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Appendix A: Additional background and theoretical in-
formation

Table Al: Church attendance is correlated with partisan identification across religious tra-
ditions

Mainline Protestants Evangelical Protestants

% Democrats % Republicans % Democrats % Republicans
Seldom attend or less 48 44 34 53
Attend a few times a year 39 ol 34 56
Attend a few times a month 38 48 23 67
Attend weekly or more 33 o7 16 79

Catholics Undifferentiated Christians

% Democrats % Republicans % Democrats % Republicans
Seldom attend or less 51 32 34 47
Attend a few times a year 53 33 27 95
Attend a few times a month 43 41 32 54
Attend weekly or more 30 61 19 78

Source: 2012 ANES
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Table A2: Demographics of church dropouts

Have you ever gone through a period in your life
when you dropped out of attending church?

Full 57%
Reported religious affiliation as a child

White evangelical Protestants 57%
White mainline Protestants 62%
White Catholics 53%
Reported church attendance as a child

Rarely 27%
Sometimes 55%
Frequently 66%
Family structure

Natural parents still married 57%
Natural parents not still married 60%
Present-day party identification

Democrat 58%
Republicans 63%

Note: Question reads: “Have you ever gone through a period of life when you dropped out of attending church
after having regularly gone to church?” Asked only of respondents who either 1) identify as Christian or
Catholic today or 2) attended a Catholic or Christian church before the age of 18 or 3) considered themselves
Christian or Catholic before the age of 18.

Source: 2010-2011 Faith Journey Survey privately commissioned by the Barna Group

Perceptions of the political landscape

Campbell, Green, and Layman (2011) asked survey respondents to classify various groups as
“mainly Democrats”, “mainly Republicans”, or “a mix of both”. 46% of Americans reported
that they believed “religious people” are mainly Republicans; 45% reported that they are
a mix of Democrats and Republicans; only 5% reported that they believed religious people
are mainly Democrats. When answering about “nonreligious people”, 48% reported that
nonreligious people are mainly Democrats, 45% reported that nonreligious people are a
mix of Republicans and Democrats, and 3% reported that nonreligious people are mainly
Republicans.

Additionally, Pew Research Center has regularly asked survey respondents to rate whether

the Democratic and Republican Parties are friendly, neutral, or unfriendly toward religion.

Figure A1l presents the distribution of results based on respondent party identification.
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Figure Al: Partisans view the parties as having different relationships with religion. Re-
spondents answered two questions that asked, “Do you feel that the [party name] is generally
friendly toward religion, neutral toward religion, or unfriendly toward religion?” The top
two panels present the distribution of responses about the Republican Party for individual
survey years between 2003 and 2014, separately for Republican (left) and Democratic (right)
respondents. The bottom two panels present the same results asking about the Democratic
Party. Source: Pew Research Center 2003-2014.
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B: Priming Experiment

Priming experiment design

The priming partisanship experimental design builds on existing psychology research aimed
at understanding how identities influence behaviors and attitudes. Comparing individuals
who hold different identities is not a good empirical strategy as identities are not randomly
given and holding certain identities is associated with many other observable and unobserv-
able traits. Instead, researchers can randomly prime an identity, making it salient.

This strategy is popular in the psychology literature. For example, Hogg and Turner
(1987) find that increasing the salience of respondents’ gender encourages these respondents
to think of themselves in gender-stereotypic terms. Study participants for whom gender
had been made salient adopted prototypical attributes associated with their genders. Schol-
ars prime identities in many different ways, some of which include: sentence unscrambling
tasks (Ahmed and Salas 2011; Benjamin, Choi, and Fischer 2005; Shariff and Norenzayan
2007), word search puzzles (Bargh, Gollwitzer, Lee-Chai, Barndollar, and Trotschel, 2001),
subliminal priming (Pichon, Boccoto, and Vassilis 2007; Steele and Ambady 2006); and
questionnaires about specific topics (Steele and Ambady 2006).

Priming experiments have generally been used in the political science literature to explore
media effects (e.g., Shanto and Kinder 1982). Only recently have scholars started to use
increased identity salience to understand how identities operate in forming policy preferences
(for an example of this, see Klar 2013). This experiment builds on research designs from
the psychology literature by increasing the salience of a person’s partisan identity without
invoking specific stereotypes, policies, or individuals directly. A pilot study, the results
discussed below, ensured that partisan identities were successfully primed.

Respondents in the treatment condition read the following introductory screen:

This part of the study is concerned with how people respond to advertisements for

community events. On the next few screens you will be asked to judge different



How Politics Affects Religion

Michele F. Margolis

flyers advertising an event by the Ohio Voters’ Council. For each comparison, we

want to you look at both flyers and decide which flyer you prefer. There will be

a brief pause on each screen so that you can look at the flyers closely.

Table B1: Democratic priming stimuli

Voter registration

GET INVOLVED IN YOUR POLITICAL
COMMUNITY TODAY

ant your political opinions to be heard

aders from the Democratic P;

Rocky River Democratic
Voter Registration and
Political Engagement Drive

* Find out about
May’s special election'
Voice your opinion

* Bepartof the
solution, rather
than the
problem

SEPTEMBER 8, 2013
2-5pM

1600 HAMPTON ROAD

Get involved in

Find out about: registering , the special
that affect you and your far
and much, much more. Be e solution

Sunday, September 8, 2013. 2-5pm.
Rocky River Public Library. 1600 Hampt

want] o

today at the...

egistration
Drive

ocratic Party

in May, 2014, local policies
and causes you care about,
n the problem.

lunteering for

@ orovorens commer

Are you new to Rocky River? Unsure how to register to
vote? Want your political opinions to be heard?

Come to the....

Rocky River Democratic Voter Registration
and Political Engagement Drive

meet local leaders from the Democratic Party.

Wanty,

e 5
)

September 8, 2013 from 2-5pm.

Rocky River Public Library.
1600 Hampton Road

@ ovovorens couna

The registration drive goes beyond just registering new
voters, come to.
* meetlocal leaders * volunteer about issues you
* learn about policies that care about
affect your family * be part of the solution,
* voice your opinion rather than the problem
+ find out about the upcoming special election in May

Get involved in your political community today!

