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As Yancey (2003) has pointed out, the intentional character of racially integrated 

churches tends to lessen the social distance between Whites and minorities. The purpose 

of this study is to examine how racially hierarchy-attenuating and hierarchy-enhancing 

environments affect classism and sexism attitudes among congregations. The finding 

shows that multiracial churches promote H-A environment for class and race diversity, 

but not for gender equality. The class and race diversity is affected by organizational 

structure; on the other hand, gender equality is influenced by theologies. This study finds 

the answers to this discrepancy from the effect of biblical teachings on classist and sexist 

attitudes and the cumulative effect of structured domination of women.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Allport (1954) has discussed the paradoxical effect of religion, which “makes prejudice 

and unmakes prejudice” at the same time within organizations (Allport 1954:444). Despite the 

seemingly egalitarian and harmonizing image of churches, many studies document racial 

segregation (Ferber 1998; McVeigh 2004; Yancey 2001; Yancey 2003; Yancey and Emerson 

2003), class distinction (Roberts 2004; Stark and Bainbridge 1985), and gender discrimination 

(Konieczny & Chaves 2000; McFarland 1989; Puttick 1997; Rose 2004) within religious 

congregations. Moreover, people from comparatively stricter religious organizations, such as 

fundamentalists, are more likely to be prejudiced and hostile toward outgroups (e.g. sinners, 

non-believers, and outsiders), as well as submissive toward church authority (Altemeyer & 

Hunsberger 1992).  

The purpose of this study is to investigate the mutual influence between the hierarchy 

attenuating/enhancing organizational environments and the formation of the hierarchical 

intergroup attitudes. The hierarchy attenuating (H-A) environment tends to produce an 

egalitarian atmosphere in the organization, weakening hostility toward outgroups; on the other 

hand, the hierarchy enhancing (H-E) environment tends to promote discriminating surroundings 

that increase intergroup distinctions (Guimond et al 2003).  

More specifically, this study aims at examining how H-E and H-A racial environments 

affect sexism and classism levels in multiracial and monoracial churches. Yancey (1999) points 

out that interracial contacts in primary institutions, such as churches, reduce social distances 

between Whites and minorities. Moreover, attending multiracial churches is more likely to affect 

discrediting stereotypes against minorities. Therefore, analyzing prejudicial environments that 
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different religious organizations offer will provide a thorough understanding of the 

organizational mechanism of intergroup attitudes and its solution. Based on Yancey’s (2003) 

argument that the formation of multiracial churches requires intentional efforts, this study 

regards multiracial churches as offering H-A environment, and monoracial churches as 

supporting H-E environment in terms of race. In sum, this study focuses on whether the racially 

H-A/H-E environments of both churches are also associated with the attenuation/enhancement of 

sexist and classist attitudes among congregations. 

Previous literatures report a great deal about the relations of social inequalities in social 

organizations on the social-psychological level and on the social-structural level. 

Social-psychological studies have documented the generalized nature of prejudice in micro and 

meso analyses (Adorno et al. 1982; Allport 1954; Ekehammar & Akrami 2003; Guimond et al. 

2003; Pratto et al. 1994); on the other hand, social structuralism studies have reported the 

intersectionality of social inequalities in meso and macro analyses (Anderson 1990; Almquist 

1995; Collins 1990; Dugger 1996; Hudson-Weems 2001; Lorber 2001; Segura 1996). However, 

studies that embrace both micro and macro level of analysis in order to focus on the 

organizational mechanism of prejudice/inequality formation have rarely been conducted.  

This study will provide a meaningful example that investigates whether a racially H-A 

environment also generates sexism and classism attenuating effects on the organizational level. 

More specifically, this study is significant to the body of literature in several ways. First, it will 

be the first study that embraces both social psychology (micro) and social structuralism (macro) 

analyses. Second, this study will be the frontier to investigate the relations of H-E/H-A 

environments and the formation of prejudice in religious organizations. Last, it will provide a 
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significant implication to the segregation of social identities in the United States and its potential 

solutions.  

 

Theoretical Framework 

Today, the most effective analytical frames to understand the relations of prejudices 

including racism, classism, and sexism are social-psychological theory and social-structural 

theory. As the term indicates, the theory of social psychology postulates that hierarchical 

intergroup relations are strongly associated with personal trait or ideological beliefs. This type of 

theory, thus, provides micro- and meso-level analysis of prejudice. On the other hand, social 

structuralism probes the interlocking relationship of racism-classism-sexism, which are 

inseparable from each other, and assumes their cumulative effect of inequality in social structure. 

This type of grand theory, therefore, involves meso- and macro-level analysis. The purpose of 

this section is to examine the theories of social psychology and social structuralism and to search 

for the useful theoretical framework that mediates individual behavior/attitude and structural 

intersectionality of inequalities. 

 

Social-Psychological Theories of Prejudice  

The most representative study that examines the nature of prejudiced mentality and 

outgroup attitude is The Authoritarian Personality by Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and 

Sanford (1982). The most influential argument of this study holds that social/family environment 

helps individuals develop certain levels of fascist personalities, and it is fixed as a “system” that 

governs the overall outgroup attitude and behavior of the individual. Therefore, people high in 

authoritarianism exhibit high degrees of respect to ingroup authority and negative attitude toward 
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out-groups, regardless of the type of outgroups (Whitley 1999).  

This indiscriminate nature of prejudice has also been regarded as a generalized character 

by many other studies (Allport 1954; Altemeyer 1998; Bierly 1985; Ekehammar and Akrami 

2003; Ekehammar et al. 2000; Ekehammar et al. 2004; Lambert & Chasteen 1997; Pratto et al. 

1994). The generality of prejudice produces the concurrent nature of various types of stereotype 

toward people from different backgrounds. Therefore, racism, sexism, and classism are 

automatically accompanied by each other for people high on authoritarianism. Young-Bruehl 

(1996) describes such systemized psychological phenomenon as the prejudiced-hysterical 

character. 

 Therefore, prejudice is a generalized, individual world view, not a discriminately 

identifiable opinion on differentiated subjects. In other words, prejudice is a product of the 

discriminating system of individual personality/ideological beliefs that operate all kinds of 

ill-thoughts toward people from unfamiliar environments. Once the hierarchical perception of 

group relations is constructed, it is further systemized in the individual, so as to function as a 

window through which the individual perceives the world around him or her. Therefore, this 

theory predicts that a person with a high level of racist attitude may also show a similar level of 

sexism and classism, and vice versa; similarly, a person with a comparatively lower level of 

racism is more likely to show the lower levels of sexist and classist attitudes.  

Accordingly, prejudice does not reflect ontologically or inherently inferior nature of the 

object; rather, it is closely related to the distorted point of view of the subject. Prejudice, hence, 

is rather a categorical view that neglects distinct characteristics of various groups, instead of a 

qualified approach that identifies the particular environment of others. In sum, prejudice reflects 

the generalized structural system of perception of the observer, not the objective characteristics 
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of the observed. Therefore, Adorno et al. (1982) has pointed out, “It is not a single specific 

attitude, but a system that has content, scope, and structure” (42). 

 

Social Dominance Orientation and Right Wing Authoritarianism 

Since The Authoritative Personality, two new versions of personality scales have been 

developed in the attempt to address the relations of discriminating personality/belief system and 

the level of prejudice: the Social Dominance Orientation and the Right Wing Authoritarianism. 

Many studies (Ekehammar et al. 2004; Guimond et al 2003; Pratto et al. 1994a; Pratto et al. 

1994b; Van Hiel & Mervielde 2002) have documented that the Social Dominance Orientation 

(SDO) theory and the Right Wing Authoritarian scale (RWA) predict the levels of prejudices 

based on personal ideological beliefs. Surveys and experiments have demonstrated that RWA 

mostly associates with the prejudice against homosexuals and gender non-conformists (Lippa & 

Arad 1999; Whitley 1999; Whitley & Lee 2000); on the other hand, SDO predicts the levels of 

sexism, ethnic prejudice, negative attitudes toward homosexuals, symbolic, classic and 

biological, aversive racism, ethnocentrism, blatant and subtle prejudice, and generalized 

prejudice, a composite measure of attitudes toward homosexuals, African Americans, and 

women (Ekehammar et al. 2004).  

The Social Dominance Theory examines individual levels of prejudices in terms of 

intergroup hierarchy. For instance, Pratto et al. (1994) define SDO as “…a general attitudinal 

orientation toward intergroup relations, reflecting whether one generally prefers such relations to 

be equal, versus hierarchical” (Pratto et al. 1994: 742). On the other hand, the Right Wing 

Authoritarianism is strongly related with intragroup hierarchy (Pratto et al. 1994; Whitley & Lee 

2000). Specifically, it is incorporated by three attitudinal clusters: authoritarian submission, 
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authoritarian aggression, and conventionalism (Altemeyer 1988).  

Therefore, the level of RWA is expected to be higher among the religious congregations 

who have a conservative authoritative figure (Ekehammar et al. 2004). From this view, RWA is 

regarded to be more effective in predicting prejudices in religious organizations and is often 

higher in conservative Christian groups that oppose homosexuality. The level of SDO and RWA 

is positively related with the general tendency toward group hierarchy. Therefore, prejudice is 

not a mere part of a personality or character; rather, it is a study of group-based human life 

(Pratto et al. 1994). 

Additionally, Pratto et al. (1994) and Ekehammar et al. (2004) have reported that SDO 

seems to affect RWA, not vice versa; thus, SDO scale is closer to the prediction of prejudice than 

is RWA. Additionally, SDO is a mediator between personality/ideological beliefs and prejudice 

(Guimond et al. 2003; Lippa & Arad 1999; Pratto et al. 1994). Therefore, SDO provides the 

basic resources that penetrate various types of prejudices. SDO predisposes people to be 

prejudiced toward all out-groups. People high on SDO tend to insist that their group is superior 

to other groups, to focus on the defects of outgroups, and to have a desire to maintain the 

hierarchical order between groups (Pratto et al. 1994; Whitley 1999). Accordingly, they often use 

stereotypes as the legitimizing myths to justify their imbalanced views about intergroup 

relations.  

