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Abstract

Using General Social Survey data, we examine perspectives on science and religion in the
United States. Latent class analysis reveals three groups based on knowledge and attitudes
about science, religiosity, and preferences for certain religious interpretations of the world.
The traditional perspective (43 percent) is marked by a preference for religion compared to
science; the modern perspective (36 percent) holds the opposite view. A third perspective,
which we call post-secular (21 percent), views both science and religion favorably. However,
when faced with competing accounts of events such as creation and evolution, post-seculars
root their views in religion rather than in mainstream science. Regression models indicate that
perspectives on science and religion do not simply mirror other denominational or ideological
differences. Furthermore, religio-scientific perspectives shape attitudes about political
issues where scientific and some religious communities diverge, including on abortion
rights and stem cell research. Overall, most individuals favor either scientific or religious
ways of understanding, but many scientifically inclined individuals prefer certain religious
accounts. This suggests that public divisions related to science and religion are cultural and
epistemological. This article underscores the complexity of the boundary between reason and
faith and highlights the roots of political conflict in perspectives on science and religion in
the United States.
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The relationship between science, religion,
and society has been the focus of sociological
inquiry since the discipline’s earliest years.
Historically, many sociologists have pre-
sumed that as societies develop, science and

enchanted, religiously oriented perspective
held by earlier civilizations. However, more
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reason replace religion and faith as bases for
understanding the world. For example, Comte
(1998), Marx (1978), Weber ([1904] 1930),
and Durkheim ([1912] 1995) each forecast
that in modern society, positivism, rationality,
and science would displace the theological,
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than a century later, the prediction that a mod-
ern, scientifically oriented worldview would
dislocate a traditional, religiously inclined
one has not borne out. Continued high-profile
confrontations between leaders of religious
and scientific communities over issues such
as embryonic stem cells, genetic modifica-
tion, and family planning illustrate that sci-
ence has not simply replaced religion in the
modern world (Evans 2010; Nelkin 2004).

Popular accounts typically downplay doc-
trinal and institutional differences among reli-
gious traditions and presume a broadly
antagonistic relationship between science and
religion (Dawkins 2006). Contemporary
social scientific research often shares this
assumption of conflict (Barbour 2000; Evans
and Evans 2008). As Western society is
increasingly characterized by reason and sci-
ence, religious authority has ceded influence.
Some secularization theories explain this shift
as the result of deep-seated incompatibility
between scientific and religious authority
(Chaves 1994; Gorski 2000). Although secu-
larization is apparent among many Western
public institutions, it is less clear whether
individuals see science and religion as pro-
viding contradictory views of the world (Eck-
lund 2010; Taylor 2007).

Research on science, religion, and the pub-
lic is extensive, but it contains two important
gaps. First, many studies treat attitudes about
science as either outcomes or antecedents of
religious attitudes and behaviors (Evans 2011;
Freeman and Houston 2011; Sherkat 2011).
Yet conceptualizing the relationship in this
way assumes that views of science and reli-
gion are causally related. In light of the strong
appreciation of science and continued religi-
osity in the United States (Gauchat 2012;
Stark 1999), we believe that such an assump-
tion warrants further investigation.

Second, previous studies often examine
science and religion in uniform terms that do
not reflect their conceptual richness. Research
into the public understanding of science finds
that individuals view science as interrelated
dimensions of affect, knowledge, and under-
standing (Allum et al. 2008; Miller 2004).
Uni-dimensional analyses of science attitudes

or knowledge may therefore miss important
details about how individuals use science to
make sense of the world. Furthermore,
research on science and religion is typically
Christian-centric, measuring religion with
denominational and religious attendance-
based items that may not capture differences
in how individuals use religion to orient their
lives (Bender et al. 2013).

We pursue a theoretically guided investi-
gation that incorporates multiple dimensions
of individuals’ views of science and religion.
We refer to science and religion as distinctive
sets of ideas, information, beliefs, and prac-
tices that provide explanations and under-
standings of certain phenomena. For science,
these explanations and understandings are
based on reason and logic; for religion, they
are based on faith and tradition. In this article,
we examine individuals’ perspectives on sci-
ence and religion and how they serve as inter-
pretative frameworks that guide individuals’
understandings of the world. Perspectives on
science and religion are multifaceted, simul-
taneously consisting of and serving as sources
of knowledge and values. They are affective
and may be favorable, unfavorable, or ambiv-
alent. By examining perspectives on science
and religion in tandem, we provide a unique
analysis that avoids conceptualizing views
about these two ways of understanding as
cause and consequence of one another. Find-
ings suggest that the issue is more compli-
cated than is often acknowledged and that
perspectives on science and religion mark
epistemological and cultural divides.

We use General Social Survey data to
examine whether a scientifically inclined
worldview precludes a religiously inclined
one, or if favorable perspectives on science
and religion can coexist in the minds of the
U.S. public. Latent class analysis suggests
that most people hold either modern or tradi-
tional perspectives, preferring either scien-
tific or religious ways of understanding the
world. We also identify a third, post-secular
perspective held by roughly one in five indi-
viduals that sees conflict between science and
religion as limited to a narrow but important
set of issues. This third perspective is not
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middle ground between a preference for sci-
ence and one for religion, but a distinctive
worldview that reconciles science and reli-
gion in all but a few ways. We also investigate
how religio-scientific perspectives corre-
spond to sociodemographic characteristics
and attitudes about political issues where
scientific and certain religious interpretations
diverge. Results indicate that perspectives on
science and religion do not necessarily replicate
denominational, ideological, or sociodemo-
graphic differences.

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Conflict between Science and
Religion

Contemporary accounts of conflict between
science and religion are often rooted in secu-
larization theories, which hold that as societ-
ies modernize, individuals and public
institutions increasingly rely on rationality
rather than faith to organize daily life. Secu-
larization occurs when religious authority is
differentiated from other sources of authority
and is no longer needed to legitimize institu-
tions such as family, government, and educa-
tion. In modern society, reason and science
are used to legitimize social arrangements
once considered the domain of religious
authority. Although different secularization
theories disagree on why the cultural roles of
science and religion have shifted (Gorski
2000), many scholars suggest that science and
religion provide contradictory frameworks, in
which an inclination for one prohibits an
inclination for the other (Binder 2002; Lien-
esch 2007; Smith 2003; Toumey 1994).
Observers agree that secularization is evi-
dent in many Western institutions (Drori et al.
2003; Evans and Evans 2008). Additionally,
waning religious participation in Europe and
declining public belief in the supernatural are
sometimes seen as indicative of religion’s
declining social influence (Bruce 2011;
Dobbelaere 1999; Wilson 1975). Together
with declining religiosity, strong support for
science among Europeans is consistent with
conflict-based accounts (National Science

Board 2012). Furthermore, when asked
directly, many people in the United States
view science and religion as broadly conflict-
ing (Baker 2012; Longest and Smith 2011),
suggesting that for these individuals an incli-
nation toward scientific authority is incom-
patible with one for religious authority.
Overall, prior research suggests that individu-
als who are more knowledgeable about and
appreciative of science are more skeptical of
religious interpretations of the world. Alter-
natively, individuals who favor certain reli-
gious ways of knowing may be less
knowledgeable and appreciative of science.

