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Despite the gains made by women over the 
past 50 years, gender inequality remains a 
persistent problem in the United States. In 
2017, the United States ranked only 49th (out 
of 144 countries) for gender equity (World 
Economic Forum 2017). Women have made 
significant progress—particularly in the edu-
cational realm, where their college graduation 
rates now exceed men’s (Goldin, Katz, and 
Kuziemko 2006)—but they remain underpaid 
in the labor market and underrepresented in 
positions of political and economic power. On 
average, women’s earnings were 81 percent 
of men’s, among full-time, year-round workers 

in 2018 (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 
2019). In 2019, the average percentage of 
state legislature seats held by women was 
28.9 percent, with some U.S. states as low as 
13 percent (CAWP 2019), although women 
comprise more than half of the U.S. population. 
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Abstract
An emerging line of research has begun to document the relationship between structural 
sexism and health. This work shows that structural sexism—defined as systematic gender 
inequality in power and resources—within U.S. state-level institutions and within marriages 
can shape individuals’ physical health. In the present study, we use a novel dataset created 
by linking two nationally representative surveys (the General Social Survey and the National 
Congregations Study) to explore the health consequences of structural sexism within another 
setting: religious institutions. Although religious participation is generally associated with 
positive health outcomes, many religious institutions create and reinforce a high degree 
of structural sexism, which is harmful for health. Prior research has not reconciled these 
seemingly conflicting patterns. We find that among religious participants, women who attend 
sexist religious institutions report significantly worse self-rated health than do those who 
attend more inclusive congregations. Furthermore, only women who attend inclusive religious 
institutions exhibit a health advantage relative to non-participants. We observe marginal to no 
statistically significant effects among men. Our results suggest the health benefits of religious 
participation do not extend to groups that are systematically excluded from power and status 
within their religious institutions.
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Furthermore, only 5.2 percent of S&P 500 
company CEOs were women as of December 
2019 (Catalyst 2019). Even in media and 
entertainment, where women are somewhat 
better represented than in other sectors, only 
27 percent of executive-level management 
(i.e., C-suite) positions are held by women 
(Beard et al. 2020). After becoming more 
egalitarian for more than two decades, U.S. 
gender role attitudes have changed little since 
the mid-1990s, suggesting a stalled gender 
revolution (Cotter, Hermsen, and Vanneman 
2011; England 2010).

This persistent gender inequality in large-
scale social institutions is only one mani-
festation of a discriminatory gender system. 
Contemporary sociological perspectives char-
acterize gender as a multilevel social struc-
ture or system that produces difference and 
inequality in large-scale social institutions 
at the macro level, in interactional settings 
at the meso level, and in individual identi-
ties, beliefs, and bodies at the micro level 
(Ridgeway and Correll 2004; Risman 2004; 
Scarborough and Risman 2018). Structural 
sexism refers to the degree of systematic 
gender inequality in power and resources 
characterizing a given gender structure, and 
it can manifest in processes occurring at 
each level (Homan 2019). Structural sex-
ism is distinct from overt sexist behaviors 
and interpersonal discrimination because it 
is systemic and does not require individual 
actors with awareness or intent (Bonilla-Silva 
1997; Homan 2019; Krieger 2014). Individu-
als may not necessarily perceive structural 
sexism, or they may not conceptualize it as 
unfair, unequal, or discriminatory, because 
observed gender inequalities in power and 
resources are often rationalized as natural 
results of inherent gender differences (Fen-
stermaker Berk 1985; West and Zimmerman 
1987). Nevertheless, the unequal distribution 
of power and resources characterizing a soci-
ety’s gender structure can have consequences 
for the health and well-being of its members. 
Recent research has developed measures of 
structural sexism at the macro (U.S. state) 
and meso (marital dyad) levels and shown 

that structural sexism exposure at each level 
is associated with both men’s and women’s 
physical health (Homan 2019).

In the present study, we use a novel data-
set created from two nationally representative 
surveys (the General Social Survey and the 
National Congregations Study) to explore the 
health consequences of structural sexism in 
another meso-level setting: religious institu-
tions. This setting is particularly instructive 
because research suggests religious institu-
tions are beneficial for health and well-being 
(Ellison and Levin 1998; Hill, Burdette, and 
Idler 2011; Koenig, King, and Carson 2012; 
Strawbridge et al. 1998), yet many have rigid 
gender-based status hierarchies that generate 
a type of meso-level structural sexism that is 
likely harmful for women’s health. Previous 
research has not yet considered how these 
seemingly contradictory patterns relate to one 
another. Therefore, we examine how struc-
tural sexism within religious congregations 
shapes women’s and men’s self-rated health 
and how their health compares to that of 
non-participants. Our results indicate that the 
long-recognized health benefits of religious 
participation are contingent on equal access to 
power and status within religious institutions.

StRuCtuRAl SexiSm  
And HeAltH
Gender scholars have long explored the con-
tours and consequences of gender inequality 
in the United States, but the measurement 
of structural sexism and its health conse-
quences is a relatively recent development. 
A structural sexism approach combines con-
temporary gender theory with the emerging 
racism and health literature to look beyond 
perceived individual mistreatment (e.g., sex-
ual harassment and other overt behaviors) to 
investigate how discriminatory social systems 
affect health (Homan 2019). Individuals may 
not directly perceive structural sexism, but 
it has the potential to powerfully influence 
population health by shaping the distribution 
of health-promoting resources and health-
harming risk factors.
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Because women are the marginalized 
group, living in a society with a high degree 
of structural sexism can restrict their access 
to quality health care, material resources, 
and psychosocial resources (e.g., self-esteem, 
sense of control, autonomy, social support) 
(Homan 2019; Krieger 2014). High levels of 
structural sexism may also increase women’s 
exposure to violence, harassment, perceived 
discrimination, low subjective social status, 
and stress (Aizer 2010; Homan 2019; Krieger 
2014). All of these factors are known to be 
critical social determinants of health (Adler 
2009; Braveman and Gottlieb 2014; Link 
and Phelan 1995; Marmot 2005, 2006; Pas-
coe and Richman 2009; Pearlin et al. 1981; 
Yang, Schorpp, and Mullan Harris 2014). The 
impact of structural sexism on men’s health is 
more complex and likely to be mixed. As the 
dominant group, men stand to benefit from 
greater status, power, and resources in more 
sexist environments; however, research and 
theory also indicate that patriarchal social 
structures promote toxic versions of mascu-
linity that undermine men’s health (Connell 
2012; Courtenay 2000).

In a multilevel examination of the relation-
ship between structural sexism and health, 
Homan (2019) measured systematic gender 
inequality in power and resources within U.S. 
state-level political, economic, and cultural 
institutions at the macro level, and within het-
erosexual marriages at the meso level. Homan 
identified two distinct patterns in the health 
effects of structural sexism. In state-level 
institutions, structural sexism exhibited a pat-
tern of universal harm because it was nega-
tively associated with physical health among 
both men and women. However, within mar-
riages, the relationship between sexism and 
health exhibited a zero-sum pattern, with 
women experiencing worse health and men 
experiencing better health in more sexist mar-
riages. It remains unclear whether this zero-
sum pattern extends to meso-level settings 
that are not characterized by a dyadic rela-
tionship where the gains of one partner can 
directly translate to losses for the other. Thus, 
Homan (2019:508) called for future research 

to examine structural sexism and health in 
other meso-level contexts such as neighbor-
hoods, workplaces, and organizations.

In the present study, we therefore exam-
ine the association between self-rated health 
and meso-level structural sexism in religious 
congregations. A focus on religious congrega-
tions is particularly illuminating for several 
key reasons. First, religious congregations 
provide an opportunity to examine a middle 
ground in terms of scale between marriages 
and U.S. states, where the balance of costs 
and benefits to subordinating women may be 
unique. Second, religious beliefs, practices, 
and organizations are deeply gendered. Much 
variation exists across religious traditions and 
institutions, but religious organizations have 
historically disadvantaged women. Finally, 
religious participation influences health in 
varied and significant ways.

Religion, HeAltH, And 
gendeR inequAlity
Over the past three decades, numerous stud-
ies have shown that religious involvement—
indicated by observable feelings, beliefs, 
activities, and experiences in relation to spiri-
tual, divine, or super-natural entities—tends 
to favor health and longevity across the 
life course. These general patterns can be 
seen across a range of outcomes, including 
depression, anxiety, cellular aging, allostatic 
load, physical functioning, and all-cause and 
cause-specific mortality (Ellison and Levin 
1998; George, Ellison, and Larson 2002; Hill, 
Bradshaw, and Burdette 2016; Idler 2004; 
Koenig et al. 2012; Krause and Hayward 
2016). More recently, scholars have focused 
on the dark side of religion. For example, 
research shows that religious involvement 
may also contribute to morbidity and mor-
tality when individuals experience religious 
struggles, such as doubts about God, social 
conflicts within religious groups, or threaten-
ing beliefs about the devil (Ellison and Lee 
2010; Exline and Rose 2013; Hill et al. 2017; 
Hill and Cobb 2011; Krause and Wulff 2004; 
Pargament et al. 2001).
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There is also compelling evidence that the 
association between religion and health may 
vary by gender. A few exceptions exist (e.g., 
McFarland 2010), but the general weight of 
the evidence suggests religion has a greater 
impact on women’s health than on men’s 
health. Several studies show that church 
attendance is more strongly associated with 
better mental health (Mirola 1999; Norton 
et al. 2006; Schieman, Bierman, and Ellison 
2010; Strawbridge et al. 2001) and physical 
health (Koenig 1999; McCullough et al. 2000; 
McCullough and Laurenceau 2005; Straw-
bridge et al. 1998) among women. Research 
also suggests institutional factors may con-
dition gender differences in the impact of 
religious involvement on health. Maselko and 
Kubzansky (2006) show that religious activ-
ity is negatively associated with psychological 
distress among Catholic men and positively 
associated with psychological distress among 
Catholic women. They also report that reli-
gious activity is associated with better self-
rated health, higher levels of happiness, and 
lower levels of psychological distress among 
evangelical Protestant men but not among 
evangelical Protestant women. Maselko and 
Kubzansky (2006) speculate that women may 
benefit less from regular religious activity 
because religious institutions, like most insti-
tutions, are often sexist in nature.