Treated respondents flyers on three separate screens. On the first rating screen, respondents

compared Flyer #1 and Flyer #2. On the second screen, respondents compared Flyer #1

and Flyer #3. And on the third screen, respondents compared Flyer #2 and Flyer #3. To

bolster the cover story and encourage respondents to look closely at the flyers, respondents

answered three questions on each of the three screens:

1. Of the two flyers above, which flyer is easier to read?

2. Of the two flyers above, which flyer makes the event seem more attractive?
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3. And finally, of the two flyers above, which flyer do you generally prefer?

After rating the three sets of flyers, respondents in the priming conditions answered a few
final questions related to the flyers. Respondents in the political prime were asked: “Thank
you for rating the flyers. We now have a few questions related to political registration drives
in general. If you were looking to become involved in politics, what would you be interested
in doing while at a political engagement drive? (please check all that apply)” Respondents
then chose from a list of activities that could take place at a political engagement drive. The
final question asked if the respondent had ever attended a registration drive before.

Prior to running the main experiment, the experimental stimulus was piloted using a
convenience sample (Mechanical Turk). After rating the flyers, respondents in the treatment
condition read: “Thank you for providing your feedback on the flyers. We will now move
on to the second part of the survey. Here we want to gather additional information about
your beliefs and attitudes.” Respondents in the control condition and did not rate flyers read
only the second part of the phrase. Respondents were then asked about their identities. The

question read:

Surveys ask a lot of questions that try to identify what type of person someone is based on
their background characteristics, but we want to know how you identify and think about

yourself.

Please mark the three aspects of your identity that are most important to you.

Response options include: race, gender, religion or religious beliefs, lack of religion or reli-
gious beliefs, political party identification, ethnicity, age, political ideology, place of residence,
place of birth, sexual orientation, occupation, marital status, parental status, education, and
other (please specify).

Respondents who rated the partisan flyers were more likely to choose their political
identity as one of the three identities (17% in the control condition; 32% in the treatment

condition; difference = 15; p-value of difference = 0.01). This represents a difficult test of

6
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priming because the question restricted the number of identities respondents were allowed
to choose. Respondents might have had their partisan identity primed, but this identity is

still not one of the main three that define him or her.

Four-point religious identification

The dependent variable is a four-point scale measuring strength of religious identification.
The measure comes from respondents answering two survey questions regarding their re-
ligious affiliation. Respondents first answered a standard religious identification question,
and then one follow-up question based on their initial response. If the respondent identifies
with a religion, she receives a follow up that asks whether or not she identifies strongly or
not strongly with her religion. This follow-up question has been asked in the General Social
Survey consistently since 1974. This follow-up question has also been asked in American
National Election Study, and Campbell et al. (1960) distinguish between strong and weak
religious identifiers in Chapter 12 of The American Voter.

For the roughly one-quarter of respondents who do not identify with any religion, they
are asked: “Do you think of yourself as closer to one particular religion over another?” and
are given the same response options as the initial identification question along with an option
of not feeling any closer to one particular religion. The resultant four-point scale of religious
identification ranges.

Table B2 presents the distribution of religious identification among respondents in the
control condition of the priming partisanship experiment. Of respondents who initially said
they identify with a religious faith, 43% went on to say that the are weak identifiers while
57% report being strong identifiers. And of those who initially report being a religious non-
identifier, 32% report feeling closer to one religion over another, while the remaining 68% do

not feel closer to one religion over another.
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Table B2: Distribution of religious identification in control condition

Strong non-identifier 16
Weak non-identifier 5

Weak identifier 30
Strong identifier 48
Total 100%

Note: Cells include raw percentages for respondents in control condition
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A separate study, collected in a single-wave study between June 26 and July 6, 2012,

1 These data not only show that strength of

asked both religious and political questions.
religious affiliation is strongly correlated with other forms of religious participation but also
that there is substantial variation among respondents within a binary measure of religious
identification. Table B3 presents the average reported church attendance, self-reported reli-
giosity, and self-reported spirituality separately for respondents in each level of the four-point
identification measure as well as for the binary measure of religious identification. Variables
range between 0 and 1, with higher numbers representing more religious responses. The
data show that identification strength corresponds as expected to other forms of religios-
ity. Moreover, while identifiers are more religious than non-identifiers, the binary measure
masks important variation within identifiers and non-identifiers. This result even holds in
a question asking about spirituality, which can be thought of as separate from traditional

“ spiritual but not religious” is a growing categorization in the

measures of religiosity as
United States (see Fuller 2001; Marler and Hadaway 2002). While non-identifiers are more
likely to consider themselves spiritual than religious, there is still a great deal of variation
across religious identification categories and identification strength is positively correlated
with spirituality.

Columns 5 and 6 show how religious identification corresponds with seven-point parti-
sanship (ranging between 0 for strong Democrats and 1 for strong Republicans) as well as a
binary measure identifying as a Republican (1) or not (0). Here again, the data show that

while there are political differences based on a binary measure of religious identification, the

four-point scale uncovers variation within these categories.

1Just as the priming partisansip experiment, this study uses SSI sample.
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Table B3: Variation in other forms of religiosity within traditional religious identification
categories

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Church attendance Religious Spiritual 7-point PID Republican

Strong non-identifier 0.05 0.05 0.25 0.36 0.13
Weak non-identifier 0.11 0.16 0.39 0.41 0.17
Weak identifier 0.30 0.39 0.50 0.51 0.31
Strong identifier 0.64 0.70 0.76 0.60 0.41
Non-identifier 0.07 0.08 0.28 0.38 0.14
Identifier 0.51 0.58 0.66 0.57 0.37

Note: Cells include averages. Each variable, noted in the column header, ranges between 0 and 1.
Higher numbers indicating greater levels of religiosity (columns 1-4) and more Republican
(columns 5-6).

