/white
interracial and nonwhite churches: "p < .10 *p <.o5 **p < .o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Nonwhite/white interracial
(80:20) churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos com-
bined) and whites each comprise between 20% and 80% of adult attendees. White (80:20) churches
include congregations where whites comprise more than 80% of adult attendees. Nonwhite (80:20)
churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos combined)
comprise more than 80% of adult attendees.

b. Reference category is nonwhite/white interracial church.

c. Reference category is conservative Protestant.

d. OLS regression

e. Logistic regression

f. The coefficient is 1.0005. While statistically significant, this odds ratio demonstrates a minimally
substantive difference.
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TABLE c-12. Means of Social and Civic Activities by Nonwhite/White Interracial
(80:20), White (80:20), and Nonwhite (80:20) Churches®

Nonwhite/White
Interracial (80:20) White (80:20) Nonwhite (80:20)
Churches Churches Churches
Community involvement 1.6 1.7 1.1%%
(134) (.064) (.110)
Political involvement 1.6 1.2%% 2.2%
(.169) (.054) (.173)
Race-related discussions 23% 21% 30%
(.039) (.016) (.038)
Racial/ethnic heritage 15% 6%** 349%6%*
preservation activities (.033) (.009) (.039)
N 116 624 150

Significance of difference between interracial (nonwhite/white) and white churches or interracial (non-
white/white) and African-American churches: ¥p <.10 *p <.05 **p < .01, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Nonwhite/white interracial
(80:20) churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos
combined) and whites each comprise between 20% and 80% of adult attendees. White (80:20) churches
include congregations where whites comprise more than 80% of adult attendees. Nonwhite (80:20)
churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos combined)
comprise more than 80% of adult attendees.
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TABLE c-13. Coefficients of Social and Civic Activities Predicted by Nonwhite/
White Interracial (80:20), White (80:20), and Nonwhite (80:20) Churches (net of
other factors)®

Independent Community Political
Variables Involvement Involvement
Nonwhite (80:20) church® —.080 .849%%*
(.187) (.192)
White (80:20) church® —.050 —.133
(.157) (-160)
Percentage under 35 years old —.004 .001
(.003) (:003)
Percentage over 60 years old .000 —.003
(.002) (.003)
Percentage with no high school diploma —.009%* .004
(.003) (.004)
Percentage with bachelor’s degree .009%%* .006*%*
(.002) (.002)
Size of congregation .000%*4 .000%*4
(.000) (.000)
South —.205" —.143
(.109) (111)
Catholic® 282 .338*
(.143) (.146)
Liberal Protestant® .636%* 238"
(.127) (.129)
Charismatic .094 1.015%*
(.187) (.190)
Constant 1.14%* .800%**
(:222) (.226)
N 890 890

Significance of difference between nonwhite/white interracial and white churches or nonwhite/white
interracial and nonwhite churches: Tp < .10 *p < .05 **p < .o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Nonwhite/white interracial
(80:20) churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos
combined) and whites each comprise between 20% and 80% of adult attendees. White (80:20) churches
include congregations where whites comprise more than 80% of adult attendees. Nonwhite (80:20)
churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos combined)
comprise more than 80% of adult attendees.

b. Reference category is nonwhite/white interracial church.

c. Reference category is conservative Protestant.

d. The coefficient is .0oo2. While statistically significant, this odds ratio demonstrates a minimally
substantive difference.
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TABLE c-14. Odds Ratios of Social and Civic Activities Predicted by Nonwhite/
White Interracial (80:20), White (80:20), and Nonwhite (80:20) Churches (net
of other factors)*

Independent Race-Related Racial/Ethnic
Variables Discussions Heritage Activities
Nonwhite (80:20) church® 172" 4.40%%
(.536) (1.56)
White (80:20) church® 746 467
(.201) (.161)
Percentage under 35 years old 1.00 1.01
(.006) (.007)
Percentage over 60 years old .999 1.00
(.005) (.004)
Percentage with no high school diploma 1.00 1.01
(.006) (.007)
Percentage with bachelor’s degree 1.01%% .997
(.003) (.007)
Size of congregation 1.00%+4 1.00
(.000) (.000)
South .884 .7955
(.167) (:210)
Catholic® .876 1.71%
(.231) (.538)
Liberal Protestant® 2.15%* 1.27
(:465) (:419)
Charismatic 1.87% 2.04%
(.541) (.673)
Constant — —
N 890 890