How might sexism in religious institutions 
disproportionally undermine women’s health? 
Religion may differentially affect the health 
of men and women through several insti-
tutional and non-institutional mechanisms. 
Indeed, religious institutions often dictate that 
men and women occupy separate domains 
both inside and outside of the church. Despite 
making up the majority of religious affili-
ates (Baker and Whitehead 2016), women 
are often prohibited from top organizational 
leadership positions, particularly within 
gender-traditional religions like conserva-
tive Protestantism, Orthodox Judaism, and 
Mormonism (Burke 2012). Currently, only 
around 15 percent of U.S. congregations are 
led by a woman (Chaves 2017; Chaves and 
Anderson 2008). The vast majority of these 

congregations are within the mainline Protes-
tant tradition, which includes denominations 
such as The United Church of Christ, The 
United Methodist Church, American Baptist 
Churches USA, The Episcopal Church, the 
Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.), and the Chris-
tian Church (Disciples of Christ) (Ferguson 
2018).

Some religious traditions may be “femin-
ized” in terms of valorizing traits associated 
with femininity (e.g., cultivating relation-
ships, sharing, comforting) (Perry 2019:92), 
but most are “gendered” masculine because 
men control access to resources and dominate 
positions of power (adams 2007; Baker and 
Whitehead 2016; Cadge 2004; Whitehead 
2013). Feminist scholarship has examined 
reasons why women participate in conserva-
tive religious groups—often asking why 
women subscribe to religious regimes, tradi-
tions, ideologies, and practices that reproduce 
gender inequalities and undermine personal 
agency (Avishai 2016)—yet few studies have 
examined the impact of religious institutional 
sexism on the health of religious adherents.

Within conservative Christian traditions, 
those who argue that congregational leader-
ship should not be accessible to women fre-
quently draw support from the Bible (adams 
2007; Chaves 1997); and the Bible transla-
tions most likely to be read in these churches 
contain language endorsing the subordination 
of women (Perry 2020). To justify excluding 
women from church headship, some religious 
leaders read certain passages as supporting 
the submissiveness of women within the con-
gregation (e.g., 1 Corinthians 14:34; Timothy 
2:11–12). These gendered interpretations of 
sacred texts are rooted in notions of comple-
mentarianism, which are prominent within 
conservative Christian congregations. Com-
plementarianism is centered on the idea that 
gender is essential, that is, gender is funda-
mental and inherent (Diefendorf 2019; Perry 
2020). Conservative Christians generally 
believe men and women are fundamentally 
different from one another, naturally endowed 
with diverse drives, desires, and capabilities, 
and therefore suited to different social roles as 
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part of God’s grand plan (Perry 2019:90). Part 
of this complementarian conviction includes 
the belief that men are particularly suited for 
leadership, whereas women are designed to 
serve as helpers (Bartkowski and Shah 2014; 
Ellison and Bartkowski 2002). The two gen-
ders complement one another because they 
are fundamentally different. In the evangeli-
cal Protestant view, God had a practical pur-
pose in making men and women diverse, with 
women intended to be supporters for their 
spouses, as well as men more generally (Perry 
2019:91). Thus, complementary gender roles 
are necessary for the proper functioning of 
the family, the church, and society at large 
(Diefendorf 2019; Griffith 1997).

Complementarianism provides a clear 
guide for the acceptable roles of men and 
women within gender-traditional religious 
groups, but the reality is more complicated. 
Rather than being simple-minded victims of 
patriarchy, numerous studies show that con-
servative religious women display a great deal 
of agency within church and home (Avishai, 
Gerber, and Randles 2013; Bartkowski 2001; 
Burke 2012; Gallagher 2004a, 2004b). The 
conflict between adherence to religiously 
based traditional gender ideologies and com-
mitment to the gender egalitarian ideals held 
by broader U.S society leads to a high degree 
of “messiness” within conservative religious 
congregations (Diefendorf 2019). Although 
few religious conservatives identify as femi-
nist, qualitative research clearly shows that 
many evangelical Protestants uphold certain 
aspects of gender equality, such as equity 
in pay and employment opportunities (Gal-
lagher 2004a, 2004b). Thus, within many 
evangelical Christian churches there is an 
apparent tension between deep-rooted beliefs 
in gender essentialism and beliefs in gender 
equality (Diefendorf 2019).

This tension between egalitarian ideals 
and gender essentialist beliefs is not confined 
to conservative religious institutions. Indeed, 
scholars have noted that the belief that men 
and women are innately and fundamentally 
different is common in the U.S. population, 
contributing to a stalled gender revolution 

(England 2010; Pepin and Cotter 2018). Cot-
ter and colleagues (2011) show that after 
becoming more egalitarian for more than two 
decades, gender role attitudes among U.S. 
adults plateaued during the mid-1990s. They 
attribute this trend to the rise of a new cul-
tural frame, “an egalitarian essentialism that 
blends aspects of feminist equality and tra-
ditional motherhood roles.” Although beliefs 
in gender essentialism are part of the broader 
culture in the United States, they are more 
pronounced within conservative religious 
institutions and are imbued with a sacred 
quality. Furthermore, conservative religious 
institutions contribute to the stalled gender 
revolution by sanctifying these traditional 
gender role ideologies.

Given that both broader cultural ideals of 
gender equality and gender essentialism influ-
ence members of conservative religious organ-
izations, what does this mean for the health 
of women situated within gender-traditional 
religious groups? Women who are members of 
conservative religious groups are more likely 
to experience religious structural sexism, 
meaning they are denied access to key lead-
ership roles and decision-making within the 
organization. Exposure to religious structural 
sexism may undermine women’s mental and 
physical health by creating a stressful source of 
internal conflict. Women who are members of 
gender-traditional churches may espouse the 
beliefs of strict gender roles and hierarchy. Yet, 
many of these women are also committed to 
ideals of gender fairness. It may be fundamen-
tally distressing to be denied access to the most 
basic levels of organizational decision-making, 
as is the case in the most structurally sexist 
congregations. Structural sexism may be par-
ticularly detrimental to women’s health within 
religious organizations, given that churches 
are “greedy” institutions that often demand 
high levels of time, energy, and commitment 
(Ellison and Lee 2010).

Religious institutions can also reinforce 
gender inequality in ways that undermine 
health via other institutional domains. As 
Bartkowski and Shah (2014) note, the insti-
tutional influence of religion is perhaps most 
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pronounced within the family. Throughout 
U.S. history, religion and family have been 
linked through relationships of dependency 
and control (Edgell 2013). Many conserva-
tive faith traditions valorize women’s domes-
ticity, thus providing institutional support for 
gender-stratified roles within the home (Bar-
tkowski 2001, 2007; Ellison and Bartkowski 
2002; Ghazal Read 2004). Consequently, 
housework and childcare become ideologi-
cally defined as the natural providence of 
women, and there is little incentive for men 
to participate in mundane household tasks. As 
a result, women within conservative religious 
institutions may face a significant degree of 
work-family conflict, given that most evan-
gelical Protestant women work outside of the 
home (Ellison and Bartkowski 2002).

Similarly, women in gender traditional 
churches are unequally tasked with main-
taining and enforcing sexual morality. These 
gendered notions of sexuality may under-
mine health and well-being when translated 
into unrealistic standards of sexual purity 
or undesired sexual encounters within mar-
riage (DeRogatis 2015). For example, in his 
work on pornography use among evangelical 
Christians, Perry (2019) notes that women 
in conservative religious communities often 
do not feel free to discuss topics like lust, 
pornography, or masturbation because these 
are assumed to be masculine issues. There-
fore, women in these communities may feel 
shame for both violating community norms 
of sexual morality and not living up to ideals 
of femininity. In more extreme cases, reli-
gious institutional sexism may contribute to 
intimate partner violence, given evidence that 
men who hold more conservative theological 
views than their partners are especially likely 
to perpetrate violence against their partners 
(Ellison, Bartkowski, and Anderson 1999), 
and women in very closed religious commu-
nities are especially vulnerable when abused 
(Nason-Clark 2000). As these examples illus-
trate, the reach of religious institutionalized 
gender ideologies can extend far beyond 
places of worship to influence a variety of 
other social institutions in ways that may 

disproportionally undermine women’s mental 
and physical health.

