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Congregational Responses to Changing Families

In the 1950s, churches
 in the United States experienced a period of rapid growth and institution building in large part due to the expansion of middle-class suburbs and the accompanying rise in the proportion of the population that adopted the male-breadwinner family model (Ammerman and Roof 1995, Ellwood 1997, Marler 1995, Winter 1962). Programming was organized around the male-breadwinner family’s needs and schedule.  Sunday Schools, youth groups, and women’s groups proliferated, along with church- and parish-based social activities that allowed the entire family to spend time together on weekends (Christiano 1999, Fishburn 1991, Nash and Berger 1962).  Churches supported familism, an ideology that valued family life as central in importance and associated the stable, nuclear, male-breadwinner family with good citizenship and the moral health of the national culture (Bell 1958, Christiano 1999, Fishburn 1991).  This time of religious expansion, then, was also a time of institutional isomorphism around a particular model of family ministry (CITATIONS).

In the 1990s, family life is very different than it was in the 1950s.  The dual-earner family is statistically dominant and, some argue, culturally normative.  Larger and more stable portions of the population remain unmarried, or childless, throughout much of their adult lives.  There are more single parents; divorce and blended families are much more common (Treas 1999, Treas and Walter 1978). People have different understandings about what makes for a desirable or appropriate family lifestyle, as well.  Prior to the 1970s, polls show that most Americans agreed with statements like, “It’s better for everybody if the man earns the money and the woman takes care of the home and family.”  Since the mid-70s, Americans have displayed more egalitarian ideas about gender roles, and gay and lesbian lifestyles have gained visibility and legitimacy.  Skolnick (1991) identifies the emergence of “cultural pluralism” in beliefs about good and appropriate family lifestyles.  Lakoff (199?) argues that much of the current “culture war” is based upon a cultural cleavage between those with a more traditional/patriarchal model of the family and a growing group who have a more egalitarian/sharing model of the family (cf. Bellah et al 1991, Eichler 1997, Hunter 1991).

Why would we expect local congregations to react to these changes in the family?  As Marler notes, one reason has to do with organizational growth and even survival.  As the proportion of the population who are most likely to attend church – two-parent families with children in the home – shrinks, the religious “market” shrinks.  Changes in attitudes and beliefs also affect attendance; Roof and Gesch find that those with more feminist/egalitarian beliefs are less likely to attend church.  More generally, Friedland and Alford argue that changes in one institution are likely to lead to changes in other institutions with which the changing institution is linked, through processes of cultural borrowing and innovation as well as to solve pragmatic problems of coordinating action (cf. Swidler 1986).  In this understanding, changes in the family pose the problem of fundamental transformation in the environment in which religious organizations and institutions operate (Haveman), with the most direct impact occurring at the level of the local congregation.  

We know that these changes in family life are very much on the mind of religious leaders in many faith traditions who are working to reconceptualize how religious communities can remain relevant given the changes in work and family in our society (see Browning et al, Carr and Van Leeuwen).  Fieldwork for this project, as well as the survey of pastors, indicates that changes in work and family life are at the top of pastors’ lists of pressing issues. Upstate New York is not the only area where these issues are on the minds of local congregational leaders; fieldwork in Oak Park in the early 1990s showed that among pastors and lay leaders how to adapt to changes in work and family life topped the list of congregational priorities for the short term (over the next 5 years).  

This suggests that most local churches are not simply ignoring these changes, but so far there is little research that would help in predicting local congregational patterns of adaptation to these changes.  One exception is Marler’s study of one Protestant parish, which sketches a pattern that she believes may be common among Protestant churches.  Briarglen, a thriving church in the 1950s, is now facing a reduced membership comprised of busy dual-earner couples who give money, but not volunteer labor, to the church.  Increasingly, an older band of retirees provide services for these younger members.   Marler sees this as a forerunner of decline, but that may be a premature assessment.  In any case, it is not clear if the pattern that Marler identifies is a typical one, or if there are other responses to family change in the religious institutional landscape.