Significance of difference between nonwhite/white interracial and white churches or nonwhite/white
interracial and nonwhite churches: Tp < .10 *p < .05 **p < .o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Nonwhite/white interracial
(80:20) churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos com-
bined) and whites each comprise between 20% and 80% of adult attendees. White (80:20) churches
include congregations where whites comprise more than 80% of adult attendees. Nonwhite (80:20)
churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos combined)
comprise more than 80% of adult attendees.

b. Reference category is nonwhite/white interracial church.

c. Reference category is conservative Protestant.

d. The coefficient is 1.0002. While statistically significant, this odds ratio demonstrates a minimally
substantive difference.
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TABLE c-15. Means of Race of Head Pastor of Nonwhite/White Interracial
(80:20), White (80:20), and Nonwhite (80:20) Churches®

Interracial White Nonwhite
Churches Churches Churches
Nonwhite head pastor 11% 2% 819%**
(.029) (.006) (.032)
White head pastor 82% 9496%* 15%*
(.036) (.009) (.029)
N 116 626 151

Significance of difference between interracial (nonwhite/white) and white churches or interracial (non-
white/white) and nonwhite churches: *p <.10 *p <.05 **p <.o1, two-tailed.

Standard errors in parentheses.

Data are weighted inversely proportional to congregation size to correct for an overrepresentation of larger
congregations in the sample.

a. The definitions for the racial compositions for this table are as follows: Nonwhite/white interracial
(80:20) churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos com-
bined) and whites each comprise between 20% and 80% of adult attendees. White (80:20) churches
include congregations where whites comprise more than 80% of adult attendees. Nonwhite (80:20)
churches include congregations where nonwhites (African Americans, Asians, and Latinos combined)
comprise more than 80% of adult attendees.
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Appendix D: Interview
Guides

Current Crosstown Community Church Attendee

BACKGROUND

I.

2.

3.

What is your race?
What is your ethnicity?
What is the highest level of education you have

achieved?

. Do you work outside of the home? If yes, is your job full

or part time? What do you do?

. Did you ever serve in the military? In which branch did

you serve? How long were you in the service?

CHILDHOOD

6. During high school, was the neighborhood where you

lived racially diverse? Which racial groups (e.g., blacks,
whites, Asians, Latinos) were represented? What was the
approximate proportion of each group?

How about your high school, was it racially diverse?
Which racial groups were represented? What was the ap-
proximate proportion of each group?

. Who were your closest friends during high school? Please

just give me initials or first names only.



178

APPENDIX D

9. For each friend during high school, ask:

a. Where did you meet (e.g., church, neighborhood,

school, etc.)?

b. What was

c. What was

10. Did you grow up in a Christian home?

gender?

race?

11. If so, how would you describe (childhood church)?
a. What was the denomination of this church?
b. What was the racial composition of this church?
c. Approximately how many people attended this church?
12. How regularly did your family attend the Sunday services
there?
13. How would you describe the Sunday services at this church?
a. How would you describe the worship music?
b. What were the sermons like?
c. What did you enjoy about the Sunday services?

PREVIOUS CHURCH

14. Were you attending a church before coming to Crosstown?
15. If so, how long were you going to (previous church)?
16. What first attracted you to (previous church)?
17. How would you describe (previous church)?

a. What was the denomination of this church?

b. What was the racial composition of this church?

c. Approximately how many people attended this church?
18. How regularly did you attend the Sunday services there?
19. How would you describe the Sunday services?

a. How would you describe the worship music at this

church?
b. What were the sermons like?
c. What did you enjoy about the Sunday services?

CROSSTOWN

20. How long have you been going to Crosstown?

21. What first attracted you to Crosstown?

22. How regularly would you say you attend the Sunday services?
23. Besides the Sunday services, what ministries or groups are you

involved in?
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24. Do you have children? Do your children participate in youth
group or the Sunday children’s service? How about other chil-
dren’s activities at Crosstown?

25. What do you enjoy about being at Crosstown?

26. Do you have any frustrations about Crosstown?

27. What do you think about the Sunday services? What do you enjoy
about them? What would you like to see change?

28. What do you think about the way the (ministry(ies) they are in-
volved in) are organized? What would you like to see changed?

29. Have you ever thought about leaving Crosstown? If so, what
were the main factors in considering leaving? What made you
decide to stay?

