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ABSTRACT
The politics of evangelical Protestants in America impacts its broader political landscape.
For one, evangelical membership remains steady at one in four Americans, even as other
religious traditions have declined. Second, prior research has consigiantlya correlation
between evangelicals and conservative politics, particularly regarding their political attitudes
on social issues and partisanship. However, there are plausible expectations, such as cohort
replacement, broader cultural influenceg] #me recent racial and ethnic diversification
among evangelicals, that these relationships may be changing, but they have yet to be
empirically and rigorously tested. Consisting of three stlade papers, this dissertation
seeks, then, to answer thihder research question. In the first paper, | address a
theoretical and methodological gap in the existitggatureon the young evangelicals
liberalizing thesis; | propose possible explanations for a Millennial political cohort, then
robustly test th liberalizing thesis. Contrary to popular conception, Millennial evangelicals
do not constitute a distinctive political generation, but they have moved away fr@emnhe

cohortds particul arl y Riogionipdsition.aimthsecdrelnt i f i cat i c

paper, |l ask if the cultural tide that has | if
has moved evangelical s6 stance as wel . The r
board have shifted. To lexcpiltaiiznenslhiopf,foert htahte «

navigating a course between their spiritual and civic roles on the issaenefexmarriage

and religious reinforcement, both of which receive empirical support. In the third paper, |



build a multilevel theory ofimmigration attitudes at the intersection of religion and

race/ethnicity, as orquarter of evangelicals are now rehite, on whom the research is

only emerging. My results support the Adual c
and religious coversion experiences may blend to form distinctive political views among

nonwhite evangelicals from relatively recent immigrant backgrounds. Together, these

findings suggest discernible shifts in evangelical politics, with implications for American

politics in the coming decades.
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PAPER ONE
The Coming Generation: The Politics of Millennial Evangelicals
fiSociety persists despite the mortality of its individual members, through processes of
demographic metabolism and particularly the annaélsion of birth cohorts. These
may pose a threat to stability but they also provide the opportunity for societal

transformation 0

Norman Ryder (1965, 843)

INTRODUCTION

The coming generation and its politics have perennially fascinated schotars wh
study evangelicalisrQuebedeaux 1980, Hunter 1984, 1993, Smith 1998, Penning and
Smidt 2002 Smith and Johnson 2010px 2007 Farrell 2011, PRRI 201Zmidt 2013,

Pelz and Smidt 201®iamant and Alper 2037 In the last ten years, popular accounts
have oftenportrayedyounger evangelicalss defecting from theonservative
Republicarpolitics and politicized faith of their evangelical elders (Kirkpatrick 2007,
PBS 2008Stepp 2011, Lee 20)15With a broadenedgendaMillennial evangelicals
appeara be bluer and greener as welhasre compassionatglobally-minded, and
tolerant, perhaps heralding a new brand of politissits core, theyoung evangelical
liberalizing thesis is about mass change through generational sucéetdsabis,
distinctive rising cohorts transforming society by replacing older generations.

Prima facie this Millennial evangelical narrative seems persuasive. For one, 9/11
deeply alered the world in which this generation came into political consciousness.
Demographically, Millennials are delaying major life markers, such as marriage and
parenthood; these fiemerging adultso are

and freedm, perhaps leading to more open attitudes (Arnett 2000). Moreover, the

expe



everyday milieus of these fAdigital nati veso
consumption of new technologies is increasing contact and changing how they relate to

and commauicate with one anothergj. For Millennialevangelicals specifically, the

strident politicized faith of their elders and the mainstream response to it have left a

profound impression (Kinnanman and Hawkats 1).

Empirical studies on this topic havetralways clearly articulated young
evangelicalsdé |iberalization as a cohort hyp
theyuse analytical approaches that confound cohort effects with age and period
influences, but yetake cohort conclusiong-or examplethe classic approach statically
compares younger evangelicals to their elders (e.g., Smith and Johnson 2010, Farrell
2011, Smidt and Pelz 2015, Diamant and Alpers 2017), bultily assumes that all
evangelicals converged at aarlierpoint and that divergence indicates a young
liberalizing trend (but an older conservatizing shift is plausible, tddpreover, though
the concept of Al i ber adnlyanestudydn the litdrtaturee nt | 'y i nv
providesa timetrendanalysis.Singley e ar fi sagegqpsdbnottdémonstrate
actual liberalization Parsingage, period, and cohartfluencesmatters if thampetus is
to understand enduring societansformationbecausageand period effects are often
impermanent, but geretional influences tend to last (Putnam and Campbell 2010)

Whether Millennial evangelicals will usher in a new era of politics depends on the
operating temporal influena@nd whether they constitute a distinctive political cohort
The present study, theseeks to rigorously test the young evangelicals liberalizing thesis

by providing clearer age, period, and cohort theoretical expectations and using more



appropriate analytical method<Overall, | do not find particularly compelling evidence

of a distnctive Millennial evangelical cohort.

LITERATURE REVIEW & THEORETICAL EXPECTATIONS

Age, period, andahorttheories. Do Millennial evangelicals constitute a political
generationnot because of their youth or because they live in a more prograssye
but because of their unique political socialization in the new millenniudingan
enduring, distinctiveollective political orientationan other wordsis Millennial
evangel i cal s 6 differénifrom ticose ofpokler sohostd, evafter|l y
accounting for lifestage and time effects? To address this questieformalage,
period, and cohort (APC) framework provides a useful theoretical and analytical
approach.

One explanation for Mill enninthelagimgoerangel i c a
life-cycle modeljife stage and circumstancegorm what is politically salient. The
political socialization literature has devoted much attention to youth and young adults
because early political developméntheorized to havelasting impact. Youth, it has
been argued, Ais the time to strive for 1inde
fidelity, and to find the relationship between the self and society. These characteristics
are likely to make youth critical of their eldesociety, and politics, and this has been
interpreted by some to indicate that youth hageradispositiodto generational conflict,
rebellion, and revolutiono (Brauhelfeart and Br
cycle theory assumebat individuals are malleablegs they ageheir political
disposition evolves with accumulated life experiences and/or the biopsychological

process. hitspur e form, Aindivi dureotd Bytnanmamch ge, but so



Campbell 201072). Empirically, earliestudies based on cresational surveys from
the 1960s to 1980save foundhat young people tend to disapprove of politics,
particularly on social issues, drift center and left of center politically, and lean liberal
relative to older individuals (Braungaand Braungart 1986, 210). Howeweith age
i ndi vi dual gicalfynaedoh cenai isgues,| e.gremarital sex and racial
prejudice conservatizéMarkus 1983Harding and Jencks 200Sears 1981). Other
research indicates that aging palfyi explains increased civic participation and voting
(Strateet al 1989, Plutzer 2002).

Another explanation looks to societyide phenomenand eventssuch as
dramatic political regime transitions and pervasive culiafalences, that induce change
in individualsacross all age groupsi\den massePeriodchanges can be rapid,
observable within a few years, and remarkable (Campbell and Putnam 2010, 74). The
dramaticrecentrisein support for marriage equgliis anexample (Baunach 2011
Baunach 2012). Despitee r i o d sugdestive empgical appeal, researchers
acknowledge thaheir theoretical causes and durability are often un¢{ekenn 2005,
Harding and Jencks 2003).

By contrast, in the pure generationab d e | , A i mdtchangeghua | s do
societydoesg ascohort replacemergltersits compositiorand characteristigg?utnam
and Campbell 2010, 72)Cohorttheoryincorporates both life y c | ed6s emphasi s or
devel opment a nhistonca and soaablacatienhhat gs ghe biological,
fthei mpr es s i on a théhei syteodheissg aolr jatniidenferadt he age, 0
differentially to form unique generatioflannheim1952, Ryder 1965, Alwin 1990,

Alwin et al 1991 ,Braungart and Braungat®86). Once political disposition is



establishedusually during late adolescence or young adulthibedmairs stable over

the life cours€Jennings, Stoker, and Bowers 2009, Sears and Funk 1999, Sears and
Valentino 1997, Krosnick and Alwin 1989, Alwi@ohen and Newcomb 1991).
Collectively, distinctive political socialization forms distinctive generations.

In his classic essay on generaspMannheim (1952) also argues foraative

consciousness, that WA[g]ener antmerecp as an actu
presence inéa historical and soci al region; o
destiny of this hi st or,histodachlci@umdtanses @.g..al uni t o

demographic shifts, urbanization, economic crises, technological aeiwents, and
cultural phenomena) combined with mobilization agents (e.g., organized networks,
intergroup and political conflicts, charismatic leadership) cargtabout a political
generatiod thatisiwhen an age group r e jgether,andt he exi st
attempts to redirect the course of politics
Braungart 1986, 217).

Young gangelicals:the coming gneration(3. As with the broader cohort
literature, the young liberalizing narrative has,decades, intrigued scholars who study
evangelicalism,but hese fit he comi ng ¢ etheeretiaallyiuocieay st udi e
and use analytical methods that do mdtustlytestthe cohort hypothesishus
confounding age, period, and cohort effdetanter 1984 1993,Penning and Smidt
2002, Smith and Johnson 2010, Farrell 2011, Pelz and Smidt 2BdaSgxample, in his
seminal work on the orthodoxyersusmodernityconflict, Hunter (1984, 1993argues
that education liberalizes and educated younggefaals in the early1980s

accommodated to secularization in their theology, morality, and polkiosvever,as



Jelen (1990) points ouunteits analysis idacking. FirstHunterimplicitly assumes
that younger evangelicals liberalized by divergirapfrolder evangelicals, bdbesnot
explicitly testthis hypothesisis he mainlcomparegounger evangelicals to orthodox
standards rather than to older generations. Settuter failsto consider period and
life-cycle effects.Jelen(1990)triesto address these deficiencies, using the 19987
General Social Survey&GS to examine the evangelical age gap on a range of issues
Estimating the conservative shares on each issue, he finds that, duringytea 15
period,evangelicals liberalized onlyn two issues, gay rights and feminism, and
conservatized on abortioMoreover, he testthe agealifference over timand reporta
significant, but stable gap, even after controlling for education and church attendance,
which suggestmostly life-cycle, not generational effects.

Penning and Smidt (2002po,reassesklunteb s ar gument s by compar
(1982 and 1996) generationsenfangelical collegians and seminarians. Tiray that,
relative to the 1982 cohort, the 1996 cohort (e.g., theX@es) maintained their
theological and moral strength, became more Republican and politically conservative, but
liberalized on policy attitudes (except capital punishment). They explain this
conservatizingyetliberalizing conundrum in terms otlative sssessmenthat is,
although young educated evangelicals became more liberal on issues, they felt more
conservative relative to the broader society (140). Interestingly, Penning and Smidt also
find that, during this period, tregegap between similartgducated younger and older
evangelicalad narrowed; moreovegyen in the miel990s, younger evangelicalere
becomingskepticalof mixing religion and politics too much, e.thgovert political

influence of religious right groups such as the Chrigfiaalition.



More recently, Cox (2007) reports that, between 2001 and 2007, young white
evangelicals became increasingly dissatisfied with George W. Bush and shifted away
from the Republican PartySmith and Johnson (201, however, dismiss the young
liberalizing thesis. They find, in the 2007 Baylor Religion Survey,yihiabgerand
older evangelicalare quite similar ofrdeology, abortion, gay rightsand the Iraq War;
the age gap is only significant on partisanship and environmental attitudes.relatige
toyoungnone vangel i cal s 6 yauegrewangalitafs| c bes aft vami sm se
even moresurprising.

In a more theoretical efforEarrell (2011) too, intuitsgenerationatorces
positingthree possible explanations for why youngegingelicals maye liberaizing.

The first is demographids fiemer gi ng a drednjpyingaroextéhdedl enni al s
period of freedom and explorationnfettered by adult rolesuch as marriagend

financial responsibilities, which lead to more libeeidencies.The secondhypothesis

is educational: Millennials are simply more educated than previous gensration

education liberalizes. Farrell, however, cas¢la¢ education explanation, citing earlier
research that suggests the Imky not hold ér evangelicals.The third explanation is

religious: For millennialsmoral authorityhas shifted from God to personal experience,

even as evangelicalism itself has become more experiential. Using the 2006 Panel Study
of American Religion and EthnicitydnamedPortrait of American Life Study), Farrell

finds that, except for abortion attitudes, younger evangelaamore liberalthan older
evangelicalon pornography, cohabitation, premarital sex, and ssgremarriage.

Relative to delayed marriagedaimcreased education, the shift ioral authority

consisterly explainstheevangelicahge gamn these issues



Usingthe 2007 Pew Religious Landscape Survey and the 2012 Religion and
Politics Surveythe most recent studyn this subject argues explicitly fpolitical
socializationandgenerationathange (Pelz and Smid015) Its authors attribute
Mil Il enni al ev a thgdetlihemfahe EliristipndRightcdohanges in the
evangelicapolitical environmeh Alternatively, they posityoung evangelicalmay be
unchanged because of what social identity theayld suggest Specifically, highly
religious evangelicalgegardlessf age would be more aware of4and outgroup
differences and most likely value their group membershigs such they would
conform to groupdefining poitical characteristics, but noin nongroup issues. Pelz and
Smidt thencomparehe strength of the religieand politics relationship for younger
evangelicals and older angelicals. Their summary findings presamuanced picture.
First, religiosity isstronglyassociateavith Republicanidentificationand antiabortion
attitudes amongoth age groupsHowever, on notsocial issues, e.g., teavironment,
foreign affars, and government helpingp¢ needy, there is less of a religious connection
for younger evangelicals Among Millennial evangelicalsliminished religious influence
is also observetbr ideology and views on homosexuality. Specifically, higigigious
Millennial evangelicalaremore liberal on these two dimensions comparesirtolarly-
religiousolder evangelicalsOverall while religious effects across the generations
outweigh the generational effects across the different religiosigyslethe région-and
politics rexus isthe weakestor Millennial evangelicals. The authors theenclude that
Millennial evangelicad aremarginally different fromtheir eldersbutthe political

implications of marginality could be significant.



Theoretical &pectations In sum, the literature on liberalizing young evangelicals
arguegnostly for a generational model, but does not explicitly articulate it or robustly
test it as such. Naurprisingly, theesults confound age, period, and cohort effects.
Theoretically, there are plausible conditions for Millennial evangelicals to emerge as a
distinctive political generationFarrell (2011) and Pelz and Smidt (20pBkitfour such
scenarios One,demographically, by delaying major life markek4llennial
evangelicalas expl or i ng A e mer gtodiffgringpdrspctivesand ar e mor e
enjoyincreased contact with individuals framhisparatebackgrounds Delayed marriage,
for example, seems tmpact views on social issues the most (Farrell 2011)., Two
Millennials are more educateand education is linked to tolerance, environmental
attitudes, and support for government action (Bibo and Licari 1989, ebai995,

Barker and Bearc2013 FroeseBader and Smiti2008. Three, Millennial
evangelicsd r el i gi o s (etgytheihviews ofitlee Bible, attendlance and
strength of affiliationsource of moral authorityresulting in diminished religis
influences on correlated political dimensidRelz and Smidt 2015).

Four, a concept morefticult to operationalize, the political and cultural
environment in which Millennial evangelisadrew up ismarkedlydifferent fromthat of

their predecessordXelz and Smidt (2015) write:

The generation of evangelicals prior to Millennials came difipal age during an era in

which leaders within the evangelical wing of Christianity, after decades of political
disengagement, embarked on an extraordinary level of political advocacy to defend
traditional position on abortion, marriage and religioumedfiom. These new religious
voices enlisted many evangelicals into thecaltbed culture war of the 1990s. More
importantly, this new environment patterned how evangelicals approached politics, as
religiosity became a strong predictor of conservative udlité on social issues,
particularly abortion, as well as support for the Republican Party. And, these
relationships were the strongest among those evangelicals who came of voting age during
this period of time (3).



For Millennials, they came of age ding theChristian Righdb s wani ng
devolving leadershipwilcox and Robinson 2010)in its steagdthe new leading
evangelicaloice®d such as Rick Warren, who delivered the Convocation Prayer at
President Obanda inauguration, and even Rusgdéthore, the current president of the
Ethics& Religious Liberty Commissiah soundmore norpartisan and espouse a
broader agenda thealls forcreation careglobal poverty alleviation, antbmpassionate
immigrationpolicy (Van Biema 2008, Golden 2012, Sahr2016). During the last ten
years, progressive evangelicals agsinedinfluence(Wallis 2005),while the
Democratic PartynderPresident Barack Obanl@gan courtingvangelicalsGibbs and
Duff 2007, Broder 2008Goodstein 2008). Moreovanany evagelicals reacted tthe
overt politicization of the faith andtheir resultanimageas intolerant, hypocritical, and
judgmental iManifesta 2008 Kinnaman and Lyons 2012).

The reactionarypoint is significant because the classic definition of a aliti
generation, as articulated by Mannheind others, involves a consciagsactbn against
the status quo and tutowardanalternativevision. From this perspective, one would
expectMillennial evangelicalg¢o react byshifting leftward, away from thRepublican
Party andhe highlypoliticized sociaissues. However, it is unclear whether the
alternative is an active shift toward themocratic Partyversus a mere turn away from
the Republican Party) and increasingly liberal views on social isseesié a new
emphasis on nesocial issues).

To these fouconditions | would include a fifth Twentyfirst-century technology
and globalization may be alterifgi | | e madesaof cendmunican and even social

interaction in ways that impact theirlgal orientation. For example, going on

1C

days

al



internationaimissions trig or attending churches with a missional emphasis may have
exposed and connected many evangejioaths tathe broader worldgFanning 2009,
Barna2008. Broadened social contad@lso through attendingublic schools andsing
social media, for examplgpo, mayhave mainstreamegbungerevangelicals and
increased their interactions with diverse social groups and contexts, such as LGBTQ
peers Of course, these pervasive forces may be at work to influence all groups. Thus,
the generationahesishingeson the uniqueconfluence of social, political, historical,

cultural, economic, religiougnddemographidactorsand how theyifferentially shape

eachperiods | mpr gensrationnab | e
Altogether theseconditionsare expectetb shift Millennial evangelica® p ol i t i ¢ s,
but a key question somwhom or whatantowh om or what ? That i s,

could benefit from a clearer agtital conceptualization, e.g., in an absolute or relative
sense against a specific standardroup e.g.,contemporary older evangelicals
previous gaerations of young evangelicals, or contemporary youngenangelicals.

If the comparison is witblder evangelicals, then omeeds talemonstrateither
the emergence of an age gap (i.e., both groups held the same position at a prior point) or
that the existing age gap has widened overtie.is napshot 6 gap is insu
cohort argumentbe@use it does nahdicate movementYet only Jelen (1990has
analyzed the evangelical age gap aweittiple years, and he finds a stable age gap
between 1973 and 1987, which he interpretd§asycleinfluences (although, he
acknowledgeshat the 15year analytical window may not be long enough to detect true
generational changesJeleids resultssuggest plausible narrative of political mellowing

with aging. Particularly for evangelicals, religiosity may strengthen that conne€&twn.
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example research suggests that young adults experience diminished religious
participation (albeit nohecessarilyeligious salience), but as they move through life,
marrying and becoming parents, they return to the church (Uecker, RegedW aaler
2007, Wuthnow2010. These considerations combined with research that links
increasing religiosity with conservative politics among evangelicals (Layman 2001,
Layman and Hussey 2007, Gughal 2006) provide a tenable aging explanation for why
younger evangelicals ppar to be more liberal, babnservatizes they age. In other
words, at any given point, younger evangelicals will appear more liberal than older
evangelicals, but over time, there is not a collective leftward améng evangelicals
Moreover, br younger evangelicals to be liberalizing in the youagsusold framework,
they need t@lemonstrate aabvious leftwardnove andnot older evangelicals
conservatizing.

A more rigorous cohort test also needs more than a yearsgisold comparison.
Current young evangelicals should be comparqurégiouscohortsof younger
evargelicals as well. That is, relative to older generations as young adilksnial
evangelicals should exhibit distinctive characteristics and political socialization in an
altered milieu, leading to a disparate lifelong political trajectory. Moreover, the
reactionary impetus would suggest that Millennial evangelicals are more likely to diverge
and pursue their own course on the politicized dimensions of theid fdithevagelicat
GOP nexus and the ¢ u | waraissees of abortion and sarsex marriage.That said,
even a turn away from older cohorts, as current elders or previous young adults, does not
default to a | eftward embr ace agaibshnors , fil i

evangelical young adults as well.

12
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Finally, to detect true cohort contours, tieal analytical challenge to estimate
age, period, and cohagffectssimultaneouslywhich is notoriously difficul{Glenn
1976, 1995Masonet al 1973, Yangand Land 2013).This paper, then, seeks to address
the gaps in the young evangelicals liberalizing literature and offer a more rigorous test.
Hypothesis:Controlling for age and periodMillennials evangelical{those who
turned age 18&fter 2000)exhbit distinctive political attitudes and orientation,
especially on politicized social issues and partisan identificatibmt is, a
Millennial cohort pattern is observed for these political measures.
DATA & METHODS
Data. As repeated crossectionaldata, the 1972014 cumulative General Social
Surveys (GSS)ra quite appropriate for APC analysis. Theyraagonally
representative, fielded by multistaggratified probability sampling for generalizable
findings and allowesearchetoconstrucfi snhet i ¢ cohortso with detai
level variables (Glenn 2005, Yang and Land 2018)portantly, thefi r e | methaddad
categorization of the major religious traditidresedprimarily on denominational
affiliation, could be applied to all the ey yearsyielding a consistent evangelical
identificationover four decadeSteenslane@t al 2000). | use the corrected r e | t r a d 0O
operationalization (Stetzer and Burge 201%er convention in the literature and
because cohort analysisis moreusef f or fAc | o de dhosepramm@odt at i ons,

movemend areprimarily through birtls and deathd examine white evangelicals only

(Jelen 1990, Wilcox 1990, Glenn 2005).

1 Stetzer and Burge (2016) find that the origifial e | ¢oding thited to sort respondents who claim
AChristiand generally and those who report finterden:
category. As a resul t, dopéraionalipethwith the ondinalGadikkgs t r ad 0 e v an
been underestimated for numerous sunyegrs particularly since 1998.
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Dependentariables In analyzingMillennial evangelicalgpolitics, | focus o

partisanship, ideology, abortion and sases marriage attitudes (i.e., the two politicized

Aculture warso issues) as well as views on e
i ssues on the broadened Anew evangelical 06 ag
For partisanship and ideology, Irecdis t r ong Republican, 0 Anot
Republican, 06 and Aindependent, nsether Republ i c
analogous responses foemocratic identification. Similarly, for ideology, | recode
Aextr emedryv a&toi ve, 0 fAiconservative, 0 and fAslig
and do the same for the anal ogous dliberalo
Ai ndependent o and Aothero and ideological i n
ARepubdndamdonservativeo does not def aul t o
identification, respectively.
Forabortion | add the six legal scenarios (i.@.strong chance of serious defect,
seriously endangevomarts health, pregnancy a result of rape, marbigdvants no
more children, lowincome cannot afford more children, amamarried). For tolerance, |
add the three civil liberties questioredating tohomosexualsi.e., allowing a
homosexual to make a speech in your commuarigyteach inacollege or universitynot
removingapublic librarybook favoring homosexuality written by a homosdxdawith
these two measures, higher values indicate more progressive posli@ts/o spending
2To capture GSSo6s precise wording, which matters in p
paper | wuse fihomosexual sd0 as opposetmrmhasbecdBBTQ i ndi vi

anachronistic in our contemporary discourse.
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guestions ask abo@itmprovingand protectingtheenvr on ment 0 ahed #dAwel f ar e

responsesrang@éto3f r om At oofikhbbuterigdt, ©o and Atoo m

Independentariables The key unitof analysis is birth cohortsTheoretically,
generations could be demarcated by general historical cond#igngjcant events
particula to a movement (e.g., feminist aaldortion),demographic trendgeitgeistor a
combination of the biological and sodstorical (Sapiro 1980, Wilcox and Carr 2010,
Strauss and Howe 1991, Pew 28)15The issue/movemexriven approach is
theoretically appealing, but there has not beesteith theoretical work on identifying
political periods particular tthe evangelicalsThus, | define Millennials using the
standard operationalization in the literature, iredjviduak born afte 1982, who turned
18 beginning in 2000.