In summary, although religious participa-
tion has been linked to improved health and 
well-being, many religious institutions have 
rigid gender-based status hierarchies that 
prohibit women from occupying meaning-
ful leadership roles. This religious structural 
sexism is likely to harm women’s health in a 
variety of ways. Scholars have speculated that 
women may benefit less than men from regu-
lar religious activity because institutions of 
religion are sexist (Maselko and Kubzansky 
2006), but this assertion has not been explic-
itly tested. Thus, it remains unclear whether 
the health benefits of religious participation 
are contingent on equal access to power and 
status within congregations. We therefore ask 
the following research questions:

1. Is attending a sexist religious institu-
tion that excludes women from power 
and leadership associated with health 
among women and men?

2. If so, how does the health of attendees 
at inclusive religious institutions and 
sexist religious institutions compare to 
that of individuals who do not regu-
larly participate in organized religion?

Based on previous research and theory, we 
expect that among women who attend reli-
gious services, congregational sexism will be 
associated with worse self-rated health. We 
also expect that women who attend inclusive 
churches will have better self-rated health 
than both attendees of sexist churches and 
non-attenders because they enjoy the health-
promoting benefits of religious participation 
without the potentially harmful exposure to 
additional sexism. Depending on the extent 
to which congregational sexism negates the 
benefits of religious participation, we may 
expect that women who attend sexist churches 
have equal or worse self-rated health than 
non-attenders.

Previous scholarship suggests clear expec-
tations for how congregational sexism may 
affect women’s health as the marginalized 
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group, but this work is theoretically and 
empirically ambiguous as to how religious 
institutional sexism may affect men’s health. 
On one hand, because men are the dominant 
group in sexist congregations, they may ben-
efit from greater status, power, and resources 
in ways that improve their health and well-
being. If this is the case, congregational 
sexism may be associated with better self-
rated health among men who attend religious 
services. On the other hand, congregational 
sexism may promote toxic versions of mascu-
linity that undermine men’s health and cause 
strife within other institutional domains. If 
this is true, congregational sexism may be 
associated with worse self-rated health among 
men, although perhaps to a lesser degree than 
among women. Finally, it is also possible that 
exposure to congregational sexism benefits 
men in some ways and harms them in others 
such that the net effect is zero.

metHodS
Data and Sample

To answer these questions, we draw on a 
unique dataset created by linking two large 
nationally representative studies: the Gen-
eral Social Survey (GSS) and the National 
Congregations Study (NCS). The GSS is an 
individual-level survey of attitudes, behaviors, 
and characteristics of U.S. residents conducted 
yearly by NORC since 1972 (Smith et al. 
2018). The NCS is a hypernetwork1 sample 
of religious congregations in the United States 
conducted in conjunction with the GSS in 
1998, 2006, and 20122 (Chaves, Anderson, and 
Eagle 2014). The NCS sample was generated 
by asking GSS respondents how frequently 
they attended religious services in the past 
year. Individuals who attended more than once 
in the previous year were asked to provide the 
name and location of their congregation. This 
process generated nationally representative 
congregation-level samples for each of the 
three waves of the NCS. The NCS interviewed 
one key informant (usually a priest or rabbi) 
from each congregation in the sample.

This sampling procedure allows us to 
link3 individual-level data from the GSS (i.e., 
health, demographics, and religious attend-
ance) with contextual data about respond-
ents’ religious congregations from the NCS 
to assess how exposure to structural sexism 
within a religious group may affect attendees’ 
health. To date, only two studies have used 
data created by this linkage. Ellison and col-
leagues (2009) used linked GSS-NCS data 
to examine the relationship between church 
characteristics (e.g., size) and participants’ 
social interactions; Cobb, Üsküp, and Jef-
ferson (2017) examined the link between 
congregational composition and beliefs about 
racial inequality. For the present study, we 
use two cross-sectional waves of GSS-NCS 
linked data in 2006 and 2012 because the 
baseline wave of the NCS (i.e., 1998) did not 
include the questions we use to measure the 
role of women in congregational leadership. 
We pool the linked GSS-NCS data from these 
two waves to derive a nationally representa-
tive sample of individuals within religious 
congregations in 2006 and 2012. Sixty per-
cent of cases in our sample are from the year 
2006 (N = 1,354), and 40 percent are from 
2012 (N = 880). The sample size is reduced 
in 2012 because the GSS switched to a rotat-
ing panel design with smaller cross-sectional 
samples beginning in 2010.

To answer our research questions, we 
examine two subsamples of GSS respond-
ents: a sample of religious attenders and a 
non-attenders sample. Figure 1 is a flow chart 
illustrating our sample selection criteria. The 
religious participant subsample (i.e., respond-
ents who indicated they attend religious ser-
vices more than once a year) is limited to 
individuals who have complete data for focal 
variables in both the NCS and GSS (N = 
1,390). Because the NCS response rate is 73 
to 78 percent for both waves, there are some 
GSS respondents who indicated they attend 
religious services more than once a year but 
are missing congregation information (N = 
744, which is 32 percent of attenders). Com-
paring this group to the religious participants 
included in our study, the missing individuals 
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have equivalent levels of self-rated health and 
are generally similar to the non-missing reli-
gious attenders with the exception of being 
2.6 years younger, having .5 fewer years of 
education, and earning $200 less per year in 
annual household income. Attenders missing 
congregation information also attend places 
of worship less frequently than religious par-
ticipants who are not missing congregation 
information. In fact, attenders who are miss-
ing congregational information most likely 
did not attend regularly enough to accurately 
name a congregation, and thus excluding 
them is unlikely to introduce meaningful bias.

Nevertheless, to test the robustness of our 
results to potential non-response bias, we 
conducted additional analyses in which we 
used multiple imputation with chained equa-
tions to impute the missing congregational 
data (i.e., church structural sexism variables 
and church setting: urban, suburban, or rural) 
for this group based on respondents’ other 
characteristics. Results of these supplemental 
analyses are substantively identical to those 
we present (see Tables S1 and S2 in the online 
supplement). The non-attending subsample 
consists of the GSS respondents who said 
they did not attend a religious service more 

than once in the past year and have complete 
data for the relevant study variables (N = 
844). Item missingness was minimal (less 
than .2 percent for all variables except for 
income, which was missing in 12 percent of 
cases) and is therefore handled using listwise 
deletion. However, we also replicated our 
main analyses using multiple imputation for 
income and found similar results (see Tables 
S1 and S2 in the online supplement).

Measures

Self-rated health. Our key dependent vari-
able for both samples is self-rated health 
(SRH). Decades of research have established 
SRH as a valid and reliable indicator of cur-
rent health status as well as a strong predictor 
of mortality (Idler and Benyamini 1997; Jylhä 
2009). Self-rated health is measured yearly in 
the GSS by asking respondents, “Would you 
say your own health, in general, is excellent, 
good, fair, or poor?” Responses are coded on 
a four-point scale where 1 is poor and 4 is 
excellent. For ease of interpretation, we show 
results from OLS models, which treat this 
outcome as linear. However, an ordinal logis-
tic regression approach yields substantively 

All GSS respondents
2006 and

2012 (cross-sec
onal)
N = 6,484

GSS respondents
randomly assigned to 

Ballots A &C
N = 3,311

A�enders
Matched with an NCS 

congrega
on
N = 1,586

Non-a�enders
Did not a�end church 
> 1 
me in past year

N = 969

A�enders
Did NOT match with an 

NCS congrega
on
N = 744

Non-a�ender Subsample
Complete data for study 

variables
N = 844

A�ender Subsample
Complete data for study 

variables
N = 1,390

FINAL SAMPLE 
TOTAL N = 2,234

Dropped from main sample
but retained via imputa
on in 
supplemental analysis (see online 
supplement)

Dropped all GSS respondents randomly 
assigned to Ballot B (lacks health measure) 
and Ballot D (not part of hypernetwork 
sample for NCS)

Figure 1. Sample Description Flow Chart
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similar results for all analyses (see Tables 
S1 and S2 in the online supplement), and 
Brant tests indicate that the proportional odds 
assumption is not violated.

Church structural sexism. We concep-
tualize structural sexism as systematic gender 
inequality in power and resources within 
religious congregations, and we measure it 
with three different congregation-level vari-
ables based on a series of questions answered 
by each congregation’s leader. First, we use 
a dichotomous measure (labeled “board”) 
indicating whether an “otherwise qualified 
woman” in the congregation would be permit-
ted to “serve as a full-fledged member of the 
congregation’s main governing body or coor-
dinating committee” (0 = yes, 1 = no). This 
measure of women’s representation in gov-
ernance is particularly important for assessing 
the relationship between structural sexism 
and health given the accumulating evidence 
showing women’s political representation is 
vital for population health both in the United 
States and in the developing world (Homan 
2017; Quamruzzaman and Lange 2016). Fur-
thermore, although restricting women from 
governing boards is less common than other 
forms of religious institutional sexism, it is 
perhaps the most dangerous for health as it 
indicates a complete lack of decision-making 
power for women within the congregation.