A growing body of scholarship indicates
that perceived conflict between science and
religion may be limited to a few specific
issues. Religious individuals are less likely to
accept mainstream scientific theories of evo-
lution and the big bang but are not necessarily
less knowledgeable about uncontested sci-
ence (Evans 2011; Lawson and Worsnop
1992; Verhey 2005). This suggests that some
people see conflict between science and reli-
gion as localized and rely on both science and
religion to the extent that they do not provide
contradictory explanations. Religious people
in the United States are not necessarily averse
to science, but they may choose to interpret
some events in a religious light. Furthermore,
preferences for certain religious rather than
scientific accounts may reflect differences in
beliefs about the boundaries of legitimate sci-
ence rather than an assessment of the value of
scientific knowledge (Plantinga 2011). If so,
an individual’s decision to diverge from
mainstream science on certain issues may not
reflect perceived conflict between reason and
faith.

Compatibility between Science
and Religion

Science and religion may be more compatible
than the conflict thesis suggests. Merton
([1938] 1973) identified the importance of
Puritanism in the scientific revolution, and
scholars have since elaborated the role of
religious values in early scientific discovery
and the professionalization of science (Shapin
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1996). Recent studies of religious scientists
illustrate that scientific careers do not pre-
clude favorable views of religion (Collins
2006; Ecklund 2010). However, these studies
emphasize non-institutionalized religious
beliefs and practices such as spirituality, rais-
ing questions about how scientifically inclined
individuals define religion (Ecklund and
Long 2011).

Despite declining trust in science among
political conservatives, the U.S. public has
expressed favorable attitudes about science
for at least the past four decades (Gauchat
2012). In contrast with Europe, religious par-
ticipation in the United States was relatively
stable over this period, a trend at odds with
secularization theories (Inglehart and Baker
2000). Taken together, public support for sci-
ence and continued religiosity among the
U.S. public suggests that many individuals do
not perceive the conflict between science and
religion presumed by many scholarly and
popular accounts.

Theories of a post-secular society indicate
that despite institutional differentiation, indi-
viduals often view the world through reli-
gious lenses. Although many aspects of
modernity are marked by secular authority,
some argue that religion’s influence on soci-
ety has been transformed rather than replaced
by science (Casanova 2010; Habermas 2008;
Taylor 2007). While civic, political, and eco-
nomic institutions stake their authority to
secular ground, many individuals continue to
use religious framings to make decisions
about daily life (Gorski et al. 2012). In this
view, although religion has ceded formal
authority, it continues to influence society
through individuals’ choices about what to
believe and how to behave.

In this account, individuals purposefully
construct worldviews by combining elements
of scientific, religious, and other ways of
knowing (Casanova 2010). Hence, a post-
secular perspective entails recognition of the
value and utility of multiple belief systems. A
post-secular worldview rejects the strict
adherence to science characteristic of moder-
nity. Instead, it blends scientific, religious,
and other authorities to provide a personally

compelling narrative of the world. In essence,
a post-secular perspective views any singular
interpretative framework, such as science or
religion, as only a partial explanation of real-
ity. Thus, the promise of post-secular theories
is not to anticipate uniform preferences for
science or religion, but to clarify the circum-
stances under which individuals prefer differ-
ent kinds of explanations. In summary,
existing research leads us to expect that some
individuals have generally favorable perspec-
tives on both science and religion.

The Waning Importance of Science
and Religion

Alternatively, individuals may reject both sci-
ence and religion as sources of understanding.
The increasing complexity and bureaucracy
of modern institutions isolate and alienate
individuals from many social, economic, and
political processes (Giddens 1991; Habermas
1989). Scientific and religious authority may
each suffer as a result. A postmodern view of
society entails a strong relativist epistemol-
ogy, in which truth claims are evaluated indi-
vidually, subjectively, and without consistent
reference to broader interpretative frame-
works. While post-secularism contends that
individuals blend epistemological positions to
orient their lives, the postmodern view implies
that social institutions are incapable of pro-
viding enduring meaning or truth (Triandis
1995). Thus, some individuals may dismiss
both science and religion as ways to ground
their understanding of the world.

Overall, perspectives on science and reli-
gion may be characterized by one of four
patterns. Table 1 outlines these ideal types.
According to conflict theories, we should
identify two worldviews, one oriented toward
science and away from religion and one with
the opposite preference. We refer to these
contrasting perspectives as modern and tradi-
tional.! We may also observe a post-secular
perspective, marked by generally favorable
views of both science and religion. Finally,
some respondents may be skeptical of both
scientific- and religious-based understand-
ings, a perspective we refer to as postmodern.
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Table 1. Ideal Types of Perspectives on Science and Religion

Unfavorable
Favorable

Religion

Science
Unfavorable Favorable
Postmodern Modern
Traditional Post-Secular

Although this schema necessarily distills the
U.S. public’s views, our framework advances
scholarship in this area by allowing percep-
tions of science and religion to vary indepen-
dently of one another.

Social Bases of Perspectives on
Science and Religion

Although previous research has not focused
directly on religio-scientific perspectives,
scholars have linked attitudes and behaviors
related to science and religion to a variety of
sociodemographic characteristics. We there-
fore examine how religious traditions, gender,
race, class, and other traits correspond to
perspectives on science and religion. In gen-
eral, we expect individuals who attend reli-
gious services regularly, regardless of their
faith traditions, to have especially favorable
views of religious interpretations of the world.
Furthermore, institutional and doctrinal dif-
ferences among religious traditions suggest
that different faiths promote systematically
different perspectives on science and religion.
Some traditions accept scientifically favored
theories of life, whereas others reject certain
scientific accounts. Further complicating
matters is the potential decoupling of institu-
tional and individual views. For example,
while the Catholic Church has formally rec-
onciled with scientific theories of the big
bang (Pope Pius XII 1951; Ratzinger 1988),
some Catholics may still favor young-earth
interpretations of creation. Nonetheless, we
expect that members of conservative Protes-
tant traditions are more likely than others to
tie their worldviews to religious explanations
incompatible with mainstream science (Hoff-
man and Johnson 2005; Nelsen, Guth, and
Fraser 2001; Scheufele et al. 2009). We also

anticipate that individuals unaffiliated with a
faith tradition will be most likely to favor a
scientific worldview and reject a religiously
inclined one.

Perspectives on science and religion may
also vary by gender. Women are socialized
from a young age to be less scientifically ori-
ented than men (Correll 2004; Xie and Shau-
man 2003), and women also tend to be more
religious, although the gender gap in religios-
ity disappears among scientists (Ecklund,
Park, and Veliz 2008; Miller and Hoffman
1995). This suggests that, compared to men,
women will have less favorable perspectives
on science and more favorable perspectives
on religion. Furthermore, African Americans
and Latinos have less favorable attitudes
about science and medicine compared to
whites (Pew Research Center 2009; Schnitt-
ker, Freese, and Powell 2000) and are, on
average, more religious (Hunt and Hunt
2001). We therefore anticipate racial and eth-
nic differences in religio-scientific perspec-
tives, with non-whites viewing science less
favorably and religion more favorably com-
pared to whites.