While generations usualgpan 15 to 20 year&r more granular analysds;ode
cohortsin two ways: oneby the decade which they turned age 18€., the®0s,80s,
0/0s,6 6 0 s, et eyearbidhryehr intenvaldinithe following sections, |
intentionally use the term Acohorto to
mean | onger spans, for example, 15 to
technically, referrig to when respondents turned age 18thépaper, | focus primarily
on the cohorts who came of age in the 1960stlagdafter, because thé&0s cohort is the
oldestone in the GS%or which therearedata on cohort members in their twenfiesa
fairer comparison with Millennial§for example, the youngest age in 88s cohort is
31, but the oldest age among Millennials is 8@ there would be not age overlap with the

old cohort3. In the cumulative GSS, among white evangelicals (byithee | t r ad 0

3 The GSS prompt for the spending questions stifesare faced with many problems in this country,
none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively.

1t
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definition), there are 316 Millennial800/a10s cohorf), 863 respondents #®0s cohort,
1760 in the®B0s cohort, 2614 in th&0s cohort, and 2464 in ti@0s cohortbut the
cohort sizes are smaller for some of the dependent variablesbecaug GSS6s spl it
design®
Another ley independent variable is age; per convention in the cohort literhture,
operationalize Ayoungo as under age 30 in mo
where | comparillennial evangelicals tpreviauscohortsof young adults (please see
below section for description) use age 32 as the ceilibgcause the oldest Millennial in
the cumulative 1972014 GSS is age 32 and | can compare all Millennials as young
adults to earlier cohorts of young aduiighe same age brackeln the multivariate
Hierarchical AgePeriodCohort CrossClassified Randorkffects Model{fHAPC-
CCREMSs, please see below section for descriptioimclude theconventional
covariatesgender (dichotomous), agelfite evangelicagiroup centeretl continuous
and squared edwcation (dichotomous: college degyemaritd status (dichotomous:
married, parental status (dichotomousggion @dichotomousSouth), urbanicity
(dichotomouscity), loggedreal income \White evangelical gngp centeredgontinuous),
religiousattendancedichotomous: weekly strength of religious affiliation

(dichotomous: strong), political party identification (categofidakpublican, Democrat,

4 Because there are only 22 white Millennial evangelicals who turned age 18 in the 2010s, | include them
with the 2000s cohort.

5 By dependent variable, there are 315 Millennials evangelicals for the party ID variables, 288 for the
ideology variables, 172f abortion, 185 for gay rights tolerance, 144 for environmental spending, and 145
for welfare spending.

6 For continuous variables, the literature recommends centering; there are several ways to center, and | use
the group mean for white evangelicals] agpect mean age and real income to vary by race and religious
tradition.

" The first category listed after the parenthesis for the categorical variables is the omitted category.
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Independent, other), and political ideology (categoricalseprative, moderate, liberal).
Cohortsare grouped ifive-year intervals, and peridsd specified asinglesurvey yees.
Analytical gpproach Analytically for each dependent variable, I first test the
evangelical age gap (younger than age 30 versus age 30 and older) between 1972 and
2014, in pooled fiveyear intervals. The emergence or widening of an age gap driven by
younger evangelicals trending left,tradder evangelicals trending right, could support a
liberalizing narrative. On the other handstable age gap would suggest adiifg-cycle
influences. Moreover, this perspective allows us to observe not only the evangelical age
gap over time, but wo younger and older evangelicals compare to previous generations
of younger and older evangelicals. This aerial view can also reveal period inflLience

all age groups move in a similpattern | use OLS to test the statistical significance of

theageg a p , regressing an fA<age 300 duwdehy on

five-year period (partisan and ideology are estimatqar@sotions andattitudinal
measuressmean scores).

Second, | test the cohort gap comparing Millennial evangelicadsevious
cohorts of young evangelicals. As noted earlier, because the top age for the Millennials
is age 32 in the analytical sample (i.e., individuals born in 1982 and thereatfter), for this
second of set analysis, | use the age 18 to 32 range tedefiny oung adul t s.
OLS to test the statistical difference between Millennial evangelicals and previous
cohorts of white young evangelicals. Effectively, this method controls for age effects,
and statistical differences between Millennials afuer cohorts of young adults could

suggest a distinct Millennial cohdtt.

8] also test the cohort gap for older evangelicals across the decaddsserves as a proxy period control.
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Third, | test the evangelical gap among white young adults over the decades. |
regress an fAdAevangelical o dummy on the eight
under age @ for each fiveyear period. If the evangelical gap among young adults
narrows because Millennial evangelicals are trending left, not becaussavaongelical
Millennials are moving to thaght, then the shift could potentially point Millennial
evangeklals liberalizing.

Estimatingindependentohort influences requires controllifigr age, period and
cohort simultaneously (Yang and Land 2013). However, doing so encounters the classic
APC identification problem: the exact linear dependency betwesrcagortand period
(i.e., age + birth year/cohort = period) when these three variabiés are ba=d on the
same length of time, such as ondive years. Moreover the independent effects of age,
period, and cohort on a specific outcome may ndinear or additive (Yang and Land
2013). Fordecades, APC analysts have attempted to overtoenidentificatiorproblem
with variousapproaches based on assumptions and constraints that may or may not be
theoretically justifiable and result in biasedi@sites, e.g., dropping one of the time
variables, constraining the variables in different time intervals, or transforming them into
nonlinear relationships (Yang and Land 2006, Yang 28@8g and Land 2008, 2013

Yang and Land@rguethat the Hierarchiel Age-PeriodCohort Cros<Classified
RandomEffects Model (HAPGCCREM) overcomes these obstacles by exploitieg
structure ofepeated crossectional data This model alsoffers substantive and
statistical advantages relative to the fbeffibctsmodel (Yang and Land 2008ang and
Land 2013). Essentially, repeated cresstional data are multilevel designs, in which

A1 ndi-lkeveldhservations are nested in, and cidassified simultaneously by, the
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two higherlevel social contexts definddy t i me peri od and birth col
2013, 192). Il n other words, Arespondents ar
peri odso (Yan§6. incahtratt to a fixeddrtd Bodel, a mixedffects
(or hierarchical) approach: 1) doaot assume fixed age, period, and cohort effects, thus
resolving the linear, additive problem); 2) reveals statistically how contextual historical
and cohort forces could influence individuals; and 3) allows for the inclusion of
individual and contextuaxplanatory covariates.
The basic HAPC model belongs to the class of mixed linear models. The Level 1
model specifies individudkvel explanatory and outcome variables, with an intercept,
fixed slope coefficients, and a random error term. The Leveldhuses Level 1
coefficients as outcomes and includes intercepts and raeffents coefficients for
period and cohort. dpecifythe general modeis follows:
Level 1 -oel Iiafimdd enl :
(EQ1) Outcomex = bok + b1AGEik + b1sAGE?k + [bsIDEOLOGYik] + [bsPARTY
IDiik] + baMALE ik + bsMARRIEDiik + bePARENTik + b7COLLEGEjk + bsSOUTH;j +
boCITY ik + b1cATTENDik + b11 AFFILHATION STRENGTHik + bi2 (logged) AMILY
INCOMEij + ik

Level 2 oacre | il bdoe t moedeenl
(EQ2) boik = go+ myj+ nok

Combined model:
(EQ3) Outcomex = gp+ b1AGEjk + b2AGE?ik +  émj + Nok + Eik

andi= 1, Bgindivddpals within cohorf and periodk;
j= 1 ,,2Xfive-year birth cohort¥
k=1, é , [21-28] survey periods

91n the party identification and ideology models, | do not include party ID or ideology, respectively, as a
covariate. Also, | do not include feelings about Bible because the GSS only began to survey this question in
1984.

0 The oldest birth cohoit the HAPGCCREMswas born betweeh886 and 1890 and turned 18 between

1904 and 1908. The youngest birth cohort was born between 1991 and 1996 and turned age 18 between
2009 and 2014.
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In this randormintercept model, only the Levélintercept varies randomly from
cohort to cohort and period to period, and the Level 1 coefficients, or slopes, dmjnot.
is the fAcell mean, 0O or t he jandesunseyeeéinof all r e
periodk. Thebs are the Level fixed effects or coefficient estimates of the induaé
level explanatory variablegp, the model intercept, is theagrd mean of all the
individuals;andmjis the contribution of cohoyjtaveraged over all periods, or the
residual random effect of cohgron boj, in other words, theelativecohort effect.
Similarly, nokis the contribution of periok averaged over all cohorts, or thedative
period effect (Yang and Land 2013, 197he HAPC modes$pecified as logistic
regressionsan be used for dichotaus dependent variables. For the attitudinal
dependent variables, the HARTCREMSs are OLS. In this papéreport the age and
periodestimates, buibcus on the cohatparticulaty those born after 1981.
While recent studies have utilized the repeatiex$s sectional survey data and the
HAPC model to examine political outcomes (e.g., Frenk, Yang, and Land 2013,
Schwadel and Garneau 2014)ecognizehat the APC methodologicdkbate is far from
settled (Glenn 2005, Luo 2013)ndeed, to precisely and neatly estimate the independent
effects of age, peri od, and cohort may indee
not the intent of this paper (nor is it my objective toatbe this methodological debate
or present a primarily methodological exercis&€he simple aim here is not to adjudicate
among statistical APC strategies, butitilize the APC framework to rigorously test a

thesis that has been hitherto mostly assuanegkamined with methodeadequatédor

1 The partisan, ideology, and spemglivariables have 28 survey periods (i.e., years) in the HAPC
CCREMSs, beginning with 1974, because that is the first survey year with data on ideology. Abortion
attitudes have 27 periods, and gay rights tolerance, 24 periods.
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the claims implicitly or explicitly stated. Assudh, am gui ded by one APC

advice:abandon the quest to separate the APC effects vattigion and absolute

certaintyforir easonabl e juefgfeenetnd & wdiomg ttheory, si
common sense, and vari o®kennkRO05R8).s of statistic
FINDINGS

Partisan dentification. Figurel.1A presents the partisan age gap from the 1972
to 2014. Over these four decades, all whi@ngelicals became more Republican and
less Democratic. It may be interesting to observe that, in the 1970s, white evangelicals
were more blue than red, and the Republican surge of the 1980s appears to have moved
younger evangelicals more than older eeiogls, particularly at its peak in the early
1990s when the then younger evangelicals were the most Republican (about 60 percent)
cohort of the entire analytical sample. Since then, younger evangelicals have shifted
away from Republican identificatioma @dip in the late 1990s and again in the early
2010s). Interestingly, for the first time in the GSS, young evangelicals in the new
millennium moved toward the Democratic Party. As a result, in-2@]1@he Republican
age gap has widened and is marginsigjnificant, due primarily to younger evangelicals
becoming less Republican. At thersatime, the Democratic age gags also
disappeared, due to younger evangelicals becoming more Democratic since the early

2000sandolder evangelicals becoming slightess so (Table.1).
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Table 11: Evangelical Age Gap ovethe Decades

Republican Democrat Conservative Liberal
Share

Period Older  Younger Diff. Older  Younger  Diff. Older  Younger Diff. Older  Younger Diff.

197274 0.35 0.34 0.00 0.54 0.47 -0.07 0.39 029 -0.11 0.21 0.27 0.06
197579 0.32 0.33 0.01 0.55 0.48 -0.07 0.43 0.27 -0.16 0.18 0.30 0.12
198084 0.35 0.40 0.04 0.51 0.43 -0.09 0.44 0.37 -0.07 0.16 0.23 0.07
198589 0.45 0.52 0.07 0.45 0.34 -0.11 0.44 0.36 -0.08 0.17 0.19 0.02
199094 0.49 0.61 0.12 0.39 0.26 -0.13 0.48 0.40 -0.08 0.17 0.18 0.02
199599 0.52 0.54 0.02 0.34 0.24 -0.10 0.50 0.43 -0.07 0.14 0.14 0.00
200004 0.55 0.54 -0.02 0.28 0.20 -0.08 0.50 0.35 -0.16 0.13 0.19 0.06
200509 0.54 0.55 0.01 0.28 0.26 -0.01 0.53 0.49 -0.04 0.12 0.17 0.05
201014 0.56 0.47 -0.09 0.26 0.28 0.02 0.55 041 -0.14 0.12 0.18 0.06

Evangelical Age Gap wer the Decades (cont'd)
Abortion Tolerance Environment Welfare
Mean Score

Period Older  Younger Diff. Older  Younger  Diff. Older  Younger Diff. Older  Younger Diff.

197274 3.68 3.93 0.25 1.03 1.71 0.68 1.66 131 -0.35 2.39 2.37 -0.02
197579 3.50 3.88 0.39 1.08 157 049 1.71 1.43 -0.29 2.48 2.42 -0.05
198084 3.36 3.75 0.39 1.22 1.61 0.39 1.72 1.44 -0.28 2.43 2.26 -0.17
198589 3.34 3.51 0.17 1.45 1.69 0.24 1.47 133 -0.14 2.36 2.18 -0.17
199094 3.49 3.47 -0.02 1.76 1.88 0.13 1.53 1.37 -0.16 2.48 2.34 -0.14
199599 3.14 3.14 0.00 1.88 229 041 1.67 1.37 -0.30 2.48 2.48 0.00
200004 2.96 264 -0.32 1.93 2.33 0.40 1.61 1.37 -0.23 2.34 2.40 0.06
200509 2.99 204 -0.95 2.02 235 0.33 1.55 142 -0.14 2.35 2.26 -0.10
201014 2.77 2.83 0.07 2.26 2.55 0.29 1.79 1.46 -0.32 2.46 2.30 -0.16

Source: General Social Surveys

(weighted)

Note: For simpler presentatiobpld indicates statistical significance at the p<0.05; italic indicates marginal statistical
significance at the p<0.10 levedtandard errors, pvalues, and Ns are available upon request.
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Fig. 1.1A. Partisan Age Gap, White Evangelicals, 1972014
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That said, in 20144, nearly one in two Millennial evangelicals was still a
Republican, but only one in four, a Democrat (Tdb®. Compared to earlier cohorts
of young evangelicals (age 32 and younger here), Millennials are marginally less
Republican than the 690s cohort, about the s
more so than the 0 712sigwmedldA);byscOngastctirerearenos ( Tab |

analogous cohort differences among older evangelicals (results not shown), which serves

as a period control, meaning that, accounting for both age and period, cohort effects seem

to persist.

Table 1.2: Young Evangelical Cohort Gap
Cohorts
(Decade Republican Democratic Conservative Liberal Abortion Tolerance Environment Welfare
turned
age 18) Share Diff. Share Diff. Share Diff. Share Diff. Mean Diff. Mean Diff. Mean Diff. Mean Diff.
'00/10s 0.50 0.25 0.42 0.17 2.45 2.50 1.43 2.29
1990s 0.57 0.07 024 -002 040 -0.02 017 0.00 271 026 225 -0.24 142 0.00 2.37 0.08
1980s 0.53 0.03 031 0.06 040 -0.02 017 000 339 094 188 -062 134 -0.09 232 0.03
1970s 0.43 -0.07 0.40 0.15 035 -0.07 024 0.07 372 128 167 -083 140 -0.03 230 0.01
1960s 0.33 -0.17 0.51 025 033 -009 027 010 391 146 173 -0.77 1.40 -0.03 250 0.22

Source: General Social Survefygeighted)
Note: For simpler presentatiobpld indicates statistal significance at the p<0.0&nd italic indicates marginal statistical significance at tt
p<0.10levef r om t he 0 ;0st@Gndavderéors,@ealuesrand)Ns are available upon request.
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In 201014, the Republican evangelical gap among white young adults also
narrowed, primarilbecause young evangelicals became less Republican, a pattern not
observed among their n@vangelical peerd-{gure1.3A, Tablel.3). The Democratic
evangelical gap, on the other hand, has been vacillating since the earlyr@abig due
to a Democraticlip among youngnonevangelicals in the late 2000s. Altogether, the
partisanship findings suggest that, since 2010, young evangelicals are shifting toward the

Democratic Party.

Table 1.3: Evangelical Gap anong YoungWhite Adults over the Decades

Republican Democrat Conservative Liberal
Share
Non- Non- Non- Nor+
Period Evan. Evan. Diff. Evan. Evan. Diff. Evan. Evan. Diff. Evan. Evan. Diff.
197274 0.34 0.27 0.07 0.47 0.51 -0.04 0.28 0.14 0.14 0.27 0.49 -0.22
197579 0.33 0.26 0.07 0.48 0.53 -0.05 0.27 0.20 0.07 0.30 0.44 -0.15
198084 0.40 0.36 0.04 0.43 0.44 -0.01 0.37 0.24 0.13 0.23 0.34 -0.12
198589 0.52 0.49 0.03 0.34 0.36 -0.02 0.35 0.29 0.07 0.19 0.33 -0.13
199094 0.61 0.46 0.15 0.26 0.37 -0.11 0.40 0.31 0.09 0.19 0.35 -0.17
199599 0.54 0.34 0.20 0.24 0.40 -0.15 0.43 0.25 0.17 0.14 0.36 -0.22
200004 0.54 0.33 0.21 0.20 042 -0.22 0.34 0.27 0.08 0.19 0.33 -0.15
200509 0.55 0.29 0.26 0.26 0.37 -0.11 0.49 0.29 0.20 0.17 0.37 -0.20
201014 0.47 0.29 0.18 0.28 0.44 -0.17 0.39 0.24 0.15 0.18 0.36 -0.18
Abortion Tolerance Environment Welfare
Mean Score
Non- Nor+ Non- Non-
Period Evan. Evan. Diff. Evan. Evan. Diff. Evan. Evan. Diff. Evan. Evan. Diff.
197274 3.93 457 -0.64 1.71 2.44 -0.73 1.31 1.18 0.13 2.37 2.21 0.16
197579 3.88 4.40 -0.52 1.57 229 -0.72 1.42 1.30 0.12 2.42 2.34 0.08
198084 3.75 4.31 -0.56 1.61 236 -0.75 1.44 1.32 0.11 2.26 2.26 0.00
198589 3.51 4.13 -0.63 1.69 241 -0.72 1.33 1.24 0.09 2.18 2.12 0.07
199094 3.47 4.36 -0.89 1.89 263 -0.75 1.37 1.21 0.17 2.34 2.21 0.13
199599 3.14 4.28 -1.14 2.29 2.68 -0.39 1.37 1.27 0.10 2.47 2.40 0.07
200004 2.64 3.85 -1.21 2.33 275 -0.42 1.37 1.32 0.06 2.40 2.25 0.15
200509 2.04 3.90 -1.86 2.35 2.63 -0.28 1.42 1.22 0.19 2.25 2.13 0.12
201014 2.83 3.96 -1.13 2.55 2.81 -0.27 1.46 1.32 0.14 2.30 2.31 -0.01

Source: General Social Survefygeighted)
Note: For simpler presentatiobpld indicates statistal significance at the p<0.0&nd italic indicates marginal statistical significance ¢
the p<0.10 levelgtandard errors, pvalues, and Ns are available upon request.
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Fig. 1.3A. Partisan Evangelical GapWhite Young Adults, 19722014

Controlling for age, period, and the other covariates, the overall cohort effect
seems to be marginally significant for partisan identification among white evangelicals,
per covariance parameter estimates in the HERXREM (Tablel.4). While there are
aging, or lifecycle, effects particularly for Democratic identification, the more
compelling temporal influence on partisanship appears to be period effepise 1.4A
presents the cohort effects on Republican and Democratic identification specifically.
Overall, the figrand meanodo estimates on the F
entire analytical sample of white evangelicals are 53 percent and 34 percent, respectively.
Observing the specific birth cohorts (grouped by-biegh-year intervals)it appears that
the cohorts who ficame of age, o0 i.e., turned
1990s were particul aa088 RepoabhdcReagwnt admhae
cohort being the most GOP. More recent cohorts, however, haveeatkilitheir
Republican identification, with the Millenni
analytical sampl-reed <o téred rs ifiRielpaurb Itiac aenmvangel

in the 1960s. From a Democratic identification perspective,dhagest cohort, those
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who came of age during the Obama administration (ZW2t), appears to have become
more Democratic (albeit not significantly so in a statistical sense). Altogether, the
evidence on partisanship does seem to support my hypothekésirvéil evangelicals are
shifting away from the particularly Republican identification of their immediate

predecessors and toward the Democratic Party.

Table 1.4: Hierarchial Age-Period-Cohort Cross-Classified RandomEffects Model$ Age, Period, & Cohort Effectsd White Evangelicals

Republican Democrat Conservative Liberal Abortion  Gay Rights Environment  Welfare

Estimate

Age -0.003 0.007 0.009 -0.009 0.007 -0.011 0.007 0.001
Age-sq 0.0004 -0.0002 -0.0004 0.0001 0.0001 -0.0003 0.0000 0.0001

0-6 scale 1-3 scale 1-3 scale

Pred. Prob. Eigg Pred. Prob. E:gg (6=pro ()(-é’,:fgla)le (3=too (3=too
’ ' choice) ’ much) much)

Level-1 intercept/grand mean 0.53 0.34 0.44 0.14 3.65 2.26 1.62 2.42
1974 0.46 0.43 0.44 0.15 4.06 1.76 1.66 231
1975 0.42 0.45 0.44 0.14 3.87 1.70 2.30
1976 0.42 0.44 0.44 0.14 3.93 1.93 1.77 2.57
1977 0.44 0.46 0.44 0.15 4.21 1.69 1.71 2.55
1978 0.46 0.39 0.44 0.15 3.72 1.68 2.60
1980 0.41 0.41 0.44 0.14 4.04 1.78 1.85 2.57
1982 0.48 0.41 0.44 0.13 3.95 1.82 1.75 242
1983 0.43 0.47 0.44 0.14 3.53 1.65 2.36
1984 0.50 0.39 0.44 0.12 3.76 2.08 1.57 2.40
1985 0.57 0.37 0.44 0.14 3.81 1.90 1.52 242
1986 0.53 0.35 0.44 0.13 1.57 2.33
1987 0.53 0.38 0.44 0.14 3.63 2.03 1.56 2.39
1988 0.57 0.35 0.44 0.14 3.59 2.08 1.50 2.26
1989 0.57 0.33 0.44 0.14 3.80 2.29 141 2.37
1990 0.55 0.36 0.44 0.14 3.70 211 1.46 2.32
1991 0.62 0.28 0.44 0.14 3.69 2.17 1.44 2.33
1993 0.58 0.31 0.44 0.14 3.61 2.30 1.65 251
1994 0.58 0.30 0.44 0.14 3.89 2.32 1.58 2.60
1996 0.61 0.28 0.44 0.12 3.64 245 1.70 2.56
1998 0.55 0.30 0.44 0.14 3.40 241 1.59 241
2000 0.58 0.26 0.44 0.12 3.42 2.55 1.58 2.33
2002 0.59 0.28 0.44 0.12 3.23 2.63 1.73 2.32
2004 0.59 0.27 0.44 0.15 3.24 2.39 1.53 241
2006 0.59 0.25 0.44 0.13 3.24 2.54 1.50 2.33
2008 0.57 0.29 0.44 0.12 3.38 2.58 1.60 2.35
2010 0.55 0.30 0.44 0.13 3.38 271 1.70 2.38
2012 0.59 0.26 0.44 0.13 3.46 2.82 1.74 2.39
2014 0.60 0.24 0.44 0.12 3.30 2.99 1.68 2.53
190408 0.54 0.33 0.44 0.14 3.60 2.26 1.62 242
190913 0.54 0.31 0.44 0.14 3.59 2.27 1.61 242
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191418 0.53 0.35 0.44 0.13 3.79 2.26 1.60 2.41
191923 0.56 0.31 0.43 0.14 3.48 2.26 1.63 2.41
192428 0.55 0.33 0.43 0.14 3.81 2.27 1.65 2.41
192933 0.52 0.37 0.44 0.13 3.71 2.26 1.60 2.41
193438 0.47 0.45 0.44 0.14 3.59 2.26 1.66 2.46
193943 0.48 0.44 0.44 0.14 3.66 2.26 1.64 2.40
194448 0.49 0.41 0.44 0.14 3.82 2.26 1.60 2.41
194953 0.50 0.39 0.44 0.13 3.72 2.26 1.64 2.40
195458 0.49 0.40 0.45 0.13 3.69 2.26 1.64 2.43
195963 0.54 0.35 0.44 0.14 3.67 2.26 1.61 2.44
196468 0.51 0.35 0.43 0.14 3.67 2.29 1.57 2.45
196973 0.54 0.33 0.43 0.15 3.71 2.28 1.61 2.40
197478 0.58 0.28 0.44 0.14 3.71 2.26 1.60 2.34
197983 0.57 0.30 0.44 0.13 3.70 2.26 1.64 2.40
198488 0.59 0.27 0.45 0.13 3.67 2.25 1.62 2.41
198993 0.58 0.28 0.45 0.13 3.68 2.26 1.63 2.42
199498 0.57 0.29 0.44 0.14 3.36 2.26 1.63 2.43
199903 0.54 0.29 0.44 0.13 3.41 2.28 1.60 2.41
200408 0.52 0.29 0.44 0.14 3.45 2.26 1.64 2.44
200914 0.52 0.38 0.44 0.13 3.72 2.26 1.62 2.41
N 9838 9838 9838 9838 6449 6188 5465 5513
Covariance Parameter Est. Estimate

Period 0.08 0.12 0.00 0.02 0.09 0.13 0.01 0.01
Cohort 0.03 0.08 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fit Statistic

-2 Res Log Pseudbikelihood 44282.7  44446.9 44398.4  49562.0

-2 Res Log Likelihood 25940.9 19416.9 11401.1 12260.4

Source: General Social Surveys

(weigted)

For simpler presentation, bold indicates that the estimate is statistically significant at the p<0.05 level, and italade ihdit the estimate is
marginally significant at the p<0.10 level. Standard errorsigtues, and Ns are available upon requestevel 1 covariates include gender, marital
status, parenthood, educational attainment, region, city, party identification, ideology, religious attendance, stresiigfiows affiliation, and real

income.