Second, we use another dichotomous 
measure (labeled “leader”) indicating whether 
an “otherwise qualified woman” would be 
permitted to serve as the head clergyperson or 
primary religious leader of the congregation 
(0 = yes, 1 = no). Restricting women from 
the top rung on the congregational leader-
ship ladder is a potentially powerful form of 
religious institutional sexism, as head clergy 
hold a great deal of power within a congrega-
tion. Additionally, much of the scholarship 
on gender inequality within places of wor-
ship centers on the gender-based prohibition 
on clergy positions, or what has been termed 
“the stained-glass ceiling” (e.g., adams 2007; 
Bartkowski and Shah 2014). Third, we cre-
ated a sexism scale, treated as a continuous 

measure, which is a summary measure indi-
cating how many of the following things 
women are prohibited from doing in the con-
gregation: teaching co-ed classes, preaching 
at a main worship service, serving on the gov-
erning body, and being the head clergyperson/
leader. Scores range from 0 (indicating no 
restrictions on women’s roles) to 4 (indicating 
women are prohibited from all four activities). 
The four items used in the sexism scale are 
all moderately correlated (correlation coef-
ficients range from .29 to .69, see Table S3 in 
the online supplement) and the scale alpha is 
.71, indicating that the index reflects a valid 
construct. In addition to this straightforward 
index approach to creating a sexism scale, we 
also conducted supplemental analyses using 
a latent variable approach with structural 
equation modeling (see Tables S4 and S5 in 
the online supplement). Results from these 
supplemental analyses did not meaningfully 
differ from the main results presented here. 
We chose the sum index approach using OLS 
as the main model for simplicity, ease of 
interpretation, and compatibility with other 
analyses conducted herein.

All three structural sexism measures are 
coded such that high values indicate greater 
sexism in congregations. Our first two meas-
ures are important because they center on the 
most salient and perhaps most detrimental 
forms of religious institutional sexism and 
allow us to individually evaluate their effects. 
Our scale measure is useful because it combines 
these measures with two additional indicators 
to provide a more comprehensive assessment 
of the degree to which women are excluded 
from a variety of meaningful leadership roles 
within places of worship. Including all three 
measures allows us to account for women’s 
power and status in governance, clergy, and 
across a range of leadership positions.

Other covariates. Our models include 
several individual and congregation-level 
covariates. At the individual level, we adjust 
for age, race (White = 1, non-White = 0), 
education (in years), household income (in 
thousands of inflation adjusted U.S. dollars, 
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base year 2000), marital status (married = 
1, not married = 0), and frequency of church 
attendance (on a nine-point scale ranging 
from 0 = never to 8 = more than once a 
week). At the congregation level, we adjust all 
estimates for church regional setting (urban, 
suburban, or rural). In supplemental models 
(see Table S6 in the online supplement), we 
investigate the role of congregational adher-
ence to the doctrine of biblical inerrancy  
(0 = no, 1 = yes) and religious tradition, with 
dummy variables for each of the following 
categories: Conservative Christian, Roman 
Catholic, other Christian, and non-Christian. 
Conservative Christian includes evangelical 
Protestants and Mormons. Other Christian 
includes several liberal, mainline, and Black 
Protestant denominations. Non-Christian 
includes Jewish, Muslim, and other religious 
traditions. Note that only 3 percent of our 
sample (N = 41) attended a non-Christian 
congregation. To adjust for time, all mod-
els also include a dummy variable for the 
year 2012 (with 2006 as the reference year). 
Because prior research and theory suggest 
each of these factors may vary by gender and 
differentially affect health along gender lines 
(Denton, Prus, and Walters 2004; Geronimus 
et al. 2007; McCullough and Laurenceau 
2005; Ross, Masters, and Hummer 2012; 
Umberson and Kroeger 2016), all analyses 
are stratified by gender. We also include, for 
comparison, models that combine the sam-
ples of men and women and include a gender 
by sexism interaction term.

Analytic Approach

To answer our first research question, we 
estimated a series of linear regression models 
among our subsample of religious participants 
predicting individuals’ self-rated health as a 
function of the levels of sexism in the congre-
gation they attended (and other covariates). 
We estimated separate models for each of the 
three religious institutional sexism measures. 
To answer our second research question, we 
included our entire sample and categorized 
individuals as either non-attenders, attendees 

of sexist congregations, or attendees of inclu-
sive congregations, and again used linear 
regression to predict self-rated health based 
on these categories and other covariates.

In these models, we categorized congrega-
tions as sexist or inclusive based on the fol-
lowing criteria. For the dichotomous “board” 
and “leader” measures, congregations are 
defined as sexist if they do not allow women 
to serve in these roles. For the sexism index 
measure, congregations are defined as sex-
ist if they score higher than 2 on our scale, 
meaning women are prohibited from serving 
in more than two of the four possible roles. 
Forty-two percent of religious participants 
in our sample attended a church categorized 
as sexist based on this metric (compared to 
14 percent for “board” and 59 percent for 
“leader”). All models use robust standard 
errors clustered by congregation4 to account 
for heteroskedasticity.

We conducted a series of robustness 
checks that can be found in Tables S1 to S6 in 
the online supplement. These analyses dem-
onstrate that our results are robust to alterna-
tive modeling strategies (OLS versus ordered 
logistic regression), alternative missing data 
handling (multiple imputation versus list-wise 
deletion), alternative weighting approaches 
(GSS weights versus unweighted), alterna-
tive measurement approaches (SEM latent 
variable versus sum index), and the inclusion 
of additional congregation-level variables 
(“inerrancy” and religious tradition). Sup-
plemental analyses (not shown) also indicated 
that the health effects of congregational sex-
ism do not vary according to respondents’ 
race or frequency of attendance.

To better understand the pattern of results 
among men, we also conducted Bayesian lin-
ear regression modeling using a random-walk 
Metropolis-Hastings sampling algorithm 
(MCMC sample size = 10,000; burn-in = 
2,500). We conducted three Bayesian analy-
ses, one for each sexism measure, all with 
separate slopes for the effects of sexism for 
women and for men, similar to a combined-
gender model with an interaction term for 
sexism × male. The models used independent 
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normal priors with zero mean and variance 
of 10,000 for regression coefficients and an 
inverse-gamma prior with shape and scale 
parameters of .01 for the variance.

ReSultS
Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics are shown in Table 1. 
The average age of the sample is 47, with 
religious attenders being slightly older than 
non-attenders. The average level of educa-
tion is roughly 14 years, with attenders being 
slightly more educated than non-attenders. 
The average family income of the sample 
is $49,700, with attenders and men hav-
ing higher incomes than non-attenders and 
women, respectively. The average SRH score 
is 2.96, with religious attenders reporting bet-
ter health than non-attenders. There are no 
statistically significant gender differences in 
SRH. The religious participant subsample has 
fewer White individuals, more women, and 
more married individuals, compared to the 
non-attending sample.

The average frequency of attendance in the 
religious participant sample is 5.2, which cor-
responds to slightly above two to three times 
per month. Women attend religious services 
more frequently than men. The majority of 
respondents attend congregations in locations 
classified as urban (68 percent); 13 percent 
attend suburban congregations and 18 percent 
attend rural congregations. Fourteen percent 
of the sample of religious attenders are in 
congregations that prohibit women from serv-
ing on the leadership/governing board, and the 
remaining 86 percent attend congregations that 
allow women to serve in this role. Fifty-nine 
percent of religious service attenders are in 
congregations that prohibit women from being 
the head clergyperson/leader, and the remain-
ing 41 percent attend congregations that would 
allow a woman to serve as the primary leader. 
Finally, the mean score on the sexism scale 
is 1.30 (SD = 1.23), which represents the 
number of restrictions (out of four possible) 
on women’s roles in the average congregation.

Do Attendees of Sexist Congregations 
Have Worse Health Than Attendees 
of Inclusive Congregations?

Table 2 shows the results of regression models 
predicting self-rated health among women and 
men who are religious participants. Models 1 
through 3 are identical except that each uses 
a different measure of religious institutional 
sexism. First, in gender stratified models, 
all three measures of structural sexism have 
statistically significant negative effects on 
women’s self-rated health, such that women 
who attend more sexist congregations have 
worse health than women who attend less 
sexist congregations. The effects of congre-
gational sexism among men are not statisti-
cally significant for any of the three sexism 
measures. Sensitivity analyses suggest that 
the relatively smaller size of the men’s sample 
does not drive this lack of significant findings 
through diminished statistical power, as a ran-
dom sample of the same size produced similar 
or larger statistically significant effects for 
women compared to those we report in Table 
2 (see Table S7 in the online supplement).

The same patterns are evident in the com-
bined models with a gender by sexism inter-
action term. For all three sexism measures, 
we see a significant effect of sexism on 
health among women, but not among men. 
However, note that both the Wald tests of the 
interaction terms in combined models and 
Chow tests of coefficients in gender stratified 
models indicate that the difference between 
the sexism coefficients for women and for 
men is not statistically significant at the p < 
.05 level.5 Thus, the effect of sexism among 
men does not significantly differ either from 
zero or from women’s effect, which does sig-
nificantly differ from zero.

What then can we conclude about whether 
sexism in religious congregations is related to 
men’s self-rated health? Depending on which 
null-hypothesis we consider most important 
(i.e., does men’s effect differ from zero or 
does men’s effect differ from women’s) we 
would come to different conclusions (i.e., 
sexism is not associated with men’s health in 
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the first case; sexism is associated with men’s 
health in the second). This type of situation 
reveals the limits of frequentist statistics, 
with its somewhat arbitrary cut-off points and 
hypothesis testing procedures. A Bayesian 
approach can provide more information about 
the possible effects among men.