Social class may also shape perspectives
on science and religion. Education generally
corresponds to knowledge of and support for
science (Allum et al. 2008; Miller 2004).
Additionally, higher socioeconomic status is
linked to lower levels of religiosity (Schie-
man 2010; Smith and Faris 2005). Thus, we
expect social class, as measured by education,
income, and occupational status, to corre-
spond to positive perspectives on science and
negative perspectives on religion.

Views on science and religion may relate
to other cleavages as well. Compared to
younger individuals, older people may be
more oriented toward religion and less toward
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science (Argue, Johnson, and White 1999;
Bak 2001). Because the U.S. South is charac-
terized by unique cultural features, including
a stronger historical identification with the
anti-evolution movement, we control for geo-
graphic location. Finally, we anticipate differ-
ences associated with political ideology, with
liberals holding more favorable views of sci-
ence and conservatives holding more favora-
ble views of religion (Gauchat 2012).

Science, Religion, and Political
Conflict

If perspectives on science and religion are
distinct from denominational, ideological,
and sociodemographic differences, then they
may also have distinct effects on attitudes
about political conflicts. In particular, religio-
scientific perspectives may help shed light on
issues where science and religion have over-
lapping jurisdictions. For example, the issue
of abortion rights has long been within the
reach of both medical/scientific and religious
authorities (Luker 1984). More recently, top-
ics such as embryonic stem cell research and
genetic modification have posed “ideological
dilemmas” for the public (Locke 1999). Sci-
ence is often associated with progressive poli-
tics, whereas religious adherence is more
closely aligned with social conservatism
(Davis and Robinson 1999; Gauchat 2012).
We therefore expect that an inclination for
science is associated with support for liberal
public policies, whereas an inclination for
religion is linked to support for a conservative
agenda. We do not, however, expect perspec-
tives on science and religion to correspond
directly to political attitudes about issues
where scientific and religious communities
do not provide direct counterpoints.

DATA, MEASURES, AND
METHODS
Data

To examine perspectives on science and reli-
gion, we analyze cross-sectional data from
the 2006, 2008, and 2010 waves of the

General Social Survey (GSS).2 The GSS is a
nationally representative biennial survey of
households in the United States that uses a
multi-stage area-probability sampling frame
(Smith et al. 2011). These waves of the GSS
included a special topics module, which
asked respondents about their knowledge of
and attitudes about science. Along with ques-
tions about religion asked in each survey
wave, these variables are the focus of our
analysis.

GSS data also contain background infor-
mation on respondents, which we use to
examine sociodemographic and attitudinal
correlates of perspectives on science and reli-
gion. In 2006, 2008, and 2010, the science
module was administered to 1,864, 1,526, and
691 respondents, respectively. Accounting for
the survey’s split ballot design and missing
cases, results presented here are based on
analyses of 2,901 cases (1,563 from 2006;
988 from 2008; and 350 from 2010).

Measuring Perspectives on Science
and Religion

Perspectives on science encompass attitudes
about science as well as knowledge of scien-
tific concepts and methods. We examine atti-
tudes about science using survey questions
commonly used to measure public apprecia-
tion of science (Miller 2004). These items
asked whether (1) science creates more
opportunities for the next generation, (2) sci-
ence makes life move too fast (reverse coded),
(3) science should be supported by govern-
ment funding, and (4) the benefits of science
outweigh its costs. We model these items as
discrete ordinal variables on four- and five-
point scales, where higher scores indicate
more favorable attitudes. Table 2 contains
unadjusted descriptive information for the
variables we use to measure perspectives on
science and religion.

We examine knowledge of science using a
series of 14 quiz-style questions modeled as
binary variables. These questions focus on
uncontroversial aspects of scientific knowl-
edge, including radioactivity, subatomic par-
ticles, and experimental design. This series
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also includes questions about the big bang
and evolution, which have been criticized for
confounding knowledge of science with pref-
erences for certain religious accounts (Roos
2012). However, these survey questions are
central to our analysis because they capture
the cultural distinctions we seek to investi-
gate. Additionally, analyzing questions about
the big bang and evolution in combination
with questions about less controversial topics
like probability provides unique insight into
the U.S. public’s preferred sources of knowl-
edge and values (Toumey et al. 2010).

To measure perspectives on religion, we
analyze responses to a question that asked
whether the Bible is (1) the actual word of
God, (2) inspired by the word of God, or (3)
filled with myths and fables. This item, which
we model as a nominal variable, is frequently
used to measure views of certain religious
interpretations of the world (Davis and Rob-
inson 1999). We also analyze individuals’
religiosity as an ordinal variable based on a
question that asked respondents to rate the
strength of their religious beliefs on a four-
point scale, where higher scores correspond
to stronger belief. Although the GSS contains
other behavioral and attitudinal measures of
religion, we focus on these items because
they begin to tap individual preferences for
religion and religious-based accounts of the
world despite institutional and intellectual
differences among faiths.?

Sociodemographic Characteristics

We examine how several respondent charac-
teristics relate to perspectives on science and
religion. Table 3 summarizes these variables.
We measure religious traditions using the
typology developed by Steensland and col-
leagues (2000). We analyze the variable as a
set of binaries for conservative, mainline, and
Black Protestants; Catholics; Jews; followers
of other faiths; and individuals not associated
with organized religion.*

We examine religious attendance using an
eight-category ordinal variable ranging from
“never attends” to “attends more than once
per week.”> We measure race and ethnicity

using binary variables for Latino, non-Latino
African American, non-Latino white, and
non-Latino other race identification. We
measure age in years, divided by 10. We
examine geographic location using a binary
measure for residents of the South. We meas-
ure political ideology using an ordinal seven-
point scale, where 1 refers to extremely liberal
and 7 to extremely conservative. We measure
education in years and income as a natural log
transformation of household income category
midpoints.® Finally, we measure occupations
using a five-class specification of the Erikson-
Goldthorpe-Portocarero  scheme  created
according to the procedure described by
Alderson, Junisbai, and Heacock (2007) (I +
II = service class; Illa + b = routine non-
manual; IVa + b + ¢ = petty bourgeoisie/
farmer; V + VI = skilled workers and fore-
men; and VIla + b = non-skilled worker).”

Political Attitudes

To begin to assess how perspectives on sci-
ence and religion relate to U.S. political cul-
ture, we analyze attitudes about several issues
where scientific and religious communities
each have claims to authority. We examine
respondents’ opinions about women’s right to
choose abortion with a binary variable. We
measure support for government funding for
stem cell research with a four-point ordinal
variable. We analyze a three-point ordinal
variable that asked the degree to which respon-
dents are comfortable consuming genetically
modified food. To test whether perspectives
on science and religion also predict attitudes
about issues where science and religion may
not directly compete, we examine a five-point
ordinal variable that asked about support for
requiring greater fuel economy from automak-
ers and a four-point ordinal variable about
support for nuclear energy production. Higher
scores correspond to greater support on each
of these attitudinal measures (see Table 3).