30. What do you think about the racial/ethnic diversity at Crosstown?
What does this add to the church? Does it make anything
more difficult, in your opinion?

31. Do you feel like you have a group of close friends at the church?
Would you say that they are your closest friends, or do you
have closer friends outside of church?

32. Who would you say are your top three closest friends that go
to Crosstown, in order of closeness? Please just give me initials or
first names only.

33. Who would you say are your top three closest friends that don’t
go to Crosstown, in order of closeness? Please just give me ini-
tials or first names only.

34. Would you say you are closer to (Crosstown friend #1) or (out-
side friend #1)? Would you say you are closer to (Crosstown
friend #2) or (outside friend #2)? Would you say you are closer to
(Crosstown friend #3) or (outside friend #3)?

35. What is the race or ethnicity of each of these six friends?

36. What is the highest level of education of each of these six
friends?

37. Do any of these friends work outside the home? If so, what do
each of them do?

IDENTITY
38. How would you describe yourself (e.g., race, faith, job, marital
status, etc.)? or When you think about who you are, what comes

to mind?
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39. Please look through this stack of cards and pull out all that apply.
If there is something that is not on the cards, there are blank
cards you can fill out to add to the list.

40. (After interviewee pulls out the cards): From top to bottom, or-
der the cards in level of closeness to you or from the one you
most identify with to the one you least identify with.

a. What does it mean to you to be (black, white, etc.)?

RACIAL ATTITUDES
41. On average, blacks have worse jobs, income, and housing than
white people. Why do you think this is? Do you think this should
be solved? If so, how?
42. Does racism still exist in the United States? Why do you think
it still/no longer exists?
43. What, if anything, should the church do about racial inequality?

Former Crosstown Community Church Attendee

BACKGROUND
1. What is your race?
2. What is your ethnicity?
3. What is the highest level of education you have achieved?
4. Do you work outside of the home? If yes, is your job full or part
time? What do you do?
5. Did you ever serve in the military? In which branch did you

serve? How long were you in the service?

CROSSTOWN EXPERIENCE

—

. When and how long did you attend Crosstown?

. What first attracted you to Crosstown?

. How regularly would you say you attended the Sunday services?
. What do you think about the Sunday services at Crosstown?

What did you enjoy about them? What would you have liked to
see change?

IRV

5. Besides the Sunday services, were you involved in other minis-
tries or groups?



IO.

II.

I2.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
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. What do you think about the way the (other ministry(ies) men-

tioned) was organized? Was there anything that you would have
liked to see changed?

Do you have children? Did your children participate in the youth
group or the Sunday children’s service? How about other chil-
dren’s activities at Crosstown?

. Did you enjoy being at Crosstown? If so, what did you enjoy

about being at Crosstown?

. Did you have any frustrations with Crosstown? If so,

what were they?

What were the main factors that led you to leave Crosstown?
What did you think about the racial/ethnic diversity at Cross-
town? Do you think racial/ethnic diversity added anything to the
church? Do you think it made anything more difficult, in your
opinion?

Do you feel like you had a group of close friends at Crosstown?
Would you say that they were your closest friends at the time, or
did you have closer friends outside of church?

Who would you say your top three closest friends were at
Crosstown, in order of closeness, when you attended the church?
Please just give me first names or initials.

What is the race or ethnicity of each of these three friends?
What is the highest level of education of each of these friends?
Do any of these friends work outside the home? If so, what do
each of them do?

Are you still friends with these people?

CURRENT CHURCH EXPERIENCE

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

Do you currently attend a church?
If so, how long have you been going to (current church)?
What first attracted you to (current church)?
How would you describe (current church)?

a. What is the denomination of this church?

b. What is the racial composition of this church?

c. Approximately how many people attend this church?
How regularly would you say you attend the Sunday services
there?
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34-
35-

How would you describe the Sunday services?

a. How would you describe the worship music at this

church?

b. What are the sermons like?

c. What do you enjoy about the Sunday services?

