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Rescuing Nones from the Reference Category: 
Civic Engagement Among the Non-Religious in America

Abstract

Religious individuals are repeatedly found to be more civically engaged than non-religious individuals. 

However, most studies of civic engagement relegate the non-religious to the reference group; the 

“Nones” are treated as homogeneous and assumed to have few avenues for civic engagement. We bring

the non-religious out of the reference group and explore how variations in non-religious identification, 

belief, and behavior affect civic engagement. We find important variations among the non-religious in 

terms of their propensity to be civically engaged that are lost when their heterogeneity is ignored. 

Those who identify as “nothing in particular” are much less likely to show interest or engagement in 

civic life than are atheists, agnostics, and the “spiritual but not religious,” and we show that the image 

of the non-religious as uninvolved in civic life is inaccurate and most likely driven by forms of analysis

that disproportionately weight the experiences of the “nothing in particulars.”

Keywords: Non-religion, volunteering, civic engagement, quantitative research
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Introduction

Numerous studies have found that religious people join voluntary associations and volunteer at 

higher rates than non-religious individuals. However, this is a complex relationship. Some religious 

beliefs, identities, and behaviors encourage civic engagement more than others, and religious 

involvement has different effects on volunteering for secular versus religious groups. There is also a 

debate about the relative importance of religious beliefs versus congregation-based networks. 

Regardless, there is overwhelming consensus that religious involvement fosters volunteering and civic 

engagement, leading Son and Wilson (2012) to argue, “So robust is this relationship that, from a 

scientific standpoint, it would seem little is to be gained from continuing to study it: each new survey 

simply repeats what is already known” (p. 474). 

 We complicate this consensus by shifting the focus away from the religious and toward the 

non-religious, whose civic engagement merits investigation on its own terms. Americans who claim 

“no religion” now account for over 20% of the adult population (Pew, 2015), and this group is 

becoming increasingly diverse. The non-religious have taken on a variety of different labels and 

identities (Cotter, 2015; Lee, 2014; LeDrew, 2013; Smith, 2011), have differing stances on social and 

political issues (Baker & Smith, 2009, 2015; Blankholm, 2014; LeDrew, 2016), display varying levels 

of religious beliefs and behaviors (Cimino & Smith, 2014; Keysar, 2014; Lim, MacGregor & Putnam, 

2010), and are creating an increasing variety of activist and community groups based on their non-

religious identifications (Cimino & Smith, 2014; Garcia & Blankholm 2016; LeDrew, 2016; Pasquale, 

2009; Smith, 2013). And these patterns are not unique to the United States; research shows an even 

swifter rise in non-religion in the U.K., for example (Pew 2014), and an uptick in atheist activism and 

visibility in countries like India (Quack 2012). 

While research highlights the growth and diversity of the non-religious, this growing population

is often treated as a homogeneous group in social surveys. In most quantitative studies of civic 
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engagement and voluntarism, the surveys used only supply “none” or “nothing in particular” as non-

religious categories on standard religious identification (e.g. General Social Survey, 2012). This 

response is then used as a reference category to be compared with the religiously identified. In this 

paper, we argue that we cannot continue to relegate the non-religious to the reference category, or use 

standard measures like the “none” category as representative of the breadth and variety of non-religious

experience. We show that taking on a more in-depth analysis of the variety of non-religious beliefs, 

behaviors, and identifications generates a more nuanced understanding of civic engagement among 

both religious and non-religious Americans and demonstrates the need for more careful treatment of 

non-religious categories in quantitative studies more generally. 

Using data from the Boundaries in the American Mosaic survey (Croll, Tranby, Edgell and 

Hartmann, 2014), we analyze how heterogeneity among the non-religious leads to variations in their 

propensity to be engaged in civic and political organizations. We examine variation in non-religious 

experience in two ways: 1) we analyze differences in non-religious identification by comparing the 

civic involvement of those who identify as atheist, agnostic, spiritual but not religious, and nothing in 

particular; and 2) we explore the implications of different ways of being non-religious by comparing 

the effects of non-religious belief (not believing in a god), non-religious belonging (identifying with a 

non-religious label), and non-religious behavior (not attending religious services) on civic engagement.

Religion and Voluntarism

Research on religion and volunteering treats religiosity as a multi-dimensional social 

phenomenon, examining how different indicators of religious commitment combine to shape civic 

engagement. Belief-centered approaches argue that religious individuals volunteer and help others 

because they are more compassionate (Krause, 2015) and sympathetic (Loveland, Sikkink, Myers & 

Radcliff, 2005; see also Einolf, 2011). Others focus on network effects, finding that congregational 
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involvement fosters reciprocity, trust, and social capital (Guo, Webb, Abzug & Peck, 2013); churches 

“provide social resources, foster norm compliance, serve as recruitment networks, and offer a place to 

meet socially and politically involved friends” (Lewis, MacGregor, & Putnam, 2013, p. 335). Overall, 

religion is seen as a “feeder-system” into volunteering activities, regardless of the mechanism 

(Johnston, 2013).

Further, numerous studies examine the efficacy of different religious beliefs, behaviors, and 

identities in promoting civic engagement. Evangelical Christians are the least likely to volunteer, 

especially outside of their churches (Beyerlin & Hipp, 2006; Driskell, Lyon, & Embry, 2008; Guo et 

al., 2013), and Protestants volunteer more than Catholics (Lam, 2002). Some research finds that simply 

attending church is positively related to voluntarism (Guo et al., 2013; Johnston, 2013), while others 

have found that it is being active in the church, not simply attending, that matters (Beyerlin & Hipp, 

2006; Schwadel, 2005). Conversely, being too active in the church can decrease volunteering, 

especially outside of church, due to time limits and competing commitments (Becker & Dhingra, 

2001). Finally, racial and economic diversity influences rates of both religious and secular volunteering

among church-going populations (e.g. Polson, 2015). 

Complicating the Consensus: The Heterogeneity of Non-religiosity

In contrast to the research on the nuances of the relationship between religion and volunteering, 

there is a dearth research on variations in civic involvement among the non-religious or the 

mechanisms that draw different kinds of non-religious persons into volunteering and other civic 

engagement. The few extant quantitative studies examine whether there is a “spillover” religious effect 

on voluntarism for the non-religious (e.g. Lim & MacGregor, 2012). However, the non-religious are 

again grouped into one category in these studies, leaving a gap in understanding as to how non-

Rescuing Nones from the Reference Category 5



religious individuals differ from one another, as well as how distinct groups of non-religious 

individuals differ from religious individuals. 

While the category of “non-religion” does point to a specific population of persons who in some

ways eschew organized religion, treating this category as an indicator of homogeneous beliefs and 

behaviors has proved increasingly problematic. Non-religious individuals embrace a variety of labels 

that encapsulate distinct approaches to religion, non-religion, and civic engagement, including: atheist, 

agnostic, humanist, spiritual but not religious, irreligious, non-religious, freethinker, secular, skeptic, 

anti-theist, and post-atheist. Many eschew all labels and identify as “nothing in particular” (Lee, 2014). 