Analytic Technique

To identify underlying perspectives on sci-
ence and religion, we use latent class analysis
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Table 4. Fit Statistics for Latent Class Analysis

Number of Percent Reduction

Classes p BIC in BIC LL df
1 85392.518 —42568.694 32
2 <.001 81616.983 4.421 —40549.375 65
3 <.001 80919.562 .855 —-40069.113 98
4 .762 80719.840 247 -39837.701 131
5 .761 80645.468 .092 —-39668.964 164
6 770 80625.786 .024 —-39527.571 197
7 .762 80672.881 -.058 —-39419.567 230

Source: 2006, 2008, and 2010 GSS; n = 2,901.

Note: p is p-value from Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood-ratio test; BIC is Bayesian information criterion;
LL is log likelihood; and df is degrees of freedom; bolded text indicates preferred model.

(LCA) (Goodman 1974; Lazarsfeld and
Henry 1968; Magidson and Vermunt 2001).
LCA assumes that responses to conceptually
similar questions share underlying associa-
tions. LCA identifies the number of latent
classes (7) needed to best account for
response patterns in the observed manifest
variables, which in this article are attitudes,
affect, and knowledge about science and reli-
gion. Conventionally, LCA entails fitting an
independence model in which each case is
assigned to a single latent class (7 = 1).
Assuming that an underlying association
exists among manifest variables, model fit
will improve when 7 = 2,..., n, until the
underlying associations among variables are
identified. Respondents are assigned to latent
classes based on their greatest posterior prob-
ability of class membership.® For example, in
a three-class model where the probabilities of
class membership are .7, .2, and .1, the indi-
vidual is assigned to the first class.

The second part of the investigation uses
multinomial logistic regression to examine
sociodemographic characteristics of the
groups identified by the latent class analysis.
Our sample in the second stage of the analysis
consists of the 2,331 individuals with com-
plete information for sociodemographic vari-
ables of interest.’ Finally, we use binary and
ordinal logistic regression models to investi-
gate how perspectives on science and religion
relate to political attitudes. Sample sizes for
this final set of analyses vary according to the
GSS ballot design. We conducted the LCA

using Mplus and descriptive and regression
analyses using Stata.'

RESULTS

Perspectives on Science and Religion

Table 4 presents LCA results. We examined
models that grouped respondents into between
one and seven latent classes. To determine the
best fitting model, we relied on Lo-Mendell-
Rubin likelihood-ratio tests (LMR) and the
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), com-
mon measures of model fit in LCA (Aspa-
rouhov and Muthén 2012; Nylund,
Asparouhov, and Muthén 2007). A significant
LMR test indicates that the model provides a
better fit than a model with one less latent
class. An insignificant test statistic indicates
no improvement in fit. In Table 4, the insig-
nificant LMR test from the four-class model
suggests the three-class model best fits the
data. However, the BIC’s minimum value is
sometimes used to select the number of
classes in LCA, and in Table 4 the BIC is low-
est in the six-class model.

When fit statistics point to different latent
class solutions, scholars suggest considering
the kinds of variables being analyzed (Nylund
et al. 2007). While the BIC may be preferable
for LCA models with continuous outcomes,
the LMR test more reliably selects the correct
number of classes for models with categorical
outcomes, like those in this analysis (Lo,
Mendell, and Rubin 2001). Furthermore, the
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BIC’s reliability has been criticized when
there are a small number of classes, especially
when class sizes are unequal (Nylund et al.
2007). Because there is no consensus about
which statistic should be used to select the
number of latent classes, the decision typi-
cally rests on a combination of statistical,
substantive, and theoretical considerations.
Based on LCA results, analyses of different
latent class models, and theoretical expecta-
tions, we focus on results from the three-class
model.

The final three columns in Table 2 contain
conditional means and proportions of mani-
fest variables. These statistics informed our
choices of category labels and give meaning
to the groups identified in the LCA. Super-
scripts designate statistically significant dif-
ferences between groups as indicated by
two-tailed #-tests. The top row of Table 2
indicates that the largest category is charac-
terized by a traditional perspective on science
and religion and contains 43 percent of the
sample. A second class is marked by a mod-
ern view and contains 36 percent of the sam-
ple. Finally, 21 percent of respondents hold a
post-secular perspective on science and
religion.

Overall, these results suggest that most
people in the United States have favorable
orientations toward either science or religion
but not both. This is consistent with theories
of broad conflict between these two ways of
knowing. Furthermore, although the post-
secular perspective entails high levels of sci-
ence knowledge as well as favorable views of
science and religion, responses to questions
about evolution and the big bang suggest that
even for this most accommodating group, sci-
ence and religion sometimes conflict. When
asked about these issues, the post-secular
latent class almost unanimously aligned their
views with particular religious accounts. So,
rather than the four ideal types outlined ear-
lier, Table 2 identifies three unique religio-
scientific perspectives, each supporting a
variation of the conflict thesis.

Members of the traditional class have sig-
nificantly lower scores than do the other
groups for all science literacy and attitude

items. For example, 47 percent of the tradi-
tional class, compared to 92 and 90 percent of
the modern and post-secular groups, respec-
tively, correctly answered that radioactivity
occurs naturally. Although the traditional
class reported lower levels of religiosity than
did the post-secular class, its religious affilia-
tion strength is higher than average and sig-
nificantly higher than that of the modern
class. Likewise, 46 percent of the traditional
group, compared to 31 percent of the overall
sample, responded that the Bible is the literal
word of God.

The modern perspective, shared by 36 per-
cent of the sample, stands in stark opposition
to a traditional view of science and religion.
Members of the modern category are knowl-
edgeable about science and the most appre-
ciative of its uses, and they are the least
religious. This perspective is not unique in its
high science literacy, but it is distinctive in its
optimism about science in society and its low
levels of religiosity. Unlike other perspec-
tives, large majorities of moderns responded
that the universe began with a big bang and
that humans evolved from other animals (p <
.05). Moreover, only 3 percent of the modern
group responded that the Bible is the literal
word of God. Among moderns, 41 percent
indicated that the Bible is a book of myths
and fables, compared to 19 percent of the
overall sample.

The post-secular perspective, held by 21
percent of respondents, is characterized by
less favorable attitudes about science than
those of the modern class, but their attitudes
toward science are significantly more favora-
ble than those of the traditional class. Moreover,
science literacy scores for the post-secular
and modern classes are statistically indistin-
guishable on nearly half of these items. In
contrast to moderns, however, 48 percent of
post-seculars reported that the Bible is the
literal word of God, and none reported that
the Bible is a book of myths and fables. Fur-
thermore, post-seculars’ mean religious affili-
ation strength is significantly higher than that
of each other latent class (p < .05).

Despite their generally favorable outlook
on science, members of the post-secular
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category were substantially and significantly
less likely than the other classes to respond
that the universe began with a big bang (6
percent) and that humans evolved from other
animals (3 percent). Post-seculars were also
less likely than moderns to respond that the
continents have been moving for millions of
years (p < .05). These findings suggest the
post-secular perspective recognizes limited
conflict between science and religion. Analy-
ses of additional science knowledge questions
asked to a subset of respondents in 2008 fur-
ther suggest that members of the post-secular
latent class are knowledgeable about science
yet choose to root their understandings of
certain events in religious belief.!!