There are at least two different interpretive frameworks that can be brought to bear in understanding how congregations adapt to changes in work and family.  One framework uses the metaphor of the market to understand processes of adaptation.  Under this framework, adaptation would be seen as a response to changes in demand, due to shifts in the market of potential members.  A market framework would emphasize the resources that congregations have available to facilitate their adaptive efforts – a congregation with more money or a better-trained pastor would be expected to adapt more quickly than a smaller, poorer congregation.  A market approach would also emphasize the immediacy of demand; congregations in areas with a higher percentage of professional women, for example, or in a community with a vocal gay and lesbian population, might be expected to adapt more quickly than other congregations to contemporary family lifestyles.

An institutional approach can also take into account such issues as the resources available for adaptation and the role of local community demographics in bringing about adaptation.  Most institutional theories of agency make resources a central component of the capacity to bring about change (see Friedland and Alford 1991, Sewell 19??).  And a local population directly affected by changes in work and family are more likely to provide agents who actively demand change.  But an institutional approach also emphasizes two other processes that affect adaptation.  One is the role of institutional culture in filtering and selecting which changes in the environment will be attended to; liberal churches may feel it is a requirement to take into account feminist critiques of traditional approaches to family while conservative churches do not (cf. Douglas 1986).  An institutional approach also emphasizes that institutions tend to adapt not by devising the most efficient response to market conditions, but by deploying a set of standard institutional practices, often disseminated through professional networks or training programs (Strang and Soule 19??).  Finally, an institutional approach can take into account that religious organizations may have other goals besides efficiency, maximizing members and money, or even organizational survival, in determining their response to any given change in the environment (Friedland and Alford 1991).  

This paper reports on initial findings from the Religion and Family project, which analyzes data on religious organizations and individual residents in four communities in Upstate New York.  This overall aim of the project is to map the current institutional links between religion and family in these communities. Among the questions the larger project will address include:

How are religious organizations adapting to nontraditional family forms and what is 


the scope of that adaptation?  

In local communities, which religious organizations innovate in this area and which 


ones follow? 

Which programs and services work in attracting nontraditional families and which ones 

do not? 

When those in nontraditional families are included in congregational life, what effect

does that have on programming? On decision-making and other group processes? On culture and mission? 

What effect does religious belonging and participation have on nontraditional families as 

they balance work and family or cope with life-course transitions?   

This paper begins to develop an answer to the first question listed above, “How are religious organizations adapting to nontraditional family forms and what is the scope of that adaptation?”  This paper sketches out two different forms of adaptation:  symbolic or discursive adaptation (affirming egalitarian or progressive views on gender roles and family issues), and programmatic adaptation (developing ministry programs for post-50s lifestyles or post-50s issues).  The paper also presents some initial analysis of which congregations are engaging in which form of adaptation, and why.  In the final section, the paper lays out plans for further analyses around this larger set of issues.

Religion and Family Project

In 1998 and 1999, the Religion and Family Project collected data in four communities in Upstate

New York:

Liverpool, a metropolitan, white, professional/middle-class suburb outside of Syracuse.  


Liverpool contains both an older, more established middle-class as well as a younger 


generation of managers and professionals who work for the major employers of the 


Syracuse metropolitan area.

Northside, a metropolitan, working-class neighborhood in Syracuse, with ethnic diversity and a

     
history of economic decline, experiencing some influx of urban renewal money.

Seneca County, a non-metropolitan county with a stable agricultural base and a largely working-


class population, many of whom commute to a city in a neighboring county for service-


sector jobs.

Tompkins County, a non-metropolitan county with a large central town that is economically 


prosperous, Cornell University and other major employers, and a largely


middle-class, professional population.

In each community, four major data-gathering activities were being performed:


* A stratified random-sample survey of 250 community residents, asking about 



their religious and community involvement, work, and family life (Total



N=1006)


* A census survey of the pastor (or other key informant) of each religious



congregation within the community (N=125)


* Followup in-depth interviews with a sample of those who completed



the resident survey.


* Followup participant-observation in congregations responding to



the clergy survey

Survey Data on Local Congregations

To understand the family orientation of local congregations, we have done an initial statistical analysis of the results of the clergy survey.  In these four communities we have identified 165 congregations.  Out of these, 127 have cooperated with our survey, for a response rate of 78%, which is high for this kind of professional population (CITATIONS).  In each congregation the pastor or another key informant was administered a telephone questionnaire by a professional survey research team.  The interview lasted in most cases from 45 minutes to an hour, and covered information about the congregation’s membership and programs, mission orientation and some questions about the beliefs or doctrines of the faith tradition in certain areas.
 