T DT [ | T

Fig. 1.4A. Partisan Cohort Effect, WhiteEvangelicals
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Ideology Figurel.1B presents four decades of ideological-ggp trends.
Overall, it appears that all evangelicals became slightly more conservative and slightly
less liberal since the 1970s, and that young evangelicals have beenlgérssal
conservative and more liberal than older evangelicals, intimating conservatizing aging
influences. The magnitude of the age gap, however, has varied over the decades, driven
primarily by young r e v angel i cSpdcifically, inahe mdsécant permas,
the gap widened in the early 2000s, because young evangelicals became less
conservative, but then surged in conservatism during the late 2000s, only to dip again in
the early 2010s. However, this fluctuation in conservativism among yexangelicals
is not observed in their liberal identification, as both younger and older evangelicals have
thus far held steady in their liberal ideology in the new millennium.

From a cohort perspective, compared to previous cohorts of young evangelicals,

Mi ll ennials are no different from the 690s

a

|l i beral than t he 0 ZXZ2Kgurall?l), ap&Etérsnotoloséreed t s ( Tabl

among the different cohorts of older evangelicals (results not shdviglires1.3B and
Tablel.3 do not suggest that the ideological evangelical gaps among white young adults
in the new millennium are narrowing. Again, the outlier seems to be a conservat

bump (49 percent) among young evangelicals in ZMDSisregarding that data point,
conservatism among young evangelicals in the new millennium may have declined
slightly after peaking in the late 1990s, but liberalism is by no means surging among

young evangelicals, or youngpn-evangelicals, for that matter.
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Fig. 1.3B.ldeological Evangelical Gap, White Young Adults, 1972014

Once age and period, along with the covariates, are considered, the temporal
influence that remains is aging or égcle (albeit there are some small, but-non
significant, period variations in liberalism over time, and the overall period effects are
margnally significant, TableL.4). Indeed, the cohort lines from Talild for

conservative and liberal ideology among white evangelicals would be virtually flat (not
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graphed), and the covariance parameter estimates suggest an overall lack of cohort effect

as well. In sum, the evidenceuscompelling for a distinct ideological Millennial cohort.
Abortion Recent studieBnd that younger generations, especially Millennials,

aremore antiabortion than previous generations, driven, it seems, by Republican women

(Wilcox and Carr 2010,add andWilcox 2011). A priori, one would expect this trend to

be more pronounced amonglnnial evangelicals becausgangelicad are among the

staunchesabortionopponentgHoffman and Johnson 2005, Jelen and Wilcox 2003).

first glance Figurel.1C presents an unsurprising picture. Overall, all evangelicals have

become more prbfe since the 1970s; both younger and older evangelicalgpddbp

about one point on the spoint scale. The age gap has been mostly insignificant, except

during the late 1970s and early 1980s, when younger evangelicals appeared slightly more

pro-choice (by fowtenth of a point). By now a familiar story, sometimehe 1990s,

younger evangelicals became less@hnoice than older evangelicals, and the gap

widened in the new millennium. A closer look, however, detects another é09005

conservative Ablipo among young mlWMangelicals

views during this period, especially so because in 20Qounger evangelicals became

more prechoice (at least in mean score), compared to younger evangelicals in the early

2000s. Thisprd i f e @ b I-09 [ aot found ath@n@ Millennial neevangelicals,

who also trended ewsio-slightly toward prechoice Figurel.3C). Together with young

e Vv angel i-@oadedogicalzdnfebrative bump discussed in the previous section,

these two conservatizing points no longer seem to be a meretifatst.& From a

cohort perspective, Millennial sd average abo

2 Tabulating the data furthethe conservative data seem to come from 2008.
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those of t he 0 9-6heicethanithose bf the dadidr cohodss(lsy comtrast,

among older evangelicalsate are no cohort differees) Figurel.2B).
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Age, period, and cohorts estimates from the HARCREM in Table 4 suggest

mainly period effect®n abortion attitudes, a neanepoint drop between 1973 and

2014, which is consistent wiffigure1.1C; agirg, however, does not appear to be

influential at all.

For cohort effects, while the covariance parameter estimate on the

overall effect is not statistically significantly, a closer inspection of the more recent

cohort estimates in Table4 andFigure1.4B reveal that the cohort who came of age in

09%M98 i s

and t-0@3 6@8hort i s

par ti cul a-lfd goup of emandelaist(3.5tomtke scale)s t

mpavelgs=0.058)l  After theém, shé youmget | v e

cohorts, who turned age 18the new millennium, seem to be less-pf®, with the

youngest cohort reverting to the grand mean (3.7) of the white evangelical analytical

sample. Altogether, like the partisan story, on abortion attitudes, the distinctive cohort

does not appear tee Millennials, but an earlier group. However, as hypothesized,

Millennials areshifting away from older cohorts on this politicized dimension.
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Fig. 1.4B. Abortion Attitudes Cohort Effect, White Evangelicals

Gay rightstolerance. Relative to partisanship, ideology, and abortion attitudes,
patterns irgay rights toleranceeem straightforwardBetween 1972 and 2014, all
evangelicals became more tolerant, with young evangelicals increasing about one point
on the thregooint scale ad older evangelicals gaining more than one pé&igure
1.1C). An age gap has always existed, narrowing through the 1970s and 1980s until non
significance in the early 1990s, widening again in the late 1990s and early 2000s, and
then tapering somewhat the last ten years. Not surprisingly, successive cohorts of
young evangelicals have become increasingly
6000/ 610 c dh bigutes2B), butsbctessive older evangelicals have become
more tolerant, tossuggesting period effects (results not shown). Moreover, the
evangelical gap among white young adults, too, have narrowed slightly, starting in the
late 1990s and cut by more than dvadf since the early 1970s. Both groups moved, but

young evangelicalmoved a tad more.
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Overall, these patterns are not suggestive of cohort effects, but more indicative of
aging and period effects. The HARZCREM results, which control for all three
temporal factors, further bolster this interpretation; age andaug@ed are both
statistically significant, with a sizable age coefficient estimate. Perise, every survey
year since 2000, except 2004 (which is consistent with the ballot initiatives and the
elections of that year) is particularly and increasingly &olgrreaching the full three
points by 2014. However, graphing the cohort estimates would yield a flat line at the
Agrand meano of the analytical white evangel
though Millennial evangelicals may be the mostrai cohort yet, their tolerance is
primarily a result of youth and period effects.

Environmental pending The empirical literature on religicand
environmentalisnhas generally shown a negato@relation(Guthet al 1995, Sherkat
and Ellisan 2007, Barker and Bearce 2013); in generahngelicalseem less
environmentdy concernedClements, McCright, and Xiao 2014Recent research
however shows greening attitudes particularly among the younger genefatiath and
Johnson 2010, Clemes, McCrightand Xiao 2014). Environmentalisemcompasssa
wide range of issues, so it may be worthwhile to note that the GSS questoagards
spendingo improve and protect the environmeiita bl e 1 shows that evan
views on environmentapending have remained stable over the last four decades, with a
consistent, statisticallgignificant age gap, except in 2009, and more progressive
younger views. Over time, while older evangelicals show some fluctuation, younger
evangel idesarénmid flaia d titend tamfirmed by the 1sagnificant differences

bet ween Millenni al evangelical sél2and earlier
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Figurel.2B). Cohort differences among older evangelicals are not significant either
(results not show). Tablel.3 reveals a similarly stable pattern among white young
adults in general; an evangelical gap has mostly persisted (except from the late 1990s to
the early 2000s), widening slightly in the most recent years, with youngvangelicals
expressig more progressive spending attitudes and varyigbtsi over the four
decades.Accounting for age, period, cohort, and the other covariates, there are
indications of aging and especially period, but not cohort, effects; only one cohort, those
who cameof age in the late 1960s, seems particuléréy, statistically)pro-
environmental spending. As such, the results here do not support a cohort thesis on
environmental spending, but if one merely focused on the recent age gap, that myopic
view wouldshow a widening gap, but not its source in older evangelicals trending right,
therebyleading to a misinterpreted liberalizing Millennial cohort. In all, that Millennials
did not shift on environmental spending, a relatively-politicized evangelical &ue,
supports my hypothesis.

Welfare pending On welfare, evangelicals seem generally-apgnding,
averaging between 2 and 2.5 on the thpemt scale, with younger evangelicals slightly
more prespending than their evangelical elders in the 1980%arig 1990s (Tabl&.1).
In recent years, the age gap widened again (marginally significant in120),18ue to a
pro-spending move among young evangelicals in the late 20@0sn antispending

shift among older evangelicals in the early 2010s. Tgstimort differences (Tablke2,

Figurel2B) , Mill ennials are not particularly

butmorepres pending than the 0660s cohort (which

different cohorts of older evangelicalssuéts not shown). In the 2000s, young white
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evangelicals lagged behind their rewvangelical peers in supporting welfare spending,
but in 201014, both groups conservatized, averaging similarlyspending views
(Tablel1.3). Finally, controlling for dlthree temporal factors in the HARGCREM, the
effects appear to be mostly from aging and period (ThBle The only significant
cohort, slightly favoring Atoo I|littleo
despite the marginal age gap iceat years, the evidence on a Millennial cohort story for

welfare spending is not persuasive.

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

Are young evangelicals liberalizingPhis questionperennially grabsnedia
headlines and engages scholarly attentiaor. réligion holars,it involvesthe vitality of
the Americanreligious life, and fopolitical analysts, the implications could aleshape
the American political landscapédf. cohort idiosyncrasies are enduring avidiennial
evangelicalare divergingrom the pditically conservative and Republicgathof their
eldersthenfi d e mo g r a p h i dxoulnalter auamélicabanmd American politics in
the coming decades.

Previous studies on this topic intgkthis potentimpetusfor socic-political
change and sought &ssesyounger evangelicadgolitical orientation However, their
analytical methods are insufficient for a rigorous cohort analysis. -Triene
comparisons between contemporaneous young and old, current youngaodg
young, as well as evangelicalsand#®on angel i cal s, who serve
are needefbr robustinferencesaboutrealcohort cianges. | employ all these methods

and the HAPGCCREM, which simultaneously controls for age, period, aitd, to
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test the liberalizing Millennial evangelical cohort thesis on eight political outcomes,
hoping that the sum of analysis will provide more insightful and confident conclusions
aboutMillennial evangelicalgpolitics.

In sum,then, theevidencesuggests thatohortinfluences arenostlyabsenbor
marginal, except on partisanship and abortion attitudes. However, on these measures, the
distinctive cohorts are not the Millennials, but their predecessors, the Geén Xers
specific-afrBydoatiao8adhHhorts, who are t-he most K
098 cohort, wHie. Iaather wordsgeemengpng Millepnialcontours are
drawn more from the younger cohort shifting away from their imnmediate elders, e.g., a
potentially reactionary omwve, than their own distinctive outlirgn The real cohort story
appears to liewithGen Xer§. hat said, the #fAl eftwardod shift s
not a run toward the Democratic Party or-ghmice movement.

But even marginal changes couldgyefound. Will there be an enduring shift in
evangelical partisanship, i.e., a @ad realignment, and abortion attitudes as Millennials
replace older cohorts? The answer also depends on aging and period effects, and Table 4
suggests both are operating/hen | graph (not shown) partisanship and abortion
attitudes over age, i.e., creating a synthetiedifele, for each cohort (including the two
most Republican cohorts and the one particularlylifgacohort), | find variability, but
generally conservaing aging and unique lifeycle patterns for the cohorts. Thus, the
durability of Millennial evangelical sd parti
a mass evangelical exodus from the Republican Party aridgproovement seems, for

now, wnlikely.
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Nonetheless, the absence of cohort effects among evangelicals is a little
surprising, considering the popular narrative and deelkagsresearch interest.
Researcherbypothesizéhatemerging adulthoodncreased education, declining
religiosity, and amellowedevangelicapolitical environmentould plausibly forma
distinctive political generationin preliminary analysis (not shown), | examine these
potential explanationsestingthe differences in married shaosllege shareandlevels
of religiosity between Millennial and older cohorts of young aduf@n these measures,
Millennials are only significantly different on marriageore likely to delay itrelative to
the other cohorts in their twenties and early thirties. Farrell (2idgthatdelayed
marriage only predictsremarital sex and sarsex marriage attitudes, not abortion
attitudes. On education, Millennials as young adults are no different than previous
cohortsof young adults, except tl@®0s cohortwho hadthe highesshare of college
graduates. On religiosity, and | examine views on the Bible, church attendance, and
strength of religious affiliation, Millennials are not les=likto view the Bible as literal
or go to church less often. In fact, they fieehat is n intensityy more strongly
affiliated with theirdenominationshan previous cohortsConsidering these background
factors the link would have thinge ondelayed marriage and/oreshgthened affiliation
translatinginto lower levels of Republican identition axd more prechoice attitudes;
the delayed marriage explanation is plausible. In the HEBREMs, marriage
significantly predicts partisanship, ideology, abortion attitudes and gay rights tolerance,
but not the spending variables. To further testsociedemographic explanations, | run
the HAPGCCREMswithout the covariates, byist with age, period, and cohdor the

eight outcomes, and the cohort effects gain particular significance in the Democratic
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identification and abortion attitudes nedd and, to a lesser degree, in the partisanship
and gay rights tolerance and welfare spending models as well, but not in the ideology and
environmentaspending models (results not shown).

Whatalsoseems compelling theactionreactionand broader miéu
explanation On tte particularly politicized (for evangelicals) measures of partisanship
and abortion, particularly Republican andife Gen Xcohortsemerged, away from
whomMillennials seem to havieirned. However, Millennials themselves do nqtpeear
to be particularhydistinctive n their partisanship identification or abortion attitycss
least not yet The nonrfinding on gay rights tolerance is a little unexpected, given the
conventional wisdom. | explore this further as well, running HARCTREMSs forwhite
nonevangelicals as well as albnwhites, and find greater cohort effects among white
nonevangelicalsspecificallyamong o hor t s who came of age i n tF
the |l ate 670s, who appear nparticularly toler

In a way, the nosignificant Millennial thesis is not surprising. Theoretically,
political generations are forged by a confluence of conditions momentous and salient
enough to have altered a group of people during their most politically impresgionabl
years. In the classic writings on this subject, the formation of a distinctive generation
involves active consciousness of, perhaps realized with sufficient contextual conflict, and
participation in a shared movemBE5S3Sagirowar d a
1980, Jelen, Cook and Wilcox 1990). These requisites for the making of a political
generational unit may be sufficiently present on the partisanship dimension for
impressionable young evangelicals from the late 1970s through the early 4990%e

Reagan effect, and in the late 1990s/early 2000s of thalaotiion movement, e.g., the
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partial birth abortion ban debate. In the absence of ripe requisites converging, distinctive
generations fail to emerge. For example, there has not @emament of political
ideological crisis or rebirth for evangelicals, nor have evangelicals fought strident battles
on the environmental or welfare front. The debate over gay rights anessamearriage
might have provided the necessary ingredientstHauneasure here involves civil
liberty, not the traditional definition of marriage. In a way, the cohort story that has
emerged from the present analysis seems to be about Gen Xers (e.qg., recall Pelz and
Smidtés earl i er des dcalerpitonmemonpfll), ndbei r char ged
Millennials, whose political milieu, by contrast, seems less remarkable.

A few caveats and limitations are in order. While the HARCREM approach
seems promising with confirmatory results, if the history of the APC metbgdal
debate is any indication, new methods emerge, are tested, and then critiqued. Thus, it
should not be taken as a fAsilver bulleto tha
independent age, cohort, and period effects. Theory, actual contexbuadation, and a
variety of statistical and analytical methods should be used. Moreover, while the cross
sectional data offer synthetic cohorts, they are nonetheless artificially constructed.
Longitudinal data spanning several generations would la fdediscerning lifecycle,
period, and cohort patterns. And as appealing as these theories are, real life does not
always work out so neatly; it is hard to imagine aaye effects without other influences,
andtheresults here find period and hfiycle effects generally more persuasive than the
cohort narrative. For the Millennial generation, the oldest of whom are only in their

“early thirties, the rest of their lives and history have yet to unfoldf bl ifindings here
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bear out, pundits arablitical analyss shouldnot hold their breath waiting for a regime

change in evangelical politics, at least not anytime soon.
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PAPER TWO

Dual Citizens, Anchoredbutdno or ed: Ev angddwarcSameSse At t i t ud e
Marriage, 20042014

INTRODUCTION

Support for samsex marriage in America increased swiftly and dramatically in
the new millennium. Even as recent as the 199@islic acceptanceemained low, e.g.,
less than 30 percent in 1996 when Congress enacted DOMA, and wasriaunhd
among thehighly educated, urban residents, and less conservative and religious
individuals(Baunach 2012)Since the 2000s, however, support has greatly broadened
and even accelerated after 2010. Pew surveys suggest that between 2001 and 2016
support for marriagequality increased by 57 percent; Gallup polls indicate-petbent
increase between 2004 and 2016 (Pew 2016, Gallup 2016). Such rapidity suggests
primarily intracohort shifts (individuals changing their minds), not cohort replacement
(younger, more libral cohorts succeeding older, more coraive generations)
(Baunach 20112012).

While most Americans now favor saraex marriage, some still oppose it.
Studies show several conservatizing influences and a significant religious cleavage.
Affiliation with theologically conservative denominations, a literal view of the Bible,
and frequent religious participation consistently predict opposition to-sarmmarriage
(Olson, Cadge, and Harrison 2006, Becker and Schefuele 2009, Gaines and Garand 2010,
Whitehead 201C5herkatet al 2011,Becker 2012) Not surprisingly, evangelical
Protestants, who are defined by these religious characteristics, have been among the least

supportive of samsex marriage and remain so. In 2016, a year @bergefell most
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evangelicals still oppose sarsex marriage, in contrast to members of other religious
traditions (Jones 2015) . The feveexstudies on
marriage suggest that, like the general population, greater religiosity amongleasge
is negatively correlated with support.
Yet despite their staunch religious beliefs and behaviors, even evangelicals have
moved on this issue, and significantly. Some surveys suggest that, in the last ten years,
evangelical support have at least died (Smithet al 2016, Pew 2016). Given
evangelical sdéd overwhelming and mobilized opp
their religious characteristics that are correlated with opposition, that they have moved so
much in just ten years is surpriginOne would have expected that their religion should
have anchored them more. What explains the evangelical ditig?existing literature
of fers a rather statistic and increasingly d
samesex marriage. llizing the 20042014 General Social Surveys, a period that
brackets the landma®&oodridgeandObergefelldecisions] provide a more refined,
updated trend analysis on this topic and find that, across the board, evangelicals became
more supportive of maege equality. Moreover, applying the working theories of
religious reinforcemenanddual citizenshipl explain why evangelicals have shifted
despite the expectation that their religiosity should have anchored their attitudes toward

samesex marriage.

LITERATURE REVIEW
One of the earliest public opinion data points (from the GSS) on-same
marriage suggests that, in 1988, only one in ten Americans agreed or strongly agreed that

samesex couples have the right to marry one another. In the 199fswbeestate and
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federallegislative and legal actisron samesex marriagehut the issue did not truly gain
nationalattention until November 2003 when the Massachusetts Supreme Court decided
in Goodridge v. Department of Public Heattiat the state had no basis to deny same
couples the right to marry (Wilcaat al 2007). Public opinion had been moving toward
support prior taGoodridge but it was incremental (Pew 2016, Gallup 2016). Beginning
in the 2000s, while most of the gdidostill opposed samsex marriage, support continued
to drift upward and climbed even more steeply in the 2010s, when most Americans came
to favor it. Society changes because individuals change and/or because its demographic
composition changes. Whalhcohortsshift, the resultant socighange is often speedy
and this appears to be the case for public opinion on-sammarriage in the U.S.
(Baunach 20112012, Flores 2014, 2015).
Why has public opinion on this issue moved so quickly and drartig®ckirst,
research suggedt®w theissueis framedmatters. In the 1990s, th6&BTQ rights
movement altered the frame from choice and individual liberty to equality, a core value
that resonated with many Americans (Wilcox and Norrander 200 ligaughet al
2008, Baunach 20)1. Second, the pGBbQissuedamdtiiecee |l i ngs t «
community have warmeid recent decadegkelyac onf |l uence of the AI DS
humani zing effect, Hol | ywaGBIQisdivigualp, anidng posi t
increased personal contact witB BTQ individuals as more people have come out
(Wilcox and Norrander 200 Garreston 2015, Brewer 200&wis 2011, Perry 2015).
Moreover,p e o phelefé about thenmutablenature of sexual orientation are shifting
as wdl, from a lifestylechoice to being fixed at birthwhen abehavior is beyond

individual control it becomes more difficult t o Abl ame
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it (Wilcox and Norrander 2002, Haid&tarkel and Joslyn 2008, Lewis 200&hitehead
2010, Whitehead 20)4 Recent studies suggest that etiological beliefs may be the
strongest predictor of attitude toward sasex marriage (Whitehead 2014, Whitehead
and Baker 2012).