d. Is there anything you would like to see changed?
Besides the Sunday services, are you involved in other ministries
or groups?
What do you think about the way the (small groups or ministries
they are involved in) are organized? What, if anything, would you
like to see changed?
Do you feel like you have a group of close friends at this church?
Would you say that they are your closest friends, or do you
have closer friends outside of church?
Who would you say are your top three closest friends that go
to (current church), in order of closeness? Please just give me
initials or first names only.
Who would you say are your top three closest friends that don’t
go to (current church), in order of closeness? Please just give
me initials or first names only.
Would you say you are closer to (current church friend #1) or
(outside friend #1)? Would you say you are closer to (current church
friend #2) or (outside friend #2)? Would you say you are closer
to (current church friend #3) or (outside friend #3)?
What is the race or ethnicity of each of these six friends?
What is the highest level of education of each of these six friends?
Do any of these friends work outside the home? If so, what do
each of them do?
What do you enjoy about being at (current church)?
Do you have any frustrations about (current church)?
Have you ever thought about leaving (current church)? If so, what
were the main factors in considering leaving? What made you

decide to stay?

IDENTITY

36.

How would you describe yourself (e.g., race, faith, job, marital
status, etc.)? or When you think about who you are, what comes

to mind?
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Please look through this stack of cards and pull out all that apply.
If there is something that is not on the cards, there are blank
cards you can fill out to add to the list.

(After interviewee pulls out the cards): From top to bottom, order
the cards in level of closeness to you or from the one you

most identify with to the one you least identify with.

a. What does it mean to you to be (black, white, etc.)?

RACIAL ATTITUDES

44. On average, blacks have worse jobs, income, and housing than

45

white people. Why do you think this is? Do you think this should
be solved? If so, how?

Does racism still exist in the United States? Why do you think
it still/no longer exists?

46. What, if anything, should the church do about racial

inequality?

Current Pastor

—

6.

7.

8.

. How long have you been pastor at Crosstown?

. Have you been a pastor at other churches? (If yes, go to the next

questions. Otherwise, skip to question 7.)

How many other churches have you pastored?

. At the last church you pastored before this one, how long were

you the pastor?

What was your pastoral rank (i.e., senior pastor, assistant
pastor, youth pastor, etc.)?

How would you describe the last church you pastored?

a. What was the denomination of this church?

b. How would you describe the worship music at this church?

c. What was the racial composition of this church?

d. What was the mission statement or central ministry
focus of this church? (If there was a third church, repeat
questions 6a—6d.)

Do you have formal religious educational training (i.e., seminary,
Bible college, etc.)? If yes, what kind of training have you had?
Did you attend church growing up?
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9. If so, how would you describe this church?
a. What was the denomination of this church?
b. How would you describe the worship music at this church?
c. What was the racial composition of the church?
d. What were the sermons like?

10. You mentioned earlier that you have been at Crosstown for (length
of time). What were the deciding factors that led you to come to
pastor Crosstown?

11. What was Crosstown like when you first came?

a. What was the racial composition at that time?

b. In what ways was the worship style at the time similar
or different from what it is now?

c. What about the leadership structure, was it similar to how
it is now (i.e., was there an elder and deacon board)?

d. I realize you are the first black pastor of the church. Did
you feel welcomed and supported by the congregation?

12. Does the church have any programs or strategies that are for the
specific purpose of fostering or creating racial diversity? If so,
what are they?

13. Do you think there are specific challenges that come with
Crosstown being an interracial church? If so, can you give me
some examples of what those challenges are?

14. Are there rewards to Crosstown being an interracial church? If so,
can you give me some examples of these rewards?

15. Do you think it is important for churches, in general, to be
interracial? Explain further.

16. Are there rewards that you feel you gain as a pastor of an inter-
racial church?

17. Are there challenges that you have encountered as a pastor of
an interracial church? If so, what are some of those challenges?
Have you been able to overcome these challenges? If so, how
did you or the church do this?

18. Areyouinvolved in any pastors’ groups? Can you tell me about them?

a. What is the purpose(s) of this group(s)?

b. Where do you meet and how often?

c. What churches are represented by the pastors who attend
this group(s)?

d. What is the racial composition of the group?
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19. Over the past year, has the church participated in any activities
with other churches? Can you tell me about the events and the
churches that partnered with the church?

Former Pastor

1. How long were you a pastor at Crosstown? When did you become
a pastor at Crosstown?

2. Have you been a pastor at other churches? (If yes, go to the next
questions. Otherwise, skip to question 7.)

3. How many other churches have you pastored?

4. At the last church you pastored, before coming to Crosstown, how
long were you the pastor?

5. What was your pastoral rank (i.e., senior pastor, assistant pastor,

youth pastor, etc.)?

