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Abstract

We address the question of whether family time constraints lead Americans in the 1990s
to cut back on their religious activities. Using the 1988-1998 General Social Surveys, we looked
a the answers to severa questions about church membership ard activities of married
respondents, aged 55 or less, living in households with at least one employed spouse. We
compared respondents by class, by whether or not they had children at home, and by how many
hours spouses worked each week (and we controlled for severa other factors — age, gender,
ethnicity, income, and religion of origin). Having children and working many hours are the key
indices of time pressure. In genera, we found that Americans sustained their religious
involvements despite high work commitments; and we found that parents were more involved
than nonparents. Two notable exceptions arose: One, among middle-class couples only, high
work hours — especialy for wives — depressed couples church attendance (it is not clear why
this was specific to the middle class). Two, long work hours reduced attendance and certain
devotional activities among wives. The general pattern, however, suggests that religious activity

was relatively inelastic to time pressures.



Studentsof the contemporary family have by now becomefamiliar with what Hochschild (1997) hes
termed the“timebind,” the dashing demands of expanding work hoursand family responsibilities. Research
indicatesthat, as parents, especialy mothersin middie-dassfamilies, haveworked incressingly many hours'
they have been forced to compromise other activities. They have cut back on timeto themsalves (Families
and Work Ingtitute 1999), housework (O’ Neill 1993), and deep (Stewart et . 1998). Our purposehereis
to see whether and how the time bind may be cutting into thetime Americans giveto religiousinvolvement,
to “God' stime.” Isreligion like other “eagtic” activities that Americans condense in response to the time
bind? Or does religion have, indeed, asacred qudity such that harried Americans continueto find timefor
it?

The issue is important because religion is important to Americans. At the end of the twentieth
century, dmost al Americans professed belief in God, seven of ten said they never doubted God's
exigence, two of three reported a church affiliation, haf said that “ prayer is an important part of my daily
life,” and over 40% claimed to attend church weekly or dmost weekly (Pew Center 1997; Gallup 2000;
Gredey 1989). These levels of adherence are among the very highest in the developed world and are
among the highest recorded in American history.? Has — and, if so, how has — the time bind affected
Americans unusudly strong commitments to religion? We focus on commitment in the form of effiliation,
church membership, and attendance at services, but |ook aso a contributions of time and money. Wedraw
for our evidence on the Nationd Opinion Research Center’ s Genera Socia Surveys(GSS) conducted from
1988 through 1998.

In overview, wefound that the most time bound American couplesin the 1990s—thosewhojointly
worked more than 80 hours a week and had children —were nat, in generd, less active rdigioudy than
those Americanswho werelesstime congtrained. This broad conclusion must be qudified in afew specific
respects. On the average, individua swho worked many hours gave up ameasurable amount of timein their
own religious practice, but the coupl€ s religious commitments were not strongly affected. Husbands in
middle- class couples who jointly worked over 80 hours were unusudly likely to report depressed church
attendance and contributions. Generdly, however, American families appear to have protected their

religious time in the face of the time bind.



After quickly reviewing thelimited literature on thistopic, we explain our methodol ogy, present the
results, and discuss them. The Appendix to this paper presents the satistical materiad in greater detall.

What We Know About Time Pressures and Rdigious Practice

Indirect evidence on this question is provided by the regular Galup polls on religious practice
(Galup 2000). They show aremarkable stability sincethe 1960s. Reported church membership was about
70% between 1965 and 1979; it averaged 68% through the 1980sand the 1990s. Reported weekly church
attendance averaged about 42% between 1962 and 1979, 41% in the 1980s, and 40% in the 1990s.’
Given themgor changesin American family structure and American culture, aswdl astherisein mothers
employment, these numbers imply that religious practice has been notably indagtic. An early study of
domestic schedulesand rdligious activity isaquarter- century-old Gary Becker-likeandysisof “Household
Allocation of Time and Church Attendance’ (Azzi and Ehrenberg 1975) in which households dlocate
members timeto reigious activities so asto mogt efficiently “purchass’ sdvation. Besdes conceptuaizing
both religion and family crudely, the data analyses do not yield much evidence on our question.

The closest precedent to our study is Hertel’ s (1995). He examined how work patterns affected
church membership and church attendance among working white adults, using the 1972 through 1990
GSS.* Hertl found that full-time employment of married women depressed their own religious activity,
particularly church attendance, and depressed their hushands', as well. Part-time employed women,
however, were more active than stay-at- home women. Hertel concluded that declinesin religious activity
snce 1972 were due to the increesng numbers of women who worked full-time. Robert Putnam
(2000:176, 200, 476 n. 26), in hiswiddy noted book, Bowling Alone, contests the claim that women's
employment wasthe critical factor in recent socid change, but does report, from afew different data sets,
thet full-time employment of wivestended to reduce their and their husbands' church attendance. This paper
is inafew ways, an extenson of the Hertd’ swork — lengthening the period covered into the 1990s, adding
messures both of religious activity and control variables, and reconceptudizing the time bind. Both the



Hertd and Putnam findings direct our attention to gender-specific patterns. That is, whose work has
shortened free time and whose behavior is mogt affected may differ by gender.
Our task hereisto look more closdly at the connections between time pressures, such asfaced by

dua-job couples, and religious commitment.

Data and M ethods

We employed the General Socia Survey —arepresentative, nationa survey of theadult American
population which has been conducted by the Nationa Opinion Research Center virtualy every year snce
1972. Each year interviewers asked about fifteen hundred respondents a few questions germane to our
topic such asrdigious afiliation and frequency of church attendance. Some years the survey posed more
extensive questions about rdigion. We combined al the surveys from 1988 through 1998. (The 1988,
1991, and 1998 surveys included more reigion questions, and this set dlows us to focus on the
contemporary period.)