10
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Priming partisanship results

11
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Table B4: Priming partisanship experimental results (Figure 2 in main text)

N NN ©) (4) G © @ ®

Religious identification full sample children at home grown children life cycle tests
Treatment 0.06 0.18  -0.49 -0.51 0.05 0.14 0.04 0.21
(0.15) (0.17) (0.30)  (0.36)  (0.43) (0.50) (0.38) (0.44)
Republican 0.97*  0.46* 0.27 -0.48 1.06™ 0.84 1.02* 0.74
(0.18) (0.24) (0.40) (0.49)  (0.40) (0.57) (0.37) (0.46)
Independent -0.19  -0.30 -0.42  -1.26™ 0.54 0.89 0.51 0.91
(0.22) (0.30) (0.44) (0.64) (0.61) (0.89) (0.73) (1.09)
Treat * Rep 0.02  -0.03 1.46* 1.67* -046 -0.59 -0.45 -0.70
(0.27) (0.29) (0.65) (0.72)  (0.57) (0.65) (0.53) (0.60)
Treat * Ind -0.44  -0.77  -0.49 -0.02 -0.76  -1.24  -0.72 -1.32
(0.32) (0.42) (0.63)  (1.00) (0.86) (1.14) (0.94) (1.28)
Kids (1) vs. Grown (0) 030  0.51
(0.35) (0.48)
Treat * Kids -0.56  -0.62
(0.50)  (0.57)
Rep * Kids -0.74  -0.96
(0.56) (0.63)
Ind * Kids -0.94  -2.20*
(0.85) (1.21)
Treat * Rep * Kids 1.95™  2.21*
(0.87)  (0.95)
Treat * Ind * Kids 0.20 1.14
(1.13) (1.76)
cutl
Intercept -1.50%  -048 -2.02**  -2.66 -2.00™ -1.12 -1.83** 0.85
(0.12) (0.62) (0.26) (2.76)  (0.35) (4.63) (0.27) (1.59)
cut2
Intercept -1.07* -0.01 -1.60** -2.21  -1.50* -0.51 -1.39** 1.36
(0.12) (0.61) (0.24) (2.76) (0.32) (4.63) (0.26) (1.59)
cut3
Intercept 0.42*  1.66* -0.03 -0.33 0.36 1.50 0.30  3.25*
(0.11) (0.62) (0.22) (2.74) (0.30) (4.62) (0.26) (1.61)
Control variables No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
RZ
Observations 1097 921 260 217 216 195 476 412

Note: Estimates are from ordered logistic regression models. The dependent variable is a four-point
religious identification measure. Democratic identification is the partisan reference category. Treatment is
a binary measure indicating whether the respondent is in the treatment condition (1) or not (0). The
coefficient Treat * Rep * Kids is the relevant coefficient testing whether the partisan treatment effects found
among respondents with children at home (coefficient Treat * Rep in columns 3 and 4) are different from
the null results found among respondents with grown children (columns 5 and 6). * p < .10, ** p < 0.05
Source: Priming Partisanship Experiment

12
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Replicated results using different identification measures

Table B5 replicates the main results presented in the paper using two alternative measures
of religious identification. Column 1 presents the results—for married respondents with chil-
dren at home—using a binary measure of religious identification based on a single religious
identification question. This represents a particularly hard test, as it measures whether the
treatment actually changed rates of identification (1) and non-identification (0). Here, the
results are slightly weaker from a statistical standpoint, but the coefficient of interest, Treat
* Rep, is still statisticall significant at the 0.10 level. Republicans and Democrats responded
to the treatment differently, with treated Republicans becoming more likely to be religious
identifiers relative to treated Democrats. Column 2 presents the results from a three-point
identification measure which classifies all non-identifiers together but distinguishes between
strong and weak identifiers. This three-point scale is akin to the religious identification scale
that the General Social Survey produces. These results produce results that are statistically
and substantively similar to the main results in the paper. Analyses (not shown) among
respondents with grown children produce substantively small and statistically insignificant

results using these alternative identification measures.

13



How Politics Affects Religion

Michele F. Margolis

Table B5: Priming partisanship: Replicated results using other measures of religious identi-

fication

(1)

binary non-identifier

(2)

three-point strength

Treatment -0.57 -0.56
(0.46) (0.38)
Republican -0.18 -0.45
(0.61) (0.49)
Independent -0.92 -1.24*
(0.83) (0.64)
Treat * Rep 1.42* 1.66**
(0.81) (0.72)
Treat * Ind 0.83 0.15
(1.12) (0.98)
cut 1 -8.71 -2.37
Intercept (4.57) (2.80)
cut 2 -0.49
Intercept (2.78)
Control variables Yes Yes
Observations 217 217

Note: The sample consists of married respondents with children at home. The dependent variable

in column 1 is a binary measure of religious identification (1) or non-identification (0) using a
single identification question that does not include a follow-up question. Coefficients are from a
logistic regression model. The dependent variable in column 2 is a three-point measure of

religious identification in which respondents are non-identifiers (0), weak identifiers (1), or strong
identifiers (2). Coefficients are from ordered logistic regression models. Democrat is the excluded

partisan category in both models Treat * Rep serves as the main coefficient of interest, testing
whether Republicans and Democrats responded to the expeirmental treatment differently. * =

p<0.1 ** = p<0.05

14
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Appendix C: Youth Panel Socialization Data

YPSP results

Table C1: 1965-1973: Republicans and Democrats did not diverge in church attendance

1 (@ (3)

1973 church attendance

1965 partisanship

Republican -0.02 -0.01 0.02
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Independent -0.07*  -0.07"  -0.04

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
1965 church attendance

A few times a year 0.13  0.147 0.13
(0.09) (0.08) (0.10)
Once or twice a month 0.19* 0.19"  0.12
(0.09) (0.09) (0.10)
Almost every week 0.42* 0.42*  0.29*
(0.08) (0.08) (0.10)
Intercept 0.21**  0.13 0.07
(0.08) (0.10) (0.11)
demographic controls No Yes Yes
upbringing controls No No Yes
Observations 558 558 558

Note: Estimates are OLS coefficients with clustered standard errors in parentheses. The dependent
variable of 1973 church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend almost weekly or more).
Democratic identification in 1965 is the partisan reference category. Rarely or never attend religious
services in 1965 is the church attendance reference category. Demographic controls include: 1965 measures
of the student’s religious affiliation and beliefs, region of residence, gender, race, high school curriculum
(college preparatory track or not), and stated closeness with parents as well as 1973 measures of income
and whether the student had attended college, was married, had children, or served in the Vietnam War
between 1965 and 1973. Upbringing controls include: 1965 parent responses regarding average church
attendance, mother and father’s party identification, education of the household head, and family income.
*p<.10, ** p < 0.05