In summary, our LCA identifies three dis-
tinct perspectives on science and religion.!?
Findings suggest that most people in the
United States are inclined toward either sci-
ence or religion, but not both. We also find a
narrow swath of the public with generally
favorable perspectives on both scientific and
religious understandings. But rather than a
fully compatible view, even these individuals
cannot reconcile some scientific and religious
accounts. This third perspective is consistent
with recent findings that many religious indi-
viduals are scientifically literate yet prefer
some religious explanations to scientific ones
(Evans 2011). Our results suggest that approx-
imately one-in-five members of the U.S. pub-
lic see science and religion in this light.

Sociodemographic Differences in
Perspectives on Science and Religion

The final columns of Table 3 present
sociodemographic characteristics of each
latent class. As expected, women, African
Americans, Latinos, and individuals in lower
social classes are significantly overrepre-
sented in the traditional compared to the
modern category. The post-secular and mod-
ern classes have similar income, despite post-
seculars’ slightly lower educational attainment
and occupational status. Furthermore, the
post-secular perspective is held dispropor-
tionately by respondents who are older, politi-
cally conservative, and reside in the South.

Table 3 also underscores the importance of
religious traditions for individuals’ perspec-
tives on science and religion. Conservative
Protestants are split nearly evenly between the
post-secular and traditional latent classes.
While conservative Protestants in the post-
secular and traditional classes differ signifi-
cantly in their gender, race, class, age, and
political views, these gaps tend to reflect more
general differences between perspectives.!?

To examine these patterns in a multivariate
setting, we estimated a multinomial logistic
regression model. Table 5 indicates that many of
the group differences identified in Table 3
remain statistically significant net of one
another. Compared to mainline Protestants, con-
servative Protestants are 3.618 (p < .001) and
1.663 (p < .01) times more likely to hold the
post-secular rather than modern or traditional
perspectives. Religiously unaffiliated respond-
ents are less likely to hold post-secular rather
than modern (.144; p < .001) or traditional
views (.359; p < .01).!* Also, members of the
post-secular class attend religious services more
frequently than do members of the other latent
classes, net of other differences (p <.001).

Gender and race differences persist in the
multivariate context. Women are more than
twice as likely as men to hold post-secular
rather than modern perspectives (2.037, p <
.001). Whites are more likely to express post-
secular (4.706; p < .001) or modern (8.736;
p <.001) rather than traditional views."> Fur-
thermore, Table 5 indicates that the post-
secular and modern classes have similar
income and occupational status despite a sta-
tistically significant education gap.'® Finally,
Table 5 indicates that respondents who hold a
post-secular perspective are significantly
more politically conservative than the other
respondents, other differences aside.

Traditional, Modern, and Post-
Secular Perspectives and Political
Attitudes

Finally, we examine how religio-scientific
perspectives relate to beliefs about issues
where science and religion have each been
mobilized by political interests. Table 3
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Table 5. Odds Ratios for Multinomial Logistic Regression of Science-Religion Perspectives
on Independent Variables

Post-Secular Post-Secular Modern versus
versus Modern versus Traditional = Traditional

Religious Tradition®

Conservative Protestant 3.618%** 1.663%* 4B0*F*
(.729) (.311) (.091)
Catholic .826 .709 .858
(.168) (.146) (.155)
Black Protestant 2.759 1.519 .551
(1.440) (.562) (.245)
Jewish 455 .394 .865
(.290) (.270) (.362)
Other faith 1.069 2.136* 1.999*
(.343) (.746) (.665)
No religious affiliation 144%%* .359%* 2.489%**
(.055) (.141) (.524)
Religious Attendance 1.365*** 1.166*** .855%**
(.041) (.031) (.023)
Female 2.037%*%* .645%* .316%**
(.306) (.090) (.043)
Race/Ethnicity®
Latino .673 1.424 2.115%
(.337) (.564) (.788)
White (non-Latino) .539 4.706%*** 8.736%**
(.212) (1.409) (2.694)
Other race (non-Latino) .346 1.332 3.847**
(.200) (.661) (1.664)
Education .834%** 1.169%** 1.402%**
(.027) (.034) (.041)
Income 911 1.166* 1.280%**
(.076) (.084) (.088)
Erikson-Goldthorpe-Portocarero Class Scheme®
I+ 1II = service class .884 2.490%** 2.816%%*
(.246) (.590) (.625)
IIla + b = routine non-manual .984 1.694* 1.721*
(.273) (.389) (.376)
IVa + b + ¢ = petty bourgeoisie/farmer 1.111 1.572 1.415
(.375) (.448) (.383)
V + VI = skilled workers and foremen 1.253 1.567 1.251
(.400) (.420) (.310)
Political Views 1.403*** 1.142%* .814%%*
(.076) (.056) (.038)
Lives in South 1.134 1.042 .919
(.179) (.144) (.134)
Age (years, divided by 10) 1.067 .926 .868%**
(.049) (.038) (.035)
Constant 1.382 .001 .001
Log likelihood -1729.147
BIC 3783.965

Source: 2006, 2008, and 2010 GSS; n = 2,331.

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.

aWald X? = 150.315; p < .001; referent is mainline Protestant.

"Wald X? = 109.070; p < .001; referent is non-Latino African American.
‘Wald X? = 33.247; p < .001; referent is VIla + b (non-skilled workers).
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (two-tailed test).
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suggests that perspectives on science and
religion are related to attitudes about some
but not all political conflicts. For example,
the overall sample is closely divided on the
question of abortion, yet attitudes vary sharply
across latent classes. The post-secular class is
most strongly opposed to women’s right to
choose abortion, significantly more so than
the traditional class (p < .05). Only the mod-
ern latent class reports majority support for
abortion rights (p < .05). Attitudes about
stem cell research and genetically modified
food follow a similar pattern. For both issues,
post-seculars and traditionals express dispro-
portionate support for positions associated
most closely with organized religion, whereas
moderns report greater support for positions
associated with mainstream science. Differ-
ences in attitudes about fuel economy stan-
dards and nuclear energy production are
largely statistically insignificant, suggesting
that religio-scientific perspectives are most
salient in conflicts over issues where scien-
tific and religious institutions each claim
authority. Debates related to environmental
and energy policy are politically contentious,
but they do not engage the same scientific and
religious meanings as questions related to
life, such as when it begins and how it can be
manipulated by humans.

Attitudes about socio-political issues are
often attributed to denominational, ideologi-
cal, and other social cleavages. However,
regression results presented in Table 6 indi-
cate that perspectives on science and religion
are significantly associated with attitudes
about abortion rights, stem cell research, and
genetically modified food net of other differ-
ences among respondents. A modern perspec-
tive is associated with greater support for all
of these issues (p < .05). However, while
moderns are more willing than post-seculars
to consume genetically modified food, the
difference is only marginally statistically sig-
nificant (p < .10). Additionally, the post-
secular class is significantly more opposed
than the traditional class to abortion rights
and public funding for stem cell research

(p < .05; results not shown). Overall, these
results further suggest that religio-scientific
perspectives are particularly salient for issues
where humans intervene in natural processes
of life, even in cases of non-human life as
illustrated by attitudes about genetically mod-
ified food. Religio-scientific perspectives
may therefore also be useful for understand-
ing political conflict concerning human clon-
ing and genomic research, assisted
reproductive technology, and end-of-life
issues including capital punishment.