Toexplicitly study the quandariesfaced by families, we restricted our attention to those respondents
who were (1) married, (2) aged 55 or younger, and (3) in acouplewith at least one employed spouse. We
then categorized these respondents according to three criticd attributes: (1) their class postion, defining
middle dassintermsof education (if both partnershad at least one year of college education, the coupleis
defined as middle dlass; if at least one partner had no college education, the couple is defined as working
cdass); (2) whether they had achild under age 18 at home or not, which weloosdly refer to asbeing parents
or not — a measure of at-home time pressures; and (3) their work-based time bind. The last distinction
involved three classfications: (1) only one spouse worked; (2) both spouses worked, but the total work
time they reported summed to less than 80 hours a week; and (3) both spouses worked and their hours
summed to 80 or more. (Respondentsin thefirst category reported an average of 45 hoursof work aweek
jointly for the couple, respondentsin the second category reported an average of 65 hours, and thoseinthe
last reported a combined average of 93 hours.)® These distinctionsgave us (2 x 2 x 3 =) 12 combinations,
such asworking-class coupleswith no children in which only one spouse worked and middle- class couples

with children in which both spouses worked ajoint total of at least 80 hours.



This design dlows us to describe the time bind patterns for dfferent sorts of couples. Do, for
example, those respondents with children and an 80-plus-hour workweek show a reduced pattern of
religiosity compared to such respondents without children? Does class make a difference in the time bind
effect? The datistica tool that alows usto estimate both “main effects’ (how religious practice varies by
parenthood, class, and work hours) and the “interaction effects’ (how religious practice varies by
combinations of parenthood, class, and work hours) istheanalysisof variance (ANOVA). Wethentry
to look beyond these descriptive results to explain thetime bind patterns by using regression analysisto
control for other factors, such as age, income, race, and childhood religious background. In particular, we
see to what extent respondents’ religious behaviors were affected directly by their own, individual work
hours and to what extent they were affected by a family work pattern (i.e., their spouses’ employment

hours).?

Findings

Religious Affiliation

Thefirg questionis: Did time condraints affect whether reqpondentsdamed areligious filiation at
al? The answer is No. The GSS probe is. “What is your religious preference? Is it Protestant, Catholic,
Jewish, some other rdligion, or no rdigion?’ Overal, about 92% of about fifty-two hundred respondents
gave ardligious afiliaion, and there was no datidicdly or substantively sgnificant difference by couples
work hours. Parentswerelikdier than nonparentsto declare an affiliation, even after taking account of other
factors like age, gender, and religious origin. From this point on in the andyds, we examine only
respondents who reported a rdigious ffiliation (as well as meeting our earlier digibility criteria).

Membership in a Church Group

The GSS did not ask respondents if they were members of churches, but the standard GSS
guestion concerning organizationd affiliationsalows usto assesswhether respondents reported membership
in a church-affiliated group, such as a Bible study circle or ssterhood. Again, work time status made no
daidicadly dgnificant difference. Thirty-nine percent of the respondents in one-earner families were



members, 43% of thosein two-earner, under-80-hour coupleswere; and 37% of thosein two-earner, 80-
plus-hour coupleswere members. Parents more often reported membership than did nonparents, repeeting
the familiar pattern that people intensfy religious practice when they have children, the time demands of
parenting notwithstanding. Also, middle-class respondents nmore often reported a membership than did
working-class respondents. Although wives were likelier to belong than were husbands, there were no
sgnificant timebind “interaction effects” Thet is, men and women weresimilarly affected by thejoint-work
Stuation and by parenthood. (See Appendix 2, table Al.)

Attendance at Religious Services

Whether and how often respondents go to servicesisacritica issue. In America, regular attendance
is probably the main expression of religious adherence. It isthe key indicator American sociologists have
used to assessreligiosity. It isaso a controversid indicator among scholars because survey respondents
surdly exaggerate to some extent their frequency of attendance.” For our purposes, it is also important
becauseit isdirectly connected to time: Couples pressed by abinding weekday schedule may well look to
Sunday mornings to fulfill unmet practica or leisure needs (if they can avoid working during those hours).
The GSS interviewers asked, “How often do you attend religious services?” We converted the response
categories into a scae indicating the probability that a respondent would attend in any particular week.

We do find an association of attendance with work hours, abeit not asmple one. Respondentsin
dual-earner couples working less than a combined 80 hours had the highest probability of attending, .48,
followed by respondentsin single-earner couplesat .45, and dual-earnerswith acombined 80- plushoursof
work had the least probability, .42. To complicate matters, however, there are two atisticaly sgnificant
interaction effects. Fird, thereisan interaction effect between class and work hours, asdisplayed in Table
1. Among theworking-class couples, joint work hours made no difference. But middle- dassrespondentsin
two-earner/80-plus-hour couples were notably less likely to attend than were other middle-class
respondents. Put another way, among couples with fewer than 80 joint hours, middle-class respondents
reported attendance rates about .15 higher than did working-class respondents; but among couples with
80-plus hours, middle-class respondents reported rates only .06 higher than did the working-class



respondents.

Table 1. Probability of Attending Weekly Services by Class and by Joint Work Hours*

Social Class

One-Earner Couple

Two Earners, < 80 Hrs.

Two Earners, 3 80 Hrs.

Working class

Middle class

40

55

42

56

39

45

* Parental status did not affect the pattern of these results.

How might we explain the pattern in Table 1? Perhgpsit is something € se about middle-class, 80-
plus- hour couples, such astheir ages. In the regression analyses (reported in Appendix 2, Tables A2 and
A3), we controlled for severd factors. But respondents who were in that intersecting category of middle
classand 80-plushours, dl dseequd, Htill attended at alower probability, aout .08 lower, than onewould
have expected given their class position.® Perhaps the middle- class respondents worked significantly more
hoursthan did the working- class respondentsin the samejoint-work- hours category. But the GSS datado
not support that hunch.® (Thereisreason, however, to suspect that middle-class hourswere underestimated
in the GSS because many respondents did not include the hoursthey spent at home doing officework.™® But
the Appendix 2, table A2, regression resultsindicate that thereis no sgnificant effect of respondents’ work
hourson their attendance rates, so the point may be moot.) Another possible explanation for the distinctive
drop in attendance noted among the middle- class, 80-plus-hour couplesisthat they were, in contrast to the
other five categories of respondents, more likely to be immersed in awork-based socid world, one that
displaces church-based affiliations. The datain hand did not alow usto adequately test thishypothesis. Y et
a third posshility is that respondents in this Sngle category were less likely than others to exaggerate
atendance, but why that should be so isunclear. Thisfinding is darified, however, if not explained, by the
second notable interaction effect we found — with gender.