So wide-ranging are these identities that scholars have begun to categorize them into “typologies of 

non-religion.” Silver et al. (2014) find that there are six distinct types of atheists/agnostics, including 

academic atheists, activist atheists/agnostics, and ritual atheists. Cotter (2015) asserts that there are five

non-religious types, including the naturalistic, the spiritual, and the familial. He finds that many of his 

interview participants hold multiple non-religious identities at the same time or move from one identity

to another over time. Blankholm (2014) finds that different orientations to public religious expression 

can also inform non-religious identification, and Edgell, Frost, and Stewart (2017) find that social 

context and stigma shape the non-religious identities that individuals take on.

These differences in non-religious identification correspond to demographic variations, as well 

as a variety of approaches to civic engagement. Atheists, by far the most studied non-religious group, 

are the most vocal in criticizing religion in the public sphere and promoting non-religious identity 

politics (e.g. LeDrew, 2016); they are more often male, white, and politically liberal (Edgell, Frost, and 

Stewart, 2017; Sherkat, 2008). Agnostics are more ambivalent towards both religion and non-religion; 

some take on the label “agnostic” because it is the most “scientifically honest” position, while others 

use it to indicate an “openness to phenomenon other than what we can see or detect” (Cotter, 2015, p. 

178). Agnosticism can also indicate a certain apathy or lack of interest in both religion and non-religion
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(Cotter, 2015). 

The non-religious population also includes the “spiritual but not religious,” who are the most 

likely to maintain religious beliefs and behaviors, including attending religious services and prayer 

(Baker & Smith, 2015).  Ammerman (2013) argues that spiritual but not religious (SBNR) individuals 

take on this label to indicate a moral and political distancing from organized religion (c.f. Hout & 

Fischer, 2014), and McClure (2017) finds members of this group perform boundary work to maintain 

differences between themselves and those who claim a religious-and-spiritual identity (see also 

Mercadante 2014). Women, older adults, and people of color are drawn to this form of non-religion in 

higher numbers (Edgell, Frost, and Stewart, 2017; Brown, Taylor & Chatters, 2015).  

Perhaps the most understudied among the non-religious are the “nothing in particulars.” This 

group eschews both religious and non-religious identities, but they are still typically categorized as 

non-religious (see Pew, 2015). Lee (2014) argues that one reason an individual might choose this label 

is that s/he is entirely indifferent to religion and non-religion. However, some use this label to signal 

their disaffiliation from any engagement and to “locate themselves outside of religious culture in 

general” (Lee, 2014, p. 474). 

Secular Congregations, Secular Activism, and Non-religious Communities

Research has yet to fully investigate how involvement in secular organizations may motivate 

civic involvement, and there has been no sustained attempt to measure such participation for non-

religious individuals using survey methods. This oversight is increasingly problematic given the 

increase in activism and community formation among non-religious Americans (Cimino & Smith, 

2014; LeDrew, 2013; Smith, 2013, 2017). In his study of over one thousand secular group affiliates, 

Pasquale (2009) finds that over 33% see social or political engagement (including making a 

Rescuing Nones from the Reference Category 7



contribution, volunteering, political action, and helping and caring for others) as a significant source of 

meaning in their lives. And there are a growing number of options for participating in explicitly non-

religious organizations; Garcia and Blankholm (2016) identify 1,390 unique organizations in the United

States alone devoted to non-religious belief, practice, and activism. 

Participation in these communities is driven by an array of non-religious identities and 

objectives. Some non-religious groups exist to enable the expression of community, ritual, and forms of

spirituality; secular congregations like the Sunday Assembly and the Houston Oasis attract non-

religious individuals who come together to do many of the same things religious people do in churches 

and, in some cases, explicitly mimic the institutional model of the congregation (Cimino and Smith, 

2014; Smith, 2017). Volunteering and community involvement are core values in these communities, 

and they are effective for the same reason that churches are: they provide social resources, foster norm 

compliance, serve as recruitment networks, and offer a place to meet socially and politically involved 

friends (c.f. Lewis, MacGregor, and Putnam 2013). 

Scholars have also pointed to the expansive secular activism in the U.S. and elsewhere over the 

last decade that has focused on discrimination, identity politics, and church/state issues (Blankholm, 

2014; Kettle, 2014; LeDrew, 2016). Subcultural theories of religious identification (Smith, 1998) argue 

that such an “embattled” atmosphere can sharpen boundaries, strengthen identities, and motivate 

involvement in organized groups that express the embattled identity. The surge in secular activism may 

have a similar identity and commitment-enhancing effect for the non-religious, which in turn may 

foster increased engagement and volunteering. 

Identities that are well-defined and oriented to political expression or spirituality may draw the 

non-religious into communities that foster civic engagement for many of the same reasons that 

churches do. Thus, we might predict that atheists, who have a relatively well-defined identity and are 

the most politically out-spoken among the non-religious, will be the most civically engaged among the 
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non-religious. Conversely, the “nothing in particulars” and perhaps agnostics, who have less well-

defined identities, might be less engaged. Below, we investigate how different ways of being non-

religious differentially influence interest and participation in civic life.

Data and Method

Data

We use data from the nationally representative Boundaries in the American Mosaic survey 

(BAM) (Croll, Tranby, Edgell and Hartmann, 2014), designed to measure diversity and solidarity in 

American life, with a particular emphasis on religion and race. The data come from a sample that was 

recruited through GfK Group's KnowledgePanel, a probability-based online panel whose 50,000 adult 

members, obtained via address-based sampling methods, represent close to 97% of American 

households.  KnowledgePanel participants are compensated with either Internet access and a personal 

laptop or a cash incentive per survey for those already owning a personal computer. Respondents are 

assigned to no greater than one 10-15 minute survey per week. 

The sample is a nationally representative sample of non-institutionalized adults in America, 

oversampled for African Americans and Hispanics, drawn from the KnowledgePanel using a 

probability proportional to size (PPS) weighted sampling approach. KnowledgePanel members 

received an email link to the web survey from GfK to participate, followed by email and phone 

reminders after three days of non-response. Of the 4,353 people contacted, 2,521 completed the survey 

for a survey response rate of 57.9%. Data collection took place between February and March of 2014. 

Combined with base and post-stratification weights,1 the survey is weighted to account for survey non-

response and oversampling of African American and Hispanic respondents.
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Dependent Variables

We use six dependent variables to measure interest and involvement in political and community 

groups. The first variable is the respondent's general interest in local politics and community affairs, 

measured on a scale of 1 (not at all interested) to 4 (very interested). “Interest” indicates awareness and 

a willingness to stay informed about community and political affairs, which may precede or follow 

behavioral engagement (volunteering, group membership, etc.) (Putnam 2000). The non-religious are 

often stereotyped as being anti-social and generally uninterested in public affairs (see Bainbridge, 

2005; Edgell et al., 2016), and so we include this measure to explore that assumption. The remaining 

five dependent variables are measures of whether the respondent has participated in or volunteered for 

one of the following over the last year, each with a “yes” or “no” response option: 1. neighborhood or 

block association, 2. church or other religious institution, 3. local, state, or national political campaign, 

4. school or recreation center, or 5. hobby, sports, or other group based on one's interests. 