Several control variables in Table 6 have
statistically significant effects in anticipated
directions. Other differences aside, political
conservatives and respondents who attend
religious services more frequently are more
likely to oppose abortion rights and govern-
ment funding for stem cell research (p <
.001), and women are more likely to support
abortion rights (p < .05). Most important to
this article, however, is that after controlling
for a wide range of respondent characteristics,
significant differences remain in traditional,
modern, and post-secular views on political
debates where science and religion compete
for cultural and epistemic priority.

Our results suggest that the discursive
framing of political debates is crucial for
determining whether and how they become
embedded within broader perspectives on sci-
ence and religion. Political contests over
reproductive rights, stem cells, and genetic
modification often center on direct conflict
between certain scientific and religious
authorities. Consequently, public attitudes are
entwined with wider cultural sentiments
related to reason and faith. Political debates
about fuel economy standards and nuclear
energy are not imbued with the same religious
meaning as controversies related to life, espe-
cially human life. Hence, attitudes about
energy policy are not strongly related to
perspectives on science and religion. In sum-
mary, these findings suggest that religio-
scientific perspectives are most useful for
understanding political controversies where
the jurisdictions of science and religion



(panunuoo)

(0€8'1) (s02) (18¢'1) (r6€7) (zz1)
99T°T 890°T 0Ty'e 869 WA A (ouneT-uou) s0BI IBYIQ
(005°%) (¥9¢) (2%9) (9e%) (es2)
S0S'¥ 029’ 922’1 G668’ 604° oune]
HAVIOTUTE/00BY
(zs1) (£52) (260) (881) (toz)
+6E€€’ 0¥2'T A4 GL0'T £6SET RICINER
(£807) (2%07) (s€07) (r€07) (¥20°)
S90°T 2001 ¥00'T #xxCEY’ #5928 80UBPUL)Y SNOISI[Y
(L¥¥) (Te¥) (0sz) (282 (T617)
1574 VA4 9.8’ 098 ¥64° uoneI[IFe SNoISI[el ON
(g62°9) (99¢7) (6817) (98%) (0g2)
SP9'¥ ¥8L° 8LV 8L1T ¥59° ey 1Y
(8r17) (266°F) (€897 (¥ee) (691°1)
140" 149F 0€8’ 816" 200°'C ystmaf
(tt2'1) (299Y) (805") (06%) (8z¢)
LL9°1 180°T 99T°T CL6’ 988’ jue}sajold oerq
(e¢) (0%¢) (92") (661°) (e217)
98¢ 91T'T 2S0'T 0L 118 or[0TIED
(z167) (t12) (¥917) (6027) (8e1)
1€V 669° 129 T6L° £S79’ JURIS8]0I1J OATIBAISSUOD)
qUOTHIPEL], SNOISI[aYy
saanjoadsiad
98T 889'¢G #+8V0°€T #2687 LT #2x9LT°SF UOISI[AI-00ULIOS JO 6OUBITUSTS JuT0l 10J X Prem
(cog’) (52%7) (¥917) (880°) (¥507)
8%’ 2291 AZH wxxl9E w19 aanpadsiad renoas-jsog
(162°) (922) (0o1Y) (9¢17) (£207)
128 €68 sxx LGT +868" w5 9TV aAT)dadsiad [euonIpel],
LUOI3I[oY pPUE 90UsIIG U0 saAndadsiod
AS1ouf IROTONN  SpPIEPUR)S ATIOU0DH pooJd 0IBaSaY uonI0qy 95007
pepuedxy woddng 1eng woddng O 107 y1oddng 10D we)g I0J 0} 1481y Wwoddng
Surpun, yoddng

sa[qetre) yuepuadepu] pue seaToadsIaJ UOISI[aY-00ULIIG U0 SOPNITIY [BITH]O ] JO

suo1ssa13ay] o11s1807T 10J soney SPPO ‘9 d[qeL

107



‘(3501 ParTeI-0M]) TO0" > A,y ‘10" > d .y, (50" > d,

*(SI9I0M PB[[INS-UOU) q + B[A ST JUSIAJY,
‘UBDLIOWY UBDLIJY OUNET-UOU ST JUSISJOY,
“JUB)S9)01] SUT[UTRW ST JUSIBJAY,
‘aAT)oadsIad UISpOW ST JUBISFOY,

‘(umoys jou syutod no) 1130 [RUIPIO ATk SISO [ ‘}180] ATRUIq ST [opOW S)YSII UOTIIOQY "sesotjualed UT oIk SI0LI8 PIBPURIS :9JON

'SSH 0102 PUB ‘800T ‘900T ‘9211105

68G'8/E 12¢°6211 S WAVA RS 7S6°88%1 LTHPEST OId [9PON
2v9'8C1— 91T 187~ 94€'18G6— SP1'v99— 78€'689— pooyIayI mE [9POIN
8¢l 819 L€9 819 1€2°1 N
968°1 JUB}SUOD)
(esTY) (0907) (6%0°) (2907) (£%0°)
£02°T 686’ 896" #x€0T°T GS0'T (0T Aq papIAIp ‘siead) 88y
(¥56°) (2817) (PT17) (e22) (8e1)
¥60°'¢C 628" +x609° 1911 106" TINOS UT SOATT
(£817) (2907) (290°) (9%07) (£€07)
PPTT TL8 Sv0'1 #440€L° waxlTL SMOTA [eOTHI[0d
(£05°9) (€o¥) (z8¢€7) (vL€) (r22)
€10'9 920’1 TIT°T 2211 786 USUIBIO] PUR SIOYIOM PO[[IYS = [A + A
(888°9) (£0¢Y) (€89Y) (15gY) (£52)
«V762°9 LSL” G69°T 906’1 048’ Hmamﬂ\mﬁmﬁomweﬂbo@ Apod =0 + q+ ®BAI
(¢¥L'v) (ere7) (T2v) (082) (891°)
+188°¢G 1€6° G9%'1 896° 8vL [eNURW-UOU SUTINOI = g + B[[]
(e1¥°€) (£92) (¥6%°) (9e¥7) (0¥z)
1%6°¢ TLL 9Tl 6vv'1 Z10'1 SSB[D 90TAISS = ][ + |
pOWBYDS SSB[D) 0181800110 4-0dI0YIp[0D-Uuos Iy
(¥61) (680) (s60) (0807 (1807
2e0'T 9€8’ S¥6° 626" j474"" amoouy
(160°) (9%0°) (¥€07) (0%0°) (z€0’)
046° 2S0°T £86° 8€0°T 6G0°T uonednpy
(265°2) (PS¥) (s827) (e0¢’) (2417)
£9%'¢ 056 +«292°'C VL 65" (ouryeT-uou) SIYA
AS1ouf IROTONN  SPIEPUR]S ATIOU0DH pooJd 0IBaSaY UonI0qy 95007
pepuedxy woddng 1eng woddng O 107 y1oddng [[eD walg 10§ 0} 1481y Wwoddng
Surpun, yoddng

108

(penunjuog) ‘g a[qeq,



O’Brien and Noy

109

overlap, and where these sources of authority
have each been enlisted in the service of
political interests.