 

Hierarchy Attenuating and Enhancing Legitimizing Myths 

Importantly, Guimond et al. (2003) and Pratto et al. (1994) provide useful variables for 

this study. They provide the concepts of hierarchy-enhancing (H-E) (i.e. criminal justice 

system—Sinclair et al. 1998) and hierarchy-attenuating (H-A) (i.e. human rights 
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organizations—Sinclair et al. 1998) institutional environments. People or organizations with 

different levels of SDO also play different levels of H-E or H-A role in the social inequality 

allocation. For example, in the H-E environment, people tend to have the higher levels of 

hierarchical attitude toward outgroups; on the other hand, H-A environments tend to promote 

inclusive attitudes toward people from different backgrounds. Individuals and institutions 

mutually reinforce each other’s levels of H-E and H-A. SDO also provides a motivation that 

drives people to adopt certain ideological beliefs between H-E and H-A. From this sense, 

Guimond et al. (2003) and Pratto et al. (1994) explain that SDO is not about personality; rather, 

it is about ideological beliefs. 

From the same line of reasoning, Guimond et al. (2003) report that the outgroup attitude 

of people changes as a function changes of the group that they join. Their finding implies that 

SDO may vary in accordance with the social context; thus, the personality variable is 

transformable under the impact of a situation. As a result, the level of prejudice changes in the 

process of the actor’s adjusting to the new environment. Being socialized in a dominant social 

position increases the level of SDO, which cannot be explained by self-selection/personal trait 

theory. In other words, unlike the personal trait that tends to be constant regardless of situations, 

an ideological belief is a system that could be transformed through changes of situations around 

the actor.  

Therefore, prejudice is socially constructed, as well as personally developed. As Adorno 

et al. (1982) have pointed out, the structural effects upon individuals lead them to initiate an 

action on their social environment, as well as to select varied impinging stimuli that are both 

modifiable and resistant to fundamental change. From this view, people high on SDO or RWA 

are expected to be more drawn to H-E organizations, and people low on prejudice are more 
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likely to be oriented toward  H-A organizations. People with different levels of prejudice are 

likely to seek institutions and organizations that support their ideological belief system toward 

outgroups. As a result, organizational and individual forces are expected to interact in the process 

of modifying each other’s level of prejudice. For instance, the organization is likely to generalize 

a certain level of H-E or H-A influence on its members; on the other hand, individuals are 

expected to be adjusted to or transform the organizational environment.  

This section has discussed personality/ideological belief theories in social psychology. In 

sum, the levels of prejudice and of hierarchical attitude toward outgroups are predictable by 

analyzing the generalized hierarchy scale such as SDO and RWA. Additionally, recent findings 

suggest that the prejudice is not a product of built-in personal trait, but of ideological belief 

system that changes in conformity with different environmental influence. Importantly, the level 

of personal prejudice is strongly related with the H-E or H-A organizational environment. The 

organization and its members generate reciprocal influences on one another, and further modify 

impinging stimuli of both parties. 

 

Structural Intersection of Inequalities 

On the structural level, recent studies (Anderson 1995; Bonilla-Silva 1996; Collins 1990; 

Douglass 1999; Hudson-Weems 2001; Levine-Rasky 2002a) suggest that race, class, and gender 

inequalities are inseparable from each other and are often found to be cumulative in effect. 

Collins (1990) used the term “matrix of domination” in order to explain the intersecting layers of 

the three-dimensional privileges of race, class, and gender. Based on this argument, many studies 

(Douglass 1999; Howard-Hamilton 2003; Levine-Rasky 2002a; Townsend Gilkes 2001) have 

addressed the marginalized social status of colored women from the lower class of society as 
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major victims of the matrix of oppression.  

 As a structured mechanism, the layer of racism-classism-sexism defines a wide aspect of 

social life ranging from individual identity through social policies. Structure is also 

indiscriminate in its nature and constantly restricts the impoverished opportunity of minorities in 

order to maintain the conservative hierarchy of social order. Collins argues that the interlocking 

system of three inequalities further fosters the oppressive view about other types of oppression, 

such as religion, sexual orientation, and ethnicity. Consequently, the matrix of domination has an 

impact on every part of society, ranging from the level of personal biography; the group or 

community level of the cultural context created by race, class, and gender; and the systemic level 

of social institutions (Collins 1990; Levine-Rasky, 2002a; Bonilla-Silva, 1996). In other words, 

the three types of oppression are interwoven, constituting a fundamental frame for all micro, 

meso, and macro levels of social life.  

 However, compared to the high theoretical attention on the racial and gender inequality 

issues, theories about classism in the United States are rarely found by themselves. Structural 

classism is often discussed as a part of racism and sexism arguments. As Young-Bruehl (1996) 

points out, classism does not exist “…as a prejudice unconnected to others; it is always a feature 

of another prejudice.” Any group that is classifiable as “class” also belongs to various racial, 

ethnic, and gender categories. Most importantly, as Lott (2002) and Young-Bruehl (1996) point 

out, classism implies the power relationship between people with more power and less power. 

The power permits a group with “an access to set the rules, frame the discourse, and name and 

describe those with less power” (Young-Bruehl 1996).  

Also, this imbalanced power relationship fosters the process of othering that groups 

people as morally or intellectually inferior. Therefore, classism is part of every type of prejudice 
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because it promotes the destined ideology toward people from lower class; they are punished by 

“…being kept from ownership of the means of production, denied education and achievement, 

put in the worst jobs, paid less, and etc” (Young-Bruehl 1996). Accordingly, the classist view 

has a doubling effect of stigmatization for already marginalized groups based on race and 

gender. From this assumption, this section discusses several structural theories of social 

inequality that focus on racism and sexism, with classism on the side. 

 

Critical Race Theory 

The most representative work against the structuralism of racial oppression is critical 

racial theory (CRT). Critical theory originally refers to a theoretical work that understands social 

restriction in the increase of human freedom. (Lucius 2001) Having been developed in the civil 

right movement era, critical race theory regards race not as biologically given, but as cognitively 

constructed to maintain social hierarchy between majority and minority (Boris 1994; Chateauvert 

1994).  Critical racial theorists especially show skepticism toward “…dominant legal claims of 

neutrality, objectivity, color blindness, and meritocracy” (Matsuda el al. 1993).  

Critical racial theorists criticize the current legal, political, and educational policies of the 

United States for its color blindness. The prevailing colorblindness is institutionalized “in and by 

law” (Aldous Bergerson, 2003). Despite laws and policies of equal opportunity for minorities, 

the imbalanced opportunities for social success between Whites and non-Whites prevail because 

of unequal social conditions. Furthermore, the notion of color blindness justifies the idea of 

White supremacy and neglects the structured restriction of social success for minorities (Smith & 

Kluegel 1984). The laws and social conditions that remain blind to the racial hierarchy serve to 

maintain the existing social advantage of Whites. Therefore, as Carr (1997) has argued, the color 
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blindness is not the opposite of racism, but is a form of racism. Although the color blindness 

supposes the ideology of the free individuals who are not bound by certain races or classes, 

society is fundamentally structured along the class, nation, gender, and race lines (Carr 1997).  

As a result, color blinded social policies serve the established social advantage of Whites. 

Moreover, since a color blinded society implies that discrimination is no longer a significant 

factor in the United States, people assume Blacks’ social deprivation is the result of their own 

cultural deficiencies. Such beliefs further encourage the biologization and naturalization that 

justify the laziness, the lack of proper values, and the disorganized family life of Blacks. 

(Bonilla-Silva 2001) This ignorance of the color blindness further produces a vicious circle of 

“the oppression of the oppressed.” Noticing the repetitive process of narrowing the social 

opportunity of colored people, critical race theorists strive to claim equal opportunity for Blacks. 

Therefore, since the deprivation of opportunity for minorities is socially structured and accepted 

without filtering, laws and policies fail to function in conformity with their original purpose of 

destroying unequal opportunity among Whites and non-Whites.  

Additionally, some CRT thinkers took one step further by taking gender issues into 

account. For instance, African women critical theorists especially focus on liberation of Black 

women by exploring multiple cultural contexts that constitute personal identity, such as class, 

gender, and socioeconomic status (Howard-Hamilton, 2003). Such a culturally specific 

interpretation of race-gender interaction is also well documented by Black womanist theory.  

 

Black Womanism 

Black womanism discourse starts from the awareness that feminist ideas fail to address 

the particular social-historical context of non-White women. They criticize the conventional 
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feminism as middle-class, White female centered hegemony. The threshold assumption of Black 

womanism is that Black and White women tend to encounter different experiences in the process 

of racial and gender identity development. Accordingly, the priorities of Black women are 

different from those of White women; Black womanists’ priority is on the interrelation of race, 

class, and gender, while white feminists tend to concentrate on gender issues only. Many studies 

argue that feminism is mostly designed to address the needs of White women, who are primarily 

subjugated to gender inequality (Douglass 1999; Hudson-Weems 2001; Anderson 1995; 

Townsend Gilkes). In this sense, Black womanism is affected by Du Bois’s double 

consciousness in that Black racial identities are defined by the alienation of self-consciousness, 

“which manifests itself in internal contradiction of loyalties and cultural heritage” (Anderson 

1995).  

Therefore, the true womanhood of Black females should transcend the determinacy of 

whiteness, as well as a comprehensive experiential matrix of African American life. For instance, 

the interactions among gender, race, and class in Black women’s life produce a complex and 

particular set of social roles and attitudes toward various social agenda. Terms such as “multiple 

jeopardy” and “multiple consciousness” well depict Black women’s reality that is trapped 

between the multiple layers of inequality and distorted perceptions toward themselves 

(Townsend Gilkes 2001). As a result, after realizing the particular condition for Black women 

who are surrounded by multiple layers of social inequality, Black womanists attempt to avoid the 

prevalent White, middle-class hegemony of feminism in gender studies.  