These available measures do not capture all forms of volunteering or engagement. For example, 

service-related volunteering through health charities and social services is not one of the response 

options, the survey has no measure of frequency of participation, and volunteering activities are not 

neatly parsed from social activities. Thus, our data are limited.  However, the available variables are 

diverse enough to explore variations in civic engagement among the non-religious and to analyze how 

non-religious identity, behavior, and belief predict different forms of engagement. 

Independent Variables

Descriptive statistics for the independent variables are shown in Table 1. Our control variables 

include age, gender, marital status, parental status, income, education, political affiliation, and 

measures for if a respondent identifies as black or Hispanic. Our measure of religious belonging 
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compares those who claim no religious identity (“Nones”) with those who claim some form of religious

identity (“Somethings”). Somethings include Protestants, Catholics, Muslims, and Jews, among others, 

though a majority of our sample are Protestants or Catholics. In our bivariate analyses and multi-variate

models we use the “Something” variable to create the reference category – all those who claim some 

form of religious identity.2 

Insert Table 1 here

For our measure of non-religious belonging, we construct five measures from the same 

question, which asked respondents, “What is your current religious preference, if any?” There were 

several religious response options and four non-religious options: spiritual but not religious, atheist, 

agnostic, and nothing in particular. This gives us four distinct non-religious identifications. In some 

analyses, we use these distinct measures, and in others we combine them into an aggregate measure 

called “Nones” (those who identify with any of the four distinct non-religious identities). It is important

to note that we included an “other” response, with a write-in option, so respondents were not forced to 

adopt religious or non-religious labels that were not meaningful to them. 

Our choices follow recent surveys (Pew, 2015) which give multiple non-religious response 

options (“atheist,” “agnostic,” “nothing in particular”), in contrast with earlier surveys (e.g. GSS, 2012)

only allowing respondents to choose “none” or “other.” Most surveys do not give “spiritual but not 

religious” as a response option (e.g. GSS, 2012; Pew, 2015), however, recent work urges the provision 

of survey response options that distinguish between religiosity and spirituality (Cragun, Hammer, & 

Nielsen, 2015; Schnell, 2014). Mercandante (2014) and McClure (2017) argue that the “spiritual but 

not religious” are distinctive, with beliefs that deviate from dominant forms of Judeo-Christian 

theology. Therefore, we include “spiritual but not religious” as an additional option for expressing 

intentional distancing from organized religion.  Our approach allows us to contrast the entire group in 

our sample who eschew religious identification (Nones) with specific groups of non-religious 
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Americans identified as being of analytical interest in previous work.

To be clear, the categories of non-religious identification available in the BAM survey are not 

the only way to parse out non-religious identities. In a changing field of non-religious identification and

activism, researchers have outlined several different categorizations and typologies for the non-

religious, and have shown how individuals may change their non-religious identification over time 

(Cotter, 2015; Lim, MacGregor, and Putnam, 2010). These scholars have urged us not to reify religious 

and non-religious identifications in our studies (Ammerman, 2013; Cotter, 2015). Understanding the 

changing nature of non-religious identification and the existence of more than one classification 

system, our research is part of a growing body of studies (e.g. Baker & Smith, 2015; McClure 2017; 

Silver et al. 2014) which use survey data to identify meaningful variation in non-religious 

identification, belief, and belonging in an effort to develop better measures and to establish areas of 

inquiry in which such variation may affect social behavior. Our specific contribution is to analyze 

whether including a range of non-religious identities, rather than a single “non-religious” reference 

group, improves our understanding of the relationship between non-religion and civic engagement.  

Findings that indicate a varied landscape of civic engagement among the non-religious can provide 

direction for future research on what forms of non-religious identification matter most for a wider 

range of civic engagement measures.

Non-religious belief is our second main independent variable, drawn from a survey question that

asked respondents if they believe in universal god or spirit. The response options were “yes” or “no” 

only, and those who said “no” were coded as a 1 to represent nonbelievers, with those who said “yes” 

coded as 0. Finally, non-religious behavior, or not attending religious services, is our final main 

independent variable. Respondents were asked to rate their average religious service attendance on a 

scale from 1 (never attends) to 7 (attends more than once a week). For our bivariate analyses, we 

recoded this into a trichotomous variable -- those who never attend, those who attend less than once a 

Rescuing Nones from the Reference Category 12



month or only on holidays, and those who attend monthly or more. However, in our regression models 

we maintain religious service attendance as a scale variable, but reverse code it so that the variable 

represents “low religious service attendance.” 3,4

Results

Bivariate Analyses

In Table 2 we show how demographic characteristics, interest in politics, and volunteering vary 

according to religious and non-religious belief, belonging, and behavior. Looking first at the 

demographic differences, it is clear that the aggregate “Nones” variable elides important differences 

among the non-religious. While in the aggregate, the Nones are younger than their religious 

counterparts, atheists are on average the youngest and SBNRs are on average the oldest (X 2 = 123.43, 

p<.001). Women are significantly more likely to be SBNR, while men are more likely to be atheist (X 2 

= 47.47, p<.001); men are also more likely to be non-believers (X 2 = 28.82, p<.001). SBNRs and NIPs

are significantly more racially diverse (X 2 = 32.67, 19.22, p<.001) and black respondents are 

significantly more likely to be believers (X 2 = 24.93, p<.001) and religious service attenders (X 2 = 

30.57, p<.001). The NIPs are by far the least privileged, as they make significantly lower incomes (X 2 

= 93.82, p<.001) and have lower average levels of education than all other Nones (X 2 = 121.27, 

p<.001). Atheists, agnostics, and non-believers have the highest average incomes and levels of 

education across all measures of non-religiosity and religiosity. 

Insert Table 2 Here

The heterogeneity found among the non-religious in our descriptive statistics motivates further 

analysis.  We first explore the bivariate relationships between various non-religious identities and levels

of civic engagement. Table 2 indicates that the non-religious as an aggregate group, non-believers, and 
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those who do not attend religious services all report lower levels of interest in politics and community 

affairs than their religious counterparts. However, atheists, agnostics, and SBNRs report rates similar to

religious respondents, with agnostics and religious service attenders reporting the highest interest (both 

at 62%). It is the NIPs who report a significantly lower interest than all others (X 2 = 70.10, p<.001).   