The negative effect of long work hours on middle- class church attendance appearsto be specificto



men. Moreover, it is largdy due to middle-class men's attendance dropping as afunction of how many
hours their spouses worked. To seethisalittle better, we reran the regression anayss, replacing our joint
work time variable with straightforward counts of how many hours respondents and their spouses worked
and running the anadyses for hushands and wives separately (see Appendix 2, Table A3). Oneway to see
theresultsisin Table 2, beow. It displays the estimated probability of attending services as afunction of
work hours, estimated for parents, age 40, who were white, had average income, and were raised as
nonfundamentalist Protestants.

Table 2. Probahility of Attending Weekly Services by Class, Gender, and Individual Work Hours, Controlling for Several
Covariates.*

Husb. Hrs. =40 Husb. Hrs. =40 Husb. Hrs. =40 Husb. Hrs. = 60
Respondents WifeHours=0 WifeHours=20 WifeHours=40 WifeHours=40
Working-class wives 41 .38 .36 45
Working-class husbands 27 .28 .30 28
Middle-class wives A7 44 42 45
Middle-class husbands A7 42 .36 42

* These estimates are drawn from Appendix 2, Table A3, and assume that respondents were parents, age 40, white, had
average income, and were raised as non-fundamentalist Protestants. There were no significant non-linear effectsof hours.

Table 2 showsthat, other things being equal, middle- classrespondentswerelikelier to attend than
working-class respondents, especidly among men, and that women were likelier to attend than men,
especidly in the working class. But what interests us most here are the effects of work hours. For both
working-class and middle- class women, the more hours they worked, the less they attended, by modest
amounts (cf. .41, .38, .36 and .47, .44, .42 in columns one to three). But working- classwomen attended
mor e often the more their husbands worked (.36 vs. .45 in columnsthree and four), and this positive effect
of husbands hours was stronger than the negative effect of their own work hours. Husbands, however,
were not affected by their own work hours. The most notable pattern is the sharp drop in middle-class
husbands' reported attendance by the number of hours their wives worked (.47, .42, .36). Recall that



Hertel (1995) and Putnam (2000) reported asimilar finding, but we see here that the effect of wives hours
on men' satendanceis specific to themiddle class. Perhapsworking- classmen’ sattendanceisgeneraly so
low that it cannot beinfluenced. Or perhgpswhat is specid isthe middle- classfamily with the stay-at-home
wife, the one Stuation in which men attend at the same high rate (.47) that women attend. Absent that
context, a context in which perhaps at-home wives can maximize the spiritud sde of the family, men's
attendance drops. But thisis speculative.

Stepping back from the complexities, wefind that inthe 1990s, time pressures per sehad, at best, a
modest effect on families church atendance. Parents attended more often than did nonparents (by .07).
Working-class couples attendance rates were not affected by their joint work hours. Men's attendance
was hot affected by their own hours. Wedid find, however, that women' s attendance tended to decline the
more hoursthey persondly worked. And we found that middle- class men’ s attendance dropped the more
hours that their wives worked. But the causality may run the other way — that religiosity shaped work
patterns, rather than vice versa. Perhaps, wives most devoted to religion chose to work fewer hours.
Perhgps, middle-class men most devoted to religion chose wives who preferred to stay at home (or
frequently attending men pressed their wives to stay a home). We used variables measuring the
respondents childhood religious preferences as an effort to hold congtant prior religiosity, but they may
have been weak controls. So, we must keep reverse causdity in mind as a possible explanation. Also,
Hertd (1995) reminds usthat, even if employment does shape religiosity, it might do so for reasons other
than atime bind. Participation in the |abor force may expose wivesto secular influences or to new interests
that competewith the church for ther leisuretime. In sum, wives' full-timeemployment wasassociated with
lower attendance rates for middle-class couples, but whether this is a time bind effect or some other

dynamic isunclear.

Devotional Time

The next few analyses are based, unfortunately, on smadler sample szes, S0 we must be cautious
about our conclusions, especidly conclusionsthat there are no differences among respondents. Thefirst set
of items address “God's time’ directly. In 1998, the GSS asked about four hundred of the eigible



respondents, “In the past month, about how many hours have you spent doing religious activities in your
home (such as time spent praying, meditating, reading religious books, lisening to religious broadcasts,
etc.)? It dso asked, “In the past month, about how many hours have you spent doing religious activities
outside your home (such as attending religious services, prayer groups, Bible studies, fellowship meetings,
church leadership meetings, etc.)?’ Certainly, wewould expect work hoursto congrict the amount of time
respondents could give to these activities. It did, but perhaps not as much as one might have expected.

Whether arespondent reported giving any timeat dl in answer to thefirst question did not differ by
joint work hours or by persona work hours— or, for that matter, by parental status. (Nor were the work
measures Sgnificant for either husbands or wives separately.) Wethen looked only at those who gavesome
timeto rdigion, ng how many hoursthey devoted to reigious practice at home. Again, therewasno
clear difference by joint work hours. (Differences were satigticaly margina, and the lowest category was
the middle one — two-job couples working under 80 hours.)) Regression andysis shows, however, that
persona work hours did make a difference. Respondents who reported more work hours themselves
reported fewer devotiona hours a home. Roughly, a doubling from 20 to 40 hours of work aweek was
accompanied by a hdf-hour lessof religioustime a home, dl e sebeing equd. (See Appendix 2, Table A5;
inthis case, persona work hours depressed religious time more for husbands than wives,) Analysis of the
number of hours respondents gave to religion away from home showed an gpproximately smilar trend: no
difference by couples work situation— or parenthood— and amargina tendency (p <.10) for respondents
own hours a work to reduce a bit the hours they gaveto religion.™ (See Appendix 2, Tables A4, A5, and
AB.)