This paper relies on the original pastor survey to sketch out the broad pattern of family ministry in these four communities.  In subsequent drafts, fieldwork data will be drawn upon to give more nuance and depth to the analysis than is possible here.

The “Family Orientation” of Local Congregations

Overall, this project seeks to understand the family orientations of local congregations.  Family orientation is a broad concept, which can be broken down into two discrete components:

· symbolic or discursive orientation 

Is familism
 still the norm for the congregation’s overall family ideology?

How are “family issues” and “family ministry” understood in this congregation? 

What is the congregation’s stand on gender roles, child-rearing, alternative lifestyles?  

· process and program
 What kinds of family ministries do congregations have?  

  How are they scheduled
? 

Symbolic or Discursive Orientation

The survey contained two individual items that can be understood as indicators of “familism.” Central to the ideology is the belief that family life is central to the well-being of society, and a feeling that families are fragile, easily threatened, or in crisis (see Bell 1958, Christiano 1999).  We asked pastors whether they agreed with the statement that “families today are in crisis.” 

· Out of 123 pastors who responded, 119 agree that “families today are in crisis”
(58 “agree” and 61 “strongly agree”) 

This is the kind of result that is often not talked about in survey research, because such research almost always concentrates on the variation in response to survey items, so items on which there is consensus are seldom mentioned.  But the consensus here is remarkable as an indicator of the degree to which the rhetoric of “family crisis” has taken root in congregations of all kinds – rural, urban, and suburban, across faith traditions, from large to small.
The “families are in crisis” question supports the idea the congregations are still very “familistic.”  As another indicator of “familism,” we also asked pastors whether they use the term “family ministry” as part of their planning or programming materials.
  If they did not, we asked a followup question asking them why they did not use the term.
“Family Ministry”:

· 65% said they do not use the term “family ministry” in planning or programming materials

· Of that 65%, 30% explicitly say they avoid the term because it excludes people

Almost all of those who do not use the term “family ministry” for fear of excluding people are liberal and moderate Protestants.  This portion of the sample (20% of the total) can be understood as rejecting “familism” in the sense of actively seeking other metaphors for congregational life and other principles, besides the nuclear family, upon which to organize their programming.  Most of these pastors embraced the term “community” rather than family, feeling that it was a term with which everyone could identify.  A few use the term “faith family”, to indicate the “family” is the entire congregation, not the nuclear family. 

Single-item indicators, while interesting, are unsatisfying for getting at broad and multivalent concepts.  So we asked pastors a series of questions on gender roles, child-rearing, and family form.  These questions in some cases asked the pastor to give his own views, in some cases asked the pastor about the faith tradition’s stand on an issue, and in some cases asked about what the congregation tries to teach in a particular issue area.  The items asked are listed below in Table 1.  I have classified items as expressing either a “progressive” or a “traditional” orientation.  In this case, “progressive” indicates being comfortable with the content and direction of the changes in family outlined in the introduction to this paper; “traditional” indicates a stance that is in tension with or critical of such changes.  The item discussed previously, on the use of the term “family ministry,” is also included here as a “progressive” item.  

Table 1 –  Progressive and Traditional Family Orientation Items


Progressive Items 
Item reports on

  Reject “family ministry” as exclusive term  
congregation’s “official” discourse (sermons/planning materials)

  It’s wrong to think only one kind of family is a good family 
pastor’s views

  God approves of all kinds of families 
faith tradition’s views

  Affirm congregation has gay/lesbian members

congregation’s “official” discourse

(sermons/planning materials)

 We teach children to think for themselves and make their own moral decisions as early as possible
congregation’s “official” discourse (sermons, educational materials)

Traditional Items 

Item reports on

Generally speaking, it’s better for everyone if the man earns the money and the woman takes care of the home and children 
pastor’s view

It’s God’s will that the man is the spiritual head of the family 
faith tradition’s views

We teach children to make moral decisions by learning to trust and obey their parents, teachers, and pastor
congregation’s “official” discourse (sermons, educational materials)

Each of the items in Table 1 captures a different dimension of a congregation’s family orientation.  However, I argue that the items, taken together, can also be understood as related constructs that measure the congregation’s family orientation more broadly, or at least the symbolic or discursive aspect of this orientation.  To find out if the answers to the items might make useful indices that measure “progressivism” and “traditionalism” in a congregation’s family orientation, two kinds of checks can be performed.  The first kind is statistical – do the answers to the items reliably “hang together” across respondents?  To answer this, the items were standardized and summed, and a reliability analysis was conducted on the resulting indices.  Table 2 indicates that the indices do make sense as indicators of more or less unitary constructs, although the traditionalism index is the more reliable of the two.