This section has discussed the intersectionality of racism, sexism, and classism that 

promotes unequal opportunity for minorities in our society. Some theories, such as critical race 

theory, focus on one or two types of inequality in order to examine their separate effect; on the 
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other hand, some theories, such as “the matrix of domination” of Collins (1990), and Black 

womanism, assert the cumulative effect of all three types of discrimination. Classism, on the 

other hand, is rarely adopted as the main subject of study; studies tend to adopt class issues as 

one of variables that determine racial-gender inequality relations.  

  

Toward a Micro and Macro Inclusive Theoretical Framework 

This section has introduced two levels of prejudice and inequality theory; social 

psychology and social structuralism. Although they address two separate levels of analysis of 

micro and macro, they show a parallel about the concurrent system of discriminations. The 

concurrent system of discriminations means, on micro level, the negative point of view of an 

actor that is applied on every agenda, such as race, class, and gender; on macro level, it indicates 

the vicious circle that is produced and reproduced through White, middle-class male benefiting 

hierarchical social structure. In other words, discrimination, of micro and macro levels 

altogether, is not related to the inherent nature of the discriminated; rather, it involves the 

cognitive process of automatically stigmatizing all minority groups. Therefore, various types of 

discrimination on both levels are accompanied by each other, preserving the conventional 

hierarchy of social order.  

This concurrent and generalized nature of prejudice and structure of inequality implies 

that racism, sexism, and classism are accompanied by each other on both individual-social levels. 

As noted earlier, some studies report that prejudice on personal level is the result of ideological 

beliefs, rather than of personal traits (Guimond et al; Pratto et al 1994). This argument of 

ideological belief system holds that the level of prejudice of individuals changes as the agents 

attempt to adjust themselves to the changing social position and environment. This view presents 
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the importance of the mutual influence between social structure and individual attitude.  

As discussed earlier, SDO affects ideological belief systems that prescribe group 

relations. Therefore, on the social-psychological level, the study of prejudice is not a mere 

individual psychology; rather, it involves intergroup attitudes in organizations and institutions. 

Yancey (2001, 2003) also points out that organizational-structural atmosphere constructs 

individual attitudes toward outgroups. Therefore, organizational influence on outgroup attitude 

should be closely examined in the study of social prejudice and structured inequality.  

Consequently, it is essential to investigate their interaction within the organizational 

setting to learn the nature of prejudice and social inequality. Adorno et al. (1982) have also 

described that social organizations (national, regional, subcultural, communal) and the 

interaction between social forms and personality should be focused in the social-psychological 

analysis of prejudice. Any shared psychological characters in certain groups should be explained 

in terms of social organization rather than racial heredity.  

From this view, this study suggests the duality of structure theory of Giddens (1984). The 

dualism theory assumes that individual attitude and social value are produced and reproduced 

through the mutual interacting process of agents and social structure. He suggests that once 

social structure produces an individual action, the actor in turn reproduces social structure, and 

this reciprocal process repeats constantly. <Table 1> depicts the production-reproduction system 

of duality of structure. As shown in the table, agents are not mere receivers of discriminating 

environmental influence; they reversely reproduce the unequal social structure that makes such 

prejudiced action possible. Despite the limitations of individual transcendence to stretch the 

social reproduction across time and space, the succession of generations expands the limits of 

individual time and space into “…the longue durée of institutional time” (Giddens 1984). 
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Consequently, intergroup prejudice and social structure of inequality are maintained through 

time and space. 

Table 1. Duality of structure. 

 

Table 1 illustrates Pratto’s argument (Pratto et al. 1994; Pratto 1999) that the context of 

group dominance produces a general psychological orientation in individuals toward group 

dominance. Therefore, individuals and institutions reinforce each other’s H-E and H-A 

legitimizing myths. From this view, Pratto links individual, psychological behavior to 

institutional discrimination and social structure. “stereotypes can lead to discrimination, can stem 

from social structure, and reflect the social relationships and practices that constitute culture” 

(195).  

This argument is supported by the finding of Sinclair et al. (1998). They report that 

Repetition of life cycles (succession of generations) 
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hierarchy-attenuating institutions, such as the university, are constituted by individuals with 

egalitarian values, are committed to egalitarianism, and attempt to promote inter-group equality. 

Therefore, the multi-dimensional interplay between agents and structure in terms of H-A and 

H-E social context should be addressed, not one by one and separately. (Anderson 1996; West 

1993) Adorno et al. (1982) also admit that the individuals are active agents who affect social 

environment. Based on Marxian theory, they point out that the agent in a certain historical 

context is grounded in a structure that constrains his or her action, and this human action in turn 

constitutes structured, social practices. (Lucius 2001)  

Regarding that individuals are creators as well as creatures of the organizational 

environment, people are expected to select the organizations with a certain level of H-E or H-A 

environment in accordance with their level of prejudice. For instance, people high on prejudice 

scales (SDO and RWA) are more likely to join H-E organizations that enhance their current 

status of prejudice or to endeavor to change organizational environment in conformity with their 

prejudiced, individual belief system. On the other hand, people low on prejudice scales are 

expected to join organizations with H-A environments, or to modify the current organizational 

atmosphere toward H-A environments. 

 In sum, social institutions of inequality shape the oppressing relationship between 

majority and minority individuals, and this discriminating pattern of individuals is in turn 

institutionalized once it becomes a social practice. Additionally, this institutionalized racism, 

classism, and sexism again construct the system of a particular attitude toward outgroups in 

individuals, so agents can adapt themselves to the hierarchical order of society. Furthermore, the 

atmosphere for the formation of certain H-A or H-E environments is promoted through the 

interaction of individuals and organizations. Through this whole process, the social structure of 
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inequality is maintained over time and influences individuals residing in it.  

This model of duality of structure is very effective for this study because it provides a 

theory that encompasses both micro and macro levels of analysis of social reproduction of 

inequality. Therefore, the embedded linkages between individual structure enhance either H-E or 

H-A environments in our society. In this sense, the process of production and reproduction of 

inequalities between individual-structure should be addressed to understand the anatomy of the 

social system of oppression.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The body of literature regarding social inequality consists of social psychology and social 

structuralism. Due to the nature of each field of study, literature in social psychology mostly 

adopts micro- and meso-level analysis, and literature in social structuralism employ meso- and 

macro-level analysis. 

 

Literature in Social Psychology 

This study categorizes the literature of prejudice into three parts: (1) early studies that 

have been conducted before the development of SDO and RWA scale, (2) studies focusing on 

prejudices among the religious and faithful, and (3) SDO studies covering general intergroup 

hostility.  

 

Early Studies of Prejudice 

Among the first group of literature, the threshold assumption of Adorno et al. (1982) is 

that the political, economical, and social convictions of an individual are bound together to 

constitute a pattern of mentality and spirit as a structure. They argue that individuals take ideas 

from more than one existing ideological system and adopt them as their own. However, the 

individual’s susceptibility to this ideology depends primarily on his or her psychological needs; 

therefore, the study of prejudice should be narrowed down to personal trait. Therefore, 

personality is the determinant of ideological preferences (Adorno et al. 1982).  

Allport (1954) also suggests that prejudice is a generalized character of individuals. He 

focuses on the irrational nature of human mind, which promotes “…infantile, repressed, 
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defensive, aggressive, and projective portions” of unconsciousness toward second-hand 

experiences (391). On top of the psychological factors, social environment and family 

background are also important in the cognitive, prejudice-formulating process. Also, the ingroup 

loyalty of individuals often involves hostile attitudes toward contrasting groups. He further 

suggests that the discriminating mechanism of a society structures the restricted and stigmatized 

life of minorities; however, they learn how to cope with the unfavorable situation of marginality 

using mature characters (Allport 1954).  

Succeeding studies have supported the generalized character of prejudice. For instance, 

Kelley (1974) suggests that racism is strongly associated with conservative attitudes to politics 

and other social issues in general. More specifically, his finding indicates that people with a high 

level of racist attitude are more likely to show political intolerance and a strong objection to the 

promotion of women’s social position. Therefore, racism and sexism are strongly correlated with 

each other. Bierly (1985) also argues that prejudice is a generalized attitude against Blacks, 

women, and homosexuals altogether. Therefore, prejudice is indiscriminate toward outgroups. 

Similarly, in their liberalism and conservatism study, Lambert and Chasteen (1997) found that 

the levels of liberalism of individuals are positively related with attitudes toward blacks and the 

elderly. Therefore, the sympathy for disadvantaged groups is correlated with each other, 

regardless of the types of the group. However, in the case of conservatism, the attitude was 

positive toward the elderly but negative toward Blacks.  

Additionally, Smith and Kluegel (1984) and Ferree (1974) examine the relation between 

sexism and racism by investigating discriminating attitudes toward women and Blacks in the 

United States. Their findings indicate that the stereotypes about women’s opportunity are mostly 

derived from general stratification beliefs, “…much as beliefs about Blacks have been shown to 
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be” (Smith & Kluegel: 91). Therefore, the general beliefs about social stratification influences on 

people’s overall responses toward specific minority groups such as women and Blacks. 

However, both studies share the finding that prejudiced attitude toward women is more widely 

accepted than is racial discrimination toward Blacks, which has decreased constantly over time. 

Smith and Kluegel analyze that the potential numerical threat of women to men is greater than 

that of Blacks to Whites (84).  