Thenotablefinding hereisnot that respondents’ work time reduced their devotiond time; thesmple
mechanics of a 24-hour day should have crested some loss. The more notable results are that the loss of
devotiond time is relatively smdl, as estimated previoudy, and thet there is no noteworthy effect of the
family' s time Stuation (joint hours or having children) on rdigioustime,

Perhaps in this case, the time burdens of parenthood evenly baanced the commitment to religion that
accompanies parenthood.



Contributions

In a few years of the GSS, interviewers asked respondents whether and how much they had
contributed financidly to religious organizations. One hypothesis would be that time-bound couples
subgtitute money for time and thus give more than other couples. In 1998, the GSS asked about 375 digible
respondents, “During the last year, goproximatey how much money did you and the other family members
in your household contribute to each of the following: To your loca congregation? To other rdigious
organizations, programs, or causes?’ About 75% had given something. Joint work hours made no
difference in who did or did not give (and gender did not maiter). But when we examined how muchsuch
donors gave to their local congregations, we found amargindly sgnificant (p<.09) effect: Other factors,
such as household income, held congtant, respondents in the most heavily-employed couples gave less
money to their congregations than did other couples. Because we controlled for the respondents own
hours, something about being married to a full-time worker seemed to depress contributions. A smilar
pattern emerged among the roughly 125 respondents who contributed to other rdigious organizations. There
was a margindly significant tendency (p<.07) for respondentsin couples with long hoursto give the least.
Adding together the two types of contributions shows asignificant difference (p<.05), dl dsebeing equd,
between the most work bound couples and the rest: Although they were no lesslikely to give something,
they gave less™ (See Appendix 2, Tables A7 and A8.)

Also, parents gave lessmoney, in total , than nonparents. But that difference disappears once other
factors, such as age and income, are held equa. Again, the commitment to reigion and the financid
condraints of parenthood may roughly balance out.

Earlier, in 1988, the GSS asked asmilar question of over 750 digible respondents: “ About how
much do you contributeto your religion every year (not including school tuition)?” (See Appendix 2, Table
A9). AImost 80% tithed something, and therewere no significant differencesby our timebind variables. We
turn next to how much tithers actudly gave. We found, at first glance, no difference by joint work hours.
However, very different patterns emerged when we looked a combinatoria effects. Working-class
respondents in the 80-plus hours couples gave notably more than other working- class respondents, but
middle-class respondents in the 80-plus hours category gave notably less than other midde-class
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respondents. This pattern perssts even after controlling for other factors, including household income and
respondents own work hours (Appendix 2, Table A10). Looking at combinations with gender suggests
that these patterns differ somewhat for men and women.™® Among wives, the more joint work hours, the
more contributions they reported; among husbands, there was no connection between own or joint work
hours and amount of contributions.

Summarizing the complex results, it seemsthat thetimebind did not affect the decision to contribute
or not. Asto how much givers gave, the results are mixed: One suggests that longer joint hours perhaps
depressad giving among the middle- class (and maybeincreased it among working-classwives), but overdl
thereis only awesk case to make here. Parenting did not, in net, affect giving.

Discussion

Wegenerdly found, with important quaificationsto be noted, that, on average, Americans between
1988 and 1998 did not condrict ther joint religious activities in response to family time binds. Overdl,
respondentsin couples with high joint hours of work were no less likely than othersto declare areligious
affiliation, to belong to a church group, to atend church services, or to give time to rdigion. And
respondentswith children a home were actualy more likely than nonparentsto declare, belong, and attend
(and nolesslikely to givetime or money to religious pursuits).** Wewould have expected, in particular, that
regpondents in high-work couples who also hed children would show the most withdrawd of rdligious
activity, but that did not gppear. Respondents who reported persondly working many hours gave somewhat
less of their own time to devotiond activities than those who worked fewer hours, but the effect was
modest. Moreover, the family work Stuation did not affect rdigioustime.

Two important quaifications must be made. Firgt, respondentsin middle-class coupleswhojointly
worked 80 or more hours were |ess likely than comparable middle- class respondentsto report attending
church and perhapsto make large religious donations. We might have expected, apriori, that working-dass
respondents would have, given their generaly more congtricted opportunities, been more pressed by long
work hours. But the opposite was true. The reason for the middle-class

effect isunclear. The digtinctive fegture of this pattern was that middle-class husbands' attendance
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was|ower when they had wiveswho worked many hours. Perhaps some of these respondents belonged to
the oft discussed, but numericaly smal (11% in our sample), “careerist” couples— coupleswhose hours of
work, socia commitments, or both drew them away from church. Or perhgpsthese coupleswere culturaly
digtinctive in ways that shaped their career patterns, they may have been un-religiousto start with and thus
more willing to have the wife work. The other results we have found — for example, negligible time-bind
effects among the working class and the positive or nil effects of parenthood — lend weight to such an
interpretetion.

Our second qudification is, as Hertel (1995) and Putnam (2000) reported, that wives who were
employed full-time atended church less often than other wives did and that middle- class husbands of such
women attended | ess often than other middle-classmen did. This correlation between morework and less
atendance among wives (together with the finding that more hours a work correl ated with fewer devotiona
hours) may be the strongest evidence we have of amodest work time crunch. It would be congstent with
other things researchers have shown —that it iswiveswho suffer such time binds. We should not, however,
discount the possibility that this corration is due to a reverse causdlity or to third factors, such as
preexiding cultura differences between wives who seek careers and those who do not. The correlation
between middle- classwivesworking more hoursand their husbands attending less often could also reflect
such culturd factors, or it could reflect such middle-classwives lessened ahility to “manage’ thair families
church attendance.

Our generd concluson is a negative one: We found neither a substantiad nor a generd time-bind
effect on rdigious participation. Critics may note that negative findings can be produced smply by poor
procedures. But we did find postive results, such as consstent class, gender, racid, and parental satus
differencesin rdigious participation. Thus, wefed it warranted to conclude, with the previous qualifications,
that Americansin the 1990s seemed to largely protect their religioustime from the condriction posed by the
expanding time bind.