6. How would you describe this church?

a. What was the denomination of this church?

b. How would you describe the worship music at this church?

c. What was the racial composition of this church?

d. What was the mission statement or central ministry focus
of this last church you pastored? (If there was a third
church, repeat questions 6a—6d.)

7. Do you have formal religious educational training (i.e., seminary,

Bible college, etc.)? If yes, what kind of training have you had?

8. Did you attend church growing up?

9. If so, how would you describe this church?

a. What was the denomination of this church?

b. How would you describe the worship music at this church?

c. What was the racial composition of the church?

d. What were the sermons like?

10. You mentioned earlier that you were at Crosstown for (length of
time). What were the deciding factors that led you to come to
pastor Crosstown?

11. What was Crosstown like when you first came?

a. What was the racial composition at that time?

b. In what ways was the worship style at this time similar

or different from when you left?
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c. What about the way the church leadership was organized,
did it change during your tenure at the church (i.e., was
there an elder and deacon board)?

d. (If at the church during Pastor Raymond Barnes’ ap-
pointment ask): Pastor Raymond Barnes is the first black
pastor of Crosstown. Did you feel he was welcomed and
supported by the congregation? Were there any conflicts
or concerns about his appointment?

12. Did the church have any programs or strategies that were for the
specific purpose of fostering or creating racial diversity? If so,
what were they?

13. Do you think there were specific challenges that came with
Crosstown being an interracial church? If so, can you give me
some examples of what those challenges were?

14. Were there rewards to Crosstown being an interracial church? If
s0, can you give me some examples of what those rewards were?

15. Do you think it is important for churches in general to be
interracial? Explain further.

16. Were there rewards that you feel you specifically gained as a
pastor of an interracial church?

17. Were there challenges that you specifically encountered as a
pastor of an interracial church? If so, what were some of those
challenges? Were you able to overcome those challenges? If so,
how did you or the church do this?

Long-Time Crosstown Attendee

1. How long have you been attending Crosstown?
2. What was the church like when you first came?
a. How many people attended the Sunday services?
b. What were some of the other programs or activities that
went on at the church?
c. Were most of the people from the local community or
were people from throughout the metropolitan area?
d. Who was the pastor at the time? What was he like?
e. What was the racial/ethnic makeup of the church at the

time?
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. How has the church changed since you've been here?

. What do you think new members of Crosstown should know
about the history of the church?

. What are the most important or significant events in Crosstown’s
history?

. When did African Americans begin attending the church?

7. Was there any concern among the members with African Amer-

icans coming to the church?

. Pastor Barnes is the first African-American pastor of this
church. Were there any members who did not approve of Pastor
Barnes’ appointment as senior pastor? If so, what were some

of the reasons?
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4. Mitchell 1970: 162-177. Also see Hamilton 1972; Pipes 1970; Spencer
1987; Stewart 1997.

5. See Emerson and Smith 2000: 76-80 for more.

6. Eldredge 2001.

7. Cymbala and Merrill 1997.

8. Christianity Today is an evangelical magazine issued monthly.

9. Interviewees were not prompted to consider Crosstown’s worship or
music style specifically.

10. Barrett 1974; Frazier 1964; Herskovits 1970; Lincoln and Mamiya 1990;
Mitchell 1970; Pinn 2002; Pitts 1989, 1991; Raboteau 1978, 1995.

11. DuBois 2003: 136.

12. Pitts 1989: 282.

13. Music is also integral to this process. The music style of African-
American worship, rooted in African music traditions, serves to develop “spiritual
transport” (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990).

14. This is not to say that white congregations and African-American con-
gregations do not vary when it comes to participation in effusive worship. White,
younger, and charismatic congregations are known to participate in such prac-
tices (Shibley 1998). There are, of course, African-American congregations
that do not participate in shouting or other forms of effusive worship. Never-
theless, there is consistent evidence that African-American churches are in-
clined to participate in shouting and other forms of effusive worship practices
(Raboteau 1978, 1995; Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; Nelson 1996).

15. Culture is understood to include norms, behaviors, values, beliefs, and
symbols. See Peterson (1979) for a review of how culture is conceptualized more
broadly in the United States. Also see Murdock 1945.