Bivariate analyses of participation in or volunteering for the five types of civic and political 

groups show similar results. As expected, the non-religious participate in religious organizations less 

than the religious, regardless of how non-religion is measured. For all other types of volunteering, 

however, the Nones and non-believers report rates similar to believers, religious service attenders, and 

Somethings, though atheists and agnostics report higher levels of engagement in neighborhood/block 

associations and local/national political groups. Further, atheists report twice as much participation in 

hobby groups than do Somethings and other Nones (X 2 = 13.11, p<.01). The Nones are significantly 

less likely to volunteer for schools/recreations centers than Somethings (X 2 = 10.36, p<.001), but the 

difference between non-believers and believers in this category is not statistically significant.  

Multivariate Analyses

We run ordered and binary logistic regression models to test these relationships between non-

religion and civic engagement. In Table 3, we report results from ordered logistic regressions of 

respondents’ general interest in local politics and community affairs. In Model 1, labeled “Belonging: 

Aggregated,” we report the odds ratio for the Nones aggregated into a group – SBNRs, atheists, 

agnostics, and NIPs were combined to constitute this variable, making all Somethings the reference 

group. Model 1 reports that the Nones as a group are 42% less likely to report a general interest in local

politics and community affairs, with an odds ratio of 0.58. In Model 2, labeled “Belonging: 

Disaggregated,” we break out the non-religious identity groups into distinct variables. Model 2 reveals 

that it is the NIPs, with a significant odds ratio of 0.42. This means that NIPs are 58% less likely than 
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Somethings to express interest in politics and community affairs, and shows that it is the NIPs who are 

driving the low interest of the aggregate Nones variable reported in Model 1.

In the third model in Table 3, labeled “+ Belief,” we control for non-belief, which does little to 

change the model and is itself not a significant predictor of interest in local politics and community 

affairs. In Model 4, labeled “+ Behavior,” we include a scale measure of low religious service 

attendance, with low attendance being the highest category and attending more than once a week being 

the lowest. Model 4 reports that decreased religious attendance significantly associates with decreased 

interest in local politics and community affairs. Controlling for religious service attendance, however, 

does not account for the lack of interest among the NIPs. 

Insert Table 3 Here

In Table 4, we report binary logistic regression results of participation in five civic areas within 

the last year. In these models, we do not include the control variables in order to analyze the effects of 

non-religious identification alone.5 These analyses reveal that there are no significant differences 

between Nones and Somethings in participation in neighborhood/block associations or local/national 

politics. However, the Nones are less likely to volunteer for religious organizations and NIPs are 

significantly less likely to volunteer for schools/recreation centers. Importantly, the fourth set of models

shows that the low participation in schools/recreation centers among the NIPs accounts for the 

significant negative association of the Nones in general. Finally, the last set of models reveals that 

atheists are twice as likely to participate in hobby/interest groups as are Somethings, but that finding is 

masked when the Nones are treated as an aggregate group.

Insert Table 4 Here

In Table 5 we replicate the models from Table 4, but with the addition of our controls and 

adding the additional belief and behavior models. This allows us to investigate whether differences in 
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involvement across different non-religious groups are due to demographic patterns, or if they are driven

by differences in beliefs or institutional involvement. The models are set up in the same way as in Table

3. For each dependent variable, Model 1 reports results for all Nones, Model 2 reports results with the 

disaggregated non-religious belonging variables, Model 3 adds a control for non-belief, and Model 4 

adds a control for low religious service attendance. In these model sets we also include a control for 

interest in local politics and community affairs, the dependent variable in Table 3, since subjective 

interest might drive other forms of participation (Putnam 2000).

Insert Table 5 Here

The first set of models in Table 5 predict participation in neighborhood/block associations. In all

four models, non-religion has no significant effect, regardless of the measure of non-religion used. 

Instead, it is age, education, and interest in community politics that predict participation in this form of 

civic group. The inclusion of the controls did not significantly alter the relationship between non-

religious identification and this form of civic engagement found in Table 4. 

In the second set of models, predicting volunteering for a church or other religious institution, 

the non-religious are less likely to participate. This is not a surprising finding; however, when we 

control for non-belief in the third model we find that it accounts for the lack of participation among 

atheists, but not other Nones. Instead, as the fourth model shows, low religious service attendance 

accounts for the lack of religious volunteering among SBNRs, agnostics, and non-believers. This 

suggests that atheists are the most consistent in aligning non-religious belief and practice; in contrast, 

non-believers, agnostics, and SBNRs are simply not exposed to volunteering opportunities through 

religious organizations when they do not attend church. 

 In the third set of models, we report odds ratios predicting participation in local/national 

political groups. As in the first set of models predicting participation in neighborhood/block 
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associations, non-religion is not a significant predictor of participation in local/national politics. Interest

in community politics and being politically liberal are the primary predictors of this kind of civic 

engagement.  

In the fourth set of models, which predict participation in schools/recreation centers, we see a 

similar pattern as the one found in Table 4 – certain non-religious groups are driving the association 

found when only the aggregate None measure is used. In the first model of the set, Nones as an 

aggregate group are almost 50% less likely to participate in a school or recreation center than 

Somethings, with an odds ratio of 0.52. However, the second model in the set reveals that it is the NIPs 

and atheists who are driving this relationship, with NIPs being 43% less likely to volunteer and atheists 

being 66% less likely. In the third model in this set, we control for non-belief, which is not significant 

itself but it does account for the lack of participation among NIPs and atheists. In the final model of the

set, we control for low religious service attendance, which is significant and reveals that low attenders 

are around 20% less likely to volunteer for schools/recreation centers. The inclusion of the controls 

results in a significant negative association between atheists and participation in schools/recreations 

centers that was not present in Table 4, revealing a more accurate relationship between atheism and this

kind of civic engagement.    

In the final set of models, which predict participation in hobby and sports groups, the first 

model reports that there is not a significant relationship between the Nones as an aggregate group and 

this form of civic engagement. However, Model 2 in this set reports that SBNRs are almost 90% more 

likely to participate and atheists are over two times as likely to participate as are Somethings. 

Conversely, agnostics are 60% less likely to participate. Again, using the aggregate None variable 

elides important variation found when the non-religious are parsed into distinct categories. In the third 

model in the set, we control for non-belief, which increases the predicted probabilities for SBNRs and 

atheists, and accounts for the lack of participation among agnostics, but is not significant in itself. This 

Rescuing Nones from the Reference Category 17



means that non-belief drives participation in these groups, suggesting that at least some of this effect is 

a result of participation in organizations devoted to the expression of non-religious ideologies. In the 

final model of the set, we control for low religious service attendance, which further increases the 

predicted probabilities of SBNR (odds ratio of 2.37) and atheist (odds ratio of 3.27) participation. 

Again, this suggests that religious organizations tend to draw individuals into other kinds of 

connections, but SBNRs and atheists, especially, do not attend religious services frequently.6 

Controlling for religious service attendance eliminates the “masking” effect of low attendance on 

volunteering for these groups. 