Source: YPSP

15
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Table C2: 1973-1982: Republicans and Democrats diverged in church attendance

o @ 6 ¢

1982 church attendance

1973 partisanship

Republican 0.05*  0.07** 0.08" 0.08"
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Independent 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.07

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
1973 church attendance

A few times a year 0.14* 0.14* 0.11* 0.11*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Once or twice a month 0.30** 0.28** 0.21* 0.21*
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Almost every week 0.49* 047 0.38* 0.38*
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Every week 0.59** 0.57* 0.48™ 0.48*
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Intercept 0.19* 0.15** -0.01 -0.01
(0.03) (0.06) (0.11) (0.11)
demographic controls No Yes Yes Yes
upbringing controls No No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No No Yes
R? 0.326 0.348 0.400 0.410
Observations 461 461 461 461

Note: Estimates are OLS coefficients with clustered standard errors in parentheses. The dependent
variable of 1982 church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend weekly). Democratic
identification in 1973 is the partisan reference category. Rarely or never attend religious services in 1973 is
the church attendance reference category. Demographic controls include: 1973 measures of the student’s
region of residence, education, income, marital and parental status, gender, race, service in Vietnam, and
stated closeness with parents as well as 1965 measures of the student’s religious affiliation and beliefs, high
school curriculum (college preparatory track or not), and stated closeness with parents. Upbringing
controls include: 1965 parent responses regarding average church attendance, mother and father’s party
identification, education of the household head, and family income. Attitudinal controls include: 1973
opinions about the Vietnam War, school busing, marijuana legalization, government aid to minorities,
equal rights for women, and economic liberalism. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: YPSP

16
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Table C3: 1973-1997: Partisan divergence in church attendance remains present 15 years
later

O ) C) N €

1997 church attendance

1973 partisanship

Republican 0.07*  0.10™ 0.11* 0.11*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Independent 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.05

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
1973 church attendance

A few times a year 0.14* 0.14™ 0.12*  0.12*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Once or twice a month 0.23* 0.22* 017" 0.18*
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Almost every week 0.44* 041 0.35** 0.35**
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Every week 0.45* 0.45** 0.39"™ 0.39*"
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Intercept 0.27 0.24*  0.05 0.07
(0.04) (0.06) (0.11) (0.12)
demographic controls No Yes Yes Yes
upbringing controls No No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No No Yes
R? 0.208 0.248 0.288 0.310
Observations 460 460 460 460

Note: Estimates are OLS coefficients with clustered standard errors in parentheses. The dependent
variable of 1997 church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend weekly). Democratic
identification in 1973 is the partisan reference category. Rarely or never attend religious services in 1973 is
the church attendance reference category. Demographic controls include: 1973 measures of the student’s
region of residence, education, income, marital and parental status, gender, race, service in Vietnam, and
stated closeness with parents as well as 1965 measures of the student’s religion, and high school curriculum
(college preparatory track or not). Upbringing controls include: 1965 parent responses regarding average
church attendance, mother and father’s party identification, education of the household head, and family
income. Attitudinal controls include: 1973 opinions about the Vietnam War, school busing, marijuana
legalization, government aid to minorities, equal rights for women, and economic liberalism. * p < .10, **
p < 0.05

Source: YPSP
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Table C4: 1973-1982: Republicans and Democrats did not diverge in church attendance
among the parent generation

1982 church attendance

O (3)

1973 partisanship

Republican -0.02  -0.02 -0.03
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Independent -0.02  -0.02  -0.02

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
1973 church attendance

A few times a year 0.15** 0.15*  0.15*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Once or twice a month 0.35**  0.35"  0.34™
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Almost every week 0.57* 0.57"  0.55™
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Every week 0.70* 0.70*  0.69*
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Intercept 0.21**  0.15* 0.08
(0.04) (0.07) (0.08)
demographic controls No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No Yes
R? 0.523 0.532  0.538
Observations 480 480 480

Note: The sample consists of the parent generation. Estimates are OLS coefficients with clustered standard
errors in parentheses. The dependent variable of 1982 church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend)
to 1 (attend weekly). Democratic identification in 1973 is the partisan reference category. Rarely or never
attend religious services in 1973 is the church attendance reference category. Demographic controls include:
1973 measures of the parent’s region of residence, education, income, marital and parental status, gender,
race, as well as 1965 measures of the parent’s religion, and education. Attitudinal controls include: 1973
opinions about the Vietnam War, school busing, marijuana legalization, government aid to minorities,
equal rights for women, and economic liberalism. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: YPSP
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YPSP alternative explanations

General societal participation

Presidential turnout
Contact elected official
Fraternal organization

Informal organization

----- -e——-——4 Sports organization

-------------

Neighborhood organization
Civic organization

Professional organization

Less participation

More participation

T T T T T T T
-3 -2 -1 0 A 2 3
Republican change in secular participation relative to Democrats, 1973 to 1982

Figure C1: 1973-1982: No partisan-driven changes in non-religious societal participation.
The graph presents partisan differences in changing levels of secular participation between
1973 and 1982. Estimates come from change models that include a lagged dependent variable
and control variables described in the text. Positive coefficients indicate that Republicans
became relatively more involved than Democrats between 1973 and 1982. Negative coeffi-
cients indicate that Democrats became relatively more involved than Republicans between
1973 and 1982. Coeflicients near zero indicate that neither group became relatively more
involved than the other between 1973 and 1982. Source: YPSP

Southern realignment

Southerners or the solidly Democratic South shifting toward the Republican Party do not
seem to be driving the main results. Three pieces of data help alleviate concerns that
Southern realignment explains the changes presented in the main text of the paper. First,
Southerners and non-Southerners were equally likely to become Republicans between the
first two survey waves. Second, Southerners’ religious trajectories did not differ from those
living in the rest of the country. Southerners’ rates of falling away from church and then
subsequently returning to the pews are similar to respondents living outside the South. And
third, Table C5 show that the main results look similar after dropping Southerners; non-

southern Republicans and Democrats diverged in their religious behaviors between 1973 and

1982.
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Table C5: Republicans and Democrats diverged in church attendance between 1973 and
1982 (non-south only)