Table 2 –  Indices, Descriptive Statistics                                                                                   

Index 
Cronbach’s Alpha
Mean
Std. Dev.

Traditionalism Index
.78
1.54
1.24

Progressivism Index
.65
1.86
1.39

Another kind of test to perform is a substantive test; do the indices simply make a more efficient way to present information about groups of congregations?  Or do they mask important differences between groups of congregations that might be discovered by looking at the items individually?  

Table 3 shows that the indices work well in distinguishing broad faith traditions.  The means show that there are significant between-group differences in the expected directions – conservative Protestants score high on the traditionalism index, liberal Protestants high on the progressivism index.

However, some groups have a different “bundle” of items comprising their average, especially on the progressivism index.   For example, liberal Protestants and Jewish congregations are significantly more welcoming of gays and lesbians than are moderate Protestants.   Conservative Protestants mostly affirm that “it’s wrong to think that only one kind of family is a good family” (65% agree or strongly agree).  But they will not go so far as to affirm that “God approves of all kinds of families.”  Catholics are progressive on other items, but not a single Catholic priest reported rejecting “family ministry” as term because it might make some congregants feel excluded.

Table 3 – Progressivism/Traditionalism by Faith Tradition*


Liberal Protestant
Moderate Protestant
Conservative Protestant
Catholic
Jewish

N
22
21
59
18
4

Progressive Items --  % Agreeing






Reject “family ministry” as exclusive term
46%
53%
13%
0
50%

Wrong to think only one kind of family is a good family 
73%
81%
65%
83%
100%

God approves of all kinds of families 
86%
90%
0
85%
75%

Affirm congregation has gay/lesbian members
55%
29%
10%
33%
50%

Teach kids to think for themselves 
68%
44%
0
57%
0

        Mean on Progressivism Index 
3.00
2.76
.91
2.33
2.75

Traditional Items -- % Agreeing






It’s better for all if man earns $, woman takes care of home/ children
0
14%
78%
38%
50%

It’s God’s will that the man is the spiritual head of the family
14%
0
91%
14%
25%

We teach kids to trust, obey parents/teachers/pastors 
32%
56%
93%
43%
50%

        Mean on Traditionalism Index
.50
.67
2.50
.78
1.25

* Denominations classified following Smith 1987.

Faith tradition is highly correlated with the congregation’s symbolic adaptation to changes in family life.  Additional analysis revealed that there are other correlates of a congregation’s traditionalism or progressivism.  Table 4 lists only those correlates that reached the level of statistical significance.

Table 4 – Other Correlates of Family Orientation 





Positive Correlates
Negative Correlates
Not Correlated

Traditionalism Index
% of congregation comprised of married couples with children
Annual Budget
% of congregation in Dual-Earner Couples


Conservative Protestant (measured by denomination and by mission orientation items)
Size (measured by attendance and a broader “participant” measure)
% of congregation in Blended Families


Pastor has no college degree or has a bachelor’s degree

% of congregation in Single Parent Families


Mission Orientation – focus on evangelism, on doctrine, on being a refuge from the world, on witnessing for Christ



Table 4, cont’d.





Positive Correlates
Negative Correlates
Not Correlated

Progressivism Index
Size (measured by attendance and a broader “participant” measure)
Conservative Protestant (measured by denomination and by mission orientation items)
Demographic Variables


Pastor has Master’s degree or Doctorate
Mission Orientation – focus on evangelism, on doctrine, on being a refuge from the world, on witnessing for Christ



Annual Budget




Mission Orientation – focus on interpreting religious traditions in light of new realities



Congregations scoring high on the traditionalism index are smaller and less well-off financially,

although they are likely to be stable, and to report that they are “not struggling” financially.   The pastor’s education is a good indication of the congregation’s family orientation.   The congregation’s demographics are not associated with the progressivism index, but having a high percentage of those married couples with children is associated with a higher score on the traditionalism index.