Discussion

Our findings complicate the consensus that religious individuals are more likely to be engaged 

in civic life than are non-religious individuals. By comparing the civic involvement of those who 

identify as atheist, agnostic, spiritual but not religious, and nothing in particular, and comparing the 

effects of not believing in a god, not identifying with a religious label, and not attending religious 

services, we find that the non-religious are indeed heterogeneous in their approaches to civic 

engagement. Atheist, agnostic, and spiritual but not religious Americans value civic engagement and 

volunteer for many social and political groups at similar or higher rates as do religious individuals, and 

we show that grouping the Nones together as a reference category in statistical analyses elides these 

differences and mischaracterizes the civic engagement of many non-religious Americans. 

We draw on non-religious identification categories increasingly used by other national surveys, 

but these categories may not sufficiently capture the heterogeneity of the non-religious. We argue that 

paying systematic attention to different non-religious identities and experiences can reveal previously 

missed variations in attitudes and behaviors among the non-religious, and in so doing, shed new light 

on what we thought were settled questions. Yes, religiosity drives civic engagement and volunteering, 
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but as we show in this analysis, so can non-religiosity, a finding that has been largely missed by studies 

using a generic “None” category for all non-religious persons. 

We find that the non-religious as a whole are not any less likely than the religious to volunteer 

for neighborhood and block associations, local and national political groups, or hobby and interest 

groups. In fact, SBNRs and atheists are more likely to volunteer for hobby and interest groups than are 

the religious. This is, we argue, quite telling. The recent rise in religious disaffiliation in America has 

resulted in a growing number of political and community groups oriented to the non-religious (Cimino 

& Smith, 2014; Garcia & Blankholm, 2016) – what we would call “non-religious values-based 

communities.” But surveys generally do not provide non-religious individuals with a good option for 

expressing their involvement in a group oriented toward secular activism, the exploration of non-

religious identities, or the formation of non-religious community. This is a problem, especially in 

research on civic engagement, as these groups have been found to act in similar ways to religious 

organizations in regards to being feeders into other forms of civic engagement. On our survey, the best 

fit from among the available response options were “political” groups and “hobby and interest” groups,

and we believe this may be a contributing factor to the high levels of reported participation in these 

groups, particularly among atheists and SBNRs. 

In contrast, our analysis reveals that those who identify as “nothing in particular” (NIP) have 

quite low rates of civic engagement. In our models that treat the Nones as a composite group, the NIPs 

often drive lower rates of volunteering. This is important because in our sample, the NIPs are most 

similar to the Nones as measured in other influential surveys, and the most similar to the group used as 

a reference category in standard statistical analyses in which those answering “none” or “nothing in 

particular” to a survey item on religious identification are treated as representative of the non-religious 

as a whole. Measured this way, “Nones” appear not to be very involved in civic life, but this measure 

masks the experiences of large groups of non-religious Americans like atheists and SBNRs who we 
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find to be much more active in civic life. 

To explain these findings, we suggest that to identify as NIP may signal a more general 

experience of marginality, something we cannot explore here, but which should motivate future 

research. Taken as a whole, the NIPs in our sample are among the least privileged – they are less 

educated, poorer, and more likely to be people of color when compared to both religious and other non-

religious groups in our sample. While research on the religion-volunteering nexus has focused on 

networks and shared beliefs, it is important to keep in mind that privilege also shapes access to 

volunteering opportunities (see Polson 2015). However, even when controlling for these demographic 

differences, we find that the NIPs remain significantly less interested and involved than other religious 

and non-religious Americans. It may be that the NIPs are further marginalized due to their inherent 

status inconsistency and value uncertainty, as many still hold religious beliefs and commitments, but do

not claim a specific religious identity (Keysar 2014). A recent study finds that, compared to atheists, 

agnostics, and affiliated believers, non-affiliated believers show higher levels of anxiety, worry, and 

obsessive thinking, and lower levels of physical and mental health due to this form of status 

inconsistency (Baker and Stroope 2016). This lack of a coherent identity and associated values may be 

one of the reasons why the NIPs are consistently less involved and engaged than other religious and 

non-religious Americans. 

While the NIPs show lower levels of engagement across most of our measures, we find that all 

Nones show lower levels of participation in churches and religious institutions, and atheists in 

particular show lower rates of participation in schools and recreation centers, when compared to the 

religious. While the low rates of volunteering in religious organizations is not surprising, atheists' 

absence from schools may be due to a combination of factors: lower rates of parenthood (shown in our 

bivariate analyses in Table 2), concerns over the secularizing trends in education among religious 

parents (which might drive more religious parents to volunteer at schools) (Binder, 2004), and 
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participation in parochial schools among Catholic parents (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987). Our results 

indicate that it is non-belief, not low service attendance, that drives this relationship, meaning that non-

religious ideologies likely influence how parents involve themselves in their children’s educational 

institutions (see Manning, 2015). This is something we cannot further explore here, but that should 

motivate future research on non-religious parenting and institutional involvement.

Our models also show previously unstudied variation in the relationship between low religious 

service attendance, non-belief, and civic engagement for different non-religious individuals. For 

example, low religious service attendance explains why agnostics and SBNRs do not volunteer for 

religious organizations, while it is non-belief that explains low participation among atheists. And as 

discussed above, it is non-belief that explains why NIPs and atheists do not volunteer at schools and 

community centers, not low religious service attendance. Finally, non-belief and low religious service 

attendance increase participation in interest and hobby groups among SBNRs and atheists. 

Our data are of course limited, particularly in the available measures of civic engagement. Even 

so, we believe our analysis is a useful beginning, and we call for future research to investigate how 

different forms of non-religious identification, belief, and behavior influence a broader array of 

volunteer activities and a wider range of subjective attitudes.  Bringing the Nones out of the reference 

category, we show that variations in non-religious identification matter, that the combination of non-

religious identification and non-belief matters, and that low religious service attendance is not the only 

mechanism driving differences in civic involvement among the non-religious.
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Conclusion  

Research on the “Nones” has captured both scholarly and public imaginations. In scholarly 

work, those who do not claim a specific religious identity are often used as a reference category, which 

is interpreted to be an adequate proxy for non-religion. This is increasingly problematic in light of a 

growing body of research showing the variety of non-religious choices and experiences in the 

contemporary United States and abroad. With this analysis, we show that the “Nones” cannot be treated

as a unitary, catch-all category in models that predict social and political beliefs and behaviors. We 

argue that the image of the non-religious as uninvolved in civic life is inaccurate and most likely driven

by analyses that disproportionately weight the experiences of those who identify as “nothing in 

particular.” We show that atheists, agnostics, and the “spiritual but not religious” engage in community 

life and local politics at rates similar to those of religious Americans, and that non-religious belief, 

behavior, and belonging combine in various ways to shape volunteering and interest in community 

affairs. 