 

Prejudice Among the Religious  

Altemeyer and Hunsberger (1992) argue that religious people are more prejudiced than 

non-religious people. They assume that certain types of religious training promote right-wing 

authoritarianism in the individual. According to their data, respondents high on RWA report that 

their religious training led them to more submission to authority and to more hostility toward 

outsiders and sinners. Compared to religious people who are inculcated with strict rules for 

behavior (i.e. Baptists, Jehovah’s Witness, Salvation Army, Evangelical, and Pentecostal), 

people raised without religious influence are less likely to be authoritarian. Therefore, 

authoritarianism and certain types of religiosity are associated with each other in such a way to 

promote and sustain one another. Religious people, who are fundamentalists in their study, are 

more submissive to authorities and more hostile toward all types of minorities. Altemeyer and 

Hunsberger report that they are more likely to be hostile toward homosexuals, sinners and 

unbelievers, to join a party to chase radicals, and to impose stiffer sentences in trial cases 

(Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992).  

On the other hand, people with no religious affiliation and Jews score lower on RWA. 

However, discriminatory attitudes were found not only in fundamentalists, but in other religious 
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organizations where authoritarian “true believers” were to be found, such as Anglicans, 

Lutherans, Catholics, Mennonites and Baptists, and so on (Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992). As 

a conclusion, the fundamentalist beliefs are linked to the sources of authoritarian aggression in 

terms of fear of a dangerous world and self-righteousness. Altemeyer and Hunsberger postulate 

that it is because an open mind easily leads to missing the truth. Therefore, religious people high 

on RWA are also strongly related to conventionalism (McHoskey 1996). 

Several studies (Duck and Hunsberger 1999; Laythe et al. 2001) specify the target groups 

of religiously prejudiced people. They report that fundamentalists are generally ethnocentric and 

closed-minded and positively relate with the general tendency to discriminate. In the study of 

Duck and Hunsberger (1999), university students who identified with religious groups 

considered racism as religiously proscribed, while they perceived anti-homosexuality attitude as 

religiously non-proscribed. In this study, racism includes negative attitudes toward immigrants 

and racial/ethnic minority groups. Fundamentalists are often characterized as “narrow minded, 

unwilling to question alternate beliefs, and unable to consider different points of view” (Laythe 

et al. 2001; 3). Importantly, even though RWA is positively related to prejudices, such as racism 

and anti-homosexuality attitudes, Christian belief is negatively related to such attitudes. Laythe 

et al. assume that it is because fundamentalists interpret scripture and religious teaching such as 

love, acceptance, and tolerance as admonishing against racial prejudice. Therefore, 

fundamentalists who possess both factors of fundamental teachings and egalitarian beliefs show 

the lower level of prejudice toward outgroup minorities. 

Additionally, extrinsic, intrinsic, and quest religious orientation scales also measure the 

relations between the types of religiousness and prejudice. Allport and Ross (1967) have 

developed the scale of intrinsic orientation (“religion is the orienting center of one’s life and 
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motivation”) and extrinsic orientation (religion is “used for ulterior motives such as security, 

comfort, status, or social support”) (McFarland 1989: 325). On top of the two dimensions, some 

recent studies include a scale for quest religious orientation, in which religion is an expression of 

an open-minded search for truth (Batson et al. 1978; McFarland 1989).  

Since the development of those scales, many studies (i.e. Donahue 1985; McFarland 

1989) suggest that extrinsic religion is positively associated with prejudice; on the other hand, 

intrinsic religion is unrelated, and quest is negatively related to general discriminatory attitudes. 

For instance, the finding of McFarland (1989) suggests that extrinsic religion is related to the 

general discriminatory attitude of male respondents. Also, fundamentalism beliefs are strongly 

related to the discriminatory attitudes toward women, homosexuals, and communists, but not to 

Blacks. He postulates that lower level of prejudice toward Blacks is due to the fundamental 

Biblical faith that teaches indiscriminating love for others (Act 10:34). However, since Biblical 

teaching directly opposes atheism, fundamentalists are related to anti-communist discrimination. 

On the other hand, quest orientation fails to predict any particular discrimination, but was related 

to a general anti-discrimination attitude in terms of gender, race, sexual preference, or belief 

system.  

However, recent studies cast doubts on this extrinsic-prejudiced: intrinsic-non prejudiced: 

quest-non prejudiced model. For example, Batson et al. (1978) argue that the positive 

relationship between intrinsic religious orientation and reduced racial prejudice seems to be an 

“artifact of social desirability” (Batson et al. 1978: 38). They conclude that the lower level of 

prejudice among intrinsic orientation is due to a desire to present themselves as more righteous 

than they actually are. Therefore, intrinsic orientation does not necessarily reduce discriminatory 

attitudes toward minorities. Similarly, Elmer Griffin et al. (1987) suggest that there is no 
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standardized relationship between religious orientation and prejudice. For instance, their data 

conducted at the Seventh-Day Adventists’ Church on the Caribbean island of St. Croix, where 

prejudice was not socially undesirable, exhibit that intrinsic religion is also strongly related with 

prejudice against Rastafarians. Their finding suggests that being a good member of the 

Seventh-Day Adventists means to be prejudice against Rastafarians.  

 

Social Dominance Orientation and General Prejudice 

First invented by Pratto et al. (1994), social dominance orientation has been discussed in 

many different studies of social psychology. Pratto et al. (1994) suggest the strong relationship 

between the level of SDO and hierarchical beliefs about social and political group-based 

ideologies. Regarding hierarchy-enhancing and hierarchy-attenuating legitimizing myths, they 

give examples of such social Darwinism and meritocracy as representative hierarchy-enhancing 

legitimizing myths. Their finding suggests that SDO level has a weak association with 

authoritarianism. However, since SDO predicts many features of authoritarianism, they postulate 

that SDO is the underlying factor that governs authoritarianism. 

As a conclusion, they suggest that SDO is significant in predicting policy attitude in 

terms of political-economic conservatism and general, conservative, social attitude. People high 

on SDO will inhibit the success of other groups. They tend to use the marginalization of 

out-groups to maintain their superior group status. Similarly, in terms of the ingroup setting, 

SDO and ingroup identification were more positively correlated in higher status than in lower 

status groups, because people in high status have more to lose. Therefore, the higher groups are 

more likely to be discriminatory against outgroups. This nature of prejudice is also applicable on 

European models. Ekehammar and Akrami (2003) argue that prejudices in general can be 
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narrowed down to the one and the same generalized factor. Ekehammar et al. (2004) also 

examined the relationship of various prejudice scales including RWA and SDO, and found that 

racism, sexism, anti-homosexuals, and anti-disabled people can be explained by the generalized 

tendency of prejudice. 

From the same view, Whitley (1999) argues that SDO is the basic factor underlining 

various forms of prejudice toward outgroups. The desire to maintain the superior group position 

motivates people high in SDO to discriminate members of outgroups. He reports that people high 

on SDO often oppose equality-enhancing social programs such as affirmative action. The means 

of justification for their hierarchical attitude is stereotypes. Similarly, Van Hiel and Mervielde 

(2002) also point out that people high on SDO exhibit stronger desire to assert the superiority of 

the ingroup over outgroups, which can be developed into intergroup hostility. Their finding 

indicates that SDO and authoritarianism scales independently predict conservative beliefs. For 

instance, SDO best predicts political preferences and extreme right wing vote; however, the 

authoritarianism scale hardly accounts for the same variables.  

To expand the result, Whitley and Lee (2000) find that RWA is a better indicator for 

prejudice against homosexuality than is SDO. The same result has been found in the study of 

Altemeyer (1998). He suggests that social authority does not necessarily produce dominance in 

people high on SDO. Instead, people with the high level of SDO will try to dominate others in 

general, and can produce authoritarian social system with the support from people high on RWA.   

Whitley and Lee (2000) have further found that men, having occupied higher social 

position than women, show more conservative attitudes and prejudice toward outgroups than do 

women. Therefore, men are more likely to exhibit greater levels of attachment to conservative 

values in general. The same findings have been reported by Akrami et al. (2000). Men generally 
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show more conservative views toward many social policies and issues than women in the 

Swedish society. This result is consistent with other studies about the relationship of gender and 

racial attitudes in Sweden such as Ekehammar et al. (2000). In their study, men score higher than 

women in racism and sexism scales. Therefore, men tend to show more negative attitudes than 

women toward outgroups involving sexism, classism, racism, and conservatism. 

Regarding the relations of social status of prejudice, Guimond et al. (2003) have argued 

that prejudice is frequently used to justify social dominance. As a result, people in higher social 

status and power are more likely to display higher levels of prejudice than others. They tend to 

stigmatize people from lower status of society in order to justify their advantages. Similarly, 

Shingles (1989) points out the joint effect of income and types of occupation on 

social-economic-political conservatism. For instance, highest status Republican respondents, 

who are mostly high-status owners, are the most conservative concerning governmental aid for 

socially disadvantaged groups. On the other hand, Democratic respondents, who mostly occupy 

positions with no supervisory responsibilities or in knowledge and health industries, are the most 

liberal and supportive for such policies. Himmelstein and McRae (1988) also report that income 

has a conservative effect on social issues such as minorities, nuclear power, and defense 

spending. Their finding also suggests that the level of socioeconomic status has a direct 

relationship with the level of conservatism toward outgroups.    

In sum, dominant social position leads to higher levels of prejudice, and people 

internalize the values of the group they join. As a result, the level of SDO in the same person 

changes in accordance with social environment as well as social position. For instance, people 

who are recently promoted are expected to show a higher level of SDO than before (Guimond et 

al 2003). Therefore, prejudice is caused by ideological beliefs, rather than by a personality trait. 
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Literature in Social Structuralism 

Meso Level Analysis 

Segura (1996) reports that promotional opportunities are greater in White-female 

dominated jobs than in minority-female dominated jobs. She postulates that the combined race 

and gender effects tend to produce negative race-specific gender effects on minority women. As 

a result, the social relations of race, gender, and class tend to impoverish the imbalanced labor 

market stratification. By the cumulative effect of racism-classim-sexism, minority women are 

less likely to be benefited in occupational system than White women.  