Many of the predictors of a high “traditionalism index” score are also correlated with being a conservative Protestant congregation. So the question emerges, do the relationships specified in Table 4 persist in multivariate analysis?  To test for this, I constructed a dummy variable that indicates whether a congregation is one standard deviation above the mean on the traditionalism index.  A logistic regression was performed on this variable (see Table 5, in Appendix).  The effects of all other variables disappeared when “Conservative Protestant” was added to the model.  However, specifying the outcome variable in this way (one standard deviation above the mean) imposes a somewhat arbitrary cut-off point.  There may well be other factors that affect how traditional a congregation’s family orientation is, that do not show up using this dependent variable.

To check for this, an analysis of variance was conducted on the z-score of the traditionalism index
.  The results appear in Table 6, on the following page.  With a variable that allows for the entire variation of the congregation’s traditionalism score, the congregation’s size and demographic makeup emerge as statistically significant predictors of its conservatism, even when a variable for “conservative Protestant” is included.

Table 6 -- Dependent Variable: Zscore:  Traditionalism Index 

Source
Type III Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Sig.
Direction of correlation
 
Corrected Model
74.557
3
24.852
60.820
.000

 
Intercept
2.079
1
2.079
5.088
.026

 
Conservative Protestant
47.792
1
47.792
116.959
.000
positive
 
More than 51% of members married couples with children
2.786
1
2.786
6.817
.010
positive
 
Attendance 1-50 weekly
2.472
1
2.472
6.049
.015
positive
 
Error
49.443
121
.409



 
Total
124.000
125




 
Corrected Total
124.000
124




 
a  R Squared = .601 (Adjusted R Squared = .591)

Predicting progressivism is more complicated.  Table 7 presents an initial model that explains 49% of the variance in the progressivism index.  Again, demographics matter; having a higher percentage of married couples with children makes a congregation less progressive, providing some support for the argument that symbolic adaptation to family change is driven in part by the needs and concerns of local congregation members.  The pastor’s education has a positive effect on progressivism, however, which indicates that there are also larger institutional forces at work – specific kinds of pastoral training programs may make pastors more progressive on family and lifestyle issues.  Finally, for the progressivism index, the congregation’s size does not matter, but it’s annual budget does.
    Annual budget is interpreted here as a (relatively crude) indicator of the socio-economic status of the membership.

Table 7  -- Model of Progressivism Index Zscore
Source
Type III Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Sig.
Direction of Correlation
 
Corrected Model
61.062
4
15.266
29.437
.000

 
Intercept
4.331
1
4.331
8.351
.005

 
Conservative Protestant
19.695
1
19.695
37.979
.000
negative
 
51% of members married couples w/kids
2.922
1
2.922
5.634
.019
negative
 
Pastor has MA or Doctorate
1.951
1
1.951
3.762
.055
positive
 
Annual Budget
3.130
1
3.130
6.035
.016
positive
 
Error
58.600
113
.519



 
Total
119.681
118




 
Corrected Total
119.663
117




 
a  R Squared = .510 (Adjusted R Squared = .493)
However, since the items in the progressivism index have a lower alpha, and clearly there are some that vary independently of the others, results for this index must be interpreted with care.  One way to think about this is to analyze one of the items that composes the index separately.  In this case, the item that is the least correlated with the other index items is whether the pastor affirms the presence of gay and lesbian members in the congregation.  Table 8 presents an analysis of the sources of variation in the pastor’s willingness to openly acknowledge the presence of gay and lesbian congregants.  (Earlier models tested the effects of other variables, including a different variable for “size” and a variable for pastor’s education; these were not significant, and were dropped from final analysis.)

Table 8-- Dependent Variable: Does the pastor report gay members (1=yes)

Source
Type III Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square
F
Sig.
 
Corrected Model
3.361
2
1.681
10.120
.000
 
Intercept
10.724
1
10.724
64.578
.000
 
Liberal Protestant
2.476
1
2.476
14.910
.000
 
Congregation has 100+ regular attenders
1.083
1
1.083
6.521
.012
 
Error
19.762
119
.166


 
Total
31.000
122



 
Corrected Total
23.123
121



 
a  R Squared = .145 (Adjusted R Squared = .131)

The resulting model shows that larger, liberal Protestant congregations are more likely to affirm the presence of gay and lesbian members, but it is a relatively weak model, explaining only 13% of the variance.  The demographic variables, the pastor’s education, and the annual budget, all significant in the model for the entire index, are not significant here.