However, despite the risirgulturaltide, conservatizing fluences still persist
(Olson, Cadge, and Harrison 2006, Becker and Schefuele 2009, Gaines and Garand 2010,
Whitehead 2010, Becker 201Rean and Martinez 201L4Some of thanost consistent
factorsare religiousreligiously-conservative Protestaévangelical) affiliation, biblical
literalism (or fundamentalism), and church attendance. For example, Olson, Cadge and
Harrison (2006)the first scholarly paper on the link between religion and ssere
marriage in the posboodridgeera,find that religiousaffiliation matters evangelical and
mainline Protestants were the least supportive of gay marriage, compared to respondents
of other religious traditions and the nogligiously affiliated. To a lesser degree,
religious participation and religious societworkareassociated witlgreater opposition
as well. Other studiewiave foundhatevangelical Protestant affiliation and biblical
literalism in particulato be strongly and negatively associated with support for smxe
marriage(Gaines and Garan2010, Sheratet al 2011, and Perry 2015). Asdme of
the religious influencesaybe mediated by other consideratiosisch astiological
beliefs about homosexualitgartisanshipand social contexXiWhitehead 2014Sherkat

et al 2011, Merino 2013.
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EVANGELICALS & SAME -SEX MARRIAGE

The story of gangelicalsand their attitudes toward sarsex marriage iboth
simple and complex (Wilcox and lida 2010, Bean and Martinez 2014, Baker and
BraunerOtto 2015, Thomas and Olson 2010). On the one haadgelicals are
unquestionably marriage traditionalisasd in the préObergefellera, many mobilized
politically against marriage equality (Fetner 2008). For decades, concerned evangelicals
have equated family breakdown with moral and spiritual deatidenerica and pursued
political action to restore t-begmagriagenst i tuti o
emerged as a significant battle front that politically mobilized many evangelicals and
drew them even closer to the Republican Party (WilcakRwbinson 2010, Brooks
2002, Campbell and Monson 2008). @e pther handhe broad umbrella of
evangelicalism, conceptualized either as a religious tradition or social movement,
encompasses diverseices, including a progressive stragiililcox and lida 2010 Smidt
2014. And within evangelicalismthe strengtlof individualreligiosity and its real
world implications are by no means unifgraven as religious life in America has
become more individualistic and sabjive(Smidt 2014.

Despite the diersity, a set otore doctrine continue tdoind and define
evangelicals.Arguing that the definition of evangelicalism is primarily doctrinal, the
historian David Bebbington (1989) identifies four evangelical distinctives:
conversionismactivism, Biblicism, and crucicentrism. As such, evangelicals are,
relatively speaking, distinctive in their religious believing, behaving, and belonging, and
this should provide a strong anchor in the rising cultural tide of changing attitudes toward

samesex marriage. Empiricallgtudies have founthatevangelicals who are more
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religiously conservative @gubscribdo biblical inerrancy are more likely to oppose
samesex marriage (Perry 2015, Perry and Whitehead 2Bélonging to an evangelical
communityor having a close social network of mostly religious frieselsms to buffer
against some of the broad#reralizinginfluences suclascontact withLGBTQ
individuals (Baker and Braunétto 2015, Perry 2013erino 2013.

Theoretically, aong tethreeprimaryreligiousdimensions of believing,
belonging, and behaving, the believilage® specifically views on theBibleb s
authorityd should have the strongest weigt# it is the most direct source of
evangel i cal s &masexmarrigedWithin thedistericatlProtestant
tradition, Sola scriptur® the idea thathe Biblea s G o d Gsghe ivial authority on
morality andall mattersof lifed is a foundational doctrinef-or evangelicalsBiblicism,
Afa high regard HerBiamlde ods dtilteenclel ttiomat e aut h

one of its four defining characteristics (NAE 2016, Bebbington 1989)one weH

regarded evangelical volume on systematic th
means that allthe wordsin$cpt ur e are Godds words in such
di sobey any word of Scripture is to disbelie

theory, evangelicals take seriously what God says in the Bible about what to believe and
how to live.
Among bblical doctrines and ethicevangelicals place a strong emphasis on
marriage. They view passages that point to marriage as a foreshadbthegovenant
between God and his people and rlationsip between Jesus and thbuech.
Marriage, withitsg nder ed nature and procreative funct

creative orde(Grudem 1995, Hugenberger 1994, Keller 2013, Piper 2012). Relatedly,
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the Bible also containspecificpassages artirectives orsexualmorality in general and
homosexuality in particular (e.g., 1 Cor. 6:9, 18; Eph. 5:3, 1 The. 4:13, Hebrews 13:4, to
cite a few verses). Consequently, the doctrines of marriage, family, and sexual ethics
enjoy prominence among evangelical teachings, fieguh a subculture that prioritizes
sexual purity and traditional family life as the spiritual and normative standard. Layered
upon these scriptural and cultural under st an
t hesis that stnid I|f pfriongdrse sisoirvtehoo dionxpou las es, e s s
authority, competing in this private, but increasingly public sphere (Wuthnow 1989,
Hunter 1991). Not surprisingly, sarmsex marriage, particularly framed as a moral issue,
challenges these fundamentaaegelical concerns; support for marriage equity would
not only cross the subcultural boundaries that evangelicalism has enclosed itself in but
also subvert scriptur al authority and, by ex
vi ewo of S dleisthe literg enerr@rtt, bnel/or Bhfallible Wrd of God) should
translate into views on sarsex marriage that align directly with biblical prescriptions
on sexual morality and marriage.
While biblical believing should be the primary driver on issoiesiorality in
general and sargex marriage specifically, the religious belonging and behaving facets
should matter as welhuttressing biblical beliefs and their implicatioms reailife
circumstancesOn the belonging front, scholars have approachedl i gi on as a fAso
phenomenod expressed through affiliation with a
rel i gi ou SmidtKelsdedtt andduth®0009). More thansocial groups,
churches and denominations also function as political camtres (Wald, Owen and Hill

1989. Thr ough affiliation, i ndividual s share cc
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patterns of communication, o0 fAdifferent

interpretations of pol igofpolaidal reervitnentasd 0 and

mo b i | i (Kehtitetal2000,3). Religious belonging provides the forum that links
religion to political and social issuebi@). In theory, denominations and churches
derive their interpretations and teachings from&are, which are then filtered and
processed in their communitielideed,American evangelicalisthas developed its own
distinctive social networks, subcultural identity, and political disposition (Smith 1998,
Smidt 2014.

Religious behaving, too, m&orces the religious mechanisms in real life, through
increased exposure to and practice of such influences. This dimension could be
expressed outwardly, such as churchgoing and participation in other religious activities,
or inwardly such as personalgyer. For example, going to church frequently and/or
attending a Bible study group could strengthen adherence to church teachings and the
Bible; the connection is strengthened by shared behavior and beliefs of fellow church or
small group members. As aher example, prayer, too, could enable individuals to
internalize such views and bolster their religious beliefs. Both public and private
religious behavior could also signify religious salience, or the personal importance of
religious fhlfeth i n onedbds dai

In sum, | expect evangelicals to be among the most opposed teseame

marriage, in part because of their fAhigho

and strong attachment to their faith, relative to the members of other religidti®ns

including other Protestants. Moreover, within evangelicalism, this religious cleavage

ki

operates as well. Among the religious influences, | expect views on the Bible to have the
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strongest size effect on saisex marriage attitudes, because re&atwthe other
religious factors, evangelicals derive their stance on this issue ultimately from the Bible.
The belonging and behaving dimensidre.g., churchgoing and personal religiodity

should hold back ev asegnairiage ta thextént thatithbepeo r t

influences shore up the Bibleds position

Hypothesis 1: Evangelicals who hold a literalist view of the Biateend church
more frequently, are strongly affiliated with their denominations, and pray daily
are less suppdive of samesex marriage and shift less on this issue relatve
co-religionists whameasure lower on these religious facets

Hypothesis 2:Relative to church attendance ampérsonalreligious salience,
views on the Bible have larger size effects on ssawemarriage attitudes among
evangelicals.

That said, | do expect some increased support for-samenarriage among

evangel i craihgdidethatliftsdall boasdo ( Wi Id dda 2010 Although

or

on

evangelicals professnbto be fAof the worsdi bl thiey tahe womn

exposed to and affected Hye prevailing cultural influences as well as their own
experiences, such as having friends and family whaGETQ. However, the
magnitude of the shift toward support among evangelicals should be less and the pace
slower compared to how much rewmangelicals have moved on this issue, partially
because of the formerés mor e feligibuer al i st
attendance, and higher levels of religious salience.

There is another hypothesis as well, less to do with the level of religiesitse
and more about the actual fAworking outo
normal lives practically living out their beliefs and values as members of civil society.
For one, there is pervading sentiment among evangelidatsreaction against their

politicized faithand theresultant public perception thavangelicé are judgmental and
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intolerand to reconsider their political engagemédbut and Fisher 2014, Kinnanman
and Lyons 2012fiManifesta 2006. Qualitative researcaon t he emer gence of f
e v a n g efindstharhasytevangelical leaders are broadening their social and political
agenda and some are assuming more tolerant positions, inchrdgagmesex union
(Pally 2011). A content analysis of articles from 1960 to 200€hristianity Todaythe
flagship evangétal publication, reveals that evangelical elites have been subtly changing
their responses to homosexualityspEcially since the 2000s, evangelical elites have
been relying less on the Bible and more on-tasisodox sources of moral authority i
theirmoral reasoning on this issuén turn,thesesubtletiesare gradually translating into
e Vv ange |l igceatdrtolerbncettosvardgay rights and samemarriage (Thomas
and Olson 2010).
Evidence suggests thatmstream evangelicabppear to be ghing on samesex
marriage aswellRevi ewi ng t he et hnographic studies o
congregational discourse on homosexuality, one study finds it more complex than the
charged, rigid political rhetoric would suggest (Bean and Mart2@44, 401). The
review describes two competing evangelical scripts: one draws subcultural boundaries,
often evoking the moral logic of divine judgement, and the other reaches across
boundaries to the broader culture, emphasizing the moral logic of esiopa This
tension is routinely experienced as pastors and &jeles counsel congregants facing
diversereal i f e family and personal situations. I
circumstances are not exceptionally different from those favangelicals (Edgell
2006). Researchers posit thaény evangelicak ave constructed their o

theol ogyo t o r saipunatenchiegomsexua maralitynd their e
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personal encounters and relationships WBBTQ people(Moon2004) As this internal
tension increases, scholars argue, ambivalence toward homosexuality gains an
institutional footing, creating natjusithg r uct ur e
margins of the evangelical subculture to move away frompagition(Bean and Martinez
2014).

I n this space of practically Aworking out
doctrinal terms, evangelicals, even the stalwarts, are finding a course in the Bible and
their religious life that enables them to brédilpe competing moral scripts of judgment
and compassion and of morality and equality. Indeed, holistic biblical hermeneutics
accommodates a nuanced, or expansive, reading. Just as the Bible addresses sexual
ethics and marriage, it also speaks to theraht dignity and equality of all people
created in the image of God (e.g., Genesis 1:27, Colossians 3:11); commands followers to
Al ove one anothero and even onebds enemy (e.g
them to act justly, love mercy, and aek oppressed (Micah Isaiah 1:17, Micah 6:8). In
fact, the second greatest commandment, after
yourself; all the laws of the Bible hang on these two (Matthew 22039

One practical navigation of a holistic textv@ading would be to distinguish
between the moral/spiritual and political/civil society dimensions of marriage equality,
i.e., sexual morality versus civil rights. It is not so much a separation of esiateh
mentality as it is a twofold engagemerattalso allows evangelicals to maintain their
Adual citizenshipodo in the fAspiritazhs ki ngdon
ofa pluralistic |iberal democracy. Liberal +

sense of meaning constitoial government plus the guaranteeing of the reasonable
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liberal and just treatment of the individual person (quoted in Pally 2011, xv). This
conceptualization draws from recent schol ar/|
evangel i cal i s magenzentdithin ¢ivil soadtyt(eegr, Ratly 2@l 1).gVaith

this dual approachi n eevangelicale dindiag a way to remain faithful to their

reading of the Bible and church teaching by continuing to disapprove the morality of
homosexuality, while coexistinrgs members of civil society by supporting saseg

marriage within a rightbased framework.

Hypothesis 3:0ver the last ten years, evangelicals have increased their support
for samesex marriage; however, the magnitude and pace of their increased
support are smaller and slower than those of-sgangelicals.

Hypothesis 4:T h e shift i n e wga sugpert forc sarheexd increasi
marriage may be explained by a fAdual citizen
years, evangelicals remain unmoved on the morality of homosexuality, even as

they become more supportive of marriage equality.

DATA & METHODS

Toand yze evangelicalsé6 att inatiomhlers i n recent
representative General Social Survey (GSS)ORC project at the University of
Chicago. The GSS has been tracking societal change in America since 1972, and in the
1988 and 200£2014biennial surveys, it askddis question regarding sarsex
marriage: ADo you agree or disagree? Homosex
an ot ¥liacud on the 2002014 survey years.

Tooper at i onal idesethe eowrected e & droethddswhich is a

primarily denominational categorization beties onreligious attendancas wellto

B Throughout the paper, | try to reflect the actual wording of the survey gquestionasiag.,
ihomos e xual EGBTQ irdivitluals, evéntihaugh the former seems anachronistic or even
politically incorrect in ourcurrentvernacular, because wording mattersurvey questions and responses.
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identify evangelicals (Steenslaatial 2000, Stetzer and Burge 201d)o analyze the

link between the believing, belonging, and behaving dinoeissif religiosity and same

sex marriage attitudes, | focus fmur religious independent variabteeelings about the
Bible iRildlgd dus at tsrendtlaaireligioug d@ffdiatione nd o) ,
(Arel i a@ado pr a Yhe tattef twop strengtloof affiliation and prayer, are
conceptualized as more subjective, and admittedly less than perfect, measures of personal
religious salience.

On the Biblequestion the responses includ:Te Bible is the actual word of

Godandstobet aken | iteral®™ yiTwerBi bbe werdbe insp
but not everything in it should be taken | it
book of fables, |l egends, history and moral p

combine the latter two responses. For attendance, | récedariableo into four

categories, according those who attendveekly or more often, 1 t8 times a month,

several times to once a year, and less than yearly or never. Strengthaifcarfdsks
respondents i f they would call themsel ves fis
str ongo0 idmeligiohseieferenndgfatestant, Catholic, Jewistr, other

religious traditionspr preferi n o r e ITd ogerationalizé a more subjeet measure

of religiosity, | recode prayer into a binary variable: pray daily or less frequéntty.

addition, in supplemental analysis, | also considerdthermeasures of evangelicalism:

14 As a shorthand, | use the GSS variable names throughout the paper.

BTheres a robust |iterature on the hermeneutics of the
infallibility (see for example Bartkowski 1996, Jelen 1989, Jelen, Wilcox, Smidt 1990, Kellstedt and Smidt

1993). | recognize the limitations of the GBiBle question, particularly the stringency and bluntness of
Aliteralism,d0 a concept diTkatsaid, pastretearohmlsd shtesttheancy and i
di fference between the dAliteral 06 am@89fii nerranto wor di
18 The responses are: several times a day, once a day, several times a week, oncesswieah,dnce a

week, and never; thesponses argkewed toward greater frequency in the several times a day and daily

categories.
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whet her the respondent loree®befiegeMneoraccepti ed t o en
Jesus Christ as his or her savioro (Aisavesou
or she has been fiborn agai nbdataning poimtanv e had a
[ his/ her] I|ifeo (Areborno).

In the multivariate models,ihclude the standard demographic covariates: age
(continuous), gender, marital status (married/widowed, divorced/separated, and never
married), race/ethnicity (neHispanic white, black, anbtheib andHispanic), education
(college and advanced degredaghrschool diploma and some college, less thhaigh
school degree), region (South, Midwest, Northeast, and™¥)esd urbanicity
(Axnor si z ,wih popalatigne 50600 &ind egmaller cities and suburbs, and
smaller areas and open countryplifical disposition is measured by partisan
identification (Republican, Democrat, Independent, and other'faaiyd ideology
(conservative, moderate, and liberal). dperationalize e s pondent sé6 feelings
homosexuality and homosexual individudlase the GSS questi@m the morality of
homosexualityii s e x u a | relations between two adul ts
almost always, onlgometimes, or not wrong at all. For tolerance toward homosexual
individual s, I r e quedians r&ed  hambsexeat individuble r a nc e

(i.e., remove book written by a homosexual from library, allow homosexuals to speak

"GSS uses t§ond eodirg (httpd/www2.census.gov/geo/docs/ndgia/maps/reg_div.txt).

¥The 7 responses are coded into 4 groups. Respondent
grouped with Republicans, strong and not strong, and likewise for Desidb@iGSS also offers an
fot her partyod category, and because the s200de of this

surveys, | retain these respondents in the samples rather than deleting them, which would further reduce
some of the smidr cell sizes.
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publicly, all ow homosexuals to teach in colll
and then adthe threeesponse$®
To test Hypotheses 1 and 2, | pool the 22064 surveys and use ordered logistic
regressions to model factors that predict samemarriage attitudes first among the
general population and then among an evangediclhi subsamplé® | start with a basic
demographic and political model and then add the religious covariates to estimate their
anchorage. In the full model, I include attitudes toward homosexual relations and
tolerance toward homosexual individuals. For evangelicals, | run only the latter two
models for efficiency. To test Hypothesis 3, estimating how much and fast evangelicals
have shifted between 2004 and 2014 and how they compare-tvangelicals, |
calcul ate various redafdgi dbusat e eédnarageams § aaed
attitude scores and their-4@ar average annual changes (i.e., slope estimates on survey
year). For a more nuanced examination, | then estimate tjieat@Gverage annual
change for each of t h-sexrarriage questicpaswelioes t o GS S
examine whether religious factors held back or slowed support for marriage equality
among evangelicals, | use bivariate OLS, regressing-samenarriage attitudes on
survey year dummies, to estimate how much evangelicals in varying categories of
religiosity (e.g., from those who believe the Bible to be literal to those who believe it to

be a book of fables) have shifted over the last eight/ten years (either from 2004 or 2006,

9 The three gquestions are: if an admitted homosexual should teach in a college or university; make a speech

in the respondentés community; at the suggestion of
library a book written by an admitted hosaxual in favor of homosexuality. Admittedly, these questions

seem somewhat anachronistic in our present culture. | vikaltb haveincluded a measure of

respondentsé general sexual ethics, forseexampl e usi ng¢
(Apremarsxo), which some researchers suggest is an i1
Campbell 2010) . However, because of the GSS6 split |

significantly reduced, almost by half, the analgtisample size.
20Because o6 S S $plit ballot design, the 2004 survey did not ask any respondents thessame
marriage, idelmgy, and Bible views questions together.
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depending on the years surveyed), i.e., the coefficient estimates on seavelugpnmies.
Finally, to test Hypothesis 4, | regress approval of homosexuality on the survey year
dummies for each religious variable response categories. | similarly estimate the shift in

gay rights tolerance for robustness check.

FINDINGS

Explaining the evangelical gapDo the Bible and religious belonging and
behaving anchor attitudes toward sases marriage, both among the general population
and just among evangelicals? Table presents the pooled ordered logistic regression
estimates fothe general population (Models3) and evangelicals (Models 4 & 5). In
Model 1, among the general population, controlling for the demographic and political
covariates, it appears that all other religious groups and thaffileted have
significantly lower odds of being in a more oppositional category toward -same
marriage compared to evangelicals. Relatively speaking, the gap is narrower between
evangelicals and black Protestants, who are also theologically conservative, and other
faith respondentsHowever, it widens between evangelicals and mainline Protestants and
Catholics. Expectedly, the gap is the widest between evangelicals and Jewish-and non
affiliated respondents.

Model 2 includes the religious covariadeBible views, religious attenaae,

strength of religious affiliation, and daily pray@rFirst, all four variables significantly

21 1n preliminary analysis (results available upon request), | run simple OLSdaitkesy prayer), ologit

(Bible views, strength of affiliation), logit (Bible literalists) models, with justfihe e | dnd surdey year

dummies as independent variables and the religious variables as dependent variables to test if evangelicals
hadbeenmoe fAr el i gi ousd on t-bvangelcal$ etween 20@4arsd 2014 sThis han non
seems to be the case, except in four instances. On the strength of affiliation, black Protestants, individuals

of other faith, and evangelicals appear to be similamprayer, black Protestants are more likely to be
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predict samesex marriage attitudes; specifically, higher levels of religiosity for each
variable are correlated with more conservative views on the id8armover, the Bible
coefficient estimates suggest the largest size effect, relative to those of the other religious
variables. Thus, these results tend to support Hypotheses 1 and 2. All else being equal,
compared to Bible literalists, those who beli¢hve Bible is not divine have 68 percent
lower odds of providing a more oppositional response on-s@xenarriage. The size
effect, though significant, is smaller between the literal and inspired view with 48 percent
lower odds. Compared to Bible viewwke magnitude between the most and least (or
from very to notat-all) religious responses for attendance (weekly or more versus rarely
to never) and strength of affiliation (strong to not very) are nearly halved, about 37
percent and 32 percent, respeelyy daily prayer increases the odds of a more
oppositional response by 32 percént.
Tellingly, the religious variables also better explain the evangelical gap than the
demographic and political variables. The reduction in the size of the coeffidiemhtes
on the Areltrado variables between Models 1
bet ween Model 1 and the baseline model with
as covariates (baseline model results not shown). Interestingly, onedigieis
variations are controlled for, the difference between evangelicals anefaither

respondents disapped?fdowever, the evangelical gap with all the other religious

frequently praying than evangelicals, and these two groups exhibit similar churchgoing frequency, on
average. Finally, black Protestants have greater odds of holding a literalist view on the Bible.

221n further analysigresults not shown), | run each prayer response as a duanaityie difference seems
to be only between those who pray more than once a day and those who pray several times a week.
23|n additional analysis, | test the mediating effecttheffour religious variables, and the Bible variable
explains the differences in sarsex marriage attitudes between evangelicals and-@lierespondents.
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groups as well as the naffiliated persists, despigeccountingor the varidions in
religiosity.
Model 3 includes approval of homosexual relations and tolerance toward
homosexual individuals. As a first observation, the evangelical gap remains: evangelicals
still have greater odds of being more oppositional relative to maiRlioistants, black
Protestants, Catholics, and the nonaffiliated, although the affiliational differences are
further reduced. (The nesignificance on the Jewish coefficient estimate may be due to
the small number of Jewish respondents in the analg@gcaple? That is, evange
higher Areligiosityo (i.e., measured by Ilite
religious affiliation, and prayer), greater disapproval of homosexual relations, and lower
tolerance toward homosexual individuals dofadly explain their opposition to same
sex marriage relative to some of revangelicals, which suggests a belonging,
evangelical subcultural effect and perhaps other mechanisms atiwork.
In Model 3, controlling for morality of homosexuality and toleranihe
coefficient estimates on the Bible, attendance, and strength of affiliation are attenuated.
The coefficient estimate on daily prayer, however, remains similar in size (27 percent
greater odds of being mor e wedphe mastt(moenal ) . E
than 60 percent), followed by attendance (more than 25 percent) and strength of
affiliation (more than 11 percentNonetheless, among the religious variables, the literal

Bible view continues to have the most effect; compared to Bibtalists, those who feel

24When | run Model 3 as unweighted OLS and ologit, the Jewish coefficient estimate is sigtistical

significant.

251t may be interesting to note that black Protestants are similar to evangelicals on the measures of
homosexualityds morality and tol eranelgiousoward homose:
measures discussed in footnote AOtthey are still more accepting of saisex marriage compared to

evangelicals.
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that the Bible is not divine have 48 percent lower odds of expressing more oppositional
views on samaex marriage. As noted earlier, the Bible effect is partially mediated by

the acceptance of homosexuality, and this measupears quite significant. Even a

slight waver on this position yields significantly greater support for sseremarriage.

For example, compared to individuals who
wrong, 0 t hosamestad wa g k d ave & pegcent liwer odds of
expressing more oppositional attitudes toward saexemarriage. The weight of this

anchor comes from maintaining an absolute, unequivocal stance.