The study on privileged identity of Sacks and Lindholm (2002) also argues race, class, 

and gender issues as organic entities in the intersectional aspect. By analyzing the triple privilege 

that is concentrated on white, upper middle-class men, they examine the personal feeling of 

social distance between the advantaged and the disadvantaged. This study attributes racialized 

attitudes to the structured social distance that is constructed by unequal experience caused by 

socially imposed identity. (Sacks and Lindholm 2002)  

The social distance between the socially advantaged and disadvantaged is also well 

documented in McVeigh’s arguments (2004). She studies White supremacist groups in the 

United States and their pattern to attempt to control social hierarchy. Her investigation reports 

that the motivations of participating in such racist groups tend to increase in the areas where 

heterogeneity of social structure prevails. The participants’ motivation is largely based on 

economic factors such as social and economic advancement of minorities. Therefore, Whites 

who witness the social prosperity of minorities in the racially homogeneous area are more likely 

to be active in racist groups than Whites in multi-racial areas in the United States. As a result, the 
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socioeconomic prosperity of “…individuals other than one’s own kind” (McVeigh 2004) tends to 

contribute to organizing racist groups in the racially heterogeneous area. More specifically, 

McVeigh argues that this tendency increases much more in areas that experience rapid economic 

changes.  

However, unlike economic inequality, educational inequality tends to promote the 

understanding between individuals with little education and those with much education. 

Compared to the former, the latter tend to have less difficulty to acquire information to diagnose 

their economic problems. Consequently, educational inequality is likely to decrease organizing 

White supremacists’ racist groups by encouraging acceptance of existing socioeconomic order 

within community. Therefore, social structure of socioeconomic distribution affects the outgroup 

attitudes of majority-minority groups. 

 Ferber (1998) also indicates that White supremacists are obsessed with racial 

segregation as well as gender role distinction. Ferber asserts that they pursue a highly racialized 

society in order to maintain the existing racial hierarchy. Their ultimate fear of interracial 

sexuality is that it will “make everything the same: brown” (Ferber 1998: 86), which damages 

the purity of Whites. Their anxiety is produced by such belief that God commanded racial 

segregation and interracial relationships bring in a socially disastrous consequence. Also, White 

supremacist discourse is a masculinity-based enterprise. Within their community, men occupy 

central roles in churches and publications. They focus on the restoration of masculinity, which 

has been threatened by feminist and gay-lesbian movements. From this view, Ferber suggests 

that White supremacists are preoccupied with reorganizing White male identity and privilege.  
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Maco Level Analysis 

Almquist (1995) argues that women’s status is affected by economic status of minority 

groups. In examining distinct social conditions and its effect on ideation of gender role, she 

points out that groups with the greatest economic resources are associated with the greatest 

gender disparities; on the other hand, groups with the fewest economic resources demonstrate the 

smaller gender disparities. For instance, Native Americans, African Americans, Mexican 

Americans, and Puerto Ricans in the United States demonstrate low sex ratios, low educational 

levels, large number of single women, and larger families. These characteristics are associated 

with the least gender inequality in professional and managerial positions. On the other hand, 

highly educated groups with high levels of self-employment rate, such as Chinese, Korean, Asian 

Indian, Japanese, and Cubans, show the highest level of inequality.  

On the same line of reasoning, Zinn (1990) points out the danger of emphasizing 

culturally specific explanations of inequality over the structural importance of 

racism-classism-sexism intersectionality. She suggests that particular social-economic conditions 

produce specific family lifestyles, which in turn affect a distinct structural pattern of each race 

group. Therefore, although family produces ethnic culture, families are not the product of ethnic 

culture only (Zinn 1990). In other words, focusing on the cultural description of racial difference 

ignores the structural variations across different racial families. She criticizes the views that 

assume the various lifestyles across different racial families as given, or as mere tradition. She 

argues that even the cultural aspect of racial diversity is produced by the social structure of racial 

stratification (Zinn 1990). Therefore, the particular structure of socioeconomic and political 

arrangements of each group should be examined as well as traditional-cultural factors.  

From the same view, there are many studies (Allen and Chung 2000; Dugger 1996) that 
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reject the universal application of White, middle-class theory and attempt to focus on the 

differentiation of gender issues based on the racially specific situation. For instance, Dugger 

(1996) analyzes the gender role differentiations using joint effects of racism and sexism. She 

assumes that race and gender are in dynamic relation to each other and produce race-specific 

gender effects that generate experiential cleavages between majority and minority women. These 

cleavages in turn result in differentiations in ideological gender role attitudes in each race group. 

For instance, Black women’s ideal womanhood emphasizes “…self-reliance, strength, 

resourcefulness, autonomy, and the responsibility of providing for the material as well as 

emotional needs of family” (Dugger 1996).  

Accordingly, participating in the labor force and being a housewife are inseparable in 

Black women’s life, which contradicts the ideal womanhood of White middle-class. In this 

sense, Black women tend to reject prevailing views about gender role of our society. 

Consequently, Black women are likely to “…view the disintegration of their family and 

community life as more of a product of racism than of sexual freedom for women” (Dugger 

1996). The argument of Allen and Chung (2000) is based on the same assumption. The issue of 

inequality varies across particular social contexts of time, space, situation, and structure. 

Therefore, they argue that the system of intersectionality of inequality produces “marginalized 

within the marginalized” such as Black women. Therefore, the arguments of Dugger, Allen and 

Chung prompt a need of racially/culturally specific accounts of social inequality.  

From the same line of reasoning of social structuralism, Weber (2001) analyzes structural 

inequality from the aspects of a power relationship of social agencies. She points out that 

ideological (media, religion, education), political (government, law, civil and criminal justice, 

police, military), and economic (major industries) social institutions are organized in a way to 
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reinforce and reproduce the prevailing social inequality. For instance, during the conservative 

political movements in 1990s, politicians proclaimed the family values to indicate “…the 

interests of nuclear, heterosexual, White, middle- and upper-class, Christian families” (Weber 

2001). She argues that such social hierarchies of control lead to the institutional discrimination 

based on class, race, and gender, as well as to internal oppression, self-negation, and negation of 

others.  

This section reviewed the previous studies focusing on the intersectionality of 

inequalities. However, the review of literature demonstrates the lack of such studies that directly 

discuss the concurrent nature of racism, classism and sexism on the organizational level. Except 

for the study of Segura (1996), most studies argue the partial relations of racism-sexism (Allen 

and Chung 2000; Dugger 1996; Ferber 1998), racism-classism (McVeigh 2004; Sacks and 

Lindholm 2002), and classism-sexism (Almquist 1995). This study attempts to fill the void of the 

body of literature by examining the multi-dimensional aspects of the inequality system that 

structures the supplementing nature of racism, classism and sexism. 
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CHAPTER III 

HYPOTHESIS 

This study examines the impact of racially H-A and H-E environments on generalized 

hierarchical outgroup attitudes involving sexism and classism in churches. Yancey (2003) has 

recognized the intentional nature of multiracial churches that counteracts the structured racial 

segregation of religious organizations. By the “intentionality,” he refers to premeditated 

organizational effort to be inclusive toward people from different social backgrounds. In other 

words, multiracial church is distinct from such social phenomena that suddenly spring up by 

chance; it takes much intentional effort to embrace racial diversity (Yancey 2003). Therefore, 

this study assumes that multiracial churches provide an H-A environment to accommodate 

people of different races.  

Furthermore, although the formation and maintenance of prejudice/inequality are based 

on the institutionalization in organizations, the actual studies that focus on H-A and H-E 

environments in the organizational setting have scarcely been done. Additionally, studies 

focusing on the effect of the H-A environment of multiracial churches on other types of 

prejudices are rarely found. Therefore, this study also fills the void of literature by illuminating 

the relationship of H-A or H-E environments and the level of generalized prejudices in 

multiracial and monoracial churches. 

It is noted earlier that individuals and organizations reinforce each others’ prejudice level 

through their interaction. For instance, organizations with H-A environments are likely to 

produce lower levels of racist, sexist, and classist attitudes of congregations; organizations with 

H-E environments are likely to produce higher levels of prejudiced attitudes. Likewise, people 

with a high level of prejudice are more likely to be drawn to H-E organizations, and those with a 
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low level of prejudice are more likely to be led to H-A institutions. Based on this reasoning, this 

study attempts to investigate the following hypothesis: The racial diversity of multiracial 

churches will produce the hierarchy attenuating (H-A) environment that creates a less sexist and 

classist environment in those multiracial congregations. 

 

Why Study Religious Organizations? 

The argument of Yancey (2001) provides the logic of studying religious organizations in 

terms of prejudice and social inequality. He has reported that the interracial contact in religious 

institutions affects attitudinal changes more powerfully than does one in educational and 

residential environments. His study shows that the majority group members from the multiracial 

churches exhibit less social distance from racial minorities, since religious organizations provide 

a greater degree of primary relationships than school and work places (Yancey 2003; Yancey and 

Emerson 2003). Accordingly, integration within such institutions that promote primary 

interracial relationship tends to lessen the social distance of Whites from minorities much more 

than integrating educational or residential environments do (Yancey 1999). Therefore, attending 

multiracial churches is more likely to affect Whites’ discrediting social bias and stereotypes 

against minorities. 

Moreover, churches function as a focal point for maintaining culture and identity 

(Bankston & Zhou 1996; DuBois 1995; Hurh and Kim 1990; Thompson & McRae 2001). This 

function is more evident in minority or immigrant churches. For instance, Korean immigrant 

churches offer social centers and means for cultural identification and education for Korean 

immigrants (Bankston & Zhou 1996; Hurh & Kim 1990). More specifically, Korean churches 

provide means for identifying Korean language and traditional values and for educating about 
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Korean culture, history, and nationality. Hurh and Kim (1990) suggest that the religious need 

(meaning), the social need (belonging), and the psychological need (comfort) are interwoven for 

sociocultural adaptation of Korean immigrants who experience marginalized social existence 

(Hurh & Kim 1990). 