We call for attention to this issue in future research, and to the development of survey 

instruments that can capitalize on the recent wave of excellent qualitative and historical work on non-

religious organizations to develop response options that appropriately capture the voluntary 

organizations in which the non-religious participate. Future research needs to consider how these new 

forms of community may serve as a recruitment network for volunteering activities much in the way 

that churches and other religious organizations do for religious persons, offering politically and socially

active groups through which non-religious individuals are drawn into civic participation. Given the size

and growth of the non-religious portion of the American landscape and the growth in organizations 

oriented toward fostering non-religious identity and community formation, we need to consider 

whether religious involvement is unique in its capacity to foster civic engagement or whether religious 

organizations like churches should be considered just one kind of value-based community among 
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others, all of which may orient their members to civic involvement in distinct ways (e.g. Putnam & 

Campell, 2010).

Research of this kind is important not only because it drives conversations about the validity 

and accuracy of our statistical measures, but because it helps to dispel myths about understudied 

populations that affect individual lives in the real world. The non-religious, especially atheists, are 

often characterized as immoral, elitist, and antisocial, and a large percentage of Americans attempt to 

distance themselves from the non-religious as a result (Edgell et al. 2016). The overwhelming 

“consensus” among scholars that religious individuals are more likely to volunteer and care about their 

communities contributes to these negative stereotypes, which our analyses show to be largely 

unfounded. When the Nones are rescued from the reference category, we find a more nuanced and 

accurate picture of non-religious interest and engagement in civic life.
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Endnotes

1 Data in the survey are weighted using base and stratification weights from the KnowledgePanel 
sample combined with survey specific weights for the sample. The base weight corrects for under-
sampling of telephone numbers unmatched to mailing addresses, oversampling of certain geographic 
areas, oversampling of African American and Hispanic households, and ABS oversampling 
stratification within the KnowledgePanel. Additionally, KnowledgePanel uses a panel demographic 
post-stratification weight to adjust for sample design and for survey non-response. These further adjust 
for Spanish-speaking populations in the U.S. Post-stratification adjustments are based on March 2013 
data from the Current Population Survey.

2 We understand that combining Mormons, Roman Catholics, Protestants, and a variety of other 
religious identities into a single measure fails to acknowledge the substantial differences between these 
groups; however, since our analytical focus is on the variety of non-religious identities and their effects 
on volunteering, it is appropriate that the contrast is “all those who claim a religious identity.” 

3  We are aware that religious service attendance is only one measure of religious behavior, but we focus
on it because of its prominent role as a predictor of religious effects on volunteering and civic 
engagement in other studies. 

4  Multicollinearity statistics were ran for all the variables in our analysis. The mean VIF is 1.32.

5  We ran the first two models in Table 3 without controls as well, but the results were not significantly 
different than the models with controls. Results available upon request. 

6 While we do not report levels of religious service attendance here, results indicate that SBNR’s attend 
more than another other non-religious group, with 20% of SBNRs attending at least once a month. 
However, none of the non-religious groups attend monthly or more at rates higher than 10%, and less 
than 1% of atheists and agnostics attend even once a month. 
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TABLE 1. Descriptive Statistics for Full Sample

Demographics

Age of respondent in years (1 = 18-24, 7 = 75+) 4.2

    Female                (1 = female) 50%

    Married                  (1 = married) 57%

    Parent                   (1 = has children) 69%

    Income                  Family income in 2014  (1 = >$10,000, 8 = $100,000+) 5.6

    Education 2.9

    Politically Liberal (1 = extremely liberal, liberal, and slightly liberal) 30%

    Black (1 = respondent identifies as black) 17%

    Hispanic (1 = respondent identifies as Hispanic) 17%

    N 2521

Non-religiosity and Religiosity

  Belonging

    Spiritual but not Religious (SBNR) 8%

    Atheist 3%

    Agnostic 3%

    Nothing in Particular (NIP) 16%

    All “Nones” 30%

    Protestant 38%

    Catholic 25%

    Jewish 2%

    Muslim 0.3%

    Buddhist 0.4%

    Hindu 0.3%

    Some other religion 4%

    All “Somethings” 70%

  Belief

    Non-believer 11%

    Believer 89%

  Behavior

    Never Attends Religious Services 26%

    Rarely Attends Religious Services 30%

    Attends Services Monthly or More 44%

    Agea                             

Highest level of education completed (1 = some high school,  
6 = post-graduate)

Note: Descriptive statistics do not include post-stratif ication w eights.
a. Means are reported for non-categorical variables.
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TABLE 2. Descriptive Statistics, By Belonging, Belief, and Behavior

Belonging Belief Behavior

SBNRs Atheists Agnostics NIPs All Nones Somethings Non-believers Believers Never Attends Rarely Attends Attends Often

Demographics

50 43 48 44 46 52 45 51 43 45 47

    Female  64% 29% 44% 41% 46% 52% 35% 52% 44% 49% 55%

    Married 41% 41% 53% 50% 43% 62% 48% 58% 49% 54% 64%

    Parent 66% 41% 55% 59% 58% 74% 47% 72% 58% 68% 76%

    Income $43,000 $58,000 $59,000 $37,000 $43,000 $51,000 $57,000 $47,000 $49,000 $48,000 $48,000

    Education Some college Associates Associates HS Graduate Some College Some college Associates Some college Some college Some college Some college

    Politically Liberal 46% 73% 55% 30% 41% 25% 56% 27% 42% 31% 23%

    Black 24% 2% 5% 21% 18% 16% 6% 18% 12% 14% 21%

    Hispanic 11% 9% 9% 14% 12% 19% 14% 17% 12% 19% 19%

Civic Engagement

56% 55% 62% 34% 45% 57% 47% 54% 43% 50% 62%

   In the past year, has volunteered for or participated in...

6% 11% 9% 5% 6% 9% 8% 8% 6% 6% 10%

11% 1% 3% 3% 5% 33% 5% 28% 1% 6% 51%

4% 10% 8% 3% 5% 5% 7% 4% 4% 4% 6%

11% 8% 11% 6% 8% 12% 9% 11% 6% 10% 15%

14% 24% 9% 10% 13% 12% 15% 11% 10% 11% 13%

N 191 80 75 406 752 1719 281 2184 655 734 1090

    Agea

    Interested in
    Local Politics and       
   Community Affairs

    Neighborhood/
    Block Association
    Church/
    Religious Institution
    Local/
    National Politics
    School/
    Recreation Center
    Hobby/
    Sports Group

Note: Descriptive statistics do not include post-stratif ication w eights.
a. Means are reported for non-categorical variables.
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+ Belief + Behavior

“None” Status

  Self-identified None

  SBNR

  Atheist

  Agnostic

  NIP

  Non-believer

Controls

  Age

  Female

  Married

  Parent

  Income

  Education

  Politically Liberal

  Black

  Hispanic

Chi-Square

BIC 5954.63 5947.76 5884.35 5838.66
McFadden's R2 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07
N 2397 2397 2371 2365

TABLE 3. Ordered Logistic Regressions of Interest in Local Politics and
Community Affairs

Belonging:

Aggregateda 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated

0.58***
(.06)

0.88
(.16)

0.88
(.16)

1.11
(.21)

0.81
(.28)

0.86
(.34)