H @ B ¢

Republican 0.06 0.08* 0.12* 0.12*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Independent 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
A few times a year 0.13** 0.13* 0.10™ 0.10*

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Once or twice a month 0.32**  0.30** 0.24** 0.25**
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)

Almost every week 0.48* 047" 0.38* 0.38*
(0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.06)
Every week 0.61** 0.60* 0.52** 0.52**
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Intercept 0.18" 0.15**  0.06 0.08
(0.04) (0.08) (0.14) (0.15)
demographic controls No Yes Yes Yes
upbringing controls No No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No No Yes
R? 0.361 0.386 0.433 0.436
Observations 330 330 330 330

Note: The sample includes respondents who did not live in the South in 1973. Estimates are OLS
coefficients with clustered standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable of 1982 church
attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend weekly). Democratic identification in 1973 is the
partisan reference category. Rarely or never attend religious services in 1973 is the church attendance
reference category. Demographic controls include: 1973 measures of the student’s region of residence,
education, income, marital and parental status, gender, race, service in Vietnam, and stated closeness with
parents as well as 1965 measures of the student’s religion, and high school curriculum (college preparatory
track or not). Upbringing controls include: 1965 parent responses regarding average church attendance,
mother and father’s party identification, education of the household head, and family income. Attitudinal
controls include: 1973 opinions about the Vietnam War, school busing, marijuana legalization, government
aid to minorities, equal rights for women, and economic liberalism. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: YPSP
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Genetic explanation

It is unlikely that a shared genetic pathway explains the main results presented in the paper
as there is little evidence supporting the claims that partisanship and church attendance—
the two main variables of interest—are genetically determined. For example, while scholars
have found evidence that genetics help explain private religious beliefs, most scholars have
shown that a person’s social environment shapes decisions surrounding religious involvement,
including church attendance (see Eaves et al. 2008; Friesen and Ksiazkiewicz 2015; Truett
et al. 1992).

Although an unlikely alternative explanation, it is still worth considering. Luckily, the
timing of the YPSP data collection can help us rule out this possibility. Importantly, the
debate surrounding whether a genetic component to partisanship exists or not hinges on the
nature of the political environment. And it is this distinction about the political environ-
ment that allows us to rule out the possibility that genetics explains both partisanship and
decisions regarding church attendance in the YPSP data.

As a brief summary of the debate, Hatemi et al. (2009) and Settle, Dawes, and Fowler
(2009) find little evidence that genetics play a role in party identification using data from
the 1980s and mid-2000s, respectively. Settle, Dawes, and Fowler (2009) explain that party
identification represents an attachment to a group whose principles may change over time,
making it an unlikely object of genetic influence. Conversely, Fazekas and Littvay (2015) use
data from 2008 and find a genetic component to party identification. The authors claim that
the recently sorted political landscape allowed for the party gene to be expressed. Fazekas
and Littvay (2015) therefore claim that certain contexts-like the current politically sorted
environment—allow for partisan genes to be expressed.

The distinction with respect to timing is relevant to ruling out a genetic explanation.
Even if there were a genetic component to partisanship, the party gene is unlikely to have
been expressed by 1973. This is because parties did not differ dramatically nor were voters

well sorted at this time (Levendusky 2009). The 1973 political landscape is therefore similar
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to the landscape in Hatemi et al’s (2009) and Settle, Dawes, and Fowler’s (2009) data. And
without a party gene being expressed, an alternative explanation of a shared genetic pathway
is not possible.

Moreover, if the changing political environment between 1973 and 1982 activated a shared
political and religious genetic path and encouraged some Democrats to become Republicans
and to become more religious, this would make it more difficult to find evidence of partisan-
driven religious change. These individuals would appear in the data as Democrats, as parti-
sanship was measured in 1973, becoming more religious, which goes against the theoretical
expectations. In other words, the existence of a genetic explanation would make it more

difficult to find the results presented in the main text of the paper, not easier.

Religious norms about participation

Members of certain strict religious denominations may become very involved in their religious
communities because their denomination requires it (see Mockabee, Monson, and Grant 2001;
Mockabee, Wald, and Leege 2012). If members of strict religious denominations are also
overwhelmingly Republican, the relationship between partisanship and changing religiosity
between 1973 and 1982 may actually be a result of different participation expectations that
manifest during this period within the life cycle. Finding similar results hold when controlling
for religious traditions and finding similar relationships across the major religious families
mitigate, but do not altogether eliminate, these concerns.

The experimental and ANES data, however, can help address these concerns. Individ-
uals are not moving from one position in the life cycle to another, which is the time when
religious norms may exert influence, in the experiment or the ANES panel. Norms of a
religious community—which may be correlated with partisanship—cannot explain why treated
Republicans responded differently from untreated Republicans. Similarly, even if Republi-
cans (Democrats) are more likely to be members of (less) strict religious communities and

therefore participate more (less) in the ANES data, there is little reason to think that these
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differences across denominations explain changes over a short two-year window.

Selection bias

Selection bias is similarly a concern in these data. After all, some people may be predisposed
both to want children and return to religion, and this would affect the empirical results.
While these data cannot directly address this possibility, the presence of selection bias likely
underestimates the partisan effects presented so far. This predisposition, which should affect
Democrats and Republicans alike, would mean that more Democrats with children should
be more likely to return to religion than they would in the absence of this predisposition.
Moreover, the overwhelming majority of both Republicans and Democrats had children by
1982, and there is no statistical difference between Republicans and Democrats with respect

to having children in these data.

Changes to both partisanship and religiosity

It is possible that individuals change both their partisanship and levels of religiosity over
time. Two additional models can alleviate concerns regarding the possibility that people
change on both the religious and political dimensions. First, Table C6 replicates the results
using a restricted sample of respondents whose partisanship remained the same across the two
survey waves produces comparable findings. Second, Figure C7 replicates the results using
respondents’ previous measures of partisanship (X;_ 1) as an instrument for the present-day

partisanship (X;).