12



Appendix 1
Definitions of Variables

|. Dependent Variables

.Membership in a church organization. 1 = respondent answered “yes’ when asked if he or she was
amember of “church-affiliated groups,” 0 ="no.”

Probability of attending religious ser vices. Thisvariable representsthe probability that the respondent
attended servicesin any given week, and values range from 0to .95. The GSS asked: “How often do you
attend religious services?” The answerswere: never (coded 0), less than once ayear (.01), about once or
twiceayear (.02), severd timesayear (.05), about once amonth (.23), two to three times amonth (.58),
nearly every week (.82), every week (.91), severa times aweek (.95).

Devotional time. The GSS has two devotiond time varigbles: (1) “In the past month, about how many
hours have you spent doing religious activitiesin your home (such astime spent praying, meditating, reading
religious books, listening to religious broadcasts, etc)?’, and (2) “ In the past month, about how many hours
have you spent doing religious activities outside your home (such as atending religious services, prayer
groups, Bible studies, fellowship meetings, church leadership mestings, etc.)?’ First, we created smple
dummy variables for each type of devotiond time: 1 = reported any time a al, O = not. Then, only for
those with any time, we used the numbers of hours they reported. However, we found some very high
numbers (e.g., respondents coded for 150 hours per week —i.e,, 21 hours a day). To deal with such
outliers, wefirst recoded any responsesover 120 to 120 and then logged. The unitsof these variablesin the
regresson results are logged hours. Findly, we created a dummy coded 1 if the respondent reported any
hours & home or away from home spent in religious activity. The result isfive variables: any time a home,
any time away from home, any time at or away from home, logged hours a home, and logged hours avay

from home,
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Religious donations. We used three questions to create two measures of religious donations. (1) The
1988 GSS asked: “About how much do you contribute to your religion every year (not including school
tuition)?’ (2) The 1998 GSS asked two questionsthat we combined into onevariable: “During the last yesr,
approximately how much money did you and the other family membersin your household contribute to each
of thefallowing: (&) Toyouloca congregation? (b) To other rdigious organi zations, programs, or causes?’
Firgt, we created dummy varigbles: 1 = gave something in 1988 vs. 0 =did not, and 1 = gave something in
1998 vs. 0 = did not. Then, only for those who gave something, we used the reported dollars. The
recorded answerswere highly skewed, so we both recoded and logged. For the 1988 item, we topped the
vauesat $10,000 or more; for the 1998 item on donations to one’ s congregetion, we topped the values at
$25,000 or more; and for the 1998 item measuring donations outside of the congregation, we topped the
vauesa $10,000 or more. We summed the two parts of the 1998 item and welogged the resulting values.
Inthe end, there are four measures: gavein 1988 or not, gavein 1998 or not, logged dollars given in 1988,

and logged dollars given in 1998.

I1. Definitions of Independent Variables

Class. 1=middleclass, 0=working class (defined in terms of education). If both respondent and partner
had a least some college education, the variable was coded as middle class.

Parenthood. 1= respondent had any children 18 or younger living in the home, 0 = not.
Couplework hours. Three categories. (1) respondent wasin asingle-earner family, (2) respondent wasin
a dua-earner family in which joint work hours totaled less than 80 a week, and (3) respondent wasin a

dual-earner family in which the joint work hours totaled 80 or more. In the regresson equations, we

included dummy variables for categories 2 and 3; the excluded category is 1, the sSingle-earner family.
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Middle classand wor king many hour s. Aninteraction term coded 1 if the respondent was coded middie
class and in category 3 of couple work hours — a dua-earner family in which work hourstotal to 80 or

more; coded O otherwise.

Number of respondent’ swork hours. The number of hours the respondent reported spending a work
during one week. If the respondent worked the week prior to the interview, the GSS asks: “How many
hours did you work last week, at al jobs?’ If the respondent didn’t work theweek prior to theinterview
but isemployed, the GSS asks: “How many hours aweek do you usudly work, at al jobs?” The question
regarding spouses hoursissmilar.

Age. (1) the respondent’ s age in years, and (2) age squared.

Gender. 1 =femae 0 =made

Race/ethnicity. A set of dummy variables: (1) 1 = black, 0 = not; (2) 1 = Latino, 0 = not; (3) 1 = other
nonwhite, 0 = not. White is the excluded category in the regressions.

I ncome. We assigned respondentstheir percentile rank on household income. (This permitted usto control

for income and dallar differences across the quarter-century of surveys.)

Childhood réeligious affiliation. A set of dummy variables: (1) 1 = respondent reported being raised asa
Catholic, 0 = not; (2) 1 = raised as a nonfundamentalist Protestant, 0 = not, (3) 1 = raised as a
fundamentaist Protestant, O = not, (4) 1 = raised in another rdigion, 0 = not. Raised with “no rdigious
affiliation” isthe excluded category in the regressons.
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APPENDIX 2
Tables

Table AL: Logigtic Regression, Dependent Variable = Membership in a Church Organization

Iniid -2LL = 2290.5
Fnd -2LL =2181.8
N =1708

Vaiable

(Constant)

Respondent Is Middle Class
Resp. Has Child at Home

Both Work, less than 80

Both Work, 80+ Hours

Number of Resp.’s Work Hours

Age of Respondent
Age of Resp. Squared

Resp. IsFemale
Resp. IsBlack

Resp. Is Latino

Resp. Is Other Ethnicity
Household Income

Resp. Was Raised Catholic
Resp. Raised Protestant (Fund.)

Resp. Raised Protestant (Non-fund.)

Resp. Raised Other Religion

Resp. Is Middle Classand Both Work 80+ Hours

Unstandardized
Coefficient
-1.3058

.8621

.4813

0472

0771

-.0008

-.0152
0416

.3493
.3902

5414
-.2858
.0022

2171
-.1193
- 7723

-.5206

16

Standard
Error
9817
1502
1219
.1456
1697

0511

1216
1935

.2660
2004
.0022

3514

2100

Sig.