Blacks, similar to Korean immigrants, seek social and emotional support from their 

churches (Bankston & Zhou 1996; Hurh and Kim 1990; Lawson and Kim 2005; Thompson & 

McRae 2001). Thompson and McRae (2001) explain that the self-concept of Blacks is culturally 

grounded in interdependence, rather than in independence, since slavery. Under the constant 

threat of majority society, minorities tend to seek a community where they can learn pros and 

cons for their survival in society. The formation of the Black church was unavoidable because it 

“…antedated the African Negro on American soil” (DuBois 1995; 201). Representing tribal life 

of Blacks, church has been providing family function, social function, amusement/entertainment 

function, educational function, political function, and etc. (DuBois 1995). In sum, religious 

organizations, Christian churches for this study, provide culturally specific mechanisms for 

social adaptation and assimilation to their members. 

However, despite such great opportunities for integration that religious organizations 

offer, churches in the United States are highly segregated across various race, class, or gender 

lines (Roberts 2004; Yancey 1999). For instance, as Roberts (2004) indicates, congregations on a 

local level tend to be more segregated by class than denominations. He finds one of its reasons 

from discriminate theologies that churches present for the particular needs of different classes. 

For example, theological beliefs justify the current social order as given by God. Therefore, 

privileged classes tend to find theological protection for their self-interest; on the other hand, 

people from lower classes are more likely to find mental or emotional comfort from the theology 
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that asserts the importance of salvation and self-denial over worldly success.  

Similarly, people from lower classes can find the reason for their life’s suffering from 

theodicy, which explains inequalities in social system. In order to make sense of the present 

social arrangement, lower classes use theodicy to justify their frustration and injustice of social 

system. In this sense, theodicy of lower classes is “theodicies of despair” or “theodicies of 

escape” (Roberts 2004; 220). Therefore, religious groups develop class-specific theodicies to fit 

the need of congregations’ social circumstances.  

Concerning the fact that religion can constitute the sense of belonging and the we-they 

sense of social distance, this organizational segregation may enhance prejudice among 

congregations. From this view, Yancey (1999) has noted that multicultural churches can provide 

valuable mechanisms to solve racial alienation in the United States. As a primary organization, 

religion is the most important source in formulating individual identity, and religion provides 

greater emotional support than other secondary organizations do. Therefore, integrating 

segregated religious organizations in terms of race, class, and gender can provide an answer to 

the intergroup antagonism and indifference.  
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CHAPTER IV 

METHODS 

Data 

This study defines multiracial churches as churches where no one racial group makes up 

more than 80 percent of the congregation’s population. As Pettigrew and Martin (1987) suggest, 

racial minorities that are smaller in numbers than 20 percent fail to reach the point of critical 

mass, thus are clustered into small, low-status groups within the organization.  

Data for this study is conducted from the Lilly Survey of Congregations (LSC). The LSC 

conducted a nationwide mail survey on Christian churches from April 2000 to July 2000, as well 

as a local knowledge technique to additionally locate multiracial churches. In the latter method, 

thirty metropolitan areas were randomly chosen, and churches in those areas were telephoned 

until several multiracial churches were located. As a result, 115 multiracial churches are included 

in this sample; and eighty to ninety-two percent of those churches were located via local 

knowledge technique. Additionally, the over sample that is imposed on the probability sample 

was not collected by probability methods. 

Additionally, 488 out of the 904 original churches, both Protestant and Catholic, 

responded to the mail survey. This generated the response rate of fifty-four percent from all 

churches and fifty-five percent from multiracial churches. Also, the senior pastors of the 

multiracial churches participated in the LSC survey 65.8% of the time. They were asked to give 

information about demographic, social, institutional, philosophical and theological 

characteristics of their church. If they could not fill out the survey, they were asked to give the 

survey to an informant who had enough knowledge about the church, such as associate ministers, 

church secretaries, or laity leaders.   
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The sample was weighed to the National Congregational Study (NCS), the best known 

survey of congregational data. First, the probability portion of the LCS was compared to the 

NCS from nine categories for the regular church-goers. The number of churches was compared 

in each category for each set of data. After the comparison, the data from the LSC were 

multiplied by weighted numbers until the probability portion of the LSC matched the NCS. Then 

the weighted probability sample of the LSC was compared to the non-probability local 

knowledge section of the LSC data. After applying these weights to the non-probability portion 

of the sample, a number of variables relevant to this study were compared with the weighted data 

of the NCS.  

 

Procedure 

It is mentioned earlier that multiracial churches are racially more open compared to 

monoracial churches due to its organizational nature of intentionality. The aim of this study is to 

examine the influence of different racial environments on economic diversity and gender 

equality in both monoracial and multiracial churches. This study measures the levels of 

self-assessed classism and sexism attitudes among various congregations. This study assumes 

that the more diverse the class distribution is, the more inclusive environment the church will 

offer to draw people from diverse economic backgrounds; by the same token, churches with 

more female members provide certain atmospheres to draw more women, such as female 

clergies. 

Table 2 shows questions that cover each area of sexism and classism attitudes among 

congregations. In assessing the degree of sexism and economic diversity in both multiracial and 

monoracial churches, this study used the questions that require various types of answers such as 



 

 37

yes/no/don’t know, interval-ratio scales, and short answers. No response or “Don’t Know” 

answers are excluded in calculating means and standard deviation. The decided P value for this 

study is .05. Therefore, we reject the null hypothesis when the actual value of t is greater than the 

critical value of t at (p=.05); a P value smaller than .05 is regarded to be statistically significant 

for this study. 

The four questions used for this study constitute variables for this study. For instance, 

question twenty-seven measures the level of classist attitudes of the congregation. Although data 

show the assumed level of class diversity by respondents, this study utilizes the answers as the 

source to estimate the approximate class allocation of congregations. This scale for classist 

environment ranges from one to seven, and higher scores are related with the lower level of class 

distinction among the congregation. Therefore, if a church provides an H-A environment for 

class, then informants are expected to report more diversity for question twenty-seven.  
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Table 2. Questions to determine the openness to women’s leadership and class diversity. 

On a seven point scale, circle the number that best describes where your congregation currently stands, “1” 

meaning most like the characteristic on left, “7” meaning most like the characteristic on the right, and “4” meaning 

an equal mix of both. If you do not know which best describes your congregation, leave the question blank. 

27. Our members tend to come from the same economic class—Our members are in very different economic  

classes 
 

31. According to the theology of your congregation, can woman: 
A. Lead group prayer during the primary worship service?                   Yes   No   Don’t Know 

B. Be ushers?                                                 

Yes   No   Don’t Know 
C. Teach adult classes where there are men?                               Yes   No   Don’t Know 
D. Serve on a lay governing body (e.g. Board of Elders)?                     Yes   No   Don’t Know 
E. Be a pastor who is not the senior pastor?                                Yes   No   Don’t Know 
F. Be the senior pastor?                                                Yes   No   Don’t Know 

 

32. Theologically, which best describes your congregation? 
Fundamentalist    Evangelical    Moderate-Mainline   Theologically Liberal   Other   Don’t Know 

 

39. About how many persons—both adults and children—would you say regularly participate in the religious life  

of your congregation—whether or not they are officially members of your congregation? 
B. What percentage of the regularly participating adults is male?  

 

 Similarly, questions thirty-one and thirty-nine measure the level of sexism among the 

congregation. Question thirty-one asks whether respondents agree on any type of women 

leadership in their church, ranging from teaching men in a class to taking a clerical position. If a 

respondent gives answers of “No” to all six subcategories, then he or she will score zero; if a 

respondent gives answers of “Yes” to all questions, then the score will be six. Consequently, the 

scale of question thirty-one ranges from zero to six. Accordingly, compared to people from H-E 

environments, those from H-A church environments are likely to score lower on this scale. 

“Don’t Know” answers are also excluded from measurements. 
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On the other hand, question thirty-nine assesses the measure of sexism from a different 

angle by asking gender ratio in congregation constitution. Regarding the findings of Konieczny 

and Chaves (2000) and Ammerman et al (1997), it is plausible to predict that H-A environments 

that promote women leadership are more likely to draw women followers than do H-E 

environments. More specifically, Konieczny and Chaves (2000) argue that women leaders are 

more common among congregations whose population has an above average percentage of 

females. Their finding suggests that eighteen percent of organizations where women consist of at 

least sixty-five percent of regularly attending adults are directed by a female leader. Therefore, 

congregations from H-A environments are more likely to include above average percentages of 

women and are more likely to have women clergies. 

Additionally, it is possible that differences in the racial, class, and gender atmospheres of 

congregations are linked to theological differences in the church rather than the multiracial 

makeup of that church. From this line of reasoning, question thirty-two controls the level of 

progressive theology. The hypothesis of this study is to test whether H-A environments of 

multiracial churches will affect the level of sexism and racism. The different levels of such 

tolerance between multiracial churches and monoracial churches may be associated with the 

distinct levels of theological liberalness. Many studies (Altemeyer & Hunsberger 1992; Duck & 

Hunsberger 1999; Laythe et al. 2001; McFarland 1989; McHoskey 1996) have reported that the 

religious organizations with the stricter religious training and conservatism are positively 

associated with the higher level of prejudice among congregations. Therefore, the differentiated 

theologies of both churches can account for the level of openness for female leadership and class 

diversity.  

Although the measure used for this question (fundamentalist-evangelical- 
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moderate/mainline-theologically liberal) does not reflect the interval-ratio scale, the answers 

enable this study to assume where the congregation is located on the religious map of openness. 