23



How Politics Affects Religion Michele F. Margolis

Table C6: 1973-1982: Republicans and Democrats diverged in church attendance (same
PID in 1973 and 1982)

O ) C )N €

1982 church attendance

1973 partisanship

Republican 0.07* 0.10™ 0.12* 0.12*
(0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Independent 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.03

(0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.08)
1973 church attendance

A few times per year 0.15* 0.15** 0.11™ 0.12*"
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Once or twice a month 0.27* 0.25" 0.16™ 0.15*
(0.05) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Almost every week 0.52**  0.48* 0.38"* 0.39**
(0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.07)
Every week 0.59* 0.57 0.48™ 047"
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Intercept 0.19* 0.23* 0.03  0.01
(0.04) (0.07) (0.11) (0.12)
demographic controls No Yes Yes Yes
upbringing controls No No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No No Yes
R? 0.366 0.389 0.441 0.470
Observations 318 318 318 318

Note: The sample consists of respondents who had the same three-point party identification in 1973 and
1982. Estimates are OLS coefficients with clustered standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable
of 1982 church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend weekly). Democratic identification
in 1973 is the partisan reference category. Rarely or never attend religious services in 1973 is the church
attendance reference category. Demographic controls include: 1973 measures of the student’s region of
residence, education, income, marital and parental status, gender, race, service in Vietnam, and stated
closeness with parents as well as 1965 measures of the student’s religion, and high school curriculum (college
preparatory track or not). Upbringing controls include: 1965 parent responses regarding average church
attendance, mother and father’s party identification, education of the household head, and family income.
Attitudinal controls include: 1973 opinions about the Vietnam War, school busing, marijuana legalization,
government aid to minorities, equal rights for women, and economic liberalism. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05
Source: YPSP
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Table C7: 1973-1982: Republicans and Democrats diverged in church attendance (1973
partisanship as an instrument for 1982 partisanship)

O N ) )N €

1982 church attendance

1982 partisanship (instrumented)

Republican 0.09* 0.11* 0.13* 0.13*
(0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Independent 0.07 0.15 0.19 0.20

(0.16) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17)
1973 church attendance

A few times a year 0.14* 0.12* 0.09* 0.09**
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Once or twice a month 0.30* 0.27* 0.21* 0.21*
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Almost every week 0.49* 047" 0.39"™ 0.39"
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Every week 0.59*  0.57 0.48" 0.48**
(0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Intercept 0.17* 0.14* -0.10 -0.11
(0.04) (0.06) (0.10) (0.11)
demographic controls No Yes Yes Yes
upbringing controls No No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No No Yes
R? 0.321 0.331 0.369 0.378
Observations 460 460 460 460

Note: Estimates are the second stage of a two-stage least squares model in which 1973 party identification
is an instrument for 1982 partisanship. Estimates are OLS coefficients with clustered standard errors in
parentheses. The dependent variable of 1982 church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1
(attend weekly). Democratic identification in 1973 is the partisan reference category. Rarely or never
attend religious services in 1973 is the church attendance reference category. Demographic controls include:
1973 measures of the student’s region of residence, education, income, marital and parental status, gender,
race, service in Vietnam, and stated closeness with parents as well as 1965 measures of the student’s
religion, and high school curriculum (college preparatory track or not). Upbringing controls include: 1965
parent responses regarding average church attendance, mother and father’s party identification, education
of the household head, and family income. Attitudinal controls include: 1973 opinions about the Vietnam
War, school busing, marijuana legalization, government aid to minorities, equal rights for women, and
economic liberalism. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: YPSP
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Appendix D: ANES data

ANES results
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Table D1: Partisan church attendance diverged after gay marriage became salient

2002 Church attendance

(1)

(2)

®3)

Full sample

2000 partisanship

Republican -0.01  0.00  0.00
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Independent -0.05*  -0.03 -0.02
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
2000 church attendance
A few times a year 0.15*  0.08* 0.08*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Once or twice a month 0.34*  0.27**  0.26™*
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Almost every week 0.53*  0.44* 0.43*
(0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Every week 0.83** 0.72** 0.69*
(0.03) (0.05) (0.05)
More than once per week 0.63**  0.53** 0.51**
(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Intercept 0.12* 0.04  0.06
(0.04) (0.14) (0.16)
demographic controls No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No Yes
R? 0.674 0.725 0.735
Observations 579 579 579
o @ 6

2004 Church attendance

Full sample

2002 partisanship

Republican 0.06™ 0.05**  0.04
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Independent -0.02  -0.03 -0.03
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
2002 church attendance
A few times a year 0.14* 0.12** 0.13*
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Once or twice a month 0.32**  0.30" 0.29**
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Almost every week 0.49**  0.44* 0.43*
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Every week 0.62** 0.58** 0.56™*
(0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
More than once per week  0.80** 0.72** 0.70**
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
Intercept 0.05** -0.06 -0.07
(0.02) (0.08) (0.09)
demographic controls No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No Yes
R? 0.726  0.747  0.760
Observations 559 559 559

Note: Estimates are OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable
of church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend more than once a week). When the
dependent variable is church attendance in 2002 (top panel), independent variables are measured in 2000.
When the dependent variable is measured in 2004 (bottom panel), independent variables are measured in
2002. Democratic identification is the partisan reference category. Never attend religious services is the
church attendance reference category. Demographic controls include: gender, race, age, age-squared,
education, income, employment status, region of residence, and religious affiliation (measured in 2000
only). Attitudinal controls include: views of the economy, feelings toward feminists, feelings toward gays
and lesbians, economic liberalism, attitudes on abortion (measured in 2000 only), political ideology, and
support for the Iraq War (2002-2004 models only). * p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: ANES 2000-2002-2004
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Table D2: Respondents with children at home drive the results

® © @ @ G © O © O

2002 Church attendance Children at home Grown children Life cycle effect

2000 partisanship

Republican -0.00 -0.04 -0.02 -0.00 0.02 0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
(0.05) (0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06)

Independent -0.01  -0.06 -0.03  -0.02 -0.00 -0.00

(0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
2000 church attendance

A few times a year 0.20*  0.16*  0.25* 0.09™ -0.00 -0.01
(0.10)  (0.09)  (0.08) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Once or twice a month 0.31** 037 041" 0.34* 0.21" 0.21*
(0.08) (0.07) (0.07) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)
Almost every week 0.59**  0.54*  0.53* 0.52** 0.40** 0.39**
(0.05) (0.07) (0.07) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Every week 0.86**  0.77**  0.76** 0.85** 0.68** 0.68**