Figure 2 shows the posterior distributions 
(MCMC sample size = 10,000) of coefficient 
estimates for the effects of sexism on self-
rated health among women and men from 
the Bayesian linear regression analyses (see 
Tables S8a, S8b, and S8c in the online sup-
plement). These distributions clearly show a 
negative effect of sexism on health among 
women, given that 0 is outside the distribu-
tions of likely values. The distributions indi-
cate the most likely scenario for men is that 
they also exhibit a negative effect of sexism 
on health, but the magnitude of the effect is 
smaller than that of women. Based on these 
distributions, the probability that the effect of 
sexism among men is less than zero is 99 per-
cent for the board measure, 99 percent for the 
leader measure, and 98 percent for the sexism 
scale. Furthermore, the probability that the 
negative effect for men is smaller in magni-
tude than the effect for women is 99 percent, 
84 percent, and 79 percent for the board, 
leader, and sexism measures, respectively.

Are the Health Benefits of Religious 
Participation Contingent on 
Congregational Sexism?

To answer this question, we focus on women 
because they exhibit an unambiguous negative 

effect of congregational sexism on health. 
Figure 3 shows the predicted self-rated health 
of non-religious women compared to women 
who attend sexist congregations and women 
who attend inclusive congregations. These 
estimates were produced using OLS regres-
sion of SRH on the religious attendance cat-
egory holding other covariates (age, education, 
income, race, marital status) constant at their 
means (see Table S9 in the online supplement 
for complete regression results). Women who 
attend inclusive congregations have better self-
rated health than non-attenders and women 
who attend sexist congregations. There is 
no statistically significant difference in self-
rated health between non-attenders and women 
who attend sexist congregations. These results 
indicate that women only experience a health 
benefit from religious participation when they 
attend religious institutions that are gender 
inclusive and allow women to hold meaningful 
leadership roles within the congregation.

diSCuSSion
As researchers are beginning to take seriously 
the impact of structural sexism on health 
(e.g., Homan 2019), it is important to under-
stand how institutional sexism works at vari-
ous levels. Religious institutions are prime for 
scholarly exploration at the meso-level given 
that research touts the salubrious effects of 
religious participation on health and well-
being, yet studies consistently highlight the 
rigid gender-based status hierarchies within 
certain congregations. This study is among 
the first to show an association between 

Figure 2. Posterior Distributions of Effects of Sexism on Self-Rated Health among Women 
and Men from Bayesian Linear Regression
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religious institutional sexism and health. Our 
findings indicate that the accepted health ben-
efits of religious involvement do not extend 
to all groups, but are contingent on equal 
access to power and status within religious 
institutions.

Consistent with previous research on 
structural sexism (Homan 2019) and our 
theoretical expectations, our findings sug-
gest religious structural sexism undermines 
women’s health. Our findings are perhaps 
most striking for our most restrictive measure 
of structural sexism: being able to serve on a 
congregation’s governing body. Women who 
are members of the most sexist congregations 
in our sample lack basic decision-making 
authority within their congregations. Alienat-
ing women from even rudimentary forms of 
institutional power appears to be particularly 
damaging to physical health.

Religious structural sexism likely affects 
health via a number of pathways—for exam-
ple, undermining psychosocial resources, 
increasing psychological distress, and increas-
ing sexism in other structural domains—but 
additional scholarship is needed to under-
stand how religious institutional sexism influ-
ences mental and physical health. Ancillary 
analyses finding that the impact of religious 
structural sexism does not vary by frequency 
of church attendance (i.e., no dose-response 
pattern) hints that psychological distress may 

not be the most important mechanism directly 
linking congregational sexism and health.

Instead, participation in a sexist church may 
be an indicator of exposure to a whole system 
of structural sexism because it is part of a 
constellation of positions within various other 
institutions and relationships. The family may 
function as a particularly important domain 
by providing institutional support for gender-
stratified roles within the home. To the extent 
that structural sexism in religious congrega-
tions encourages a traditional gender division 
of household labor, such sexism may be par-
ticularly harmful in the context of the ongoing 
COVID-19 pandemic. Social distancing has 
limited the social support and engagement 
normally provided by religious congregations, 
and the lack of childcare has exacerbated 
existing gender inequalities in domestic labor 
and overburdened women, undermining their 
careers and mental health (Collins et al. 2020; 
Hamel and Salganicoff 2020). Thus, explor-
ing the connections between structural sexism 
across varied structural domains and levels of 
analysis represents an important next step in 
understanding the mechanisms linking reli-
gious structural sexism and health.

Decades of research have documented the 
salutary effects of religious participation for 
individual health and well-being (Ellison and 
Levin 1998; Hill et al. 2011; Koenig et al. 2012; 
Strawbridge et al. 1998), so it is noteworthy 

Figure 3. Women’s Self-Rated Health by Religious Attendance Category
Note: Estimates were produced using OLS regression of SRH on congregation category holding other 
covariates (age, education, income, race, marital status) constant at their means. Each panel represents 
a separate analysis with the definition of “sexist” based on one of the three sexism measures. Estimates 
shown with 84 percent confidence intervals, which are the appropriate intervals for determining 
significant differences between the estimates at the p < .05 level based on the ratio of their standard 
errors. Thus, groups are significantly different from one another if their confidence bands do not 
overlap. Accordingly, the figure shows that for all three sexism measures, attenders of inclusive 
congregations have better self-rated health than do the other two groups (who do not significantly differ 
from one another).
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that the health of women who attend sexist 
congregations is not significantly different 
from the health of non-attenders. This finding 
suggests the negative effects of marginaliza-
tion offset the beneficial impact of church 
attendance in the form of social support and 
advantageous health behaviors. Conversely, 
women active in inclusive religious groups, 
where they can serve on governing boards 
and lead the congregation, display better self-
rated health than do women in sexist groups 
and non-attenders.

Why are women in inclusive congrega-
tions more likely to report better self-rated 
health than non-attending women? Our results 
suggest opportunities for leadership may be 
a central mechanism for understanding why 
women in inclusive churches benefit from 
religious involvement in ways that women 
in sexist churches or non-attenders do not. 
Sociologists of religion have long argued 
that church attendance benefits health in part 
because it allows individuals to be valued for 
non-material or non-physical qualities, that 
is, for their inherent uniqueness, service to 
others, and wisdom and morality (Ellison and 
Levin 1998). Key to displaying and being val-
ued for these qualities may be assuming lead-
ership roles within the church, be it through 
leading formal church services, religious 
study classes, or serving on governing boards. 
Scholars have also noted that opportunities 
for leadership within a church may be most 
beneficial to health and well-being for people 
who do not have opportunities to take on 
leadership roles in other domains of their lives 
(Ellison and Levin 1998). Women’s opportu-
nities for leadership in inclusive congregations 
may ameliorate effects of the exclusion they 
encounter in other domains (e.g., at work) or 
due to other social statuses (e.g., older adults). 
In summary, the results among women sug-
gest the purported health benefits of religious 
attendance may only extend to those who have 
agency within religious institutions. Future 
scholarship in this area should examine the 
influence of religious institutional factors on 
the health of other marginalized groups (e.g., 
sexual minority populations).

Consistent with previous research sug-
gesting that religion has a greater impact 
on women’s health than on men’s health 
(Mirola 1999; Norton et al. 2006; Schieman 
et al. 2010; Strawbridge et al. 2001), we 
find marginal to no statistically significant 
effect of religious structural sexism for men’s 
self-rated health across the three measures. 
Our findings are consistent with scholarship 
examining gender variation in the religion–
health connection, but they stand in contrast 
to scholarship on structural sexism within 
U.S. state-level institutions, which harms 
men’s health, or structural sexism within mar-
riages, which benefits men. We do not find 
clear evidence that sexism in religious con-
gregations is either harmful or beneficial for 
men’s health.

Future research should examine why sex-
ism within religious institutions may affect 
men’s health differently than do other forms 
of structural sexism. As meso-level institu-
tions, sexism within religious congregations 
may not erode men’s health via similar mech-
anisms as state-level institutional sexism. 
Unlike macro-level structural sexism, con-
gregational sexism does not decrease invest-
ment in state-level social programs that may 
improve population health, nor does it likely 
increase masculine risk-taking behaviors (par-
ticularly given religious prohibitions). Con-
versely, men may not directly benefit from 
religious institutional sexism, as this form of 
sexism does not confer the dyadic qualities 
of marital relationships on health. Finally, 
although the health effects of congregational 
sexism appear unlike those of either state-
level sexism or inter-marital sexism, con-
gregational sexism likely contributes to both 
of these countervailing influences on men’s 
health. The complementarian gender ideol-
ogy that supports the exclusion of women 
from leadership in most sexist congregations 
(1) creates and sustains gender inequality 
within marriages, and (2) upholds the ideal of 
male leadership, thereby perpetuating gender 
inequality in large-scale political and eco-
nomic institutions outside the religious realm. 
Thus, to the extent that congregational sexism 
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reinforces these other types of sexism, their 
respective benefits and harms may cancel out.

Sociologists of religion have increasingly 
called for scholars to take an intersectional 
approach that views religion as providing cul-
tural repertories that individuals invoke dif-
ferently depending on their location within the 
social hierarchy (Edgell 2012). As Yukich and 
Edgell (2020) note, religious beliefs and prac-
tices are developed within a specific institu-
tional context and acted upon in various ways 
in different social settings and by people from 
different social locations (Yukich and Braun-
stein 2014; Yukich, Fulton, and Wood 2020). 
Yet sociologists of religion often ignore how 
religious repertories are chiefly about race, 
and this dominant approach reinforces White 
privilege (Yukich and Edgell 2020). We did 
not find compelling evidence in our data of 
a difference in the relationship between reli-
gious institutional sexism and health along 
racial lines, but this may have been a function 
of the relatively small sample sizes. Thus, it 
remains an important task for future research 
to explore sexism in religious congregations 
with an intersectional lens.