CHAPTER 2

1. Drake and Cayton 1970; Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; Morris 1984.

2. Chaves and Higgins 1992.

3. Chappell 2004 argues that the structure of religion in the United States,
which has simultaneously acted as a unifying force in the black community
and as a moment for fissure among whites in the United States (southern whites
in particular) has facilitated sociopolitical movements, like the Civil Rights
movement. The imbalance in the centrality of religion among whites and African
Americans is what Chappell argues to be one of the key reasons for the Civil
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Rights movement’s success. Other research comparing the social and political
participation of white and African-American Christians in the United States
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and Boddie 2001; Owens and Smith 2005; Tsitsos 2003; Wood 1994. It is sug-
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1996; Emerson and Smith 2000; Stevens-Arroyo 1998; Lincoln and Mamiya 1990).

4. Morris 1984; Pattillo-McCoy 1998; Alex-Assensoh 2004.

5. Beyerlein and Chaves 2003 find that African-American churches are
particularly inclined to participate in political activities. However, they also note
that churches “specialize” in different kinds of political activities based upon their
racial composition and religious tradition.

6. Chaves 2004 similarly reports that American churches are not inclined to
participate in community or social activities.

7. Warner 1988; Roozen et al. 1984; Mock 1992.

8. The communities where participating churches were located did not have
a large proportion of African-American churches. In my survey of Mapleton
specifically, I was able to find only one predominantly African-American church.

9. Emerson and Smith 2000.

10. Emerson and Smith 2000.

11. Lincoln and Mamiya 1990; Warner 1988; Roozen et al. 1984.

12. See Emerson and Smith 2000: 76 for more on the cultural toolkit of
white evangelicals.

CHAPTER 3

1. The NCS only has data on the race of head clergy. Of course, more
measures in the NCS of leadership characteristics, particularly as they relate to
race, would better inform our understanding of the role of race in the structure
of leadership in interracial churches, as well as how interracial churches com-
pare to other churches along these sorts of characteristics.

2. Finke and Dougherty 2002 find that seminary training affects the reli-
gious beliefs, ideologies, and social networks of church pastors so much that it
is not uncommon for church pastors to differ from their congregations on reli-
gious beliefs and doctrine. Moreover, seminary-trained pastors are tied to a
broader social network that extends beyond the congregation. The ties to this
social network provide pastors with valuable social capital. Consequently, semi-
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3. “Brother” or “sister” in this context is slang used to refer to people who
identify as black or African American.
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4. Christerson, Edwards, and Emerson 2005 find that white families with
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their children. In these instances, while attending an interracial church may have
been very important to them initially, once they have to consider the impact of
attending an interracial church on their children, multiracial interaction is no
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5. This is according to the youth pastor, who had collected attendance in-
formation on the youth who attended church youth programs.
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member candidates. Members, unlike regular attendees, are able to vote on
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church member candidate.

7. Warner 1993.

8. Christerson, Edwards, and Emerson 2005 talk more about why whites
are more likely to leave interracial churches in Against All Odds: The Struggle for
Racial Integration in Religious Organizations.

9. Emerson et al. 2001; Crowder 2000; Lewis et al. 2004; Logan et al. 1996;
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21. Other research has found that African-American and Native American
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16. According to Emerson and Woo’s typology of interracial churches,
Crosstown would be considered a “survival embracing” church. These churches,
after experiencing a precipitous drop in attendance for a variety of reasons, re-
evaluate their missions to minister to people from diverse backgrounds. Emerson
and Woo 2006: 57.

7. This is an estimate from a member of the pastoral staff.

18. The church no longer strongly identifies with its Baptist roots.

19. Demographic data provided on Mapleton and Anderson are from the
2000 census.

20. Massey and Denton 1993.

21. See Chaves 1998 and Chaves et al. 1999 for more on the weighting
procedures for the National Congregations Study.

22. Christerson and Emerson 2003; Smith 1993; Emerson and Kim 2003;
and Wedam 1999 are examples of previous research that has operationalized
interracial churches as evidence of racial heterogeneity in the organization.
Nevertheless, what constitutes racial integration is debatable and has been for
some time in academic circles, ranging from racial heterogeneity to complete
pluralism, including the integration of values, ideas, and norms (Bogardus 1958).

23. Dougherty 2003 found that the modal church is completely racially
homogeneous in the United States.

24. See Emerson and Kim 2003; and Christerson et al. 2005 for more.

25. Cerillo 1999; Shibley 1998; Spittler 1999; Synan 1971.

26. Smidt et al. 1999.
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