(0.04) (0.07) (0.07) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05)
More than once per week 0.66" 0.59**  0.63** 0.62** 0.48** 0.48**
(0.06) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) (0.06) (0.06)

Intercept 0.07 -0.76* -0.90** 0.10* 0.08  0.04

(0.05) (0.34) (0.34) (0.03) (0.46) (0.46)
demographic controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes
R? 0.686 0.806 0.844 0.733 0.814 0.818 0.707 0.754 0.759
Observations 133 133 133 266 266 266 399 399 399

(1) 2) () @ 6 © @O ® v

2004 Church attendance Children at home Grown children Life cycle effect

2002 partisanship

Republican 0.15 0.17* 0.19% -0.01 -0.02 0.00 0.14* 0.14* 0.16"
(0.05)  (0.06) (0.07) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Independent 008 010 0.13* -0.04 -0.03 -0.01

(0.05) (0.06) (0.06) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
2002 church attendance

A few times a year 0.21* 0.19* 0.18* 0.15™ 0.13* 0.12**
(0.07) (0.08) (0.08) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Once or twice a month 0.38* 0.35™ 0.35™ 0.32** 0.31** 0.30**
(0.06) (0.07) (0.07) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Almost every week 0.54**  0.50™  0.48™ 0.48* 0.44* 0.43*
(0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Every week 0.64** 0.60™ 0.54™ 0.69** 0.66** 0.66**

(0.05)  (0.06) (0.07) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
More than once per week ~ 0.79**  0.72  0.68** 0.86" 0.81** 0.78"
(0.05)  (0.07) (0.08) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

Intercept -0.03  0.56 0.31  0.06* 0.05 0.09

(0.05) (0.51) (0.58) (0.03) (0.32) (0.34)
demographic controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes
R? 0.743 0.785 0.812 0.740 0.780 0.802 0.737 0.767 0.789
Observations 128 128 128 256 256 256 384 384 384

Note: Estimates are OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable
of church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend more than once a week). When the
dependent variable is church attendance in 2002 (top panel), independent variables are measured in 2000.
When the dependent variable is measured in 2004 (bottom panel), independent variables are measured in
2002. Democratic identification is the partisan reference category. Never attend religious services is the
church attendance reference category. Demographic controls include: gender, race, age, age-squared,
education, income, employment status, region of residence, and religious affiliation (measured in 2000
only). Attitudinal controls include: views of the economy, feelings toward feminists, feelings toward gays
and lesbians, economic liberalism, attitudes on abortion (measured in 2000 only), political ideology, and
support for the Iraq War (2002-2004 models only). Columns 7, 8, and 9 test whether the change over time
is different for partisan parents with children at home (columuns 1, 2, and 3) and partisan parents with 9
grown children (columus 4, 5, and 6). * p < .10, ** p < 0.05 8
Source: ANES 2000-2002-2004
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Table D3: 2002-2004: No church-driven divergence in political attitudes

(1) (2) (3)
Party id (04) Bush approval (04) Bush eval (04)

2002 church attendance

Attend a few times a year -0.08 0.05 -0.03
(0.07) (0.12) (0.08)
Attend once or twice a month 0.03 0.04 -0.01
(0.06) (0.11) (0.07)
Attend almost every week -0.11* -0.07 -0.07
(0.05) (0.10) (0.07)
Attend every week 0.01 -0.02 0.01
(0.06) (0.10) (0.07)
Attend more than once per week -0.07 -0.12 -0.09
(0.06) (0.12) (0.08)
2002 dependent variables
Lagged seven-point PID 0.75* 0.06 0.02
(0.07) (0.13) (0.10)
Lagged Bush approval 0.44**
(0.15)
Lagged Bush therm 0.44**
(0.12)
Intercept 0.49 1.23 1.27
(0.46) (0.82) (0.56)
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 127 126 128

Note: The sample consists of married respondents with children living at home. Estimates are OLS
coeflicients with robust standard errors in parentheses. Never attend religious services is the church
attendance reference category. Control variables include: age, gender, education, income, employment
status, region of residence, race, political ideology, and religious affiliation. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05
Source: ANES 2000-2002-2004
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ANES alternative explanations

General societal participation

Table D4: 2002-2004: Republicans do not become more likely to become politically involved

Attend Attend comm
rally (2004) meeting (2004)

2002 partisanship

Republican -0.13*  -0.15%  0.08 -0.01
(0.07)  (0.09) (0.09) (0.10)
Independent -0.16*%*  -0.17%  0.08 0.04

(0.07)  (0.09) (0.10) (0.11)
2002 dependent variables

Attend rally 0.29 0.19
(0.19)  (0.19)
Attend community meeting 0.31%*  0.28%*
(0.07)  (0.08)
Controls N Y N Y
Intercept 0.20**  0.37 0.26**  0.09
(0.07)  (0.58) (0.08) (0.93)
R? 0.086 0.193 0.100 0.207
Observations 178 178 178 178

Note: The sample consists of married respondents with children living at home. Estimates are OLS
coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variables are measured in 2004 and
are coded as attended (1) or not (0). Democratic identification is the partisan reference category. Control
variables include: race, age, age-squared, gender, education, enployment status, household income, and
region of residence. The negative coefficient on Republican indicates that Republicans became less likely to
attend a rally between 2002 and 2004 relative to Democrats. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: ANES 2000-2002-2004
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Changes to both partisanship and religiosity
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Table D5: 2002-2004: Republicans and Democrats with children at home diverged in church
attendance (same PID in 2002 and 2004)

o @ & @ 6 (9

2004 church attendance Children at home Grown children

2002 partisanship

Republican 0.18* 0.19* 0.22** 0.01 -0.00 0.06
(0.06) (0.07) (0.10) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)

Independent 0.09 0.07 0.13 -0.03 -0.01 0.03

(0.07) (0.08) (0.09) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
2002 church attendance

A few times a year 0.20= 0.17* 0.16* 0.21*™ 0.18* 0.16*
(0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05)
Once or twice a month 0.39** 0.31* 0.31* 0.34* 0.34** 0.32**
(0.06) (0.08) (0.09) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Almost every week 0.54** 0.45* 0.42* 0.50** 0.47* 0.45**
(0.06) (0.08) (0.08) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Every week 0.62** 0.52** 045 0.70*™ 0.67* 0.65**