DISCUSSION

This article examined views of science and
religion in the United States and how these
perspectives correspond to sociodemographic
attributes and socio-political attitudes. The
traditional and modern perspectives illustrate
a fundamental fissure among the U.S. pub-
lic’s cognitive framings of the world: one
favors science over religion, the other holds
the opposite view. The post-secular perspec-
tive indicates that roughly one-in-five indi-
viduals view science and religion more
circumspectly. However, rather than the fully
compatible worldview we anticipated, the
post-secular perspective sees conflict between
science and religion as limited to particular
issues related to life. In these domains, the
post-secular perspective is associated with a
tendency to use religion to ground one’s
views.

Conservative Christians are not uniformly
opposed to science, but they are more likely
to reject scientific theories of the big bang
and human evolution (Evans 2011). However,
our analysis reveals that the selective rejec-
tion of certain scientific theories cannot be
accounted for by denominational differences
alone. Individuals from across religious tradi-
tions accept some facets of science and reject
others, suggesting that although faith tradi-
tions are related to religio-scientific perspec-
tives, they are not constitutive of them. Thus,
we find that religion shapes individuals’
worldviews in ways not captured by conven-
tional measures of religion such as denomina-
tional affiliation or religious attendance. This
finding bolsters recent criticisms of social sci-
entific work on religion as overly congregation-
based and Protestant-centric (Bender et al.
2013). Furthermore, it illustrates how views
of religion matter for social attitudes beyond
strictly religious contexts.

Post-seculars’ generally favorable views of
science and their rejection of evolution and
the big bang may indicate that science and

religion coexist for these individuals, but that
evolution and the big bang are not viewed as
legitimate science. By defining a specific
component of evolution—natural selection—
as outside the boundaries of science, other
aspects of the theory, such as an ancient earth
and common ancestry, can be reconciled with
religious texts (Plantinga 2011). The dispro-
portionate number of conservative Protestants
in the post-secular class supports this inter-
pretation. Historically, some conservative
Christian traditions have viewed mainstream
scientific theories of evolution and the big
bang as corruptions rather than limitations of
science (Iannaccone 1993; Marsden [1980]
2006, 1991). If these theories are perceived as
non-science, then individuals who dismiss
them may not see their views on science and
religion as conflicting in even a narrow sense.
Perspectives on science and religion are an
important component of U.S. political cul-
ture. Shared meanings of expertise, credibil-
ity, and authority are ingrained within
society’s collective decisions about nature,
knowledge, and politics (Jasanoff 2005).
Competing worldviews among publics stoke
fundamental disagreements about questions
regarding life, such as when it begins, how it
can end, and whether it should be manipu-
lated by technology. We find that traditional,
modern, and post-secular perspectives on sci-
ence and religion differentiate U.S. public
opinion on the big bang, evolution, abortion
rights, stem cell research, and genetically
modified food. The overlapping jurisdictions
of science and religion in these areas create
ideological dilemmas, which force individu-
als to choose among different interpretations
of the world (Locke 1999). Ideological dilem-
mas are not limited to matters of reason and
faith, but the absence of a fourth perspective,
one that rejects both science and religion,
underscores that science and religion are cen-
tral pillars in U.S. life. Therefore, rather than
appealing to other sources of authority,
including common sense or morality, political
debates often stress direct opposition between
scientific and certain religious communities.
The social profiles of religio-scientific
perspectives further inform understandings of
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political culture. In terms of education,
income, and occupations, individuals with a
traditional perspective are more socially mar-
ginalized than people in other classes, and
marginalization is often linked to conserva-
tive religious commitment (Stark and Bain-
bridge 1987). However, we show that the
post-secular perspective is the most reli-
giously committed despite its association
with relatively high socioeconomic status.
Additionally, favorable views of science are
typically associated with progressive socio-
political attitudes. However, the post-secular
perspective suggests this linkage is not inevi-
table. In other words, this analysis provides
evidence that social marginalization and reli-
gious commitment are not necessarily bound
together, nor are positive views of science and
liberal political preferences. Future work
should examine the implications of this find-
ing in greater depth.

Modernity is often defined by rationaliza-
tion (Weber [1904] 1930), information (Cas-
tells 1996), quantified risk (Beck 1992), and
other kinds of scientific knowledge. How-
ever, we find that more than three in every
five members of the U.S. public are associ-
ated with perspectives that diverge from
mainstream science on questions of creation
and evolution. Perhaps Western society has
never been marked by a widespread scientific
orientation (Latour 1993). In the twenty-first
century, a majority of the U.S. public believes
in miracles, just as they did throughout the
twentieth century (Shapin 2008). This sug-
gests that religion continues to shape indi-
viduals’ worldviews, which in turn shape
political culture more generally. Nonetheless,
this article provides a more refined under-
standing of science, religion, and the public
than is often assumed. Although much of the
U.S. public prefers scientific to religious
ways of understanding, neither the post-
secular nor the traditional perspectives can be
easily dismissed as anti-scientific.

Individuals’ daily choices—about who to
trust, what to believe, and how to behave—
are simultaneously constrained by and consti-
tutive of society’s macro-level contours
(Giddens 1991). This article advances

sociological theory by showing how the U.S.
public clusters into widely held interpretative
positions that correspond to an array of social
cleavages and provide a setting for deep-
seated political conflict. Although religio-
scientific perspectives may not correspond to
all political attitudes, additional corollaries of
perspectives on science and religion, includ-
ing voting patterns, interpersonal behaviors,
and socioeconomic attitudes, are a promising
avenue for future research.

This article relies on a unique set of survey
questions fielded in select waves of the GSS
to subsamples of respondents, and many of
the items used in this analysis are not con-
tained in existing datasets. Our findings high-
light the importance of variables measuring
beliefs about the Bible, benefits of scientific
research, human evolution, and the big bang
for distinguishing perspectives on science and
religion. If future research can identify relia-
ble ways of capturing religio-scientific per-
spectives using a smaller number of survey
questions, these items may be worth includ-
ing in other national and cross-national sur-
veys. Such data would facilitate studying
religio-scientific perspectives across domains,
comparatively, and over time.

Religion’s diminishing influence over cer-
tain public affairs has coincided with an
increase in spirituality among individuals,
even among people who are scientifically
inclined (Ecklund and Long 2011; Marler and
Hadaway 2002). Moreover, our findings indi-
cate there is substantial decoupling between
individual and institutional perspectives on
science and religion. For example, despite the
Catholic Church’s acceptance of modern sci-
ence’s origin theory, some Catholics in our
sample did not support the scientific theory of
the big bang (Pope Pius XII 1951; Ratzinger
1988). Overall, the finding that individual
views of science and religion often differ
from the official positions held by religious
authorities points to the importance of cul-
tural framings in addition to institutional ones
for understanding individual choices about
what to believe and when.