1835

7456
6495
.8288

.7656
5249

0418
2500

1746

7341

0132

Exp (B)



Table 2: Ordinary Least Squares Regression, Dependent Variable = Probability of Attending Religious

Services Any Given Week.
R squared = .065

N =4734

Variables

(Constant)

Respondent Is Middle Class
Resp. Has Child at Home

Both Work, less than 80

Both Work, 80+ Hours

Number of Resp.’s Work Hours
Age of Respondent

Age of Resp. Squared

Resp. IsFemae

Resp. IsBlack

Resp. IsLatino

Resp. Is Other Ethnicity
Household Income

Resp. Was Raised Catholic
Resp. Raised Protestant (Fund.)

Resp. Raised Protestant (Non-fund.)

Resp. Raised Other Religion

Resp. Is Middle Classand Both Work 80+ Hours

Undandardized Standard Standardized  Sig.

Cosfficients:

219

.167
6.639E-02
2.754E-02
1.787E-02
-6.453E-04
5499E-03
-1.688E-03
6.595E-02
.108
4.068E-02
6.344E-02
-5.102E-04
-6.968E-02
-3438E-02
-124

-.256
-7.748E-02

17

Error

Cosfficients:

079
.028

-.079

8288888

329
814



Table A3: Ordinary Least Squares Regression, Dependent Variable = Probability of Attending Religious Services Any Given Week, by Gender.

WIVES (R-s0=.073, n=2575) HUSBANDS (R-s0=.052, n=2158)

Variables Unstand’ zed Stand’zed  Sig. Unstand’ zed Stand’'zed  Sig.
Coefficients Coeff’s Coefficients Coeff's
B Std. Error Beta B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 402 140 004 6.410E-02 176 .716
Resp. IsMiddle-class .169 .023 207 .000 .156 .025 194 .000
Resp. Has Child Home 7.117E-02 .018 .085 .000 5.742E-02 .019 .068 .003
Both Work, < 80 Hours 5.312E-02 .024 054 .025 3.255E-02 .024 033 179
Both Work, 80+ Hours 7.236E-02 .030 .089 .015 4.682E-03 .025 006 .852
Nmb. Hours Resp. Works -2.164E-03 .001 -.108 .000 2.667E-04 .001 011 644
Age of Respondent -3.806E-03 .007 -.086 .606 1.586E-02 .009 346 .076
Age of Resp. Squared 1.160E-02 .010 203 225 -1.596E-02 011 -.278 155
Resp. IsBlack 148 .029 101 .000 7.470E-02 .031 052 .015
Resp. IsLatino 6.689E-04 .038 .000 .986 8.742E-02 .042 .050 .037
Resp Is Other Ethnicity 6.268E-02 .039 .033 .105 5.892E-02 .043 032 172
Household Income -5.871E-04 .000 -.041 .067 -4.272E-04 .000 -.030 241
Resp. Raised Catholic -3.043E-02 .052 -.035 .561 -.115 .056 -134 .040
Raised Prot. Fundam. 8.975E-03 .052 011 .864 -8.724E-02 .056 -104 117
Raised Prot. Nonfundam. -8.373E-02 .052 -.094 .110 -.170 .056 -.189 .002
Resp. Raised Oth. Relig. -.242 .064 -.117 .000 -.279 .067 -.146  .000
Resp. Middle Classand Both -5.413E-02 .032 -.054 .088 -0.584E-02 .034 -.100 .005

Work, 80+ Hours
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Table A4: Logistic Regression, Dependent Variable = Any time spent in religious activity, either at or away from

home

Initial -2LL = 375.3
Final -2LL =360.8

N = 369
Variables Unstandardized  Standard Sig. Exp (B)
Coefficients Error

(Constant) -.7281 2.6995 .7874

Respondent Is Middle Class .0994 .297¢ .7387 1.1045
Resp. Has Child at Home -.4434 .3263 1742 6418
Both Work, less than 80 -.0767 .384C .8416 .9261
Both Work, 80+ Hours -.0594 3792 .8754 .9423
Number of Resp.’s Work Hours -.0053 .0088 .549¢ .9947
Age of Resp .088C 1372 5215 1.0920
Age of Resp. Squared -.0946 1741 .5870 .9098
Resp. IsFemale 2771 3211 .3882 1.3192
Resp. Is Black 2226 4126 .5896 1.2493
Resp. IsLatino .1014 .6005 .8658 1.1068
Resp. Is Other Ethnicity 2132 6177 .729¢ 1.2377
Household Income .007C .006C .2454 .1.007C
Resp. Was Raised Catholic -.0598 .880C .9458 9418
Resp. Raised Protestant (Fund.) .3941 .8822 .6551 1.4830
Resp. Raised Protestant (Non-fund.) .230C .8833 7946 1.2586
Resp. Raised Other Religion -1.1786 1.0222 .2488 .3077
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Table A5 : Ordinary Least Squares Regression, Dependent Variable = Logged Number of Hours Spent in Religious

Activity at Home

R-squared = .150
N =268

Variables

(Constant)

Respondent IsMiddle Class
Resp. Has Child at Home

Both Work, less than 80

Both Work, 80+ Hours
Number of Resp.’s Work Hours
Age of Resp

Age of Resp. Squared

Resp. IsFemale

Resp. IsBlack

Resp. IsLatino

Resp. Is Other Ethnicity
Household Income

Resp. Was Raised Catholic
Resp. Raised Protestant (Fund.)

Resp. Raised Protestant (Non-fund.)

Resp. Raised Other Religion

Unstandardized
Coefficients

1.86C

.322

118

-.317
3.735E-02
-8.684E-03
5.644E-02
-5.990E-02
2.932E-02
.676

-.308

-.170
-5.754E-03
-.739

- 797

-.897

-.987

20

Standard Standardized

Error Coefficients

1.35¢
136
145
184
174
.004
.065
.081
149
179
301
.286
.003
524
518
522
639

153
.054
-119
.018
-179
AT7
-.409
014
228
-.072
-.041
-.152
-.319
-.373
-.389
-.151

Sig.