We centered our study on the United States 
and thus it is unclear whether our findings 
would be similar outside of this context. 
Scholarship on evangelicalism in Colombia 
suggests a complex relationship between 
religion, gender, and health, whereby some 
women and men may benefit from gender 
traditional religious communities because 
they stand in opposition to “machismo” cul-
ture (Brusco 1995). Within this context, as 
within the United States, some women may 
embrace gender traditional religious groups 
because they require their husbands to abstain 
from substance use, infidelity, and violence 
(Brusco 1995; Garcia et al. 2013). Because 
some conservative religious institutions lead 
men to avoid these risky health behaviors, 
particularly when they stand in contrast to 
the dominant culture, participation may yield 
health benefits for certain men and women 
associated with these traditions. Future 
research on congregational sexism, gender, 
and health should examine these relationships 
in a variety of international contexts.

Additionally, although we find no evi-
dence of an interaction between frequency 
of attendance and structural sexism, indicat-
ing that even minimal exposure to religious 
structural sexism is harmful to health, service 
attendance is but one measure of religious 
involvement. Other indicators of involve-
ment within religious institutions may yield 
different results. For example, people who 
regularly participate in other activities at their 
place of worship (e.g., singing in the choir, 
attending Bible studies, or holding informal 
leadership positions) may be particularly 
affected by structural sexism. Future research 
in this area should examine the interaction 
between congregational sexism and other 
forms of religious participation on health, 
and studies should include additional meas-
ures of gendered institutional involvement. 
Our study includes a range of measures of 
institutional sexism, but there are certainly 
additional indicators of religious structural 
sexism that would shed light on the gendered 
nature of the religion–health connection.

There are two important limitations to 
the current study. First, our data are cross-
sectional, so we cannot infer causality. Sec-
ond, it is important to consider the influence 
of omitted variables on our key results. For 
example, Hill and colleagues (2011) note that 
if individuals with certain conventional and 
risk-averse personality types are attracted to 
or selected into religious activities, personality 
selection processes could account for at least 
some of the effects of religious attendance. In 
our case, it may be that women who select into 
sexist religious environments are in some way 
different from women who opt out of these 
contexts in ways that influence their physi-
cal health. However, it is also likely that the 
women whose health would be most harmed 
by sexist institutional arrangements are those 
who perceive them as particularly unfair and 
oppressive and who therefore are likely to 
leave this type of congregation or never select 
into one to begin with. In that case, our esti-
mates of the relationship between institutional 
sexism and health would be conservative.

Despite these limitations, our study pre-
sents novel evidence regarding the relationship 
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between structural sexism and health. Even in 
religious congregations, where engagement 
has well-known health benefits, structural 
sexism can undermine women’s well-being. 
Scholars should continue to examine the con-
nections between religious structural sexism 
and health.
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notes
 1. Hypernetwork sampling is a technique used to gen-

erate a random sample of organizations for which 
no sampling frame exists by beginning with a ran-
dom sample of individuals and asking them to name 
organizations to which they are connected (see 
McPherson 1982, 2001; National Congregations 
Study 2019).

 2. An additional wave was conducted in 2018 to 2019.
 3. Linked data used in this analysis are derived from 

Sensitive Data Files of the NCS, obtained under 
special arrangements designed to minimize the 
risk that participating congregations will be pub-
licly identified. These data are not available from 
the authors. Persons interested in obtaining NCS 
Sensitive Data Files should contact Mark Chaves at 
mac58@soc.duke.edu.

 4. The majority of congregations contained only one 
GSS respondent, but some contained more. Our sam-
ple of attenders contains 814 women representing 770 
unique congregations, with an average of 1.4 women 
per congregation (range = [1, 4]), and 575 men rep-
resenting 557 unique congregations, with an average 
of 1.0 men per congregation (range = [1, 3]).

 5. Chow test results: t = –.82, p = –.56 for board; 
t = –.05, p = .97 for leader; and t = –.35, p = .79 
for sexism scale. Wald Test of interaction term: F = 
.59, p = .44 for board; F = .15, p = .70 for leader; 
and F = .19, p = .66 for sexism scale.

References
adams, jimi. 2007. “Stained Glass Makes the Ceiling 

Visible: Organizational Opposition to Women in 
Congregational Leadership.” Gender and Society 
21(1):80–105.

Adler, Nancy E. 2009. “Health Disparities through a Psy-
chological Lens.” American Psychologist 64(8):663–73.

Aizer, Anna. 2010. “The Gender Wage Gap and Domes-
tic Violence.” The American Economic Review 
100(4):1847–59.

Avishai, Orit. 2016. “Theorizing Gender from Religion 
Cases: Agency, Feminist Activism, and Masculinity.” 
Sociology of Religion 77(3):261–79.

Avishai, Orit, Lynne Gerber, and Jennifer Randles. 2013. 
“The Feminist Ethnographer’s Dilemma: Reconcil-
ing Progressive Research Agendas with Fieldwork 
Realities.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography 
42(4):394–426.

Baker, Joseph O., and Andrew L. Whitehead. 2016. 
“Gendering (Non)Religion: Politics, Education, and 
Gender Gaps in Secularity in the United States.” 
Social Forces 94(4):1623–45.

Bartkowski, John P. 2001. Remaking the Godly Mar-
riage: Gender Negotiation in Evangelical Families. 
New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Bartkowski, John P. 2007. “Connections and Contra-
dictions: Exploring the Complex Linkages between 
Faith and Family.” Pp. 153–66 in Everyday Religion: 
Observing Modern Religious Lives, edited by N. T. 
Ammerman. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press

Bartkowski, John P., and Sarah Shah. 2014. “Religion 
and Gender Inequality.” In Religion and Inequality in 
America: Research and Theory on Religion’s Role in 
Stratification, edited by L. Keister and D. E. Sherkat. 
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Beard, Lucas, Jonathan Dunn, Jess Huang, and Alexis 
Krivkovich. 2020. “Shattering the Glass Screen.” 
Gender Equity in Media and Entertainment,  
McKinsey (https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/
technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-
insights/shattering-the-glass-screen).

Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo. 1997. “Rethinking Racism: 
Toward a Structural Interpretation.” American Socio-
logical Review 62(3):465–80.

Braveman, Paula, and Laura Gottlieb. 2014. “The Social 
Determinants of Health: It’s Time to Consider 
the Causes of the Causes.” Public Health Reports 
129(Suppl 2):19–31.

Brusco, Elizabeth E. 1995. The Reformation of 
Machismo: Evangelical Conversion and Gender in 
Colombia. Austin: University of Texas Press.

Burke, Kelsy. 2012. “Women’s Agency in Gender-Tra-
ditional Religions: A Review of Four Approaches.” 
Sociology Compass 6(2):122–33.

Cadge, Wendy. 2004. “Gendered Religious Organiza-
tions: The Case of Theravada Buddhism in America.” 
Gender and Society 18(6):777–93.

Catalyst. 2019. “Women CEOs of the S&P 500.” Ameri-
can Women in Politics (https://www.catalyst.org/
research/women-ceos-of-the-sp-500/).

CAWP. 2019. “Women in State Legislatures 2019.” Cen-
ter for American Women in Politics (https://www 
.cawp.rutgers.edu/women-state-legislature-2019).

Chaves, Mark. 1997. Ordaining Women: Culture and 
Conflict in Religious Organizations. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press.

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3609-8188
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3609-8188
mailto:mac58@soc.duke.edu
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-insights/shattering-the-glass-screen
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-insights/shattering-the-glass-screen
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/technology-media-and-telecommunications/our-insights/shattering-the-glass-screen
https://www.catalyst.org/research/women-ceos-of-the-sp-500/
https://www.catalyst.org/research/women-ceos-of-the-sp-500/
https://www.cawp.rutgers.edu/women-state-legislature-2019
https://www.cawp.rutgers.edu/women-state-legislature-2019


Homan and Burdette 253

Chaves, Mark. 2017. American Religion: Contemporary 
Trends. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Chaves, Mark, and Shawna L. Anderson. 2008. “Continu-
ity and Change in American Congregations: Introduc-
ing the Second Wave of the National Congregations 
Study.” Sociology of Religion 69(4):415–40.

Chaves, Mark, Shawna Anderson, and Alison Eagle. 
2014. “National Congregations Study, Cumulative 
Data File and Codebook.” Durham, NC: Duke Uni-
versity, Department of Sociology.

Cobb, Ryon J., Dilara K. Üsküp, and Steven T. Jefferson. 
2017. “Congregational Composition and Explana-
tions for Racial Inequality among Black Religious 
Affiliates.” Race and Social Problems 9(2):163–69.

Cotter, David, Joan M. Hermsen, and Reeve Vanneman. 
2011. “The End of the Gender Revolution? Gender 
Role Attitudes from 1977 to 2008.” American Jour-
nal of Sociology 117(1):259–89.

Collins, Caitlyn, Liana Christin Landivar, Leah Ruppan-
ner, and William J. Scarborough. 2020. “COVID-19 
and the Gender Gap in Work Hours.” Gender Work & 
Organization (https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12506).

Connell, R. W. 2012. “Gender, Health and Theory: Con-
ceptualizing the Issue, in Local and World Perspec-
tive.” Social Science & Medicine 74(11):1675–83.