This scale measures the gradation of theological openness between conservatism (scale 1) to 

liberalism (scale 4). Given that the closer the congregation is to fundamentalism, the more 

prejudice the congregation will be (Laythe et al. 2003; McFarland), respondents scoring lower 

(closer to conservative) are more likely to show prejudiced attitudes.  
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CHAPTER V 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Class Diversity Scale 

Concerning classism, Table 3 shows that multiracial churches are more likely to show a 

higher score of class diversity than monoracial churches. More specifically, mixed congregations 

show a higher mean score of 4.757 compared to the mean of 3.549 of unmixed congregations, 

generating the average score difference of 1.208. This mean score is based on the scale of 1 

(little diversity) to 7 (large diversity). And this difference of average scores is significant 

(P<.05). Accordingly, this study does not reject the null hypothesis that multiracial churches will 

demonstrate more diversity in class compared to monoracial churches. Therefore, this finding 

suggests that people from multiracial churches are more likely to constitute a wider range of 

class diversity than those from monoracial churches.  

 

Table 3. The score for class diversity (scale from 1 to 7) (Prob.<0.001). 

 N Mean Std. Dev. 

Mixed Congregations 31 4.757 1.855 

Unmixed Congregations 341 3.549 1.550 

Note: higher scores indicate more class diversity. 

 

Table 4 presents the same score for class diversity without weights. This result suggests 

that mixed congregations show the higher mean score of 4.675 compared to the mean of 3.473, 

generating the average score difference of 1.202. This difference of average score is also 

significant (P<.05). Therefore, this study rejects the null hypothesis that multiracial churches will 

demonstrate more diversity in class compared to monoracial churches. Since weighed and 
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unweighed data reflect the same result, weights do not affect the results for this variable.    

 

Table 4. The score for class diversity without weights (Prob.<0.001). 

 N Mean Std. Dev. 

Mixed Congregations 114 4.675 1.841 

Unmixed Congregations 364 3.473 1.538 

Note: higher scores indicate more class diversity. 

 

Sexism Scale 

However, the sexism scale of Table 5 indicates that there is no significant difference in 

attitudes toward women’s leadership in both multiracial and monoracial churches. For instance, 

the mean score of mixed congregations is 4.587 out of the scale from one to six. This score 

shows an average score difference of .484 from the mean score of 4.103 of unmixed 

congregations. This average point difference of .484 is statistically insignificant for this study 

(P>.05). Consequently, this study rejects the null hypothesis that multiracial congregations will 

show more positive attitudes toward female leadership than monoracial congregations. 

Therefore, multiracial churches are not more likely to have women as leaders than monoracial 

churches.  

 

Table 5. The score for female leadership (scale from 1 to 6) (Prob.=0.294). 

 N Mean Std. Dev. 

Mixed Congregations 25 4.587 1.868 

Unmixed Congregations 299 4.103 2.224 

Note: higher scores indicate more supports for female leadership. 
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Table 6. The score for female leadership without weights (Prob.=0.140). 

 N Mean Std. Dev. 

Mixed Congregations 77 4.506 1.796 

Unmixed Congregations 267 4.124 2.053 

Note: higher scores indicate more supports for female leadership. 

 

  Table 6 indicates the same data with <Table 5> without weights. In this data, mixed 

congregations score 4.506 out of 6; on the other hand, unmixed congregations score 4.124. They 

show an average score difference of .382, which is statistically insignificant (P>.05). 

Consequently, this study rejects the null hypothesis that multiracial congregations will show 

more positive attitudes toward female leadership than monoracial congregations. Therefore, 

weights do not affect the results of both weighed and unweighed data of this variable.  

Table 7 reflects the percentage of gender ratio among the regularly participating adult 

congregation. This data indicate that there is no significant difference in gender ratio between 

multiracial and monoracial churches. For instance, male population accounts for almost 

thirty-nine percent of regularly attending adults among mixed congregations, and almost 

thirty-eight percent among unmixed congregations. This percentage difference of .901 is 

statistically insignificant (>.05). As a result, this study rejects the null hypothesis that monoracial 

churches will have more male population among congregations than multiracial churches. 

Therefore, multiracial churches are no more likely than monoracial churches to have regular 

women attendants among congregations.  
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Table 7. The percentage of regularly participating male adults (Prob.=0.688). 

 N Mean Std. Dev. 

Mixed Congregations 31 39.115 10.787 

Unmixed Congregations 350 38.214 12.075 

 

As stated before, liberal theology may account for these race and class differences in 

these congregations. Table 8 presents the level of theological liberalness according to 

respondents’ religious affiliation. As mentioned in previous sections, this scale of 

fundamentalist-evangelical-moderate/mainline-theologically liberal does not reflect interval-ratio 

measure. However, respondents are expected to estimate their approximate theological openness 

or inclusiveness by the scale of one (fundamentalist) to four (theologically liberal). The answers 

of “Other” and “Don’t Know” are not included in the calculation of mean and standard deviation. 

These data indicate that multiracial churches are no more likely to have liberal theology than do 

monoracial churches. For instance, members from multiracial churches estimate that their score 

for liberalness is 3.238 out of 4, and those from unmixed congregations estimate their score as 

3.046. This average score difference of .192 is statistically insignificant (>.05). Therefore, this 

study rejects the null hypothesis that multiracial churches will have more liberal theology than 

monoracial churches.  

 

Table 8. The score for theological liberalness (scale from 1 to 4) (Prob.=0.402). 

 N Mean Std. Dev. 

Mixed Congregations 23 3.238 1.007 

Unmixed Congregations 319 3.046 1.074 

Note: higher scores indicate more theological liberalness. 
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The results show that there are no significant differences between multiracial churches 

and monoracial churches except for class diversity. The class distribution of multiracial churches 

is significantly more diverse than that of monoracial churches. However, the sexism scale 

exhibits the same result for both congregations. They show the similar level of support for 

female leadership, and male populations of monoracial churches are no more likely to be greater 

than those of multiracial churches. Additionally, the levels of liberalness of both religious 

environments are not significantly different from each other. This finding explains that the 

greater level of racial and class diversity of multiracial churches does not develop from 

differentiated theologies. In sum, the H-A environment of multiracial churches is effective on 

class diversity, but not on gender equality. 

 

 



 

 46

CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION 

Summary 

The finding of this study suggests that multiracial churches only partially promote H-A 

environments. More specifically, multiracial churches have congregations from more diverse 

class backgrounds than monoracial churches; however, multiracial churches were not 

significantly more likely to promote women’s leadership in their organizations. The hypothesis 

that “The racial diversity of multiracial churches will produce the hierarchy attenuating (H-A) 

environment that lessens the sexist and classist attitudes of congregations as well” was partially 

true. Structurally inclusive atmosphere regarding economic and racial diversity and theologically 

imbalanced views on gender have developed such contradictory results. 

According to the duality of social structure theory, individuals in certain social 

environments are influenced by their structure. Once their action is settled as a practice, then 

actors in turn reproduce and alter the social structure. On both social psychology and social 

structure levels, racism, sexism, and classism are accompanied by each other as a generalized 

system. In intergroup relations, such systems are generalized as the concurrency of various types 

of prejudices toward outgroups; on a larger level, such systems are operated as a matrix of 

domination that governs every social life. Through their interplay that generates production and 

reproduction of system of prejudice/inequality on both levels, sexism-classism-racism are 

transformed and handed down from generation to generation.  

The most recent studies of social psychology suggest that prejudice depends more on 

ideological belief systems of individuals rather than on personal traits. As a result, the 

ideological belief system is changeable depending on the individual’s situation. From this view, 
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Guimond et al. (2003) and Pratto et al. (1994) have provided the concepts of H-E (hierarchy 

enhancing) and H-A (hierarchy attenuating) legitimizing myths. Given this information, this 

study views multiracial churches as H-A organizations. As Yancey (2003) noted, creating and 

marinating a multiracial church takes an intentional effort. Hence, this study assumes that 

multiracial church members are, to some extent, voluntary in their church life with minorities 

and more aware of racial issues. This nature of multiracial churches gives a good reason to 

assume that they provide the H-A environment that may also attenuate sexist and classist 

attitudes in their organizations. 

 However, the result shows a discrepancy to this assumption. Multiracial church 

environments indeed produce an H-A function for class diversity. Multiracial and monoracial 

churches show statistically different class structures in their class distribution. However, 

congregations from multiracial churches demonstrate no significantly different viewpoint about 

women’s leadership. This finding is also consistent with preceding studies (Laythe et al. 2001; 

McFarland 1989), in that fundamentalism beliefs are strongly related to the discriminatory 

attitudes toward women, homosexuals, and communists, but not to Blacks. Therefore, multiracial 

environments function as an H-A factor only for racist and classist attitudes but not for sexism 

attenuation. Compared to classism and racism attitudes that are affected by organizational 

structure of churches, sexism attitude is rather a result of theological teachings and sermons. 

Accordingly, the finding of this study suggests that social prejudice is separable 

depending on the structural factors and individual ideological beliefs. This result is contrary to 

the findings of previous studies that assert the generalized nature of prejudice. This study finds 

the answers from the interaction of social contexts that involves both structures and individual 

relations, such as: (1) the effect of biblical teachings on classist and sexist attitudes and (2) the 
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cumulative effect of structured domination of women.  

 

Effects of Relevant Biblical Teachings on Classist and Sexist Attitudes 

The lower level of classist attitudes among mixed congregations may be the result of the 

H-A environment of multiracial environments. The egalitarian atmosphere of multiracial 

churches affects class diversity among congregations. In addition to this H-A effect of 

multiracial environment, Christian teachings may function as an enhancing factor that promotes 

egalitarian attitudes toward minorities and people from different socio-economic status. The 

importance of brotherly love toward socially deprived and marginalized groups is clearly 

described in the bible, and this sense of sympathy and help constitutes the core value for 

Christian living. Therefore, the H-A environment of multiracial churches, with the support of 

such biblical teachings that promote indiscriminate love for others, seems to affect the class 

diversity among racially mixed congregations. 