72
.019
415
.086
.830
.037
.384
459
.845
.000
.308
.553
.037
159
125
.087
123



Table A6: Ordinary Least Squares Regression, Dependent Variable = Logged Number of Hours Spent in Religious

Activity Away from Home
R-squared = .141
N =229
Variables Unstandardized Standard  Standardized Sig.
Coefficients Error  Coefficients
(Constant) 2.498 1.34¢ .066
Respondent IsMiddle Class .382 125 213 .003
Resp. Has Child at Home 138 131 .074 .292
Both Work, less than 80 -5.942E-02 170 -.027 727
Both Work, 80+ Hours -7.634E-02 163 -.042 .640
Number of Resp.’s Work Hours -6.511E-03 .004 -.153 .089
Age of Resp -1.920E-02 .067 -.179 775
Age of Resp. Squared 3.851E-02 .083 .293 .642
Resp. IsFemale -6.955E-02 136 -.039 .609
Resp. IsBlack .629 .165 252 .000
Resp. IsLatino -.155 .303 -.037 .610
Resp. |s Other Ethnicity 126 .260 .033 .629
Household Income -5.614E-03 .002 -.178 .025
Resp. Was Raised Catholic -2.084E-03 410 -.001 .996
Resp. Raised Protestant (Fund.) 277 404 151 494
Resp. Raised Protestant (Non-fund.) 2.843E-02 408 .014 .945
Resp. Raised Other Religion 9.181E-02 579 .013 .874
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Table A7: Logistic Regression, Dependent Variable = Gave to Local Congregation and Other Religious

Organizations (1998 Measure)

Initial -2LL = 386.7
Final -2LL =361.2
N = 356

Variables

(Constant)

Respondent Is Middle Class
Resp. Has Child at Home

Both Work, less than 80

Both Work, 80+ Hours
Number of Resp.’s Work Hours
Age of Resp

Age of Resp. Squared

Resp. IsFemale

Resp. Is Black

Resp. IsLatino

Resp. Is Other Ethnicity
Household Income

Resp. Was Raised Catholic
Resp. Raised Protestant (Fund.)

Resp. Raised Protestant (Non-fund.)

Resp. Raised Other Religion

Unstandardized

Coefficients

-1.1581
.1010
-.1006
-.1597
-.2005
-.0131
.1685
-.2054
-3173
.1556
-1.2202
-.2482
.0126
-.6484
-.6546
-.4819
-1.2105

22

Standard

Error

2.7248
2971
.3106
.3870
.3841
.0090
1331
1676
3171
.3910
.5525
5735
.0062

1.1348

1.1305

1.1362

1.2661

Sig.

.6708
7338
.7461
.6798
.6016
.1464
.2056
.2204
3171
.6906
.0272
.6652
.0415
.5678
.5625
.6715
.3390

Exp (B)

1.1063
.9043
.8524
.8183
.9870

1.1835
.8143
.7281

1.1684
.2952
.6652

1.0127
5229
.5196
.6176
.2981



Table A8: Ordinary Least Squares Regression, Dependent \ériable = Amount of Donations Made to Local

Congregation and Other Religious Organizations (In Logged Dollars— 1998 Measure)

R-squared = .232
N =257

Variables

(Constant)
Respondent IsMiddle Class

Resp. Has Child at Home

Both Work, less than 80

Both Work, 80+ Hours
Number of Resp.’s Work Hours
Age of Resp

Age of Resp. Squared

Resp. IsFemale

Resp. IsBlack

Resp. IsLatino

Resp. |s Other Ethnicity
Household Income

Resp. Was Raised Catholic
Resp. Raised Protestant (Fund.)

Resp. Raised Protestant (Non-fund.)

Resp. Raised Other Religion

Unstandardized
Coefficients

4.131
.660

-.182
-134
-.603
-3.023E-03
1.765E-02
2.694E-02
-.235

.967

765
9.467E-02
1.286E-02
257

1.055

491
4.024E-02

23

Standard

Error

2.155
215

223
278
279
.006
107
133
238
284
629
.559

620
617
616
774

Standardized
Coefficients

194
-.051
-.033
-176
-.039

.089

109
-.069

199

.083

011

218

.068

294

134

.005

Sig.

.056
.002

415
.629
.031
.641
.869
.840
.325
.001
.225
.866
.004
.678
.088
426
.052



Table A9: Logistic Regression, Dependent Variable = Gave to Religious Organizations Other than Schools (1988

Measure)

Initial -2LL =718.8
Final -2LL = 670.9

N =716
Variables Unstandardized  Standard Sig. Exp (B)
Coefficients Error

(Constant) .7123 1.8790 .7046
Respondent IsMiddle Class .8180 .2456 .000¢ 2.2660
Resp. Has Child at Home .2968 .2296 .1962 1.3455
Both Work, less than 80 .5544 .2296 .0629 1.7409
Both Work, 80+ Hours -.0185 .2599 .9433 .9817
Number of Resp.’s Work Hours .0044 .0065 4970 1.0045
Age of Resp .0027 .087C .9754 1.0027
Age of Resp. Squared .0147 1142 .8972 1.0149
Resp. IsFemale 4888 .2356 .038C 1.6304
Resp. IsBlack 1.1943 4952 .015¢ 3.3012
Resp. IsLatino -.7623 .4085 .062C .4666
Resp. Is Other Ethnicity 5075 5127 .3222 1.6611
Household Income .0060 .0042 .14689 1.0060
Resp. Was Raised Catholic -.5233 1.0815 .6285 .5926
Resp. Raised Protestant (Fund.) -1.0668 1.080C .3233 .3441
Resp. Raised Protestant (Non-fund.) -1.0651  1.0813 3246 3447
Resp. Raised Other Religion -1.0084 1.2034 14021 .3648
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Table 10: Ordinary Least Squares Regression, Dependent Variable = Amount of donations made to religious

organi zations other than schools (in logged dollars— 1988 measure)

R-square = .164
N =571

Variables

(Constant)