1.10
(.45)

1.04
(.35)

1.08
(.39)

1.48
(.56)

0.42***
(.06)

0.45***
(.06)

0.59***
(.09)

0.93
(.19)

1.03
(.22)

  Low Religious   

  Service Attendanceb
0.87***
(.02)

1.36***
(.04)

1.35***
(.04)

1.34***
(.04)

1.37***
(.04)

0.88
(.08)

0.86
(.08)

0.86
(.08)

0.84
(.08)

1.22
(.13)

1.24*
(.14)

1.21
(.13)

1.16
(.13)

0.81
(.09)

0.80
(.09)

0.81
(.10)

0.79*
(.09)

1.06*
(.03)

1.06*
(.03)

1.06*
(.03)

1.06*
(.03)

1.28***
(.05)

1.25***
(.05)

1.26***
(.06)

1.24***
(.05)

1.39**
(.15)

1.32**
(.14)

1.34**
(.15)

1.45***
(.16)

1.28
(.20)

1.31
(.20)

1.28
(.20)

1.14
(.18)

0.87
(.13)

0.87
(.13)

0.89
(.13)

0.85
(.13)

235.41***
(10 df)

253.60***
(13 df)

243.79***
(14 df)

269.68***
(15 df)

*p<.05  **p<.01  ***p.001
Notes: Odds ratios (standard errors in parentheses).
Models include post-stratif ication w eights to correct for oversampling among black and Hispanic 
respondents.
a. Model 1 includes the aggregated non-religious identif ication variable - “Self-Identif ied None.” The 
aggregated model reports odds ratios for the non-religious identif ication variables combined into one 
binary variable. The remaining models disaggregate non-religious identif ication into four distinct non-
religious identif ications. The reference group for each is all religiously identif ied individuals.
b. Scale variable, 1= high attendance, 7 = never attends
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TABLE 4. Logistic Regressions of Participation in Civic Groups Within the Last Year, Without Controls

“None” Status

  Self-identified None

  SBNR

  Atheist

  Agnostic

  NIP

Constant

Chi-Square

BIC 1198.65 1212.57 2311.7 2314.77 882.37 901.99 1693.6 1711.37 1700.71 1707.9
McFadden's R2 0 0.01 0.12 0.12 0 0 0.01 0.01 0 0.01
N 2471 2471 2471 2471 2471 2471 2471 2471 2471 2471

Neighborhood/
Block Association

Church/
Religious Institution

Local/
National Politics

School/
Recreation Center

Hobby/
Sports Group

Belonging:

Aggregateda 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated
Belonging:

Aggregated 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated
Belonging:

Aggregated 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated
Belonging:

Aggregated 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated
Belonging:

Aggregated 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated

0.81
(.17)

0.09***
(.02)

1.00
(.26)

0.60**
(.11)

1.14
(.18)

0.69
(.27)

0.26***
(.07)

0.82
(.36)

0.95
(.27)

1.52
(.38)

1.39
(.65)

0.08**
(.08)

1.53
(.80)

0.64
(.32)

2.54**
(.86)

1.82
(.93)

0.03***
(.02)

1.87
(.88)

0.71
(.30)

0.58
(.26)

0.57
(.17)

0.05***
(.02)

0.81
(.30)

0.46**
(.12)

0.88
(.19)

0.07***
(.01)

0.07***
(.01)

0.43***
(.03)

0.43***
(.03)

0.04***
(.01)

0.04***
(.01)

0.14***
(.01)

0.14***
(.01)

0.12***
(.01)

0.12***
(.01)

0.91
(1 df)

6.59
(4 df)

124.86***
(1 df)

142.98***
(4 df)

0
(1 df)

3.27
(4 df)

7.41**
(1 df)

9.71*
(4 df)

0.73
(1 df)

12.72**
(4 df)

*p<.05  **p<.01  ***p.001
Notes: Odds ratios (standard errors in parentheses).
Models include post-stratif ication w eights to correct for oversampling among black and Hispanic respondents.
a. Model 1 in all f ive model sets includes the aggregated non-religious identif ication variable. The aggregated models report odds ratios f or the non-religious identif ication variables combined into one variable - “Self -Identif ied None.” Model 2 in 
each model set disaggregates non-religious identif ication into f our distinct non-religious identif ications. The reference group in both is all religiously-identif ied individuals.
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TABLE 5. Logistic Regressions of Participation in Civic Groups Within the Last Year, With Controls

+ Belief + Behavior + Belief + Behavior + Belief + Behavior + Belief + Behavior + Belief + Behavior

“None” Status

  Self-identified None

  SBNR

  Atheist

  Agnostic

  NIP

  Non-believer

Controls

  Age

  Female

  Married

  Parent

  Income

  Education

  Politically Liberal

  Black

  Hispanic

Constant

Chi-Square

BIC 1110.44 1131.03 1117.21 1124.39 2168.11 2173.87 2159.98 1541.17 844.53 865.88 871.23 875.50 1497.39 1514.54 1500.68 1483.02 1584.26 1592.74 1556.51 1556.68
McFadden's R2 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.43 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.17 0.10 0.11 0.11 0.12

N 2397 2397 2371 2365 2397 2397 2371 2365 2397 2397 2371 2365 2397 2397 2371 2365 2397 2397 2371 2365

Neighborhood/
Block Association

Church/
Religious Institution

Local/
National Politics

School/
Recreation Center

Hobby/
Sports Group

Belonging:

Aggregateda 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated
Belonging:

Aggregated 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated
Belonging:

Aggregated 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated
Belonging:

Aggregated 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated
Belonging:

Aggregated 
Belonging: 

Disaggregated

0.96
(.23)

0.10*** 
(.02)

0.85
(.25)

0.59**
(.13)

1.34
(.24)

0.62
(.26)

0.64
(.27)

0.64
(.30)

0.26***
(.08)

0.26***
(.08)

0.92
(.36)

0.64
(.31)

0.63
(.30)

0.80
(.41)

0.97
(.28)

1.01
(.29)

1.53
(.46)

1.89*
(.52)

1.93*
(.53)

2.37**
(.68)

1.26
(.68)

1.09
(.74)

1.09
(.78)

0.08**
(.08)

0.17
(.17)

0.73
(.71)

0.59
(.33)

0.68
(.45)

0.85
(.60)

0.34*
(.19)

0.48
(.30)

0.68
(.45)

2.11*
(.76)

2.66*
(1.15)

3.27**
(1.44)

1.32
(.71)

1.24
(.74)

1.23
(.77)

0.02***
(.02)

0.03*** 
(.03)

0.21
(.15)

0.93
(.49)

1.06
(.60)

1.40
(.88)

0.41
(.21)

0.54
(.31)

0.90
(.52)

0.40*
(.19)

0.45
(.24)

0.63
(.32)

1.00
(.32)

0.98
(.35)

0.97
(.38)

0.06***
(.02)

0.08***
(.02)

0.30***
(.11)