In summary, it makes sense to think of a congregation having an overall “traditional” or an overall “progressive” symbolic orientation to post-1950s changes in family norms and family lifestyles.  A congregation’s symbolic orientation can be predicted reasonably well by its faith tradition, it’s resources (size, budget), by its pastor’s training, and the demographics of its members.  Congregations that have more members who fit the “typical” church-goer profile – married with children in the home – are more traditional in their family orientation.  However, the items on the progressive index are less likely to hang together.  That means that in a local congregation, a conservative stand on gender roles is likely to go along with a conservative stand on childrearing and on gay/lesbian lifestyle issues.  But a progressive stand on women’s roles or childrearing may not go along with progressivism on gay/lesbian issues or with a sustained effort to include those in non-traditional family arrangements (long-term singles, single parents, the divorced) in the discourse about good or appropriate family lifestyles.

Programming/Ministry Profile

The pastor survey asked a series of check-list questions designed to find out about some very specific kinds of family ministry.   We also asked some open-ended questions to find out if congregations engaged in any forms of family ministry we had not anticipated, or if they had made any other kinds of changes in their programming to accommodate the needs of families in their congregation.  The results are summarized on the following pages according to the dominant themes that emerged in looking through the survey data (and some initial analysis of the fieldwork).

· “The Time Bind” – Time and timing issues were continually mentioned by pastors when talking about planning family ministry.  This theme emerged both in the survey (in a question asking pastors about any changes they had made to meet families’ needs) and in followup fieldwork (mentioned by both pastors and lay leaders in informal conversations 

and structured interviews).  Specific issues mentioned include:



-- the number of working mothers and the volunteer shortage in the congregation

-- the presence of children in blended families – problems in coordinating any kind of

    weekly children’s programming in the face of distance custody arrangements



-- “time bind” – more activities for kids, more work for parents, more competition for 

                               members’ time, specifically in the form of scheduling conflicts (more secular groups – 



    mean children have many other activity options)



45% of congregations have changed the time of their main Sunday worship 

· mostly Catholics/Conservative Protestants 

A majority of congregations have experimented with time/timing of other activities

such as Sunday School, confirmation classes, women’s and men’s groups
· Babysitting during Worship 



95% Liberal Protestants offer babysitting during main worship



over ¾ of Moderate Protestants & Conservative Protestants offer



50% of Catholics offer

· “Standard” lifecourse programs.  We asked about singles’ fellowships, mother’s groups, parenting groups, married couples’ groups, empty nesters’ groups, widowers groups



Conservative Protestants have the most of these, do a lot of it informally



Catholics and Liberal Protestants are next  -- and have more formal programming



Moderate Protestants have the least of these programs

· Post-50s lifecourse programs.  We asked about programs that might be designed specifically to meet the needs of a “post-50s lifecourse.”  Such programs include


daycare centers, and programs for single parents and the divorced.



Catholics and Conservative Protestants have the most of these programs




** About ¼ have programs for divorced members




** 33% of Conservative Protestants offer single mothers’





counseling/support – but only 5% offer it formally




** 17% of Catholics offer single mothers’ counseling/





support – 2/3rds of those have a formal program



Liberal and Moderate Protestants have the least of these programs




** except for daycare centers – between ¼ and 1/3 of




   Catholic, Liberal Protestants and Moderate Protestants




   run a daycare center – only 5% of Conservative




   Protestants do

· Counseling programs. We also asked about programs that are specifically addressed at contemporary family issues.
  We asked if they had formal programs or provided informal support around issues of 
substance abuse, marital counseling, domestic violence counseling, and work-related stress.