Courtenay, Will H. 2000. “Constructions of Masculinity 
and Their Influence on Men’s Well-Being: A Theory 
of Gender and Health.” Social Science & Medicine 
50(10):1385–401.

Denton, Margaret, Steven Prus, and Vivienne Walters. 
2004. “Gender Differences in Health: A Canadian 
Study of the Psychosocial, Structural and Behavioural 
Determinants of Health.” Social Science & Medicine 
58(12):2585–2600 (https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socs 
cimed.2003.09.008).

DeRogatis, Amy. 2015. Saving Sex. New York: Oxford 
University Press.

Diefendorf, Sarah. 2019. “Contemporary Evangelical 
Responses to Feminism and the Imagined Secular.” Signs: 
Journal of Women in Culture and Society 44(4):1003–26.

Edgell, Penny. 2012. “A Cultural Sociology of Reli-
gion: New Directions.” Annual Review of Sociology 
38:247–65.

Edgell, Penny. 2013. Religion and Family in a Changing 
Society. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Ellison, Christopher G., and John P. Bartkowski. 2002. 
“Conservative Protestantism and the Division of 
Household Labor among Married Couples.” Journal 
of Family Issues 23(8):950–85.

Ellison, Christopher G., John P. Bartkowski, and Kristin 
L. Anderson. 1999. “Are There Religious Variations 
in Domestic Violence?” Journal of Family Issues 
20(1):87–113.

Ellison, Christopher G., Neal M. Krause, Bryan C. Shep-
herd, and Mark A. Chaves. 2009. “Size, Conflict, 
and Opportunities for Interaction: Congregational 
Effects on Members’ Anticipated Support and Nega-
tive Interaction.” Journal for the Scientific Study of 
Religion 48(1):1–15 (https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
5906.2009.01426.x).

Ellison, Christopher G., and Jinwoo Lee. 2010. “Spiri-
tual Struggles and Psychological Distress: Is There a 
Dark Side of Religion?” Social Indicators Research 
98(3):501–17.

Ellison, Christopher G., and Jeffrey S. Levin. 1998. “The 
Religion-Health Connection: Evidence, Theory, and 
Future Directions.” Health Education & Behavior 
25(6):700–720.

England, Paula. 2010. “The Gender Revolution: Uneven 
and Stalled.” Gender & Society 24(2):149–66.

Exline, Julie Juola, and Eric Rose. 2013. “Religious and 
Spiritual Struggles.” Pp. 380–98 in Handbook of the 
Psychology of Religion and Spirituality, edited by R. F. 
Paloutzian and C. L. Park. New York: Guilford Press.

Fenstermaker Berk, Sarah. 1985. The Gender Factory: 
The Apportionment of Work in American Households. 
New York: Plenum.

Ferguson, Todd W. 2018. “Female Leadership and Role 
Congruity within the Clergy: Communal Lead-
ers Experience No Gender Differences Yet Agentic 
Women Continue to Suffer Backlash.” Sex Roles 
78(5–6):409–22.

Gallagher, Sally. 2004a. “The Marginalization of Evan-
gelical Feminism.” Sociology of Religion 65(3):215–
37.

Gallagher, Sally. 2004b. “Where Are the Antifeminist 
Evangelicals? Evangelical Identity, Subcultural Loca-
tion, and Attitudes toward Feminism.” Gender and 
Society 18(4):451–72

Garcia, Ginny, Christopher G. Ellison, Thankam S. Sunil, 
and Terrence D. Hill. 2013. “Religion and Selected 
Health Behaviors among Latinos in Texas.” Journal 
of Religion and Health 52(1):18–31.

George, Linda K., Christopher G. Ellison, and David B. 
Larson. 2002. “Explaining the Relationships between 
Religious Involvement and Health.” Psychological 
Inquiry 13(3):190–200.

Geronimus, Arline T., John Bound, Danya Keene, and 
Margaret Hicken. 2007. “Black–White Differences in 
Age Trajectories of Hypertension Prevalence among 
Adult Women and Men, 1999–2002.” Ethnicity & 
Disease 17(1):40–49.

Ghazal Read, Jen’nan. 2004. “Family, Religion, and 
Work among Arab American Women.” Journal of 
Marriage and Family 66(4):1042–50.

Goldin, Claudia, Lawrence F. Katz, and Ilyana Kuz-
iemko. 2006. “The Homecoming of American College 
Women: The Reversal of the College Gender Gap.” 
Journal of Economic Perspectives 20(4):133–56.

Griffith, R. Marie. 1997. God’s Daughters: Evangelical 
Women and the Power of Submission. Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press.

Hamel, Liz, and Alina Salganicoff. 2020. “Is There a 
Widening Gender Gap in Coronavirus Stress?” KFF 
(https://www.kff.org/policy-watch/is-there-widen 
ing-gender-gap-in-coronavirus-stress/).

Hill, Terrence D., Matt Bradshaw, and Amy M. Burdette. 
2016. “Health and Biological Functioning.” Pp. 11–
28 in Handbook of Religion and Society, edited by D. 
Yamane. Cham, Switzerland: Springer.

https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2003.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2003.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5906.2009.01426.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5906.2009.01426.x
https://www.kff.org/policy-watch/is-there-widening-gender-gap-in-coronavirus-stress/
https://www.kff.org/policy-watch/is-there-widening-gender-gap-in-coronavirus-stress/


254  American Sociological Review 86(2) 

Hill, Terrence D., Amy M. Burdette, and Ellen L. Idler. 
2011. “Religious Involvement, Health Status, and 
Mortality Risk.” Pp. 533–46 in Handbook of Sociol-
ogy of Aging, edited by R. A Settersten Jr. and J. L. 
Angel. New York: Springer.

Hill, Terrence D., C. André Christie-Mizell, Preeti 
Vaghela, Krysia N. Mossakowski, and Robert J. 
Johnson 2017. “Do Religious Struggles Mediate the 
Association between Day-to-Day Discrimination and 
Depressive Symptoms?” Religions 8(8):134 (https://
doi.org/10.3390/rel8080134).

Hill, Terrence D., and Ryon J. Cobb. 2011. “Religious 
Involvement and Religious Struggles.” Pp. 239–60 
in Toward a Sociological Theory of Religion and 
Health, edited by A. Blasi. Leiden, Netherlands: Brill.

Homan, Patricia. 2017. “Political Gender Inequality and 
Infant Mortality in the United States, 1990–2012.” 
Social Science & Medicine 182:127–35 (https://doi 
.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.04.024).

Homan, Patricia. 2019. “Structural Sexism and Health 
in the United States: A New Perspective on Health 
Inequality and the Gender System.” American 
Sociological Review 84(3):486–516 (https://doi 
.org/10.1177/0003122419848723).

Idler, Ellen L. 2004. “Religious Observance and Health: 
Theory and Research.” Pp. 20–43 in Religious Influ-
ences on Health and Well-Being in the Elderly, edited 
by K. Warner Schaie, N. Krause, and A. Booth. New 
York: Springer.

Idler, Ellen L., and Yael Benyamini. 1997. “Self-Rated 
Health and Mortality: A Review of Twenty-Seven 
Community Studies.” Journal of Health and Social 
Behavior 38(1):21–37.

Jylhä, Marja. 2009. “What Is Self-Rated Health and Why 
Does It Predict Mortality? Towards a Unified Concep-
tual Model.” Social Science & Medicine 69(3):307–16.

Koenig, Harold George. 1999. “Religion and Medicine.” 
Lancet 353(9166):1804.

Koenig, Harold George, Dana King, and Verna B. Car-
son. 2012. Handbook of Religion and Health. New 
York: Oxford University Press.

Krause, Neal, and R. D. Hayward. 2016. “Religion, 
Health, and Aging.” Pp. 251–70 in Handbook of 
Aging and the Social Sciences, edited by L. George 
and K. Ferraro. Waltham, MA: Academic Press.

Krause, Neal, and Keith M. Wulff. 2004. “Religious 
Doubt and Health: Exploring the Potential Dark Side 
of Religion.” Sociology of Religion 65(1):35–56.

Krieger, Nancy. 2014. “Discrimination and Health Ineq-
uities.” In Social Epidemiology, edited by L. F. Berk-
man, I. Kawachi, and M. Maria Glymour. New York: 
Oxford University Press.

Link, Bruce G., and Jo Phelan. 1995. “Social Condi-
tions as Fundamental Causes of Disease.” Journal of 
Health and Social Behavior 35:80–94.

Marmot, Michael G. 2005. “Social Determinants of 
Health Inequalities.” The Lancet 365(9464):1099–
1104.

Marmot, Michael G. 2006. “Status Syndrome: A Chal-
lenge to Medicine.” JAMA 295(11):1304–7.

Maselko, Joanna, and Laura D. Kubzansky. 2006. 
“Gender Differences in Religious Practices, Spiri-
tual Experiences and Health: Results from the US 
General Social Survey.” Social Science & Medicine 
62(11):2848–60.

McCullough, Michael E., William T. Hoyt, David B. 
Larson, Harold G. Koenig, and Carl Thoresen. 2000. 
“Religious Involvement and Mortality: A Meta- 
analytic Review.” Health Psychology 19(3):211–22.

McCullough, Michael E., and Jean-Philippe Laurenceau. 
2005. “Religiousness and the Trajectory of Self-
Rated Health across Adulthood.” Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin 31(4):560–73 (https://doi 
.org/10.1177/0146167204271657).