1.09
(.43)

1.14
(.47)

1.44
(.67)

0.57*
(.16)

0.66
(.20)

1.03
(.33)

1.26
(.30)

1.26
(.32)

1.58
(.41)

1.18
(.55)

1.17
(.54)

0.40*
(.15)

0.99
(.45)

0.84
(.38)

0.89
(.42)

0.69
(.27)

0.80
(.33)

0.76
(.23)

  Low Religious

  Service Attendanceb

1.00
(.06)

0.41***
(.02)

0.90
(.07)

0.82***
(.04)

0.90**
(.04)

1.19**
(.08)

1.21**
(.08)

1.20**
(.08)

1.20**
(.08)

0.90**
(.04)

0.89**
(.04)

0.89**
(.04)

0.91
(.05)

0.88
(.08)

0.88
(.07)

0.88
(.08)

0.88
(.08)

0.63***
(.04)

0.62***
(.04)

0.61***
(.04)

0.61***
(.04)

0.88**
(.05)

0.88**
(.05)

0.87**
(.05)

0.88*
(.05)

1.16
(.25)

1.19
(.25)

1.14
(.24)

1.14
(.24)

1.36*
(.17)

1.31*
(.16)

1.28*
(.16)

1.23
(.19)

0.81
(.21)

0.81
(.20)

0.81
(.20)

0.79
(.20)

1.76***
(.30)

1.68**
(.29)

1.61**
(.28)

1.59**
(.28)

0.94
(.15)

0.96
(.16)

0.94
(.15)

0.92
(.15)

1.20
(.31)

1.19
(.30)

1.29
(.32)

1.29
(.32)

1.50**
(.24)

1.52**
(.24)

1.51**
(.24)

1.18
(.22)

0.73
(.21)

0.70
(.20)

0.70
(.20)

0.68
(.20)

0.85
(.17)

0.85
(.17)

0.92
(.18)

0.86
(.17)

1.26
(.27)

1.31
(.28)

1.36
(.28)

1.32
(.28)

0.83
(.23)

0.84
(.23)

0.79
(.21)

0.79
(.21)

1.17
(.19)

1.15
(.19)

1.13
(.19)

1.08
(.23)

1.14
(.36)

1.16
(.36)

1.15
(.35)

1.15
(.35)

2.41***
(.50)

2.41***
(.50)

2.28***
(.47)

2.31***
(.48)

0.86
(.18)

0.85
(.18)

0.82
(.17)

0.81
(.17)

1.01
(.06)

1.01
(.06)

1.01
(.07)

1.01
(.07)

0.94
(.04)

0.95
(.04)

0.95
(.04)

0.99
(.05)

1.02
(.10)

1.02
(.10)

1.03
(.10)

1.04
(.10)

1.12*
(.06)

1.13*
(.06)

1.13*
(.06)

1.15**
(.07)

1.13*
(.06)

1.13*
(.06)

1.15**
(.06)

1.16**
(.06)

1.45***
(.12)

1.46***
(.12)

1.41***
(.11)

1.41***
(.11)

1.27***
(.08)

1.27***
(.08)

1.29***
(.08)

1.30***
(.09)

1.24
(.13)

1.24
(.14)

1.25*
(.14)

1.23
(.14)

1.26**
(.11)

1.27**
(.12)

1.24**
(.10)

1.22**
(.10)

1.13
(.09)

1.14
(.09)

1.10
(.08)

1.09
(.08)

1.21
(.26)

1.12
(.26)

1.23
(.27)

1.23
(.27)

0.59***
(.10)

0.60***
(.10)

0.62**
(.10)

0.96
(.19)

2.34**
(.63)

2.42***
(.67)

2.44***
(.68)

2.58***
(.75)

1.06
(.21)

1.11
(.21)

1.15
(.22)

1.32
(.26)

0.84
(.15)

0.82
(.15)

0.90
(.16)

0.95
(.18)

1.36
(.35)

1.42
(.37)

1.47
(.38)

1.47
(.39)

1.15
(.22)

1.12
(.21)

1.10
(.20)

0.51**
(.11)

1.17
(.42)

1.17
(.42)

1.15
(.41)

1.06
(.38)

0.76
(.21)

0.71
(.19)

0.71
(.19)

0.61
(.17)

0.56*
(.16)

0.54*
(.16)

0.55*
(.16)

0.51*
(.15)

1.21
(.42)

1.22
(.42)

1.21
(.42)

1.21
(.42)

0.57**
(.12)

0.56**
(.12)

0.58**
(.12)

0.41*** 
(.11)

1.16
(.48)

1.14
(.47)

1.12
(.46)

1.09
(.45)

0.35***
(.11)

0.34***
(.10)

0.34***
(.10)

0.33***
(.10)

0.72
(.21)

0.73
(.22)

0.72
(.22)

0.71
(.21)

  Interest in Community/
  Politics

2.33***
(.32)

2.32***
(.32)

2.40***
(.33)

2.39***
(.33)

1.73***
(.12)

1.72***
(.12)

1.70***
(.12)

1.69***
(.16)

2.60***
(.39)

2.65***
(.40)

2.63***
(.39)

2.58***
(.39)

2.01***
(.20)

2.03***
(.20)

2.06***
(.21)

2.02***
(.21)

2.17***
(.21)

2.20***
(.21)

2.26***
(.22)

2.22***
(.22)

0.00***
(.00)

0.00***
(.00)

0.00***
(.00)

0.00***
(.00)

0.08***
(.03)

0.09***
(.03)

0.09***
(.03)

1.34
(.59)

0.00***
(.00)

0.00***
(.00)

0.00***
(.00)

0.00***
(.00)

0.01***
(.01)

0.01***
(.01)

0.02***
(.01)

0.03***
(.02)

0.01***
(.00)

0.01***
(.00)

0.01***
(.00)

0.01***
(.01)

107.38***
(11 df)

130.04***
(14 df)

128.57***
(15 df)

134.01***
(16 df)

235.24***
(11 df)

249.17***
(14 df)

251.65***
(15 df)

402.87***
(16 df)

105.68***
(11 df)

118.61***
(14 df)

117.99***
(15 df)

121.31***
(16 df)

154.12***
(11 df)

154.65***
(14 df)

154.09***
(15 df)

167.68***
(16 df)

112.37***
(11 df)

120.89***
(14 df)

123.26***
(15 df)

132.81***
(16 df)

*p<.05  **p<.01  ***p.001
Notes: Odds ratios (standard errors in parentheses).
Models include post-stratif ication w eights to correct for oversampling among black and Hispanic respondents.
a. Model 1 in all f ive model sets includes the aggregated non-religious identif ication variable. The aggregated models report odds ratios for the non-religious identif ication variables combined into one variable - “Self-Identif ied None.” The remaining models disaggregate non-religious identif ication into four distinct non-religious identif ications. The reference group for each is all religiously-
identif ied individuals.
b. Scale variable, 1= high attendance, 7 = never attends