Respondent IsMiddle Class

Resp. Has Child at Home

Both Work, less than 80

Both Work, 80+ Hours

Number of Resp.’S Work Hours
Age of Resp

Age of Resp. Squared

Resp. IsFemale

Resp. IsBlack

Resp. IsLatino

Resp. Is Other Ethnicity

Household Income

Resp. Was Raised Catholic

Resp. Raised Protestant (Fund.)
Resp. Raised Protestant (Non-fund.)
Resp. Raised Other Religion

Resp. Is Middle Classand Both Work, 80+ Hours

Unstandardized
Coefficients

4.001
.969

135

-.145

392
-2.24E-03
7.597E-02
-6.33E-02
-5.22E-02
105
-5.611E-03
-.285
9.541E-03
-1.474
-.818
-1.250
-1.472

- 787

25

Standard

Error

1.204
182
149
173
194

.060
077
148
224
291
323
.003
.503
.503
.506
.569
254

Standardized
Coefficients

301

-.038
125
-.029
439
-.286
-.017
019
.001
-.037
169
-.444
-.242
-.363
-.200
-195

Sig.

.001
.000
.364
402

.594
.209
413
725
.641
.985
377
.000
.003
.104
.013
.010
.002



Table 11: Ordinary Least Squares Regression, Dependent Variable = Amount of donations made to religious organizations other than schools (in logged dollars—

1988 measure) — by Gender.

Variables

(Constant)

Resp. IsMiddle-class
Resp. Has Child Home
Both Work, < 80 Hours
Both Work, 80+ Hours
Nmb. Hours Resp, Works
Age of Respondent

Age of Resp. Squared
Resp. IsBlack

Resp. IsLatino

Resp I's Other Ethnicity
Household Income

Resp. Raised Catholic
Raised Prot. Fundam.
Raised Prot. Nonfundam.
Resp. Raised Oth. Relig.
Resp. Middle Class and Both
Work 80+ Hours

Unstand’ zed
Coefficients
B

5.973

1.102

273

779

1.024
-1.412E-02
-4.149E-02
8.817E-02
1.301

-.708
8.323E-02
1.123E-02
-2.867
-2.520
-2.330
-2.105

-.346

WIVES (R-s0=.156. n=366)

Stand’'zed Sig.
Coeff’s
Std. Error Beta

2.272 .009
.388 202 .005
.306 050 .373
377 124 .040
449 199 .023
.010 -107 .152
110 -156 .707
145 254 543
557 119 .020
580 -.066 .223
.698 006 .905
.005 126 .041
1.233 -520 .021
1.227 -459 .041
1.228 -434 .059
1.40C -153 .134
551 -.048 531

26

Unstand’ zed
Coefficients
B
-5.213E-02
1.508

546
6.455E-02
-4.537E-02
8.383E-03
162

-.164

.590

-.786

.320
1.476E-02
-.789

-.927

-1.978
-2.116

-.560

HUSBANDS (R-s0=.143, n=348)

Std. Error

2.906
432
344
411
409
.010
.149
190
494
.630
.718
.006

1.105

1.118

1.127

1.257
.587

Stand’ zed
Coeff’'s
Beta

.266
.090
.009
-.008
.047
510
-.406
.063
-.073
.025
147
-.135
-.161
-.313
-.170
-.080

Sig.

.986
.001
113
.875
912
394
277
.388
234
213
.657
.016
A76
408
.080
.093
.340



10.

11.

Notes
Jacobs and Gerson (1998) estimate an increase in employed work of 10 hours a week per
couple between 1990 and 1997. See this paper, aso, for discussion of the distribution of
work increases across occupations. Scott (1999) discusses controversies over changes in
measured work hours, as in Robinson and Godbey (1996).

For overviews on American religious history, see, e.g., Caplow et a (1983), Marty (1984),
Wuthnow (1988), Greeley (1989), and Finke and Stark (1992).

There has been mgjor debate about the validity of respondents church attendance reports.
(See the American Sociological Review, February, 1998.) People probably exaggerate when
they report that they attended church in the last week, but that the level of exaggeration has
changed over the last 40 years is much harder to establish.

Hertl (1995:88) restricted his analysis to whites aged 21 to 65, “who are not widowed, retired
or temporarily unemployed.”

We later discuss evidence suggesting that some of these counts may involve underestimates.

Our language here assumes that, if there is any causal association, class, parental status, and
work hours determine religious behavior rather than vice versa. Although some reverse
causality may exist, this assumption seems reasonable. In the regression analyses, we control
also for religious origins, which should help take into account most self-selection effects
(e.g., that religious respondents may be especially likely to prefer being or marrying stay-at-
home mothers).

See Hadaway et al. (1993) ard debate in February, 1998, issue of the American Sociological
Review.

The strength of the interaction effect varied somewhat by year. The beta for the interaction
term ranges from -.01 (1991) to -.16 (1990), for an unweighted mean of beta = -.08.

Middle-class respondents in the highest time bind category reported working an average of
47.3 hours versus 46.5 reported by the working-class respondents.

In another survey, wave 2 of the National Survey of Families and Households, researchers
followed up a question about work hours and found that 3% of working-class respondents
said that they brought work home and 17% of middle-class respondents said that they did. Of
the working-class interviewees who said they brought work home, 38% had omitted counting
those hours originaly; of the middlie-class respondents who said that they brought work
home, 48% had omitted them. Combining these two results suggests that middle-class work
hours may be generally underestimated.

Adding interaction terms with gender (gender X work hours, gender X joint work schedules)
added significantly to the explained variance, but none of the terms was significant in
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separate equations for wives and husbands. There were hints that men’s hours were reduced
by having a working wife more than vice versa, but these were not significant.

12. Controlling for the number of co-congregationalists among respondents’ friends reduces the
effect to statistical non-significance, but reduces the partial beta only from —.18 to —.14.

13. Not shown in Appendix 2, Table A1l, is that adding interaction terms for gender (gender X
own hours worked, gender X the joint work hours measures) significantly increases the
variance explained.

14. The parent/nonparent difference persisted after controls as well.
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