Model 3 also shows a number of other significant predictors of attitudesdow
samesex marriage. Older people, RBlispanic minorities, men, and rural residents have
higher odds of responding more negatively on this issue. On the other hand, never
married individuals (compared to marrieds), Democrats, Independents, andatitiel p
party affiliates (compared to Republicans), ideological moderates and liberals (compared
to conservatives) as well as those who are more tolerant toward homosexual individuals
are more likely to be supportive. Notably, the statistical signifieamcthe Hispanic
ethnicity, education, and regiaoefficient estimatedisappears once views on
homosexuality and tolerance are controlled, which suggests an ethnicity and educational

element in these two attitudes.
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TABLE 2.1: Ordered Logistic Regression Predicting Sam&ex Marriage Attitudes, 20062014

All Evangelicals
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

O.R. p-val O.R. p-val O.R. p-val O.R. p-val O.R. p-val
Evangelical
(omitted)
Mainline 0.39 0.000 0.58 0.000 0.80 0.020
Black Prot. 0.46 0.000 0.53 0.000 0.61 0.003
Catholic 0.38 0.000 0.55 0.000 0.72 0.000
Jewish 0.22 0.000 0.39 0.000 0.74 0.162
Other faith 0.55 0.000 0.95 0.724 0.96 0.795
Non-affiliated 0.25 0.000 0.40 0.000 0.68 0.002
Age 1.02 0.000 1.02 0.000 1.01 0.000 1.02 0.000 1.01 0.097
White, norHispanic (omitted)
Black, non
Hispanic 2.62 0.000 1.88 0.000 1.33 0.027 2.08 0.000 1.87 0.007
Hispanic 1.75 0.000 1.52 0.000 1.17 0.129 1.34 0.170 1.18 0.398
Other, non
Hispanic 152 0.002 1.54 0.007 1.50 0.009 0.59 0.173 0.99 0.976
Male 1.54 0.000 1.94 0.000 1.48 0.000 2.05 0.000 1.56 0.000
Married/widowed (omitted)
Divorced/separatec 0.69 0.000 0.78 0.001 0.87 0.072 0.86 0.302 0.84 0.255
Never married 0.74 0.000 0.80 0.003 0.83 0.024 0.68 0.026 0.68 0.036
College(omitted)
H.S./some college 1.45 0.000 1.39 0.000 1.03 0.661 1.42 0.008 1.08 0.589
Less than H.S. 1.96 0.000 1.67 0.000 0.98 0.842 1.49 0.064 1.02 0.933
South (omitted)
Midwest 0.79 0.001 0.84 0.018 1.04 0.621 0.99 0.945 1.23 0.146
Northeast 0.71 0.000 0.76 0.001 0.96 0.650 0.76 0.193 1.07 0.784
West 0.65 0.000 0.70 0.000 0.89 0.157 0.60 0.001 0.92 0.596
City (omitted)
Suburb 1.01 0.848 1.05 0.446 1.05 0.455 0.96 0.751 1.05 0.754
Rural 1.54 0.000 1.50 0.000 1.35 0.005 1.31 0.171 1.34 0.144
Bible literal (omitted)
Inspired 0.52 0.000 0.84 0.017 0.51 0.000 0.78 0.047
Fable, etc./other 0.32 0.000 0.52 0.000 0.36 0.001 0.58 0.050
Attend weekly (omitted)
Monthly 0.67 0.000 0.86 0.123 0.61 0.002 0.81 0.196
Yearly 0.57 0.000 0.72 0.001 0.40 0.000 0.60 0.005
Never/rarely 0.63 0.000 0.82 0.046 0.54 0.001 0.78 0.208
Strongly affiliated (omitted)
Somewhat 0.82 0.090 0.92 0.500 0.62 0.016 0.78 0.214
Not very 0.68 0.000 0.80 0.007 0.73 0.030 0.84 0.268
Daily prayer 1.32 0.000 1.27 0.001 1.35 0.025 1.36 0.036
Republican (omitted)
Democrat 0.57 0.000 0.62 0.000 0.66 0.000 0.78 0.085 0.78 0.094
Indep 0.72 0.000 0.81 0.019 0.78 0.009 1.19 0.326 0.98 0.926
Other 0.48 0.000 0.53 0.001 0.63 0.013 1.06 0.875 1.11 0.768
Conservative (omitted)
Moderate 0.51 0.000 0.56 0.000 0.66 0.000 0.40 0.000 0.55 0.000
Liberal 0.26  0.000 0.29 0.000 0.39 0.000 0.29 0.000 0.46 0.000
Samesex relations always wrong (omitted)
Almost always 0.38 0.000 0.29 0.000
Sometimes 0.21 0.000 0.17 0.000
Not at all 0.09 0.000 0.07 0.000
Tolerance 0.68 0.000 0.66 0.000
2006 3.00 0.000 3.21 0.000 2.42 0.000 3.18 0.000 2.64 0.000
2008 2.56 0.000 2.83 0.000 2.54 0.000 2.60 0.000 2.57 0.000
2010 1.78 0.000 1.91 0.000 1.75 0.000 1.86 0.000 1.74 0.001
2012 1.42 0.000 1.41 0.000 1.30 0.003 159 0.007 154 0.016
2014 (omitted)
N 6759 6546 6125 1738 1604
Wald Chi*2 1656.65, 29 1883.93, 37 2493.38, 41 385.57, 31 575.21, 35
Pseudo Likelihood -9234.6 -8644.1 -7189.2 -2140.3 -1718.2

Saurce: 20062014 GSS (weighted)
Bold estimates indicate statistical significance at the p<0.05 level.
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Explaining the gap among evangelicaldodels 4 and 5 present the data on the
evangelicalsonly subsample. Model 4 includes the demographic, political, and religious
variables, and Model 5 adds approval of homosexuality and tolerance toward homosexual
individuals. Without controlling for #nlatter two variables, Model 4, like Model 2,
suggests that Bible views seem to have the strongest effect, relative to the other religious
variables. Compared to evangelical Bible literalistsiedigionists who do not consider
the Bible as divine hav@4 percent lower odds responding more negatively on-same
marriage. By comparison, the greatkestst religious difference for church attendance is
46 percent lower odds, 27 percent for affiliation strength, and 35 percent for daily prayer.
Interestngly, the coefficient estimates on the religious variables in Model 4 are quite like
those in Model 2 for the general population; that is, the religious effects tend to be
consistent in the general populat@mdamong evangelicals. As with Model 3, then,
when acceptance of homosexuality and tolerance toward homosexual individuals are
considered in Model 5, the size of the religious coefficient estimates, except prayer, are
reduced. In fact, attendance and strength of affiliation no longer seem to anadténe
literal-fable Bible gap is reduced by 60 percent. The size effect on daily prayer remains
the same, with 36 percent greater odds in expressing a more oppositional position on
samesex marriage for those who pray at least once daily. MoreokenVilodel 3 for the
general population, views on homosexuality seem to have the strongest effect among just
evangelicals as well, and the difference is between taking an absolute stance that
homosexuality is Amladswbwaywr on028y)ve(®O®uBR. i

A few other notable findings from Models 4 and 5. Controlling for acceptance of

homosexuality and tolerance, age, education, and region are no longer significant. That
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is, younger and more educated evangelicals and those living in Westesntaiat to be
more tolerant and accepting of homosexuality, leading to more supportive marriage
equality attitudes. Other factors that remain significant include race (AfAnzerican
versus white evangelicals), gender, political ideology (liberal ardkenate versus
conservative), and tolerance toward homosexual individuals. It may be interesting to
note that partisanship does not matter on this issue for evangelicals, but it does among the
general population.

Insum, Tabl21 6 s r esul t $feses @ ang 2 Both arhgng the public
and evangelical s, religiosity fAanchksexr sd0O oppo
marriage. Views on the Bible appears to be the most significant among the religious
factors, but it also indirectly influenceamesex marriage attitudes through beliefs about
the morality of homosexual relations.

Magnitude and r at.digwefl presgnss thg radan respohsesd s hi f t
from 2004 to 2014 onthesarsee x mar ri age question for the s
as well for all respondents. It confirms studies and polls that show evangelicals have
been and continue to be the least supportive on-samenarriage, even relative to other
Protestants, including theologicakipnservative black Protestants. In 20anly 30
percent of evangelicals supported sesag marriage, compared to 57 percent among the
general population (including evangelicals) and 64 percent among adivamgelicals.
Despite evangelical sé6 gener alo nodpepdo sfiatgiroene,6 toh
Astrongly agreeo) more than doubl ed bet ween
percent. In 2004, evangelicals averaged a score of 4.2 (onr@$pense scale, i.e.,

closer to fAdisagreeo), and iAime2Q K&+ 03 .,5 a(i . e
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point move over 10 years, or an average annual ra@Qf (Table2.2). Though they

shifted, the magnitude of their y@ar shift remains smaller relative to those of other

ekaephoinoeée s 2 andregare2d). ( Tabl e

groups,
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Fig. 2.1.Mean Scores on Sam&ex Marriage Attitudes, by Religious Tradition, 20042014

To provide a finer picture of the shifts (as the mean score may obscure the

intensity and subtleties of the movements), | estimate theedfaveragannual shift for

each of the five responses to the sa®e marriage question by regressing survey year as

a continuous variable on the responategory values for each yearable2.2 shows

that evangelicals declined the most in the most oppositienalp o n s e,

Astrongly

d i s ad maeeghan some of the other groups such as Catholics and Hadfiiated.

However, unl i ke

evangelicals moved

ot her

t he

groups,

which increase

m &,svhile évangdiicalebedarmaeg r e e 0 r

less strongly oppositional, they did nohlike norevangelicalsembrace samsex

marriage; instead,

t hei

r i rrigure@. hanéTablen support

2.2 provide some@rima facieevidence that evangelicdiave been lifted with the rising

tide, but they seem more anchadethat is, a slowepaced, smallemagnitude support

increasé relative to norevangelicals.
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Table 2.2: Ordinary Least Sqaures 10Year Slope Estimates (Average Annual Bange), 20042014

Blk.
Responses All Evangelical Mainline  Prot Catholic  Jewish  Other Faith Non-Affiliated
strongly agree 1.93 0.59 1.82 2.08 1.74 1.74 1.22 3.48
agree 0.60 0.93 1.61 1.31 0.78 0.78 0.41 -0.95
neither -0.26 0.14 -0.63 -0.13 -0.26 -0.26 0.05 -0.89
disagree -0.60 0.22 -0.72 -1.29 -0.72 -0.72 -0.39 -0.83
strongly disagree -1.68 -1.87 -2.08 -1.98 -1.54 -1.54 -1.30 -0.82
mean -0.08 -0.06 -0.10 -0.11 -0.08 -0.10 -0.06 -0.08
N 8210 2129 1195 627 2033 154 535 1537
Source: GS0M-2014 (weighted)
Bolded estimates indicate statistical significance at p<0.05 level.
TABLE 2.3:Bivariate OLS, Shifts in Mean Score mong Evangelicals, 208/6-2014, by Religiosity
Bible Views
Literal Inspired Fables, etc.
SSM SSM SSR Tol. SSM  SSM SSR Tol. SSM SSM SSR Tol.
coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef.
2006 4.35 1.27 1.80 3.55 2.03 2.41 2.99 2.99 2.33 2.42
2008 -0.09 -0.08 0.06 -0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.02 0.07 0.46 0.31 -0.22 -0.16
2010 -0.20 -0.17 0.11 0.17 -0.10 -0.07 -0.04 0.11 -0.30 -0.20 0.15 0.35
2012 -0.29 -0.24 0.09 0.13 -0.24 -0.16 0.02 0.14 0.70 0.46 -0.99 0.38
2014 -0.41 -0.34 0.06 0.23 -0.65 -0.44 0.25 0.41 -0.25 -0.17 0.26 0.17
N 1814 990 965 705 673 685 95 90 90
R2 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.0062 0.03 0.06 0.08 0.05
Church Attendance
Weekly Monthly
SSM SSM SSR Tol. SSM  SSM SSR Tol.
coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef.
2004 4.57 1.24 1.84 4.06 1.56 1.89
2006 -0.11 -0.09 -0.03 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.33
2008 -0.21 -0.19 0.01 0.01 -0.48 -0.35 0.31 0.70
2010 -0.28 -0.24 0.03 0.19 -0.37 -0.27 0.06 0.55
2012 -0.43 -0.38 0.12 0.17 -0.29 -0.21 -0.13 0.40
2014 -0.60 -0.53 0.11 0.35 -0.76  -0.56 0.31 0.59
N 957 914 886 352 324 324
R? 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.04
Church Attendance (cont'd)
Yearly Rarely/Never
SSM SSM SSR Tol. SSM  SSM SSR Tol.
coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef.
2004 4.05 1.73 2.01 3.50 3.50 2.10 2.11
2006 -0.74 -0.52 0.23 0.19 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.16
2008 -0.56 -0.39 0.33 0.43 0.17 0.11 -0.07 -0.12
2010 -0.60 -0.42 0.27 0.37 -0.37 -0.25 0.13 0.21
2012 -0.57 -0.40 0.54 0.52 -0.54 -0.36 -0.11 0.23
2014 -1.21 -0.84 0.47 0.54 -0.41  -0.27 0.12 0.38
N 349 322 329 468 439 446
R? 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.02
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TABLE 2.3:Bivariate OLS, Shifts in Mean Score mong Evangelicals, 208/6-2014, by Religiosity( c o nt 6 d )

Strength of ReligiousAffiliation

Strong Somewhat Not very

SSM SSM SSR Tol. SSM  SSM SSR Tol. SSM  SSM SSR Tol.

coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef.
2004 4.40 1.30 1.88 3.57 1.75 1.68 4.08 1.95 2.08
2006 -0.09 -0.07 0.01 0.09 0.21 0.15 -0.05 0.39 -0.55 -0.37 0.08 0.13
2008 -0.13  -0.10 -0.01 0.07 -0.37 -0.26 0.65 0.87 -0.45 -0.30 0.06 0.16
2010 -0.24  -0.19 0.02 0.28 -0.07 -0.05 0.24 0.55 -0.80 -0.55 0.20 0.18
2012 -0.39 -0.31 0.16 0.21 0.03 0.02 0.14 0.52 -0.71  -0.49 -0.10 0.28
2014 -0.56 -0.46 0.19 0.37 -0.58 -0.41 0.23 0.42 -1.06 -0.72 0.17 0.52
N 1185 1125 1098 206 176 178 731 695 705
R? 0.03 0.008 0.0117 0.033 0.0306 0.0507 0.04 0.00 0.02

Prayer
Several times daily Once a daily Less than daily

SSM SSM SSR Tol. SSM  SSM SSR Tol. SSM  SSM SSR Tol.

coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef.
2006 4.19 1.38 1.98 4.13 1.63 2.10 3.30 2.07 2.22
2008 0.15 0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.35 -0.26 -0.03 0.12 0.10 0.07 0.27 0.16
2010 -0.14 0.10 0.04 0.09 -0.31 -0.26 0.09 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.04
2012 -0.20 -0.15 0.16 0.13 -0.45 -0.33 0.01 0.11 0.09 0.07 -0.26 0.13
2014 -0.50 -0.37 0.24 0.34 -0.64 -0.48 0.02 0.24 -0.28 -0.20 0.12 0.27
N 861 836 824 547 530 514 412 394 408
R? 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

"Stalwarts"
Stalwart 2: Weekly attending Bible
Stalwart 1: Strongly affiliated, literalists who pray several times

weekly attending Bible literalists daily

SSM SSM SSR Tol. SSM  SSM SSR Tol.

coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef.
2006 4.52 1.59 1.11 4.57 1.61 1.10
2008 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.02 0.04 0.04 -0.18 0.06
2010 -0.12 -0.11 0.38 0.11 -0.15 -0.14 0.15 0.16
2012 -0.22  -0.21 0.26 0.05 -0.25 -0.23 0.30 0.17
2014 -0.26  -0.25 0.35 0.05 -0.24 -0.22 0.35 0.00
N 490 469 485 390 372 386
R? 0.01 0.015 0.00 0.012 0.0221 0.01

"Non -Stalwarts"
Non-stalwart 1 Non-stalwart 2

SSM SSM SSR Tol. SSM SSM SSR Tol.

coef. s.d. coef. coef. coef. s.d. coef. coef.
2006 3.78 2.24 1.78 3.83 2.18 1.73
2008 -0.06 -0.04 0.02 0.05 -0.08 -0.06 0.10 0.06
2010 -0.25 -0.18 0.08 0.09 -0.20 -0.14 0.17 0.05
2012 -0.29 -0.20 0.13 0.05 -0.24 -0.17 0.10 0.00
2014 -0.57 -0.39 0.28 0.18 -0.56 -0.39 0.29 0.19
N 1317 1266 1261 1419 1364 1362
R2 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00

Source: GSS 2062014 (weighted) "SSM" stands for sarrsex marriage attitudes, "SSR" indicaggproval for samesex
relations, and "tol." stands for gay rights tolerance. Bold indicates statistical significance at the p<0.05 level, agd itali

indicate marginal significance at p<0.10 level.
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Did evangelical stalwarts shift®Vhile the pooled mulsariate models show that
Bible views, religious attendance, strength of religious affiliation, and prayer correlate
with conservative attitudes toward sasex marriage, they provide a rather statistic
picture and do not indicate if, and by how much, ee#iogls of varying religiosity have
moved in the last ten years. In other words, did feelings about the Bible, churchgoing,
strength of affiliation, and prayer anchor sasex marriage attitudes for evangelicals?

Table2.3 presents the weighted OLS esties because | am testing the observed
mean differences, regressing sase® marriage views on survey year dummies (with the
earliest survey year, either 2004 or 2006, omitted) for each response category of each
religious measure (the two left columns undach category). For example, the top panel
begins (from the left to right) with evangelical Bible literalists, then those who hold an
inspired view of the Bible, followed by evangelicals who believe the Bible isdhone;
the next panel reports theuiocategories of religious attendance. | report the mean for
the first year and the year coefficient estimates (i.e., difference from the first year) as well
as the associated change in standard deviation.

I f religion anchor s dsaneexnariageclavbutl 6 at t i t ud
expect Bible literalists, weekly church attenders, the strongly affiliated, and evangelicals
who pray at least once a day to not have moved or moved very little relative-to non
literalists, lesdrequent attendershelessstrongly affiliated, and those who pray less,
respectively (Hypothesis 1). However, results in T&8ewould suggest otherwise. For
every religious measure considered, evangelicals in the higher religious level response
category shifted, particularly sia@012, and the shifts are not insignificant. Between

20062014, this shift was onthird of a standard deviation for Bible literalists, about-one
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half of a standard deviation for weekly attenders and the strongly affiliated, and nearly
four-tenth for thee who pray more than once daily. Again, the magnitudes here suggest
that the Bible tends to be the Aweightiero i
than the other religious influences. As a robustness check, | run the models for born
again evagelicals and those who have proselytized as well, and those two groups, too,
have shifted (results not shown).
By comparison, for some of the lowezligiosity categories, their shifts are not
statistically significant, e.g., evangelicals who rarely@ver attend church, those who
only feel somewhat affiliated, and the less prayerful. One explanation is that evangelicals
who measured high on these religious dimensions were more oppositional to begin with
and have more ground to make up on this issneeed, the literalists, weekly attenders,
strongly affiliated, and those who prayed at
Astrongly di s28009 they wereithe moshopposiiondl among
evangelicals initially. Relatedly, the lack agsificant movement in the loweeligiosity
categories may also suggest a ceiling for support among evangelicals, e.g., no category of
evangelical averaged below a score of 3 or t
who did not believe the Bible tee divine (they averaged 2.7).
Another plausible explanation may be that the religious anchor needs to be
reinforced on multiple dimensio@sfor example, doctrinal beliefs, pulpit messages,
religious communities with shared values and beliefs, and/ormedrsaligious
salienc® to hold back support for marriage equality among evangelicals. Testing this
explanation, | regress sarsex marriage attitudes on the survey year dummies for the

highest categories of evangelicals on these measures in differenhatons. | begin
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with two anchoring religious variables, and in all six possible combinations (i.e.,
literalists and weekly attenders, literalists and strongly affiliated, strongly affiliated and
weekly attenders, etc.). Evangelicals who measured ginesti on two religious
dimensions shifted. | then add a third anchor, testing the four possible combinations
(e.g., strongly affiliatedveekly attendingBible literalists, strongly affiliategnore than
daily prayingweekly attenders, etc.). Of those famoups, two groups did not shift: 1)
stronglyaffiliated, weeklyat t endi ng Bi bl e |l iteralOR22sts (i . e.
p-value=0.098) and 2) weekBttending, more than daily praying Bible literalists (i.e.,
istal war t s-0.2,pvalus=t2@0® dev. =
When | change the strength of each religious variable one by one (i.e., lowering
one variable at a time to the next level of religiosity, for example, from weekly to
monthly attendance, while keeping the other two at the highest religieeis)l, it
appears that the 20814 movement is greater in magnitude when the literalist view is
lowered or not present, relative to changes in the other three variables (results not
shown)?” Again, this suggests that views on the authority of the Bitzlg be the most
influential among the religious factors (Hypothesis 2).
Thus far, the evidence suggests that evan
a n ¢ hdospegifically weekly attending Bible literalists who are strongly affiliated or
pray morethan once a d&y did not shift in their stance on sarsex marriage between
20062 01 4. Did the shift, then, come primari |

evangelicals? Itappearsso. Tab al so showst ahwar theevViaogel i

%6|n Table 3, | increase the pray threshold to more than once a day because the majority of evangelicals
either pray more than once a day or daily. Also, the daily threshalttlsbll have allowed evangelicals

to shift; only several times a day prayer anchored views.

27 Some of the subgroup sizes become rather small.
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were less oppositional to begin with (about 3.8 in mean score) and moved +kérbf a
point (or-0.4 of a standard deviation) in the supportive direction between 2006 and 2014;
their 10year average annual rate, or the slope estimate on survey year, i1907.068hg
t he t wot allnwoanr t 6 definiti on-stgwartshifibapanagni t ude
with the overall evangelical shift in Tak2e2 andFigure2.1; in other words, the
evangelical shift s esetnasl waor thoe edwai nvgeenl ibcya Itsh.e
responses to the sarsex marriage question, stalwarts and-stalwarts both lost the
most in the fAstrongl y ddnstawansganedtheanbseigor y, bu
the Astrongl y a gdedmnedslightly(hlheitmot,statisticadlyl war t s
significant) in this response; they moved mo
again suggesting a Al uk énalhiHypodhesis@eems (r esul t s
supported. To be truly moored (i.e., unmoved), evangelicals needed a trifecta of religious
reinforcement with Bible views as the masichoringfactor. Even then, the data
suggest that thstalwart® might be moving, toostarting in 2014 (e.g., the 2008 shift
is marginally significant for the strongly affiliated, weelditending Bible literalistg-
value=0.098)

Dual citizenshipFinally, to test Hypothesis 4, the idea that evangelicals may be
distinguishing betweetihhe moral and civil society aspects of sase& marriage, |
regress acceptance of homosexual relations on the survey year dummies to estimate the
2004/62014 shifts for all the evangelical subgroups in T&®e The results, in the right
two columns undeeach religious category in Tal#2e3, reveal that all evangelicals,

regardless of their religiosity, held their views on homosexuality during those%jdars.

28 To be consistent with sarsex marriage attitude$able 3 shows the 20814 ifts for Bible view
andprayer on the samgex relations and tolerance measures. | alsthei20@-2014shifts on these two
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then regress tolerance toward homosexual individuals on the survey year dummies to

estimate thehift in this measure for all the Tal268 subgroups, and the most religious

categories except the Bible literalists (i.e., weekly attenders, strongly affiliated, and those

who pray more than once daily) all became more tolerant, especially in 201Bibfeor

literalists, their 200414 shift is not statistically significant (although their 2a2BL4

shift is marginally so), which, again, supports Hypothesis 2, that the Bible provides a

Awei ghtierd anchor on t hes esforsameexs . By cont
marriage attitudes, some of the loweligious categories did not change their tolerance

l evel s. Expectedly now, the fstalwerts, o ho
relations and gay rights tolerance. Together, these findirge m t o support t he
citizenshipd theory (Hypothesils gdosiitiyot he |
evangelicals, unless they were truly stalwarts, and strong opponents have become more
supportive of samseex marriage and gay rights, but most gedicals remained

unmoved on the moral question.