This article suggests that the post-secular
perspective emerged from traditional and
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modern views as a way for individuals to
reconcile competing frameworks (Casanova
2010). An alternative is that traditional and
modern perspectives arose from the post-
secular view. This possibility is supported by
Merton’s ([1938] 1973) account of the role of
Puritanism in the professionalization of sci-
ence and the relatively recent schisms (i.e.,
twentieth century) between scientific and
some religious institutions over evolution.
Cross-sectional analyses risk inaccurately
portraying the boundary between science and
religion as static. Therefore, additional study
is needed to consider how perspectives on
science and religion emerge historically and
individually.

Although our findings support theories of
conflict between science and religion, they
also show that many individuals see reason
and faith as more compatible than is often
acknowledged. We advance theory and
research in this area of continued sociological
interest by providing evidence for traditional,
modern, and post-secular perspectives on sci-
ence and religion. The post-secular view is
not a midpoint between modern and tradi-
tional, but a distinct way of using science and
religion to interpret the world. These results
highlight the complexity of this cultural
terrain and the value of examining religio-
scientific perspectives in understanding divi-
sions in U.S. society.
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Notes

1. We prefer the label modern to secular because secu-
larization theories do not necessarily presume con-
flict between science and religion (Gorski 2000).

2. Many variables for this analysis come from ques-
tions asked only to subsamples of respondents in

these survey years. To maximize the sample size
for analysis, we pooled data across GSS waves.
Mean levels for variables of interest are similar
across survey years, and in supplemental regression
models we included binary controls for survey year.
Findings from these supplemental analyses do not
change the conclusions presented in this article.
We computed supplemental latent class analysis
models that include manifest variables measuring:
(1) religious attendance, (2) prayer frequency, (3)
belief in an afterlife, and (4) confidence in clergy
(see Table S1 in the online supplement [http://asr
.sagepub.com/supplemental]). Additional religion
indicators produced latent classes similar to the
ones presented here in their meanings and sizes, the
attributes of respondents assigned to them, and their
relationships with political attitudes. Ultimately, we
excluded these manifest variables from the final
analysis because of missing data issues.

Although we adopt Steensland and colleagues’
(2000) classification, which includes fundamental-
ist, Pentecostal, charismatic, and evangelical Chris-
tian traditions in a single category, we recognize
important historical differences among these tradi-
tions (Smith et al. 1998; Woodberry et al. 2012). We
therefore prefer the term conservative Protestant to
evangelical Protestant.

In supplemental latent class analysis models, we
analyzed religious attendance as a manifest variable
in combination with religious affiliation strength.
Conclusions from these additional analyses are
similar to those presented here. We do not assume
a causal relationship between religious attendance
and perspectives of science and religion. Rather,
religious attendance is a social characteristic we
examine in relation to religio-scientific perspectives.
Household income category midpoints are (in dol-
lars) 500; 2,000; 3,500; 5,500; 6,500; 7,500; 9,000;
11,250; 13,750; 16,250, 18,750; 21,250; 23,750;
27,500; 32,500; 37,500; 45,000; 55,000; 67,500;
82,500; 100,000; 120,000; 140,000; and 172,500.
We thank Art Alderson for sharing details of his
analysis with us.

We also examined alternative class assignments
obtained using a pseudo-likelihood estimator (Ver-
munt 2010). Class assignments and results of anal-
yses of manifest and independent variables were
similar based on each class assignment method. We
therefore report results from the more conventional
posterior probability method.

We also examined cases excluded due to missing
sociodemographic data. The percentage of post-sec-
ulars is not significantly different between the full
and restricted samples (22 and 21 percent, respec-
tively; two-tailed #-test). However, the traditional
class is significantly larger in the restricted com-
pared to the full sample (50 percent compared to 43
percent, p < .05). The restricted sample’s modern
class is correspondingly smaller (28 percent com-
pared to 36 percent, p <.05). Although respondents
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

in the restricted sample overall have significantly
lower scores on several science knowledge items,
and significantly higher scores on religion items,
levels of manifest variables are similar between cor-
responding classes in the full and restricted samples.
We employ a two-stage rather than a simultane-
ous estimation strategy for the LCA and regression
analyses. Simultaneous estimation allows indepen-
dent variables from the regression equation to affect
the formation of latent classes, which we wish to
avoid for the theoretical and substantive reasons
discussed earlier. Furthermore, we prefer Stata’s
post-estimation and prediction capabilities. We
therefore use Mplus for the LCA (not supported by
Stata) and Stata for subsequent analyses.

The 2008 survey included 15 science knowledge
questions about uncontested topics such as erosion
and aerodynamics, designed to minimize cultural
bias. In supplemental analyses, we compared addi-
tional science knowledge items across latent classes.
Post-seculars and moderns each had significantly
higher scores than traditionals on each item (p <
.05, two-tailed #-tests). Post-seculars and moderns
differed significantly only on a question about lit-
mus paper. Although post-seculars had a lower mean
score than moderns on an additive scale of correct
responses, the difference was only .54 points. This
further suggests that the post-secular perspective
entails high science literacy and disagreement with
only a few particular scientific theories.

Table S2 in the online supplement summarizes
manifest variables for models with four, five, and
six latent classes. Each model includes a class
of post-seculars containing roughly one-fifth of
respondents. Table S3 in the online supplement
examines how respondents were assigned to latent
classes across models. Of post-seculars in the three-
class model, 95 percent were assigned to a common
class in the four-class model. Additionally, 87 and
76 percent of the three-class post-seculars were
assigned to common classes in the five- and six-
class models, respectively. LCA models with more
than three classes created new classes along a con-
tinuum defined by traditional and modern perspec-
tives at its poles (see Table S2). The traditional and
modern perspectives are further subdivided by add-
ing more classes; the post-secular class is mostly
unchanged. A unique, postmodern, fourth perspec-
tive does not emerge. Overall, these results provide
support for the three-class solution.

The most notable denominational differences
between post-secular and traditional conservative
Protestants are the larger share of traditionals who
are Baptist (21 versus 10 percent) or Pentecostal (11
versus 6 percent). Furthermore, nondenominational
conservative Protestants are overrepresented in the
post-secular class compared to the traditional latent
class (22 versus 14 percent).

Religious traditions are jointly significant (X2 =
346.94; p < .001). Supplementary stepwise regres-
sions reveal that relationships between religious

traditions and latent classes are largely independent of
other sociodemographic characteristics. One excep-
tion is that in the nested model, Black Protestants were
significantly more likely to hold traditional rather than
modern perspectives. However, after controlling for
race, the effect of Black Protestantism on the odds of
holding a traditional rather than modern perspective
loses statistical significance. This is consistent with
Shelton and Emerson’s (2012) finding that although
Black Protestants share doctrine with other conserva-
tive Christian traditions, the two groups have differ-
ent approaches to the boundary between science and
religion. Our findings suggest that while conservative
Christian traditions shape religio-scientific perspec-
tives independently of race, the same cannot be said
for Black Protestant traditions.

15. Race variables have a jointly significant effect on
the model (X?=86.77; p <.001).

16.  Occupational status variables have a jointly signifi-
cant effect on the model (X2 = 33.49; p <.001).
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