All congregations offer informal family counseling/marital counseling



Between 1/3 and ½  of congregations offer informal or formal substance abuse counseling



About ¼ offer domestic violence counseling, mostly informal (referrals)



Liberal Protestants and Conservative Protestants are most likely to have Work Stress 


     counseling about ¼ of each do (liberals tend to make it a formal program)

The above list shows that there are some overall “styles” of adapting, with certain kinds of congregations tending to specialize in certain kinds of programming.  The survey data bears this out even more strongly.  Looking at the distribution of programming, congregations fall into three relatively distinct groups:


“Standard package”

  This group is made up of small congregations


(roughly 15%)

 
  that have a “standard package” of ministry —






  Sunday School, some kind of youth group or youth






  program, and women’s ministry.  



“Standard package plus”
  This group is the largest group, and it is made up of 


                          (roughly 70-75%)
  congregations that tend to have the basic “standard package” of family ministry, with only one or two additions.  So a conservative Protestant congregation might have the programs listed in the first group, plus a men’s ministry or a program for divorced people, and a liberal Protestant congregation might have the “standard package” plus a daycare center or a work-stress program.




In this group, conservative Protestants offer more programs and services on an informal/as needed basis; others are more likely to have formal programs.


“Innovators”


This is a very small group of congregations who have the

             (roughly 10-15%)

‘standard package’ plus multiple other programs, offered 






both formally and on an informal, as-needed basis.  






Innovators tend to be large, and most of them are liberal or 






moderate Protestant, but there are some conservative 






Protestant and Catholic innovators, too. 

Overall Styles of Adaptation

The percentages above show that the kinds of family ministry/programming that a congregation has is influenced by its faith tradition, with each having an overall “style” of ministry that adapts in some ways, but not in others, to changes in family life.

Liberal Protestants


Specialize in symbolic adaptation, in daycare during the 

week and babysitting during the worship service. Have numerous “standard” lifecourse programs.   Most open to

gay/lesbian members.

Moderate Protestants


Specialize in symbolic adaptation, daycare, babysitting.  






Relatively less open to gay/lesbian members, and less






“standard” lifecourse programming, than liberal 

Protestants.

Conservative Protestants 

Specialize in proliferation of “standard” life-course 

programs with addition of programs for divorced/single 

parents.  A lot of timing innovation – followup interviews link this to concerns for blended families, and competition 

with secular activities for children’s and adult’s time.  Little to no symbolic adaptation.  No daycare.

Catholics



Timing innovation – followup interviews link this to 

attempts to minister to blended families and to 

“competition” with secular children’s activities on Sunday 

morning.  Lots of standard life-course  programming, some 

programs for single parents, daycare, less babysitting 

during worship.

While it is possible to identify overall “styles” of adaptation, it is also fair to say that very few congregations are adapting across a broad range of issues areas.  
Discussion -- Family Orientation  -- Next Steps

The above findings discussed above show the utility of adopting an institutional lens with which to analyze how congregations have adapted to changes in family.   Clearly, religious tradition filters which kinds of issues local congregations attend to and adapt to.  And the professional training of pastors has an effect on some congregational responses to changes in family and lifestyles.

However, the above description in many ways raises more questions than it answers.  In an already long paper, I will take a little space to outline the “next steps” to this analysis, in the hope that this can generate feedback and discussion for the Sept. 24 meeting.

Next Steps:

1) How do congregations become “innovators,” adapting across multiple issue areas?

This will be addressed in a two-step process.  First, data from the survey which I have not yet had time to analyze will be brought to bear in looking at the sources of new ideas for family ministry in innovator congregations.  Do such congregations get their ideas from members, from their pastor? Do they borrow from other congregations, or get help from their denomination in planning new ministry? Second, 2 or 3 “innovator” congregations will be chosen for fieldwork in the spring to find out more about the history of how the congregation came to be an “innovator”.




1a)
More generally, what are the pathways through which new programs or ministries 





are adopted, not only by innovators, but in other congregations that may have 





only one or two programs beyond the “standard package”.




1b) 
Are most innovative programs begun at the request of an interested and 





committed member? (Divorced people or single parents or gays initiating 





programs in those areas, based on their own life experiences).

2) What is the relative importance of a congregation’s religious tradition versus its own 



mission orientation in predicting its symbolic and programmatic adaptation?



This will involve incorporating the mission orientation items into the existing analysis of 



the  “symbolic” orientation indices (progressivism/conservatism).  It will also mean 



figuring out a way to do multivariate analysis on the programming data.