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
Reviewing the evidence fromthe 2040 14 GSS on evangelical sb
toward samesex marriage, | observe the following. First, compared teavamgelicals,
including othersocially and theologicallgonservative Christians, evangelicals have
remained the least supportive of marriage equality. Indeed, as the other religious groups

and the noraffiliated have increased their support, the evangelical gap, even with

religious measures by Bible view and prayer (results not shown). Literalists did not move on either
measure between 2004 and 2014, but those with sipaéd view did on both, while the fabled view did on
samesex relations, but not tolerance. None of the 2D@4noves by prayer level was significant, but more
than once daily prayers moved on tolerance between200dut the other two prayer categeriid not.
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doctrinally-conservative black Protestants, seems to have widened over time. However,

despite their rather relatively oppositional stance, evangelicals, too, have increased their

support, albeit less enthusiastically compared teex@ngelicals.

Second, religios factors explain a significant portion of the evangelical gap in

samesex marriage attitudes and better than the demographic and political variables. As

hypothesized, among the belonging, believing, and behaving dimensions of religiosity,

feelingsabout he Bi bl eés authority appear to

religious associations, particularly with the Bible, are partially mediated by views on the

morality of homosexual relations. Controlling for such views reduces the religious

effects, which is observed among the general population as well as evangelicals. Other

factors that predict evangelicalso6 atti

conservative than white evangelicals), gender (men more conservative than women),

maritalstatus (marrieds more conservative than nevamied evangelicals), Bible views

(literalists are the most conservative), attendance (weekly attenders more conservative

than yearly attendees), prayer (daily prayer more conservative than less frequent

praying), political ideology (conservatives most oppositional), approval of homosexual

relations, and tolerance toward homosexual individuals. Interestingly, for evangelicals,

samesex marriage does not appear to be partisan, but rather ideological. Tdrat is,

them, this issue is less motivated by partisan cleavages and perhaps more by their
fundamental worldview. On this point, the secularization literature does suggest an
ideological dimension, for example, the introduction of new ideas such as individual

choice in changing sexual norms (Treas

12

have t

tude
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underlying worldview may be directing both his political and moral dispositions, as
reflected in attitudes toward marriage equality.

Third, views on the Biblebds authority, pa
emerge as a particularly influential religious factor in maintaining a conservative stance
on samesex marriage. However, and surprisingly, a literalist view of the Bible doe
completely hold back support for saisex marriage. Similarly, on their own, other
religious anchors such as weekly church attendance, strong affiliation, or high private
religious salience (e.g., prayer, bagain experience, evangelizing behayaw not
either. In fact, only evangelicals who measure the highest in three religious
dimensiond and most importantly a literalist view of the Bible and then church@oing
seem unmoved in their attitudes on sesag marriage for the last ten years evethas
rest of society and their lessalwart evangelical peehsveshifted. That said, the most
recent data offer some marginal statistical evidence that 2014 could be the beginning of
what may be a significant movement even among these staunchest opponents.

So, what explains the shift despite strong religious ancpait least initially?
For one, a literal, or inerrant or infallible, view of the Bible does not negate more
nuanced, holistic hermeneutics, influencing attitudes toward-samearriage. Just as
there are scriptural proscriptions on sexual sins, thieBlso contains passages on the
inherent equality and dignity of allmenbecatse ey ar e cr eaatsevdll i n God?o
as on | oving strangers and even onebd6s enemie
evangelicals who go to church every week and pragyy day, how they work out their
faith and beliefs in the daily realities of life, particularly in relationships and personal

experiences such as having a friend or relative who is LGBTQ), is not always so black and
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white; indeed, even strict doctrinallleés may be transformed by personal contacts into a
form of Aeveryday theologyo (Moon 2003). T h
context of the last ten years in the midst of a cultural tide for the LGBTQ movement and
what may be a different broadeolitical environment for evangelicals as they react to the
politicization of their faith in the previous decades and the political stridency of the
Religious Right.
This leads to the fourth observation that evangelicals may have demarcated
between the wral versus the civil society aspect of sase& marriage. As such, the
evangel i cal response is | ess one of fAaccommo
their moral position or their | evel of relig
A d u a lln atwgy, marriage equality exemplifies how evangelicals may be navigating
bet ween their fAdual citizenshipimthen a spirit
world, but notof it (John 17:16). This explanation is consistent with recent research on
the rise of a fAnew evangelicalismo (Pally 20:
politicization of the evangelical faith and the resultant poor public perception of
evangelicals as judgmental, intolerant, and hypocritical, an emerging cadre of elite and
maingream evangelicals is charting a new engagement with their pluralistic liberal polity
and fellow citizens. Findings from this paper support this interpretation. On the morality
of homosexual relations, evangelicals of all religiosity have generally anagot their
position, even as the anchored shift toward accepting marriage equality and become more
tolerant of gay rights. The broader political implication is meaningful, too, as this issue

may signal a changed course in the intersection of religiopalitets for evangelicals,
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who comprise nearly onguarter of the American public. As such, their political
engagement inevitably impacts the broader political landscape.

Fifth, and finally, it may be worthwhile to note that sometimes an anchor needs to
be especially big and heavy to completely moor a boat during a strong tide. The Bible
alone does not completely ground opposition toward sseremarriage. It may be that
the evangelical movement itself has shifted away from a scriptural emphasisrto oth
sources of authority such as worship or relational experiences (Smidt 2014, 40), and
emerging research is showing growing Bible illiteracy among evangelicals (Barna 2016).
Moreover, Bible literalism in survey data is just a label, a way to operaterakoncept
in empirical research; how seriously literalists take the Bible and apply Biblical passages
to everyday life is less certain. And even for the literal readers, actual interpretation and
translation into political attitudes and behaviors cambanced and deeply complex.

The results here suggest that a mere literal reading of the Bible is insufficient for holding

onto a particular political view; other religious reinforcements, such as belonging to a
similarly-minded religious communityanédrgul ar 'y practicing oneds
needed to bolster and sustain religioesbyrced political attitudes. The data here seem

to be supportive of this hypothesis, as evangelicals who hold a literal view of the Bible,

attend church weekly, and areastgly affiliated with their denominations or pray more

than once a day appear to be the least swayed on marriage equality.

A few caveats and limitations are in order as well. First, while the data seem
optimistic about a rising trend among evangedicdlis notoverlyso. As noted earlier,
the evangelical gap has widened since 2004. Moreover, although religious evangelicals

have moved, the shift among some of the less stalwart evangelicals (e.g., those who do
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not believe the Bible is divine, thoséo rarely or never attend church, those who are
somewhat affiliated, and those who pray less than daily), as Z&bdeiggests, is not
statistically significant. Their subgroup mean scores hover between 3 and 3.5 on-the five
point scal eer memasitthieomneanlhy t he fabl es, et
subsample is small, only 95 observations). Perhaps, then, there is a maximum to
evangelical support for sarsex marriage. The higheeligiosity category evangelicals
(e.g., Bible literaliss and weekly attenders) may be catching up to the culture, but their
rising support, which appears to be starting only in this decade, could eventudiheflat
Nationally, for example, pogbbergefellpolls show that the increase in support has
slowed(Gallup 2016, Pew 2016).
Second, the GSS data used here are-@@s$onal, and as such, the associations
presented in this analysis are merely correlational. The causality and reciprocal nature of
the relationship between religiosity and attitudegaia samesex marriage, particularly
in this rising cultural tide, is difficult to parse. For example, just as Bible views and
church attendance may have influenced support for sa&xenarriage, views on this
issue, which are not formed inavacuum,mhay i nf |l uenci ng evangelica
believing, belonging, and behaving as well. Those who find themselves disagreeing with
t heir c¢hur c h 6-sexpanriage orihe sentimants sf theirehurch friends
may reduce or even stop their church atgerce, going as far as leaving evangelicalism
altogether. Similarly, the construction of
view of the Biblebds authority and content.

the relationship, panel dagae needed.
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Another set of limitations is inherent to survey data analysis. For one, wording
matters. The GSS sarmex marriage question is framed as a right; for those who cherish
equality as a core American value, the question may have garneager gugoport.

During preliminary analysis, | also explored data from Portrait of American Life Study

(PALS), whose question on sareex marriage is framed as support for a traditional,
gendered definition of marr i atgeenopdiniame onl y |
and one womano) . Framed as such, support an
and 2012 (data not shown). Other standard survey issues involve measurement
conceptualization; for example, GSSO0s Bible
evangelical sbé true feelings abougsext he Bible .
marriage. Moreover, as noted earlier, the Bible covers vast subjects, and even a literalist

reading could lead to seemingly contradictory applications, washing out séfEtits

in the aggregate. Finally, with a more ideal dataset, | would like to have tested other

hypotheses such as contact and attribution theories.

In sum, religious factors, particularly views on the Bible, appear to have anchored
inthatthey heldbmk evangel i cal s &seanatriage, helpmgtot owar d s a
maintain, if not widen, the evangelical gap in support for marriage equality. However,
religious influences do not, and perhaps could not, completely anchor their attitudes.

Even evangelicalwho read the Bible literally and attend church every week increased
their support for samsex marriage over the last ten years; if anything, the data suggest
that this liberalizing trend will continue, at least in the near future. How far will
evangeiltals go to support marriage equality remains to be observed. The findings here

also suggest that, in the new millennium, evangelicals, even the stalwarts, may be forging

77



a new approach to political engagement. On the issue of marriage equality, eaggelic

in the last ten years may be distinguishing between its private (rspnatual) and

public (liberal democragycivil rights) dimensions. Doing so may allow them to navigate

a new route between their partihdiypatitozeas o
a pluralistic civil society. Such steering may be indicativaroaltered approach that

i n eevangelicalbar e seeking to employ in their polit
citizenship.o I f so, t hfiesr neewa rdeeevleil ogplmed tb rh

in American political life.
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PAPER THREE

Doubly Converted: Immigration Attitudes at the Nexus of Evangelicalism and
Race/Ethnicity

INTRODUCTION
Living a nation of immigrantsAmericanshold ratherambivalent, complex
attitudes toward immigration and immigraitt€Ceobanu and Escandell 2010, Brown
2015, Newport 2015) Among the least liberal on this issue are evangelical Protestants
(Knoll 2009, Daniels 2005, Brint and Abrutyn 2010, McBdAnNooruddin and Shortle
2011) which begs the question, why? Studi es |
in-groupstatusandnationalistic Christiamdentity may partially or wholly explain their
conservative immigration viewsut the specific mechanisms hawa been robusil
established. In generahe religious sources ahmigration attitudesemain
understudied (Knoll 200%ussel2014, Berg 2015)
That white @angelicalshold restrictive immigration views is consistent with
longstanding research findings that destoste their association with conservative
politics, particularly on social issues (Layman 2001, Woodberry and Smith 1998,
Bolzendahl and Brooks 2005, Sherkagal 2011,Wilcox 199Q Jelen and Wilcox 1990,
Reimer and Park 200Wilcox 2009, Brint and Alrtyn 2010. In fact, some
commentators envisage i mmigration as the nex
2016). However, less is unknown about the immigration \dewdact, the general

political orientatio® of nonwhite evangelicals, who now comprise-guarter of

®For simpler writing, | use fattitudes toward i mmigr e
i mmi gr aftiimmidogroant s0 interchangeably throughout the pa
outcome variabltehowever, | fully recognize thahere are many distinct concepts and measures of

attitudes toward immigrants and immigration.
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American evangelicals, a diversification driven in part by48&5 immigration and in

part by recent efforts for mudacial congregations (Pew 201 %nderson and Stetzer

2016 DeYoung 2004, Garcdsoley 2007).Importantly, there are thestical and

empirical expectations that nonwhite evangeligaisild hold more sympathetic views on
immigration compared to white evangelicals. Indeed, among political attitudes, on the

issue of immigration one would envision a particularly strong radmiedimension.

As such, nonwhite evangelicalsé i mmigration
evangelical politics but the broader American political landscape as well in the coming

decades as both evangelicals and the American public contidiersify and

immigration gains increasing political salience.

This paper has two aims. First, using the most recent General Social Surveys
(GSS) from 2008 to 2014, | examine the religious sources of immigration attitudes, a
neglected study in the literature,dalouild a multilevel, intersectional model of
immigration attitudes as recommended by scholars on this subject (Berg 2015). Second,
| delve into the race/ethnicity, religion, and politics nexus, in particular L3tino
evangelicals and their views, theratpntributing to the emerging research on this
growing segment of American society (Bartkowskal 2012, Brown 2009, Ellisoet al
2011, Gibson and Hare 20XKeely and Kelly 2005Kelly and Morgan 2008, McDaniel
and Ellison 2008, McKenzie and Rousd 3pPantoja 2010, Valenzuela 2014).
Specifically, | test a working theory a@oubleconversionwhich argues that Latino
evangelc al s 6 Pr ot e s reaentimmanmatin (abeut tevthirdsvokLhtiyos in

the U.S. are associated with pa9%65 immigration) experiences fuse their religious and

30 Throughout thispapel, us e tlUaé i n@eOomanid [ Hi s p seoognzioghatthey er changeab
may be distinct conceptualizatioasd that pasethnictermsmayblur finer ethnic distinctivenegg.g., see
JonesCorrea and Leal 1996)
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national identities, resulting in attitudes distinctive from those of their white, and even
African-American, cereligionists as well as their negvangelical Latino peers, who have
not undergone both transformative processes. Overall, my findings are confirmatory of

the double conversion hypothesis.

RELIGION & IMMIGRATION ATTITUDES

Despite a robust literatumn the formation of attitudes toward immigration and
immigrants thereligiousinfluencesare understudied (Daniel 2005, Knoll 2009, Bloem
al. 2015, Cenobau and Escandell 20Aissell2014, Berg 2015).The few studieshat
consider religion focus oreligious identity and find thavangelical Protestants
generally hold the least liberal views on immigrat{i®aniel 2005, Daniel and von der
Ruhr 2005, Knoll 2009, McDaniadt al 2010, Brint & Abrutyn 2010).This is so despite
scripturaland someenag el i cal el i tesd support for compa
immigrants, including the undocumentéhgistianity Today2006 Evangelical
Immigration Table Galli 2006, Bauman and Yang 2003Prima facie religion as a
form of social identity that is,fi ¢ a tizeng aneself as an igroup member and
accentuating mand outgroup differences in attitudes, beliefs, values, behaviors, and
other characteristics, especially those that favor tfig ino & ge@ms to be a persuasive
approach to studying and religiondaimmigration attitudegFussell2014,487, Stets and
Burke 2000, 225). Developed at an early age and susthiredyhoutife, religious
identity providesa powerful narratig andconveys a sense of security and stahility
transnitted throughshared valueandsocial cues for cooperation and conflict by

rendeing group boundaries explicit. In this conceptualization, evangelicals constitute the
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in-group that perceives its symbolic resoursegh agheirreligious subculture and
values thredened by immigrants, the egtoup(Bloomet al 2015, 2).

Onevariant ofthe religious identitgheoryargueghat in a multtdenominational
society denominations resporifferently to globalization and immigration.
Fundamentalist Protestafitpercave these trends aspart ofmodernday secularism
that is encroaching deir cultural boundaries; as a protectionist gesture, streyngthen
in-group loyalty, generatingtronger bondintintra-group capital Putnam 2001Daniel
and von der Ruhr 2005Relatedy, the separatigirientation of fundamental Protestants,
especially those who reside in the Soutlay be leadinghem to antiglobalist
preferences (Daniel 2005). One study, however, argueatthates toward immigration
and immigrant@remotivated not by religious affiliatioper se but by conservative
Pr ot e somplax,tblengled form of religiousational identity (McDanieét al 2011).
Reflecting aconservativé strain of civic religionthe Christian nationalistorldview
holdstha America has a special covenant with God and that its unique values and
traditions need to be preserved against threats, such as immigrationajtedter what it
means to be Americarin statistical models, then, on@hristian nationalism is
controlled for, religious affiliation should no longee statistically significant.

Often on the issue of immigratioreligion also becomes intertwinedth race
and ethnicity. For example, studying American Catholics, Turkish Muséings Israelis,

Bloomet al findt hat dArel i gious soci al identity

nNcr €

are dissimilartoigr oup member s i n 201&01)i Eyendhouglor et hni ci

81 use Afundamental i st Protestantso here to be

in the studies citetlere
32 By contrast, the liberal strainhgld t hat Ameri cads divine role is
(McDaniel et al. 2010, 212).

82

consi s

exe



evangel i cal t hedllogy, idos hatstwaor &€ afl dwvgl, orAmer i c ¢
been predominately white (Emerson and Smith 2000). Thus, it may be that white
evangelicals oppose immigration because they feel threatened by dissimilar newcomers,
many of whom are Latirsoland Asians withieligiousbackgroundsooted inCatholicism
or nonJudeeChristian heritagg respectively Mainline Protestants, who are even more
overwhelmingly white and nativieorn, may feel similarly threatened. By contrast, more
diverse groups such as Catholics, who are less than 60 percent white -apiare
foreignborn, and notChristians may identify more with and/or feel less threatened by
recent immigrants, resulting in relatively more supportive immigration views.

Another variant of religious socialedtity focuses less on-mroupand more on
outgroup identification; eéligiougminority marginalization contends thatue to their
own experiences with persecution and discriminatieligious minorities, e.g., Jews and
Mormons, are more likely to sympathize with other socialgrotips such as immiants
compared to dominant religious groups in America like Protestgatzer 1998, Knoll
2009). In a way, thigmarginalizationinterpretationcould be applied to evangelicals
well, who continue sethemselves embattled agaiasid persecuted thesecular culture
(Smith1998 Cox and Jones 2017), despite becoming mainstreamed in recent decades
(Lindsay 2007).Considering, then, the variants of religious social identity theory, | posit
the following:

Hypothesis 1:Evangelicals are less suppomivof immigration tharreligious
minorities andreligionists who sharenore experiences or characteristi¢such
as religion, ethnicity, or immigrant backgroundjth recent immigrant groups

RACE/ETHNICITY , NATIVITY , & IMMIGRATION ATTITUDES

Like religion, race/ethnicity and nativity constitute compelling forms of social
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identity and sources of immigration attitudes (Fussell 2014). Though distinct, these
attributes often overlap and are conflated in the research; for example, Latinos and Asians
are more likely to be foreigborn, and as suctheyare usually perceived as roatives,
while whites and African Americans are perceived as natives (Fussell 2014, Valenzuela
and Stein 2014). Nonetheless, racial and ethnic minorities and individualseitent
immigrant background, even if they are natb@n, have in common their egtoup
status. Here, the argument is straightfor®ardcial/ethnic and cultural affinity leads to
more sympathetic immigration views.

In the immigration attitudes litenare, African Americans, although mostly
nativeborn, are conceptualizex an ougroup because of their racial minority status
and experiences of discrimination; indeed, research does find that African Americans
tend to be warmesnimmigrationthan whies butthe relationship isonditioned
positively by contact and negatively bgonomic threat perceptiofi@iamond 19938
Espenshade and Hempstead 1%@@, FusseR014, 488, for a review However,
controlling for the standard covariates, the wibikeck attitude gap sometimes disappears
(Cummings and Lambert 1997, Chandler and Tsai 2001

Researchers regard Latinos in America as argouip as well, doubly so because
of their ethnicity and immigrant association. Studies suggestuttatal affinty tends
toprevalover economic interests in predicting La
(Espenshade and Calhoun 1993, Espenshade and Hempstead 1996, Sancher 2006
and Panchon 2007, Valenzuela and Stein 2014), but this relationship, too, is conditioned
by national originsBranton 2007, Rouse, Wilkdon and Garand 2010, Knoll 2012),

acculturation and immignra generation (Branton 2007, Rouse, Wilkinson and Garand
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2010, Knoll 2012, Valenzualand Stein 2014, Pedraza 2015),-demographic context

(Valenzuela and Stein 2014, Ha 2D#&8 well as ethnic attachment, group consciousness,

and sensitivity to discrimination against Latinos (Valenzuela and Stein 2014). Similarly,

theone studyon AsianA me r i ineigratién attitudes finds thakerceived plitical

commonality with different racial groups influences their views (Samson 2014).
Identity, however, is complex and hardly esienensional Roccas and Brewer

2002. Many individuals hold multiple ones and do not neatly compartmentalize each as

theygo about their daily livesWhat, then, are the implications ledlding two, or

possibly even more, strong forms of identity that have been linked to immigration

attitudes?For example, how does racial/ethnic and cultural affinity intersect with

religious belonging or do they? Is there one identity that tends to dominate?

Examining nonwhite evangelicalsé views on th

into this lesgtraversed intersection on political attitude formation, particularly so because

currently one in four evangelical is nonwhite, one in six is fordigm, andone in ten is

Latino (Pew 2015p Sinceneither the immigration attituddiseraturenor the

evangel i cal s 6hagpnotisgedificalysaddiesstehsaguedtiasy | éraw

from studies hat f ocus on the relationship between

Americans6é religion and political attitudes.
A key concept at the nexus of religion and race/ethnicitytéspretative

communities Rooted in critical literary theg (Fisher 1980)ti ar gues t hat dAi ndi

do not readd sacred textincluding the Bible] andorm beliefs about it in isolation.

Instead, readings are shaped by communities of persons who share common beliefs about

the nature and purpose of the tartl agree on ground rules that govern their views on
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appropriate readingso ( NessBrtiaflyifreligougs nd EI | i son
experiences shape individual sdé political bel
proper conduct and behavior, ctraging personal attitudes, through influential
messages from clergy and via interactions with congregants that are governed by social
norms.... What varies, however, is the cultural milieu in which these processes take place
€ [ T hreligiouslexpereees may expose individuals to un
Christianity that I|link faith teachings to | a
2013, 219. In other words, race and ethnicity moderate the relationship between
religiond specifically, evangelicalia faithd and politics.

For white evangelicals, belonging to the dominant racial group in America results
in a nonraceneutral religiouscultural toolkit, stocked with freewill, individualism, and
pietistic devotion, and places them in a different secaomic location relative to other
Americans who share their religious faith, but not their race or ethnicity (Emerson and
Smith 2000, Brown 2009). Thus, whitenservativd® r o t e sdivalualistc dheology
centers on sin, divine judgement, repentamzksalvation through grace, and emphasizes
individual piety and moral conduct (Emerson and Smith 200@B0j6 This emphasis
may then lead to political attitudé@satare more accepting of inequalitidésgditional
family values harster criminal justicepositions such as the death penadtydlower
tolerance on civil liberties for social egtoups McDaniel and Ellison 2008, 182,
Emerson and Smith 200Burdette, Ellison, and Hill 2005, Ellison and Sherkat 1993,
Young 1992).

By doctrinal definition, theologicallgonservative AfricasAmerican Protestants

are evangelicals, too; however, their historical experience and continuing struggle in
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American society have forged a distinctive religious and politica(Rfeof and

McKinney 1987, Lincoln and Mamiya 1996arris 1994 Steenslanet al 2000, Wald

and CalhousBrown 2014. Thet heol ogy of African American Pi
expressed resistance and strength in the face of slavery and oppression; has underscored

the propletic concern with issues of injustice, exploitation, and neglect of the less
fortunate; and has wunderscored the i mperatiyv
(McDaniel and Ellison 2008, 182, McKenzie and Rouse 2013). Because many

congregants daily expence disadvantage and discrimination, African American

churches often draw upon scriptures concerned with social justiteeforarginalized

and oppressed (McKenzie and Rouse 2013, 2A9)such, religious belonging,

behaving, and believing measurestteeologicallyconservative African American

Protestants translate into more liberal political attitudes on justice and social welfare

issues, but less so on social iss¥3ung 1992, McDaniel and Ellison 2008, McKenzie

and Rouse 2013, Brown 2009).