(0.06) (0.08) (0.09) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
More than once per week 0.7 0.67 0.63** 0.83* 0.78"* 0.74**
(0.06) (0.09) (0.09) (0.05) (0.06) (0.06)

Intercept -0.06 076 066 0.05 -0.06 -0.09
(0.06) (0.60) (0.69) (0.03) (0.40) (0.40)
demographic controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
attitudinal controls No No Yes No No Yes
R? 0.703 0.775 0.806 0.726 0.776 0.805
Observations 105 105 105 205 205 205

Note: The sample consists of married respondents with children at home who had the same three-point
party identification in 2002 and 2004. Estimates are OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in
parentheses. The dependent variable of 2004 church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1
(attend more than once a week). Democratic identification is the partisan reference category. Never attend
religious services is the church attendance reference category. Demographic controls include: gender, race,
age, age-squared, education, income, employment status, region of residence, and religious affiliation
(measured in 2000 only). Attitudinal controls include: views of the economy, feelings toward feminists,
feelings toward gays and lesbians, economic liberalism, attitudes on abortion (measured in 2000 only),
political ideology, and support for the Iraq War. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: ANES 2000-2002-2004
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Table D6: 2002-2004: Republicans and Democrats with children at home diverged in church
attendance (2002 partisanship as an instrument for 2004 partisanship)

(1) (2)

Church attendance (2004) Children at home

2004 partisanship (instrumented)

Republican 0.19* 0.22**
(0.06)  (0.08)

Independent 0.11 0.12

(0.07) (0.08)
2002 church attendance

Attend a few times per year 0.21* 0.19*
(0.08) (0.08)
Attend once or twice a month 0.39* 0.38**
(0.06) (0.07)
Attend almost every week 0.58** 0.52**
(0.06) (0.06)
Attend every week 0.63* 0.56*
(0.05) (0.06)
Attend more than once per week 0.79* 0.76™*
(0.06) (0.07)
Intercept -0.07 0.52
(0.06) (0.55)
controls No Yes
R? 0.701 0.760
Observations 120 120

Note: The sample consists of married respondents with children at home. Estimates are the second stage of
a two-stage least squares model in which 2002 party identification is an instrument for 2004 partisanship.
The dependent variable of 2004 church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend more than
once a week). Democratic identification is the partisan reference category. Never attend religious services is
the church attendance reference category. Demographic controls include: gender, race, age, age-squared,
education, income, employment status, region of residence, and religious affiliation (measured in 2000
only). Attitudinal controls include: views of the economy, feelings toward feminists, feelings toward gays
and lesbians, economic liberalism, attitudes on abortion (measured in 2000 only), political ideology, and
support for the Iraq War. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: ANES 2000-2002-2004
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Iraq War

Attitudes about the Iraq War, which began in March of 2003 and was an important campaign
issue, do not explain the partisan divergence found in the data. Table D7 shows that same
results appear when looking separately at people who approved and disapproved of the war
in Iraq.

Table D7: 2002-2004: Support for Iraq War does not explain results

(1) (2)

2004 church attendance Iraq not worth it Iraq worth it
2002 partisanship
Republican 0.16™ 0.14*
(0.07) (0.07)
Independent 0.07 0.18*
(0.05) (0.08)
2002 church attendance
A few times a year 0.18" -0.04
(0.08) (0.08)
Once or twice a month 0.31* 0.25*
(0.08) (0.07)
Almost every week 0.54* 0.48*
(0.06) (0.07)
Every week 0.57** 0.61*
(0.08) (0.06)
More than once per week 0.52** 0.82**
(0.09) (0.06)
Intercept -0.02 0.02
(0.06) (0.07)
R? 0.623 0.747
Observations 79 100

Note: The sample consists of married respondents with children living at home. Estimates are OLS
coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable of 2004 church attendance
ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend more than once a week). Democratic identification is the
partisan reference category. Never attend religious services is the church attendance reference category. *
p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: ANES 2000-2002-2004
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Aging versus life-cycle explanation

Columns 1 and 2 of Table D8 present the results of respondents with children at home
separately for those below the median age of the sub-sample and above. Columns 3 and 4
similarly look at respondents with grown children separately for those below and above the
median age of the sub-sample. Respondents with children at home, regardless of their age,
look similar to one another, and respondents with grown children, regardless of their age,

look similar to one another.
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Table D8&: 2002-2004: Position in life cycle, rather than age, produce the main results

2004 church attendance

(1)

(2)

Children at home

Younger half Older half Younger half Older half

(3)

(4)

Grown children

2002 partisanship

Republican 0.16* 0.15* -0.01 -0.00
(0.07) (0.07) (0.04) (0.05)
Independent 0.09 0.05 -0.07* 0.01
(0.08) (0.08) (0.03) (0.05)
2002 church attendance
A few times a year 0.20* 0.26** 0.13** 0.24*
(0.10) (0.10) (0.04) (0.08)
Once or twice a month 0.33** 0.47** 0.36** 0.27**
(0.08) (0.09) (0.05) (0.06)
Almost every week 0.51** 0.61** 0.46** 0.51**
(0.08) (0.08) (0.05) (0.07)
Every week 0.58** 0.75* 0.73* 0.68"
(0.07) (0.08) (0.04) (0.06)
More than once per week 0.77% 0.82* 0.87* 0.81*
(0.07) (0.10) (0.05) (0.08)
Intercept -0.01 -0.10 0.08"* 0.03
(0.07) (0.08) (0.03) (0.05)
R? 0.773 0.718 0.802 0.665
Observations 64 64 144 112

Note: Estimates are OLS coefficients with robust standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variable
of 2004 church attendance ranges between 0 (never attend) to 1 (attend more than once a week).

Democratic identification is the partisan reference category. Never attend religious services is the church

attendance reference category. Columns 1 and 2 include married respondents with children at home, and
columns 3 and 4 include married respondents with grown children. Within each life-cycle window,
respondents are classified into two equally sized age categories. Columns 1 and 3 include respondents who

are below the median age of respondents with children living at home and grown children, respectively.

Columns 3 and 4 include respondents who are above the median age of respondents with children living at
home and grown children, respectively. * p < .10, ** p < 0.05

Source: ANES 2000-2002-2004
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