On the other hand, since some Christians interpret the Bible as teaching women’s 

incapability for public life, they tend to show discriminatory attitudes toward women’s 

leadership. Although women have always represented the majority of consumers of Christianity, 

they have been socially and domestically deprived and oppressed by the religion that they belong 

to (Puttick 1997). Originated from some bible verses that depict women’s inability to teach and 

talk in public such as 1Cor 11:3-16, 14:26-40, Eph 5:21-33, and 1Tim 2:9-15, Christian churches 

have advocated conservative views about women’s leadership. Based on these verses, they 

proclaim that men and women are by divine design essentially different, and they aim to preserve 

the separation between male and female (Rose 2001).  

Especially for fundamentalists, these Bible verses provide theological evidences that 
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women should be excluded form public life by enforced seclusion to maintain female modesty, 

decency and purity. Even though feminist activities have challenged such conservatism and 

rebuked its imbalanced attitude toward women since the 1960s, fundamental and evangelical 

churches have even enhanced their opinion about marginalized women’s status in churches.  

Rose (2001) suggests another possible explanation about this conservatism against 

women’s status in Christianity. Since the 1960s, the women’s rights movement has posed a 

significant threat to traditional orders and social structures that have been dominated by 

secondary-level male elites. When secondary-level male elites are struggling to maintain male 

dominance in the middling areas of society where jobs are increasingly contested by women, 

they realize that they can reassert themselves in the family, school, and church using 

conservative, Christian doctrines. In contrast, the first-level male elites, who control the major 

financial institutions and the corporate structures, are not as concerned with patriarchal 

restoration. 

Consequently, the debate over women’s roles is narrowed to the interpretation 

controversies. However well-masked, the interpretive practice implies power struggle. The 

fundamentalists’ literalism supports a male discourse; women take only a secondary status. 

Therefore, the rise of conservative fundamentalism indicates a male reaction to the rising status 

of women. In this sense, literalism is a form of the secondary-level male elites’ protest against 

the power of women; women should be held in domestic boundaries, as the literal meaning of the 

Bible indicates (Crapanzano 2000).  

 The findings about the male-female ratio in congregations and the level of theological 

liberalness support this argument. Given that women clergies are common in congregations 

heavily populated by women, this study assumes that women pastors draw women followers 
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because of their distinct style in church management. Unlike male clergies, female clergies adopt 

more feminine characteristics in their congregation management. For instance, women pastors 

are better adjusted for such articulate areas as being compassionate, caring, nurturing, and 

mothering. Compared to male counterparts, they are more democratic, collegial, team-oriented, 

and non-hierarchical. (Frame and Shehan 2004).  

Additionally, Perl (2002) reports that women pastors devote less time than men to staff 

administration and supervision, while they allocate a greater time to pastoral counseling, such as 

a personalized, one-on-one ministry. This particular character of female leadership meets the 

needs of female congregations; hence, both female pastors and their female followers are able to 

share their common issues regarding domestic and social difficulties of women. Konieczny and 

Chaves (2000) report that eighteen percent of congregations with women comprising at least 

sixty-five percent of regularly attending adults are led by a female clergy. However, women 

populations in our data comprise less than fifty-nine percent of regularly attending adults in both 

multiracial and monoracial churches. Therefore, the respondents of this study seem to refuse 

female leadership because of the lack of such environment that increases the amount of women 

members and female leadership within a congregation. 

 Moreover, the finding of this study suggests that both multiracial and monoracial 

churches do not have distinct theologies from one another. As pointed out in previous sections, 

there indeed exists a difference in the level of prejudice according to theological differences 

(Duck and Hunsberger 1999; Kirkpatrick 1993; Laythe et al. 2001; McFarland 1989; Roberts 

2004). For instance, fundamentalists, compared to orthodoxy and intrinsic religions, are more 

likely to exhibit strict attitudes toward homosexuals, women, and Blacks (Kirkpatrick 1993).  

However, the findings of this study suggest that both multiracial and monoracial 
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congregations have similar levels of progressive theology. This result indicates that the theology 

of multiracial churches is not significantly different from that of monoracial churches, and that 

the former is not more liberal than the latter. Therefore, distinct organizational environments 

promoting class and race diversity should be assessed in terms of organizational structure, not of 

theological differences. As Yancey (2003) has insisted, multiracial churches are structured to be 

racially inclusive by its intentional effort among congregations. Therefore, the openness of 

multiracial churches in terms of class and racial diversity is attributable to their organizational 

structure. However, the results of this study show that the structural difference is not effective in 

sexism attitudes within congregations; rather, theological teachings and sermons seem to 

maintain gender inequality among them. In sum, while class and racial diversity are a result of 

structural differences, sexist attitudes are governed by theological teachings and sermons. 

 

 

Cumulative Effects of Structured Domination on Women 

Smith and Kluegel (1984) suggest that while many Americans recognize the limited 

social opportunity for Blacks, few are aware of the limited social opportunity for women. As a 

result, the society will see less structured imbalance in gender status than structured deprivation 

of Blacks’ opportunity. Additionally, indirect consent to the limits of women’s opportunity 

among men is likely to be greater than is indirect agreement on the limits to Black’s opportunity 

among Whites. People are more aware of racial issues than of gender inequality because of the 

greater numerical threat that women pose to men’s opportunity. Smith and Kluegel postulate that 

women’s threat implies a greater competitive intimidation to self-interest of men from various 

race-class backgrounds than Blacks pose to Whites. Therefore, their greater threat implies more 
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widespread gender oppression than race discrimination.  

On the same line of reasoning, Xu and Leffler (1996) explain that gender is a greater 

disadvantage than race in terms of income. Their findings indicate that the effects of gender seem 

far more powerful than those of race. The gender and racial discrimination is based on the 

cumulative effects. They noted that gender discrimination is more widespread than racial 

discrimination, which proves that the threat from women is perceived more prevalent than that 

from minorities. Consequently, minority women experience greater disparity and cleavage in 

social status. Segura (1996) also points out the negative influence of the cumulative effect of 

discrimination of women of color. For example, the interaction among lower-class status, 

ethnicity, and gender limits the acquisition of human capital, channeling minority women into 

power-echelon jobs that offer few opportunities for advancement. In sum, being the main 

sufferers of the cumulative impact, women from different groups are more likely to experience 

obstacles than men in their career achievement and upward mobility.  

Even though women belong to both class and race lines as the group with the largest 

number, they are less likely to constitute a group consciousness and solidarity compared to other 

class or race groups. Their biggest number exhibits a great threat to men from various class and 

race; however, they are not as powerful in social activities against discrimination. Although there 

have been many feminist activist groups in history, as Beauvoir (1989) pointed out, women 

scarcely recognize themselves as a social group. White women would rather share solidarity with 

white men, rather than with Black women (Beauvoir 1989). This view explains why traditional 

gender role is more endorsed than is racial or classical segregation in our society, and why such 

social practice is difficult to change. Consequently, even though they are one of the most 

persecuted social classes in history, women are hardly noticed as a potential social group with 
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solidarity—even by themselves. Since being a woman is regarded as a natural/biological 

occurrence rather than as a sociological phenomenon, building group solidarity among women is 

impossible without an intentional effort. 

Additionally, biological difference between men and women may endorse the 

discrimination against women. Since women have the different biological structure from men, 

this apparent distinction supports differentiated roles between men and women. Unlike class or 

race dimensions that also include men in them, the category of women includes females alone 

without exceptions. Furthermore, compared to race and class segregations that are not based on 

biological traits but on social formation, gender segregation is based on inherently distinct nature 

between men and women. Therefore, this notion of biological difference between gender 

endorses the distinct traits between men and women, and further validates the imbalanced social 

status between men and women.  

 

Implications and Suggestions for Future Research 

This section has discussed the two reasons why multiracial churches provide an H-A 

environment to classism but not to sexism. Gender relations, unlike racism and classism, tend to 

reserve their imbalanced nature due to (1) the lack of intentional effort on the organizational 

level; (2) the lack of perception of women as a social group; and (3) the power struggle with 

middle class male elites. Furthermore, the relevant teaching about brotherly love toward 

outgroups and about women’s lower status in church life seem to affect such discriminating 

responses. Therefore, this study concludes that compared to classism and racism attitudes that 

are affected by organizational structure of churches, sexism attitude is rather a result of 

theological teachings and sermons.  
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 Most importantly, this study has demonstrated that H-A and H-E environments of an 

organization are often separable from each other. Contrary to the previous findings that assert the 

generalized nature of prejudice, this study suggests that the different types of prejudice may 

independently manifest. Therefore, the system of oppression within and between organizations 

should be addressed in terms of their social context that involves both structural and individual 

relations.  

Additionally, future studies should attempt to find whether there is a spurious effect 

between multiracial church environments and class diversity. The result shows that multiracial 

churches are more supportive for wider ranges of classes among congregations; however, future 

studies may take the third factor into account such as region, size of congregation, and history of 

recent conflict. Therefore, questions probing the relevant variables should be addressed. 

Additionally, to investigate the relations between theological characteristics and views about 

women’s leadership within churches, specific contents of theological teachings from sermons or 

bible studies and their frequencies should be examined. 

Furthermore, this study did not specify the kinds of denominations of respondents. Our 

sample includes both catholic and protestant congregations and various protestant denominations 

as well. This study assumes that churches prohibiting women ordination are more likely to show 

H-E tendency about women’s leadership than ones allowing women ordination. Similarly, 

Catholic Churches are expected to provide more H-E environments concerning women’s roles in 

churches than protestant churches. This distinction of denominations will provide a meaningful 

result, allowing examination of the different hierarchical environments of each religious 

organization. 
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 Also, future studies may focus on different types of questions about women’s status. For 

instance, questions about women’s job promotions at work, the possibility of a woman president, 

and men’s role in domestic areas are expected to generate different results for this study. Even 

though church members are restricted within the biblical teachings about gender segregation in 

the church setting, their attitudes toward women’s status outside churches are not necessarily 

expected to be dominated by the same beliefs (Roberts 2004). Therefore, different approaches to 

generate attitudes toward the real-life situation should be assessed. Such questions to probe 

relevant potential variables are expected to provide a significant implication for the study of 

prejudice in religious organizations. 
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