3) What is the relationship between symbolic/discursive adaptation and programming 



adaptation?  Among conservative Protestants the two appear to be de-coupled, with 


a fair amount of actual innovation in what is done but not much symbolic change.  Is



this the case for other congregations? Or in other traditions are the forms of adaptation



more tightly linked together. 

Table 5 – 2nd logistic regression, outcome = 1 Std. Deviation on Mean, Traditionalism Index

Model 1 – Without Conservative Protestant

-2 Log Likelihood      140.988

 Goodness of Fit        125.339

 Cox & Snell - R^2         .138

 Nagelkerke - R^2          .192

                     Chi-Square    df Significance

 Model                   18.599     2        .0001

 Block                   18.599     2        .0001

 Step                    18.599     2        .0001

% of Cases Correctly Predicted Overall 71.20%

Variable              B      S.E.     Wald    df      Sig       R    Exp(B)

% Married        1.4579     .4227  11.8960     1    .0006   .2490    4.2968

Couples with

Children > 51%

Attendance 1-50  1.1978     .4447   7.2533     1    .0071   .1814    3.3127

Constant        -1.6647     .3380  24.2597     1    .0000
Model 2 – With Conservative Protestant

 -2 Log Likelihood       95.651

 Goodness of Fit        121.112

 Cox & Snell - R^2         .400

 Nagelkerke - R^2          .555

                     Chi-Square    df Significance

 Model                   63.936     3        .0000

 Block                   45.338     1        .0000

 Step                    45.338     1        .0000

% of Cases Correctly Predicted Overall  =  80.80%

Variable              B      S.E.     Wald    df      Sig       R    Exp(B)

% Married         .9893     .5262   3.5352     1    .0601   .1044    2.6894

Couples with

Children >51%

Attendance 1-50   .6104     .5485   1.2385     1    .2658   .0000    1.8412

Conservative     3.4657     .6624  27.3716     1    .0000   .4242   31.9996

Protestant

Constant        -3.5039     .6595  28.2229     1    .0000







*  This project funded by the Lilly Endowment (grant # 1996 1880-000).  Direct all correspondence to the author at Cornell University, Dept. of Sociology, 323 Uris Hall, Ithaca NY 14853 or peb4@cornell.edu.


� Although much of the literature on church expansion in the 1950s is written from a Protestant perspective, Catholic parishes also benefited from the post-war economic and demographic boom, experiencing their own period of expansion.  See Christiano (1999), Ellwood (1997), and Fishburn (1991).


� We have done two kinds of follow-up to this survey.  We have collected data on an additional 10 congregations – 2 through a mailed version of the original survey, and 8 through fieldwork/participant-observation.  We have also completed initial fieldwork in 14 congregations which originally responded to our survey.   (We have observed a worship service, gathered written materials, talked with members, and done a followup interview with the pastor in all 14, and observed some other family ministries in several congregations.)  We plan to do additional fieldwork through out the spring semester.


� Understood here as having several different components, following closely Christiano’s (1999) discussion:  a belief that families are in crisis, an endorsement of a two-parent lifestyle, traditional views on gender roles, viewing singleness as an incomplete or temporary state of the life-course, and a  view that sexuality is best expressed in and through the institution of marriage.


� Does scheduling assume a male-breadwinner lifestyle with the mother available for daytime activities? Does scheduling assume a stable two-parent situation or take into account such realities as different custody arrangements?


� We thought the term “family ministry” ought to be familiar to pastors across faith traditions:  “family ministry” is a common term in Protestant and Catholic parishes alike; the Journal of Family Ministry, published by the Louisville Seminary, targets an ecumenical audience.  


� Whether the pastor affirms having gay/lesbian members is understood, here, as a discursive measure, not a measure of whether gay or lesbian persons actually attend. 





�  This is not simply because the term “family ministry” is not a term used in Catholic parishes;  “family ministry” is a term with which priests are familiar, and some parishes even have a “director of family ministry” as one of their lay leadership positions.


� A z-score is a standardized conversion of a variable that centers around the variable mean.


� Size was included in earlier models, but was dropped, because it did not reach statistical significance.


� I am aware that issues like domestic violence and substance abuse are not “new” in the historic sense, but they are new in the sense of only having received widespread public attention in the last few decades, as part of the emergence of what Wuthnow calls the “therapeutic culture”.
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