Most Latinos in America, on the other hand, bear more recent immigrant
backgrounds; in fact, nearly two in three (or about 37 million) Latinos in the U.S. come
from post1965 immigration(Pew 2015 As such, many Latinos lack the intertwined
historical and ontemporary marginalization uniquely experienced by African Americans.
Moreover, Latinos are less cohesive ethnically because of their diverse national origins
(McKenzie and Rouse 2013). Religiously, Latinos are predominately Catholic, but their
brand ofCatholicism, intermixed with ethnic and folk culture, differs from that of
mainstream American Catholicism (Calvillo and Bailey 2015). The Catholic Church is

also not an indigenous institution for Latin
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c h ur ctiparalldisttha more unified, politicalyo b i | i zed HAbl ack chur chc¢
For a while now, some Latinos have been turning to the evangelical faith

(Sanchez Walsh 2003, Putnam and Campbell 2010, Avalos 2004). In 2013, about 16

percent of U.S. Latireare evangelical Protestants, up four percentage points since 2010,

and about 10 percent of evangelicals are Latinos (Pewb2@045a). Some scholars

consider Latino Protestants in America doubly marginalized because of their minority

faith status amonthe Latino community and minority ethnicity status in American

society (Lee and Panchon 2007). Because of their recent immigrant backgrouinatand

Protestantism is even | ess fAindigenouso for

the U.S. may b&rming their own distinctive American religious experience, relative to

nonevangelical Latinos and ndratino evangelicals. Research on this subject suggests

that ALatino Protestant religiosity has a st

Catholicism] focused not on homeland culture, but on personal transformation as a

community heavily characterized by the conve

about breaking with traditions and fully embracing the identity that matters the most,

being acristan@ ( Cal vi |l l o and Bailey 2015, 74). Th
evangelical tenets, for example, fithe belief
Obeagnai nd expetlioenmge e raorcde sas loiff ef ol | owi ng Jesu

earhly identities for a new Christentric identity (NAE 2017).

Religious conversions, however, do not operate in a cultural vacuum, and for
Latinos, becoming evangelical entails fAmore
(SancheaWalsh 2003, 2). Theris a social, cultural, and even national component as

well, because evangelicalism the religious phenomenon also exists ircatharal and
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geographic |l ocations. Il n the American cont e
culture and language to dmme Americanized. Becoming a Christian became equated

with, and in some sense stil!] means, becomin
insightful point could be clarifiadl the old culture and language are cast aside, but they

are supplanted by theiture and language of the new country, as religious beliefs cannot

be lived out without either.

For many immigrants and their families, churches aid this acculturation process,
functioning as fAgateway i nst it urtegratemist® or A s oo
American society and adopt American cultural norms and values (Verba, Scholzman, and
Brady 1995, Taylor, Gershon, and Pantoja 2014, Ebaugh 2003, Foley and Hoge 2007,

Djupe and Gilbert 2006). For example, church activities may facilitageaiction with

natives and more assimilated ethnierebgionists. Many churches also provide services

and assistance to immigrants, e.g., such as English language programs, that could

intentionally or unintentionally impart civic norms and behavior twawmers. Thus,

i mmi grants and their children | earn how to b
churches tend to favor a particularly Ucgntric, nationalistic tenor of what it means to

be American (Taylor, Gershon, and Pantoja 2014).

The empirichevidence regarding this phenomenon is suggestive. For example,
Latino Protestants, either evangelical or mainline, are more likely to identify as American
and say that being Christian is a hallmark feature of being American (edb2014),
and hidhergeneration Latinos are more likely to identify with evangelical churches

(Espinoseet al 2003). Latino Protestants are also more likely to speak English at home,

even after controlling for language proficiency, intimating a cultural reference; many

89



Latino Protestants also tend to identify more with their religion than their ethnicity,
thereby decoupling religion and ethnicity (Calvillo and Bailey 2015). Research on
Asian-American evangelicals, too, finds a similar pattern, a conflation of what iisriea
be evangelical and American (Alumkal 2003).

For Latinos in the U.S., becoming evangelical is politically meaningful as well
(Kosmin and Keysar 1995, Leal, Barreto, Lee and de la Garzg.2@ésearch suggests
that thereligion andpolitics connectin for Latinos falls somewhere between those of
whites and African Americans (McDaniel and Ellison 2008, McKenzie and Rouse 2013).
McDaniel and Ellison (2008), for example, find that on social, welfare, and crime issues,
Biblical | i t e tinaslisisenilabte whitef, but to & lessendedre®, whereas
African Americanso6é attitudes diverge from wh
McKenzie and Rouse (2013) report that various measures of religious belief and
bel ongi ng mov e nseherategatitdrianassuesi religialietyasereative
Latinos resemble whites only somewhat, expressing less interest in social issues such as
gender discrimination and reducing intolerance toward homosexuals; and religious
factors do not affect African iericans, except on social issues.

Studies also suggest that religion moderates the Latino ethnicity and politics
connection. For example, ideologically, relative to Latino Catholics of various
religiosity, Latino evangelicals are the least likely to-g#d#intify as liberal and moderate,
and the most likely as conservative (Gibson and Hare 2012). Also, relative to their non
evangelical peers, Latino evangelicals seem to express different political attitudes,
particularly on social issues, but perhaps less so on thesomimmic justicéront. For

example, borragain Latinos tend to be more conservative on social issues (Pantoja
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2010). On samseex marriage, Latino evangelicals, regardless of their churchgoing,
appears to be the least supportive compared to Latino mainline Protesth@&tholics
(Ellison, Acevedo and Ramé¥ada 2013). Latino evangelicals also seem less interested
in overcoming gender discrimination than Latinos belonging to other religious traditions,
but not so on achieving racial equality, helping the poor, anttnegl intolerance

(McKenzie and Rouse 2013). And even though Latino evangelicals are more likely to
support the death penalty than lessnmitted Catholics, the two groups hold old similar
views on universal insurance or more benefits to the poor (GdrsbRare 2012). Other
findings, however, show that evangelical Latinos are no different from Catholic Latinos
on issues ranging from abortion and gender roles to food stamps and environmental
spending (Kelly and Morgan 2008).

Furthermore, these corrdlats may be moderated by religiosity, such as
attendance, again perhaps more on social issues and less so on the social and economic
justice front. Valenzuela (2014) shows that regalaurchgoing Latino Protestants are
significantly more conservative @range of social issues, such as opposition to abortion
and gay marriage, and lekgsquently attending Latino Protestants are more like Latino
Catholics. But on support for immediate amnesty and economic welfare, Latinos of
Protestant, Catholic, or otheeligious faith express similar views regardless of their
religiosity, underscoring the dominance of ethnic affinity on these issues.

I n sum, the | iterature suggests that r aceé
politics, 0 but racallethrgciidentity puolbigiteor odidn depending e
on the issue. Specifically for Latino evangelicals, most of whom come from immigrant

backgrounds, their political attitudes may be conditioned by a blending of their religious
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and acculturation procsss. For them, what it means to be evangelical and Américan
this double conversi@intersects in ways that distinguish their immigration views from
those of their noiLatino cereligionists who hold more rooted religious and national
identities. Culturadnd ethnic affinity is still expected to prevail, but may be attenuated
by their evangelicaRmerican identification. Thus, | posit:

Hypothesis 2L at i no e viemigraioniatotwdéssate expected toe
distinctfrom those of their nohatino evangelical religionists as well as those of
their nonevangelical Latino peers.

DATA & MEASURES
Dependentariable. One complexity of studying immigration attitudes is the
range of issues involved, from views on policydelings about individuals. As such,
significant explanatory predictors may vary by depending on the spéicifension of
theissue (Pantoja 2006). In this paper, | focusonaspect r espondent sdé Vvi ew:
current level of immigration, whetherdghould increase or decrease, by a lot or a little, or
remain the same (scales] with higher values indicating support for reducing
immigration). As a policy measure, the simple wording and framing are less emotive,
e.g., less explicitly about the penoed economic, cultural, or national security threats
posed by i mmigrants or the filaw and ordero o
immigration. To test my hypotheses, | pool the most recent General Social Surveys
(GSS), 2008014, and analyze¢h fil et i N30 question.
Key independentaviables A key independent variable is religious affiliation,

and | use the fAreltrado classification of r e

33| use OLS regressions to testerageyearly differences in LETIN1 attitudes. In the general population,
thereis a 20082010 and a 2022014 clusterwith views becoming increasingly pmmmigration. The
pattern eems similar among evangelicals.

92



approach (Steenslamd al 2000), and the updated codinggi@er and Burge 2016).

Because nr el t a-badau, itisppordsehe befongimgand atfiliation nature

of evangelicalism, that it is more than just a spiritual ideation, but a-sottizral identity

as well, as conceptualized inthispapeh & seven fAreltrado categor.i
Protestant, mainline Protestant, black Prote
traditions, and nosffiliated.

Race and ethnicity is the other focal i nd
andi siplani co var i abl dspanicrwhite, ndiispanictldacko ups: non
Hi spani c, a ri#*dBedause theeGEDonly lzegaa Spanish interviews in 2006,
the representativeness of the-g#06 Latino subsample may be questionable (Barreto
and Pedsza 2009). Thus, | only pool the 2008 through 2014 biennial surveys (i.e., four
survey years). Weighted, white evangelicals represent 77.4 percent of all evangelicals in
the evangelicabnly analytical sample, AfricaAmerican evangelicals, 9.8 percent,

Latino evangelicals, 9.8 perceatn d Aot her raced ®vangelicals,

Other ovariates. Guided by the broader immigration attitudes literature, the
multivariable models include a number of covariates (Berg 20&Bpbau and Escandell
2010,Fussel2014. Immigrant status is binary (foreigrorn, U.S-born). Immigrant

generation is indicated by parental nativity (categorical: both parents born in the U.S.,

34 Nearlythreequarters of h e i o t respondentsaticearalytical sample are of Asian heritage (i.e.,
Chinese, Japanese, Indian, Pilipino, and oftséan)i 74.3 percent in the general population and 72.9
percent among evangelical8lso, in the pooled 2002014 analytical sample, there are 20 respondents

who did not provide a response for thei;howkverspanic et/
they do have a valid response for GSS6 standard firac:¢
¥GSS6s white and Hispanic shares aememedglycensistantgel i cal s

wi t h Pewledfricrédtmee.r i c an rac®ddharésattlesrs consi stent with Pewbd
somewhat more consistent with data frifraPortrait of American Life Study (PALS). Regarding

African-American evangelicalk n ot r el t r ad 6,8 is pldusibtethat Eheiranterabers lavet s )

increased, due t@cial reconciliation efforts sinceé¢ 1990s, e.g., Promise Keepers and multiracial

churches.For example, the National Congregation Study shows that the percent ofesulasisified as

Awhite conservative, evangeopecentAfricaoAmerdcansadbablae nt al i st o
from 5 to 10 percent between 1998 and 2012. These figures are available upon request.
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just one, neither). Age is continuous, and gender dichotomous. Marital status is
cdlapsed categorical (married/widowed, divorced/separated, 1meaaied).
Educational attainment is collapsed ordinal (college degree and above, high school
degree/ some coll ege, |l ess t h-awandvéwbag h school)
recognition sca (continuous, -1L0), a conventional cognitive measure, because studies
have found cognitive ability to be correlated with tolerance and social attitudes (Bobo
and Licari 1989, Ohlander, Batalova, and Treas 2005). Employment status is recoded
into four responses (fultime, parttime, unemployed, and retired/students/stafiome,
i.e., not in the labor force). Income is in constant 1986 dollars and logged. Region is
recoded from GSS6s and Censusd6 nine sections
Northeas West)** Ur bani city i s xnockibapaetdablemi hhe fihr
categories (city, suburb, and rur&l)To account for geographic context, | calculate
percent foreigfborn, African American, Latino, and Asian for the nine original GSS
region baed on Census 2010 déta.
Religious covariates include Bible views (categorical: Bible is the literal word of
God, inspired word of God, a book of fables/other), church attendance (ordinal: at least

weely, 2 to3 times a month, a few times a year, rgiredver), and the strength of

respondentsdé denominational affiliation (ord
36 South Atlantic, East South Centarnd West South Central regions are coc
Central and West Northecn t r al ar e coded as the AMidwesto; New Eng
coded as the ANortheasto; and Mountain and Pacific ar
37 Citieshave50,000+ populations; suburbs are large or medium city suburbs, large or medium

uni ncorporated cities, cities with fewer than 50,000

and open country.

38 To calculate the foreigivorn share in each G3&gion, | first calculate a state-regionforeign-born

weight, based on the number of foreigorn individuals in the state as a share of total forbigm

individuals inthe GSS region. | then multiptiie percent of foreigborn individuals for eachtate by its
foreignborn stateto-region weight. Finally, | sum this weighted state share for all the states in a particular
region to get the statgeighted foreigrborn share for each of the nine GSS regions. | replicate this
calculation for the percgagesof African Americans, Latingsand Asians in each region.
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strong). | also control for childhood religious affiliation because many Americans switch
religions and the reach of religious socidiiaa could be long, perhaps not unlike the

persistence of gitical socialization (Pew 2015b Childhood religious affiliation, then,

is coded using the same approach as adul't
variables atage 16 (age 12foeatt d ance) , yi el ding seven chil
In addition to these standard variables, | include support for prayer and the Bible in

public schools as a proxy for Christian nationalism. Arguably, the two are distinct

r

d |

concepts, but the phrasio§the GSS questieni The Uni ted States Supre

ruled that no state or | ocal government may

Bi bl e ver ses dinaycppiubelsame cheramndsiatelsentéments, and thus
a blend of religious ahnationalistic views?

The final set of variables fall within the political and attitudinal category. Party
identification is recoded into four responses (Republican, Independent, Democrat,
other)#° Ideology is collapsed into three responses (conseeyatioderate, and liberal).

The attitudinal variables include one on moral conservatism, which has been linked to

evangelicalsdé conservative social views (Bri

views on premarital sex (specified as continuou4; dlways wrong, almost always,
sometimes, not wrong at all); one on rateded preferential employméhtcontinuous,

1-4: strongly oppose preference, oppose, support, and strongly support); and four on

39 The 2007 Baylor Religion Survey contains both the Christian nationalism and school prayer questions

(although the latter is worded differgnfrom the GSS question). The overall corrielatbetween the two

is 0.59 and 0.51 among evangelicals.

““About 2 percent of the anal yt ificatidn, wacanrhgetide tokeegl i cat ed
in the analytical samples.

“The exact GSSsmewpeoplddaytipt because afkiscrimination, blacks should be given

preference in hiring and promotion. Others say that such preference in hiring and promotion of blacks is

wrong because it discriminates againsttefi What about your opiniénare you for or against

preferentialhi i ng and promotion of blacks?0
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racial attitudes toward marriage, which research stave/gorrelated with religious

affiliation (Perry 2013), as a proxy for feelings toward a specific racial/ethnic tfroup

(continuous, 15: strongdy favors, favor, neither, oppose, and strongly oppose). Because

most of the covariates have some missingvaluesd on 6t knowo or no resp
wise deletion would significantly reduce the analytical samples for the multivariable

models® To address this, | impute the missing V:

chained equatior.

METHODS
| begin theanalysis with simple descriptive statistics, crtasulating
immigration views by religious tradition among the general population and within
individual racial/ethnic groups as well as by race and ethnicity among evangelicals. For
the multivariate mods| I collapséi | et i n1 0 i n tdaeducd (oneteed),r esponses
increase, maintaén anduse weighted multinomial logit regressions with robust standard
errors. To further test Hypothesis 1 and the underlying mechanisms that explain the

evangelical cleavagéstart with a simple mlogit model, with just the religious affiliation

2

and survey year variables to estimate the g
include, in succession, nativity (Model 2B), geographic, demographic and economic

covariates (Mdel 2C), religious covariates (Model 2D), and political and attitudinal
covariates as potential explanations of the

shorthand in the following sections, | reference the probability of favoring increasing

“AWhat abautclioswi mgel ative marrying a [black, white,
“The variable Arealincd has the highest percentage of
percent missing, and 11 cvates have less than 1 percent missing.

“ldonotimputeval es f or Al et ipmelintinarg analyis, i the madedls with nlom

imputed data, and the resulteuld yieldqualitatively similar conclusions.
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currentimmi gr ati on over r-eduhvemgdudce@asamdniche asec
of probability -wsus/overadd wane .a¢ fAr emai n

To test Hypothesis 2 more rigorously, | run mlogit models for evangebodys
examining the race/ethnic effectycathen for Latinosnly, focusing on the
religious/evangelical effect. Due to small cell sizes, for Latinos, | only run the analysis
on evangelical, Catholic, and naifiliated Latinos. The evangelicatg\ly models begin
with race/ethnicity and surveye ar vari ables (Model 3A), foll
their parentsdéd nativity (Model 3B) and then
| am less interested in the precise underlying mechanisms and more in Latino
evangel i cal s 6ls. vlihedatisosomalyf nodels commande with survey
years, religious affiliation, and respondent
Finally, in Model 4B, | include Bible literalism, church attendance, strength of religious
affiliatio@aagaamd tekxepeibemme, per the |literat

this selfidentification measure among Latinos (Pantoja 2010).

FINDINGS

Bivariate analysis. Table 31 presentsthecro¢sa bul at i ons of Al et i n
and mean scores, first fire general population by religious tradition (Panel 1A) and by
race/ethnicity (Panel 1B), then by race/ethnicity for evangelicals only (Panel 1C), and

finally by religious affiliation among whites, African Americans, and Latinos (Panels 1D

45 For Models 4A and 4B, | do not impute for missing data as the imputation process seems to be
burdensome on the data and did not properly converge.
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F, respectively*® Figure3.1 captures the coll apsed

responses for all the groups in TaBl&.

Table 3.1: Detailed Views on Immigration, 20082014

fireduce,

General Population, by Religious Tradition

PANEL 1A Increase a Inc_rease a Remain Re_duce a  Reducea Increase Reduce Mean N
lot little little lot
% % % % % % %
Evangelicals 3.2 6.8 32.7 24.5 32.8 10.0 57.4 3.8 1,356
Mainline Protestants 2.8 7.5 32.8 27.4 29.5 10.3 57.0 3.7 718
Black Protestants 3.7 10.0 36.7 23.2 26.4 13.7 49.5 3.6 421
Catholics 5.1 9.2 41.7 23.6 20.4 14.4 44.0 3.4 1,299
Jews 5.8 21.4 42.5 20.8 9.5 27.3 30.2 3.1 89
Other faiths 6.1 15.2 41.5 19.2 18.0 21.3 37.2 3.3 280
Non-affiliated 3.8 135 41.9 20.8 20.0 17.3 40.8 3.4 1,070
All 4.0 9.5 38.1 23.6 24.8 135 48.4 3.6 5,233
General Population, by Race and Ethnicity
PANEL 1B Increase a Increase a Remain Rgduce a Reducea Increase Reduce Mean N
lot little little lot
White, norHispanic 2.1 8.4 34.4 25.7 29.5 10.5 55.2 3.7 3,796
Black, norHispanic 7.2 10.4 38.1 23.6 20.7 17.6 44.2 3.4 819
Hispanic 8.6 11.8 51.0 17.0 11.6 20.5 28.6 3.1 721
Other, norHispanic 8.3 154 51.4 14.2 10.8 23.6 25.0 3.0 226
Evangelicals, by Race and Ethnicity
PANEL 1C Increase a Increase 8  Remain Re_duce a Reducea Increase Reduce Mean N
lot little little lot
White, NonHispanic 15 5.9 29.0 25.2 38.3 7.4 63.5 39 1,054
Black, NonHispanic 9.5 6.2 43.8 24.6 16.0 15.6 40.5 3.3 150
Hispanic 8.4 11.8 44.5 21.0 14.4 20.1 35.4 3.2 117
Other, NorHispanic 8.5 13.0 49.2 19.8 9.6 21.4 29.4 3.1 35
Non-HispanicWhites by Religious Tradition
PANEL 1D Increase a Increase a Remain Re_duce a  Reducea Increase Reduce Mean N
lot little little lot
Evangelicals 151 5.9 29.0 25.2 38.3 7.4 63.5 3.9 1,053
Mainline Protestants 2.1 7.5 31.4 27.8 31.2 9.6 59.0 3.8 655
Catholics 2.0 8.7 35.2 27.7 26.5 10.6 54.2 3.7 791
Jews 6.5 23.1 39.3 21.9 9.2 29.6 31.1 3.0 81
Other faiths 2.9 9.2 40.6 24.2 23.1 12.1 47.3 3.6 166
Non-affiliated 2.3 121 39.6 22.6 23.5 14.3 46.1 3.5 777
Non-HispanicBlacks, by Religious Tradition
PANEL 1E Increase a Inc_rease 8  Remain Re_duce a Reducea Increase Reduce Mean N
lot little little lot
Evangelicals 9.5 6.2 43.8 24.6 16.0 15.6 40.5 3.3 149
Black Protestants 3.8 10.7 36.4 235 25.7 145 49.2 3.6 399
Catholics 8.4 15.4 34.3 27.0 15.0 23.8 41.9 3.2 47
Non-affiliated 6.6 14.2 41.7 22.9 14.7 20.8 37.6 3.1 119
Hispanic, by Religious Tradition
PANEL 1F Incrltz?se a Inc”rglaese a Remain R?i?tllj‘: ea Reldolice a Increase Reduce Mean N
Evangelicals 8.4 11.8 44.5 21.0 14.4 20.1 35.4 3.2 117
Catholics 9.8 10.0 53.2 15.8 11.3 19.8 27.1 3.1 417
Non-affiliated 6.0 18.7 52.2 14.9 8.4 24.6 23.2 3.0 106

Source: General Social Sways, pooled 2002014 (weighteld For mean scoresjold indicates statistical difference

from the omitted categgp (either evangelicals or whitgs Some categories are omitted due to small sample sizes (n-

%] do not prracseateyorytbdcauseivfsimall eell sizes (N<50).
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Fig. 3.1. Immigration Views, by Religious Tradition and Race

Overall, Americans are rathensupportive of more immigration (Panel 1A).
Onehalf (48 percent) want to reduce immigration, with reduce a little and a lot nearly
equal in intensity. About orthird (38 percent) are fine with the current level, and only
one in seven (14 percent) fagancreasing immigration. Panel 1A also supports prior
findings that evangelicadsand indeed mainline Protestants, too, as the two groups are
virtually identical in their view8 are the least supportive of immigration. Among these
two predominately whit®rotestant religious traditiorté most members (57 percent)
indicate that they want to reduce immigration. Black Protestants follow in their
opposition to immigration, then Catholics and the-affiliated, then othefaith
respondents, and finally Jewwisespondents, among whom still more favor reducing than
increasing immigrationPrima facie then, Panel 1A supports Hypothesis 1.

Evangelicals are less supportive of immigration compared to thaffibated, religious

47In the weighted pooled 20aB4 analytical sample, 77 ment of evangelicals ari? percenbf mainline
Protestants are white; by comparisb@,percenbf Catholicsare white
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minorities, and Catholics. Eveontrolling for race, white evangelicals are still less
supportive than white Catholics (Panel 1D).

Consistent with racial/ethnic identity and affinity theories, white Americans are
the least supportive of immigration, followed by African Americans; tHespanics and
individuals of Aot her 0 o apatem/eplivatedamangéhe t he mo
evangelicalsonly sample (Panels 1B and 1C). Interestingly, though, even among Latinos
and Aot her raceo indi vi dugihnsigratioo.nimthe one i n f i
general population, Latinos are more supportive than whites or African Americans, but
among evangelicals, Latinos are no different in their average support than other nonwhite
evangelicals. Initially, then, Hypothesis 2 is unsupgdirtultural and ethnic affinity
seems to matter more than the religious identity.