McFarland, Michael J. 2010. “Religion and Mental 
Health among Older Adults: Do the Effects of Reli-
gious Involvement Vary by Gender?” Journals of 
Gerontology Series B: Psychological Sciences and 
Social Sciences 65(5):621–30.

McPherson, J. Miller. 1982. “Hypernetwork Sampling: 
Duality and Differentiation among Voluntary Orga-
nizations.” Social Networks 3(4):225–49 (https://doi 
.org/10.1016/0378-8733(82)90001-6).

McPherson, Miller. 2001. “Sampling Strategies for the Arts: 
A Hypernetwork Approach.” Poetics 28(4):291–306 
(https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-422X(01)80005-X).

Mirola, William A. 1999. “A Refuge for Some: Gender 
Differences in the Relationship between Religious 
Involvement and Depression.” Sociology of Religion 
60(4):419–37.

Nason-Clark, Nancy. 2000. “Making the Sacred Safe: 
Woman Abuse and Communities of Faith.” Sociology 
of Religion 61(4):349–68.

National Congregations Study (NCS). 2019. “Method-
ology – National Congregations Study.” Retrieved 
September 23, 2020 (https://sites.duke.edu/ncsweb/
methodology/).

Norton, Maria C., Ingmar Skoog, Lynn M. Franklin, 
Christopher Corcoran, JoAnn T. Tschanz, Peter 
P. Zandi, John C. S. Breitner, Kathleen A. Welsh-
Bohmer, and David C.  Steffens for the Cache County 
Investigators. 2006. “Gender Differences in the Asso-
ciation between Religious Involvement and Depres-
sion: The Cache County (Utah) Study.” The Journals 
of Gerontology Series B: Psychological Sciences and 
Social Sciences 61(3):129–36.

Pargament, Kenneth I., Harold G. Koenig, Nalini 
Tarakeshwar, and June Hahn. 2001. “Religious 
Struggle as a Predictor of Mortality among Medically 
Ill Elderly Patients: A 2-Year Longitudinal Study.” 
Archives of Internal Medicine 161(15):1881–5.

Pascoe, Elizabeth A., and Laura Smart Richman. 2009. 
“Perceived Discrimination and Health: A Meta-Ana-
lytic Review.” Psychological Bulletin 135(4):531–54.

Pearlin, Leonard I., Elizabeth G. Menaghan, Morton A. 
Lieberman, and Joseph T. Mullan. 1981. “The Stress 
Process.” Journal of Health and Social Behavior 
22(4):337–56.

Pepin, Joanna R., and David A. Cotter. 2018. “Separat-
ing Spheres? Diverging Trends in Youth’s Gender  

https://doi.org/10.3390/rel8080134
https://doi.org/10.3390/rel8080134
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.04.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.04.024
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419848723
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419848723
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271657
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204271657
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-8733(82)90001-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0378-8733(82)90001-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-422X(01)80005-X
https://sites.duke.edu/ncsweb/methodology/
https://sites.duke.edu/ncsweb/methodology/


Homan and Burdette 255

Attitudes about Work and Family.” Journal of Mar-
riage and Family 80(1):7–24.

Perry, Samuel L. 2019. Addicted to Lust: Pornography 
in the Lives of Conservative Protestants. New York: 
Oxford University Press.

Perry, Samuel L. 2020. “The Bible as a Product of Cul-
tural Power: The Case of Gender Ideology in the 
English Standard Version.” Sociology of Religion 
81(1):68–92.

Quamruzzaman, Amm, and Matthew Lange. 2016. 
“Female Political Representation and Child Health: 
Evidence from a Multilevel Analysis.” Social Science 
& Medicine 171:48–57.

Ridgeway, Cecilia L., and Shelley J. Correll. 2004. 
“Unpacking the Gender System: A Theoretical Per-
spective on Gender Beliefs and Social Relations.” 
Gender and Society 18(4):501–31 (https://doi.org/ 
10.1177/0891243204265269).

Risman, Barbara J. 2004. “Gender as a Social Structure: 
Theory Wrestling with Activism.” Gender and Soci-
ety 18(4):429–50.

Ross, Catherine E., Ryan K. Masters, and Robert A. 
Hummer. 2012. “Education and the Gender Gaps 
in Health and Mortality.” Demography 49(4):1157–
1183 (https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-012-0130-z).

Scarborough, William J., and Barbara J. Risman. 2018. 
“Gender Inequality.” Pp. 339–62 in The Cambridge 
Handbook of Social Problems, edited by A. J. Tre-
vino. New York: Cambridge University Press (https://
doi.org/10.1017/9781108656184.020).

Schieman, Scott, Alex Bierman, and Christopher G. 
Ellison. 2010. “Religious Involvement, Beliefs 
about God, and the Sense of Mattering among Older 
Adults.” Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion 
49(3):517–35.

Smith, Tom W., Michael Davern, Jeremy Freese, and 
Stephen Morgan. 2018. “General Social Surveys, 
1972–2018 [machine-readable data file].” Principal 
Investigator, Tom W. Smith; Co-Principal Investiga-
tors, Michael Davern, Jeremy Freese, and Stephen 
Morgan; sponsored by National Science Founda-
tion, NORC at the University of Chicago [producer 
and distributor]. Data accessed from the GSS Data 
Explorer website (http://gssdataexplorer.norc.org).

Strawbridge, William J., Sarah J. Shema, Richard D. 
Cohen, and George A. Kaplan. 2001. “Religious 
Attendance Increases Survival by Improving and 
Maintaining Good Health Behaviors, Mental Health, 
and Social Relationships.” Annals of Behavioral Med-
icine 23(1):68–74 (https://doi.org/10.1207/S153247 
96ABM2301_10).

Strawbridge, William J., Sarah J. Shema, Richard D. 
Cohen, Robert E. Roberts, and George A. Kaplan. 
1998. “Religiosity Buffers Effects of Some Stressors 
on Depression but Exacerbates Others.” Journals of 
Gerontology: Social Sciences 53B:S118–26.

Umberson, Debra, and Rhiannon A. Kroeger. 2016. 
“Gender, Marriage, and Health for Same-Sex and 
Different-Sex Couples: The Future Keeps Arriving.” 

Pp. 189–213 in Gender and Couple Relationships, 
National Symposium on Family Issues, edited by S. 
M. McHale, V. King, J. Van Hook, and A. Booth. New 
York: Springer.

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2019. “Highlights of 
Women’s Earnings in 2018.” BLS Report 1083 
(https://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/womens-earn 
ings/2018/home.htm).

West, Candace, and Don H. Zimmerman. 1987. “Doing 
Gender.” Gender & Society 1(2):125–51.

Whitehead, Andrew L. 2013. “Gendered Organizations 
and Inequality Regimes: Gender, Homosexuality, and 
Inequality within Religious Congregations.” Journal 
for the Scientific Study of Religion 52(3):476–93.

World Economic Forum. 2017. “Global Gender Gap 
Report” (https://www.weforum.org/reports/the-glo 
bal-gender-gap-report-2017).

Yang, Yang Claire, Kristen Schorpp, and Kathleen Mul-
lan Harris. 2014. “Social Support, Social Strain and 
Inflammation: Evidence from a National Longitudi-
nal Study of U.S. Adults.” Social Science & Medicine 
107:124–35.

Yukich, Grace, and Ruth Braunstein. 2014. “Encounters 
at the Religious Edge: Variation in Religious Expres-
sion across Interfaith Advocacy and Social Move-
ment Settings.” Journal for the Scientific Study of 
Religion 53(4):791–807.

Yukich, Grace, and Penny Edgell, eds. 2020. Religion 
Is Raced: Understanding American Religion in the 
Twenty-First Century. New York: NYU Press.

Yukich, Grace, Brad R. Fulton, and Richard L. Wood. 
2020. “Representative Group Styles: How Ally 
Immigrant Rights Organizations Promote Immigrant 
Involvement.” Social Problems 67(3):488–506.

Patricia Homan is an Assistant Professor of Sociol-
ogy and an Associate of the Pepper Institute on Aging 
and Public Policy and the Center for Demography 
and Population Health at Florida State University. Her 
research uses social structural and life course perspec-
tives to understand how gender, socioeconomic, and 
racial inequalities in American society shape health and 
well-being. Her recent work has been published in Amer-
ican Sociological Review, Social Forces, Social Science 
& Medicine, and The Journals of Gerontology: Series B.

Amy Burdette is a Professor of Sociology and an Asso-
ciate of the Pepper Institute on Aging and Public Policy 
at Florida State University. Her research examines social 
inequalities in health across the life course. She is espe-
cially interested in the effects of religious involvement, 
neighborhood context, social relationships, and socioeco-
nomic status. Her work has been published in the Jour-
nal of Health and Social Behavior, Social Science and 
Medicine, Society and Mental Health, and the American 
Journal of Public Health. She is currently the editor of 
the Journal of Health and Social Behavior.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243204265269
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243204265269
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13524-012-0130-z
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108656184.020
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108656184.020
http://gssdataexplorer.norc.org
https://doi-org.proxy.lib.fsu.edu/10.1207/S15324796ABM2301_10
https://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/womens-earnings/2018/home.htm
https://www.bls.gov/opub/reports/womens-earnings/2018/home.htm
https://www.weforum.org/reports/the-global-gender-gap-report-2017
https://www.weforum.org/reports/the-global-gender-gap-report-2017