Panels 1BF show immigration views by religious tradition for each racial and
ethnic group (categories with small Ns are excluded). The evangelical gap is present
only among white Americans. Among African Americans, those who affiliate with
historically black Protestant denominations
supportive of immigration (indeed, ogeu ar t er support Areduce a | @
evangelicals, Catholics, and the rafiiliated are statistically similar. However, Latino
evangelicals are the most |ikely to say fired
andthenoraf f i | i ated, Aincrease a little. o

The evangelicalap. Table3.2 presents the imputed, weighted mlogit models
predicting the likelihood of favoring increasing over reducing immigration and

maintaining over reducing immigratidh.Model 2A begins simply withhereligious

48 For simpler presentation, Table 2 does not present the estimates on tietesvalthough they will be
discussed in this section; specific results are available upon request.
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tradition plus survey yearariables As observed in the previous section, compared to

evangelicals, all other groups (except mainline Protestants) are more likely to support

increase and remain over reduce. Moreover, the gap seems patrticularly wide between

evangelicals and ne@hristians. Th affiliation gaps also appear to be larger in the

increaseversusreduce panel.

Table 3.2: Multinomial Logistic Regression Predicitinglmmigration Views, General Population

INCREASE versus REDUCE (base)

2A: 2B: Nativity 2C:Demo 2D: Religion 2E: Politics
Affiliation GeoEcon & Attitudes
RRR p-val RRR p-val RRR p-val RRR p-val RRR p-val
Evangelical (omitted)
Mainline Prot. 1.04 0.816 1.23 0.258 1.05 0.802 0.80 0.391 0.74 0.268
Black Prot. 1.61 0.025 0.93 0.792 0.88 0.624 0.93 0.829 0.72 0.358
Catholic 1.89 0.000 1.35 0.067 1.15 0.425 0.87 0.529 0.80 0.343
Jewish 5.30 0.000 5.40 0.000 3.75 0.001 4.04 0.058 4.42 0.069
Other faith 3.30 0.000 2.39 0.000 1.86 0.010 194 0.023 155 0.146
Non-affiliated 2.42 0.000 2.26 0.000 1.86 0.000 3.15 0.382 2.63 0.532
Immigration Views, General Population( cont 6 d)
REMAIN versus REDUCE (base)
2A: 2B: Nativity 2C: Deme 2D: Religion 2E: Politics
Affiliation GeoEcon & Attitudes
RRR p-val RRR p-val RRR p-val RRR p-val RRR p-val
Evangelical (omitted)
Mainline Prot. 1.02 0.877 1.13 0.752 0.96 0.752 0.86 0.330 0.81 0.182
Black Prot. 1.32 0.047 1.03 0.864 1.03 0.864 1.16 0.524 1.03 0.899
Catholic 1.67 0.000 1.30 0.214 115 0.214 1.14 0.394 1.08 0.622
Jewish 2,51 0.001 2.59 0.019 2.01 0.019 3.23 0.071 4.14 0.068
Other faith 1.96 0.000 156 0.201 1.27 0.201 151 0.085 1.35 0.215
Non-affiliated 1.79 0.000 1.71 0.006 1.38 0.006 0.88 0.856 0.80 0.736
Imputations 5 5 5 5 5
N 5233 5232 5097 4835 4835
Avg. RVI 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03
Largest FMI 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.51 0.61
Model F test 6.98 10.8 6.80 5.21 5.76
Within VCE type, Prob>F 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: General Social Surveys, pooled 2088imputed & weighted).

Note: For simpler presentation, | do not present the estimates on the covariates, which are available upon request.

Including race/ethnicity and immigrant status in the model, the difference

between black Protestants and evangelicals disappears, atiffdiences between

evangelicals and Catholics and,
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attenuated (Model 2B); the evangelitadinline gap increases in magnitude, but is not
statistically significant. Not surprisingly, in this modelce and ethnicity matter, but the
relationship is partially mediated by nativity (results not shown), which is a significant
predictor as well.

In Model 2C, the gedemographic and economic covariates mediate the
evangelicalCatholic gaps, which are noriger significant. Specifically, educational
attainment explains the evangeli€ztholic difference in the increasersusreduce
view, and region (Midwest versus South), the remarsusreduce difference (results
not shown). In the remaiversusrediwce panel, the evangeliedlot her 6 f ai t h gap
disappears as well. Thus, while the glsmographic and economic factors attenuate
some of the intr&hristian differences, a broader Christian cleavage remains, particularly
in the increas@verreduce view.

Including the religious variableapw only the evangelicalewish and

evangelicafi ot her 6 faith differences persist (Mode
coefficient estimate (and its robust standard error, not shown) for the unaffiliated in the
increaseversusreduce estimation seems sizable, it is not statistically significant.
Finally, including the political and attitudinal variables reduces the evangglioal h e r 0
faith gap to nosstatistical significance, but the evangehdalvish gap perds, both
statistically and in magnitude (Model 2E). This finding strongly supports the
conventional minority marginalization theory. Thus far, TébRsupports both
expectations in Hypothesis 1.

Overall, Model 2E shows that the evangelical gap in imatign support is

mostly explained by differences in nativity, demographic, geographic, economic,
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religious, political, and attitudinal factors. Interestingly, current religious affiliation, i.e.,
belonging or identityper seis less meaningful than imally expected, especially given

the |literatureds emphasis on soci al i dentity
religious attendance/behaving, not affiliation/belonging or beliefs/believing, is the
stronger religious predictaf immigrationviews Relative to weekly attenders, yearly

and rarely/never attenders have lower relative risk of favoring increase or remain over
reduce; that is, more frequent (weekly and monthly) religious attendance is associated
with more supportive immigration wes, which is consistent with prior findings in the
literature and the idea that religious behaving, particularly within a religious community,
generates bridging/integroup capital, at least on this measure of immigration views.
Furthermore, there is s@evidence, albeit limited, that childhood religious socialization
matters, too; compared to individuals raised evangelical, those who grew up Catholic are
more likely to support increase over reduce.

Several nofreligious sources of immigration views istout as well. Race and
ethnicity predict attitudes, but, interestingly, only in the remarsusreduce estimation:
Latinos and Aot her raceo respondents are mor
over reduce. Individuals born outside the LaBd college graduates are more likely to
support increase or maintain versus reduce, and higher verbal scores predict greater
probability of favoring maintain over reduce. The econdagtors receivesome, albeit
relativelylimited, support: comparea the full-employed, those not in the labor force
(i.e., retirees, students, and seyhome individuals) have higher relative risk of
supporting increase over reduce; on the other hand, the unemployed have lower relative

risk of favoring remain over rete. Geographic and contextual influences seem
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minimal, too: only rural, versus city, residency is significant, and only in the remain
versusreduce panel. Surprisingly, considering the media coverage on this issue (e.g.,
Jones 2016), partisanship does predict immigration views at all, but ideology does.
Relative to conservatives, liberals have greater probability of favoring increase over
reduce.

Finally, approval of churcistate separation and racial attitudes predict
immigration views. Those whapprove of the Supreme Court decision that local and
state governments cannot require prayer and Bible in public schools are more likely to
support increasing or maintaining over reducing the current number of immigrants to the
U.S. However, as a proxpif Christian nationalism, it does not explain the religious
affiliation effect the way McDaniedt al (2010) would suggest. Affiliation differences
have mostly disappeared even before controlling for the school prayer variable, and the
evangelicallewishgap persists after accounting for it. Traditional moralism, or approval
of premarital sex, does not predict immigration views; however, disapproval ef race
based hiring and promotion favoring African Americans is associated with lower relative
risk of sypporting increase or maintain over reduce. Moreover, racial marriage attitudes,
particularly toward Latinos anghitespredict immigration views as welbut in opposite
directions Greater opposition to close relatives marrying Hispanics is associdted w
greater probability of less favorable immigration views, but greater opposition to close
relatives marrying whites predicts more favorable immigration views. Thus, both
animus toward nonwhites and whites influence immigration views. This last set of

findings is consistent with prior findings on cultural factors being stronger predictors of
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immigration attitudes than economics one (Venezuela and Stein 2014, Bi@m
2015).

Race, ethnicity, andvangelicalism.Do cultural affinity and racial/ethnic identity
operate among evangelicals even though research suggests American Protestantism may
decouple religion and ethnicity for recent immigrants such as Latinos? And do Latino
evangelicals express more distinctivews relative to their nehatino evangelical co
religionists,as hypothesized by the working theory of double convePsidsing an
evangelicalonly subsample, Tab&3, Model 3A begins simply with race and ethnicity
plus survey yeat® In discussing Thle 33, | focus primarily on white, African
American, and Latino evangelicals, as there
for reliable estimates. In the simple model, nonwhite evangelicals are significantly more
likely to support increase oemain over reduce than white evangelicals, but statistically

similar to one another.

Table 3.3: Multinomial Logistic Regressions Predicting Immigration Views, All Evangelicals

INCREASE versus REDUCE (base) REMAIN versus REDUCE (base)
Race?é'hnicity 3B: Nativity 3C: Full Race/gEAt'hnicity 3B: Nativity 3C: Full
RRR p-val RRR p-val RRR  p-val RRR  p-val RRR  p-val RRR  p-val
White, NH (omitted)
Black, NH 3.34 0.000 2.63 0.006 1.26 0.676 2.24  0.000 1.97 0.002 1.48 0.291
Hispanic 4,73 0.000 1.70 0.229 1.04 0.943 2.67 0.000 1.45 0.292 0.63 0.239
Other, NH 6.20 0.000 3.23 0.027 2.29 0.395 3.84 0.010 2.63 0.132 1.34 0.668
Immigrant 251 0.117 5.72 0.033 3.77 0.011 9.71 0.000
2 parents US born (omitted)
One 3.77 0.027 0.97 0.968 2.22 0.045 1.40 0.473
Neither 253 0.133 1.30 0.743 1.03 0.950 0.76 0.626
Imputations 5 5 5
N 1356 1356 1181
Avg. RVI 0.00 0.00 0.02
Largest FMI 0.00 0.00 0.32
Model F test 4.86 4.10 8.89
Within VCE type,
Prob>F 0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: General Social Surveys, pooled 2088imputed & weighted).
Note: For simpler presentation, | do not present the estimates on the other covariates, which are available upon request.

49 Again, for simpler presentation, | only present the estimates on the race, ethnicity and nativity variables
in Table 4; estimates on the other covagaee available upon request.
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Controlling for r esiyateriatesthsrace/atmidity par ent s o
effect, particularly for Latino evangelicals and only somewhat for African American
evangelicals (Model 3B). Indeed, there is no longer a statistically significant white
Latino gap among evangelicals (nor there is a blaatino gap, results not shown). Not
surprisingly, nativity, both respondentsd an
other words, Latino evangelicals seem initially more supportive of immigration because
they are more likely to be immigrants, buice that is accounted for, they are not
significantly different from their white evangelical peers, which is not the case for
African-American evangelicals.

When Model 3C controls for the full slate of demographic, geographic, economic,
religious, politi@al and attitudinal covariates, white, Africémerican, and Latino
evangelicals are no longer statistically different, although the magnitudes of the estimates
suggespersistinggroupsvariations In fact,comparedo white evangelicals, Latino
evangelials have a lower relative risk of favoring remain over reduce once the covariates
are considered (RRR=0.63), but Africamerican evangelicals havehaher relative
risk (RRR=1.48); although, neither estimate is statistically significétiien | omit
Latino evangelicals as the base category, AfFéamerican evangelicals have more than
twice the relative risk of favoring remain over reduaed the estimate is marginally
significant(RRR=2.36 p-value=0.091).

While Table 33 does not present the results the other covariates, here, | will
highlight a few noteworthy findings and ndindings. The immigrant variable is highly

statistically significant among evangelicals, particularly in magnitude (RRR=5.72
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increasevs-reduce, RRR=9.71 remairs -reducé and relative to the immigrant size

effect in the general population (RRR=2.50 and 2.70, increase and remain, respectively).
Parental nativity, on the other hand, does not matter; that is, for evangelicals, it is their
own immigrant experience, notthéira mi | i esd, t hat motivates
Similar to the general population model, verbal score predicts only the rgeraims

reduce views among evangelicals as well. Overall, the demographic and economic
variables are not particularly expltory, but the geographic variables for evangelicals
seem more meaningful (especially compared to the general population). For example, in
the increas@verreduce estimation, evangelicals living the northeastern and western
states are more supportiveimimigration than Southerners, and evangelicals living in
regions with higher shares of African Americans and Latinos are also more supportive,
too. In the remahoverreduce estimation, Midwestern evangelicals are more supportive
of remain than Southerrg and evangelicals living in regions with higher shares of

Latinos are also more supportive.

Regarding the religious influences, evangelicals are not particularly moved by
their feelings about the Bible, which seems surprising, considering its dgmtrali
evangelical theology argtriptural passageeferenced by both sides of the immigration
debatan support of their positio(Bauman and Yang 2003); recent research, however,
reveals that few evangelicals (about one in ten) report being most irdiibpche Bible
on immigration issues (LifeWay Research 2015). Frequent churchgoing and childhood
affiliation, on the other hand, matter, particularly in predicting the increasereduce
view. Specifically, compared to weekly attenders, monthly aadyattenders have

reduced relative risk of favoring increase over reduce. And evangelicals raised in

t

he



mai nline Protestants denominati oprgsr oomnot he Ca
evangelicals, are more likely to support increase. In the remeesnsreduce estimation,
these religious variables seem less impactful; the churchgoing gap is between weekly and
yearly attenders, and compared to the strongly affiliated, the somewhat affiliated is less
likely to favor remain. Surprisinglggain partisaship and ideologgo not matter for
evangelicalscontrary to popular conception (Jones 2016). Finally, views on-fzasst
preferential employment and feelings about marriage to Latinos, African Americans, and
particularly whites matter as well

Thusfar, Table 33 supports one part of Hypothesis 2, that Latino evangelicals
hold distinctive immigration views relative to their white and African American co
religionists who have not experienced a culturaional conversion or perhaps a
religious convesion in the way that Latinos have. But does becomuag@gelical
somehow moderate ethnic identity poliftic§able3.4 presents the results on this
guestion. Model 4A (which controls for reld.@
nativity, and surveyear) suggests that naffiliated Latinos are more likely to favor
increase over reduce compared to evangelical Latinos, but evangelical and Catholic
Latinos are statistically similar. However, when | controlféalings about th8ible,
church attendace, strength of religious affiliation, and the bagmin experience in
Model 4B, borragain is marginally significant in the remainerreduce estimation
(RRR=0.59 p-value=0.066)reterisparibus bornragain Latinos have reduced relative
risk of supporting maintaining versus reducing immigration compared tdooragain

Latinos.
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For robustness check, | run Model 4B for whites only and Afrisarericans
only, and for neither group is the beagain variable statistically significant (results not
shown) . I also run Model 4B for #fHAother race
(N=187), but the boragain variables statistically significant in the remaioverreduce
estimation (RRR=0.2%-value=0.018). The boragain finding heré thattheself
identified spiritual conversioexperience isneaningful, and in the expected conservative
direction, to Lat i ndsupmonsdhe doobleltaversionaced mi nor
hypothesis and echoes previous reseseghrdingthe borragai n i mpact on Lat.

political orientation (Pantoja 2010).

Table 3.4: Multinomial Logistic Regressions Predicting Immigration Views, Latinos

INCREASE versus REDUCE (base) REMAIN versus REDUCE (base)
Model 4A: Model 4B: Born Model 4A: Model 4B:
Evan. Aff. again Evan. Aff. Born-again
RRR p-val RRR p-val RRR  p-val RRR  p-val
Bornragain 1.09 0.793 0.59 0.066
Evan. (omitted)
Catholic 1.20 0.576 1.29 0.539 1.39 0.255 1.09 0.795
Non-aff. 2.37 0.042 2.28 0.147 1.91 0.096 1.19 0.733
Immigrant 2.06 0.031 1.93 0.054 2.30 0.004 2.44 0.003
2 parents US born (omitted)
One 0.92 0.876 1.13 0.817 2.36 0.025 2.83 0.007
Neither 2.05 0.048 2.41 0.020 1.74 0.081 1.74 0.096
N 640 617
Log pseudolikelihood -623.10 -587.24
Wald chi*2 48.67 73.96
Prob > chi*2 0.00 0.00
Pseudo R"2 0.16 0.18

Source: General Social Surveys, pooled 2088weighted).
Note: For simpler presentation, | do not presthe estimates on the other covariates, which are available upon request.



DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

In a recentlypublished literature review on immigration attitudes, the author
notes that future research should advance #ayél theoretical models such as
intersectionality (Berg 2015). This paper, then, aims to build one such model at the
intersecton of race/ethnicity, religion, and immigration views, by examining the attitudes
of all, not just white, evangelicals, a space in the literature that could benefit from greater
scholarly attention.

American evangelicals are perennially relevant to theysbf American politics
because they comprise about difidn to one-quarter of the general population and show
no indication of serious decline in membership, contrary to the experiences tidghe o
major traditions (Pew 201%b Importantly, decades oésearch has demonstrated a
politically-conservative evangelical cleavage. While historically American
evangelicalism has been predominately white, in recent years, its members have become
more diverse, due in part to pd€65 immigration as well as nerecent racial
reconciliation efforts. Today, one in four evangelicals is nonwhite and one in six is an
immigrant. Thus, the coming generation of evangelicals will be racially and ethnically
more diverse, gt our knowledge of this growing segment isyoamerging. Drawing
from the broader race/ethnicity, religion, and politics literature that suggests race and
ethnicity moderate the relationship between religion and politics, we should not expect
that the conservative religioymlitical link found amog white evangelicals will
necessarily be present among their nonwhiteetigionists as well. Indeed, the
Ainterpretative communitieso fr &thetwor k woul d

different races and ethnicities interpret, emphasize, and thestetiatheir evangelical
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faith into political expressions in ways specific to their unique historical and
contemporary contexts.

With better data emerging on Latinos in America, scholars are beginning to
examine how religion influences their politics. Betfindings suggest that Latino
Protestantsodé politics fall somewhere bet ween
moreover, the associations are conditioned by political outcome and religiosity.
Interestingly, the Latino Protestant experieneenss tde intertwined with the
acculturation processthat is, becoming evangelical is blended with becoming
American. This distinctive development for Latinos leads me to posit a double
conversion working theory in the formation of immigration attitudes. $pealty, for
racial and ethnic groups that undergo both an evangelical conv@nsitimall that
entails, not just spiritually bigulculturally as weld and a culturahational conversion,
i.e., leaving behind the old country and making new home, the tp&riexces blend to
form political attitudes that may be distinct from racial and ethnic groups more
established or unchanged in their national and religious identities. Racial/ethnic and
cultural affinity are still expected to operate for Latino evangtdjpulling them toward
more sympathetic views, but their evangelical identity may distance them from their
ethnic or immigrant identity. Paradoxically, even as evangelicalism decouples the old
religious and ethnic connection, a new culturationalistc association forms through
assimilation into this religious subculture. The findings in this paper are generally
supportive of this working theory.

| begin this analysis with a persistent religious finding in the literatuinat

evangelical Protestasiseem to be the least supportive of, or the most opposed to,
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immigration. The prevailing theoretical approach to studying religious sources of
immigration attitudes uses a social identity framework. My findings suggest that there is
a broader ChristianbnChristian cleavage in immigration views, and the standard
demographic, economic, geographic, religious, political and attitudinal factors explain
much of the fAevangelical gap, 0 which suggest
effectper se Nonetheless, religious identity as articulated in the minority
marginalization theory does bear out in that Jewish respondents remain, relatively
speaking, the least opposed to immigration.

Interestingly, what persists as an independent religious sotincenigration
attitudes is religious attendance, a somewhat neglected factorimrtiigration attitudes
literature that has hitherfocused more on religious belonging and identigpproach
For both the general population and evangelicals, mogedrd attendance is associated
with less restrictive views. For a particularly oppositional group such as evangelicals,
this finding is encouragird frequent churchgoing may generate greater bridgingfinter
group, rather than bonding/intgaoup, capital, antrary to prior theories that have mostly
conceptualized the evangelical subculture as closed and inward (Daniels and von der
Ruhr 2005, Blanchard 2007); at least, this does not seem to be the case for immigration
views. Whatever operating influenceseatiance is capturing or reinforcihg.g., pulpit
messages, social networks, and/or personal interadtithesoutcome seems positive for
evangelicals on supporting immigration. Perhaps then, contact theory would be a more
compelling theoretical and analyte | appr oach than religious id
immigration views correlate positively with the racial compaosition of their regions

supports this reframing in continued reseasnhmmigration attitudeas well. The

112



attendance finding and thelative norfindings on religious believing and belonging also
bol ster religious congregationso®é i mportance
Owen, and Hill 1988, Verba, Scholzmand, and Brady 1995, Jelen 1992, Huckfelt and
Sprague 1995, Jon€&orreaand Leal 2001, Djupe and Gilbert 2009). Thus, future
research should focus on congregations, rather than religious affiliation, as the key
analytical unit in studyingeligious sources ammigration attitudes. Indeed, as
evangelical churches continuediversifyd e.g., the National Congregation Study finds
that the share of predominately (i.e., more than 80 percent) white evangelical churches
decreased from 79 percent to 66 percent between@pD@@d 201& a congregational
approach to studying evangelism, which is institutionally decentralized, seems to be a
promising research avenue.

If religious identity does not appear to be the dominant religious source of
immigration attitudes, it is not too surprising to find, then, that cultural affinity and
racial/ethnic identity seem to exert a stronger influence. But in the case of Latino
evangelicals, whose religious, national, and ethnic identities may have uniquely blended
in ways specific to their particular American and evangelical experiencesstingiis
somewhat more complicated. At first, ethnic and cultural affinity seems to hold, but once
immigrant status is accounted for, Latino evangelical®iaidenger statisticallgifferent
from their white cereligionists. In fact, there is some li@d, but suggestive evidence
that, controlling for political and racial attitudinal factors, Latino evangelicals appear
more oppositional than AfricaAmerican evangelicals and even white evangelicals. One
could surmise that, merthanpbosemse ohdbecdma

relatively recent immigrant background may try to distance themselves from their
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immigrant experience, either their own or that of their family. Alternatively, economic
competition may be in operation; for example, the naacailturated or highegeneration
ethnic minoritiesnay feel threatened by new immigrants taking away their economic
opportunities.

The double conversion theory also finds resonance in the Laiimgsnodels;
while the evangelical affiliation, which @enominatiorbased, is not particularly
meaningful, the boragain experience predicts the remauerreduce view (albeit with
only marginal statistical significance). Moreover, there is some evidence that the born
again experiencermagommi heri fobesfiashwel |
seltidentification/religious conversi@n perhaps a more conscious, personal decision
than denominational affiliatiah seems meaningful to these two groups, both of which
are nearly ondalf immigrant, but nbto whites or African Americans supports the
hypothesis that religious and culturadtional conversions may interact to form
distinctive political attitudes. Moreover, even though religion and postiadies
generally use relatively standamligiousoperationalizatios) the same religious
dimension may not be uniformly experienced and translated into political outcomes for
all the racial and ethnic groups, yet another interesting research question to further
pursue.

A few caveats and limitation are order. The results here are correlational; the
causality and directionality of the relationship between evangelicalism and immigration
views for Latinos has yet to be determined; one could imagine, for example, that Latinos

who prefer Protestantism Ve always been morationalistic and U.Scentrid that is,

114



evangelicalism did not cause less sympathetic immigration vieasel data would
enable researchers to test causalith greater confidence

Moreover, the quality of every study and findisgcontingent on the quality of
the data. While the GSS is nationally representative and offers interesting, valid
measures, some of the subsamples and subgroups in this paper are rather small and likely
not wholly representativef the broader populatisn | i mi t i ng t he resultsbo
The large standard errors on some of the coefficient estimates are an indication of this as
well as the sizable magnitude on some of the statistically insignificant coefficient
estimates.ltisalsoratheru nf or t unate that the subsample of
particularly among evangelicals, is too small for confident statistical inferences. For
example, the double conversion theory could be more robustly tested with another recent
immigrant groupsiwch as Asian Americangr whomProtestantism is not indigenous
either Moreover, some of the variables, e.g., the geographic covariates as well as the
religious ones such as feelings about the Bible, could be better measured. And were
other plausible gxanatory variables viable or availabéeg., personality, values, threat
perception, trust, and tolerance, | would like to have tested their associated theories as
well in an even more fulkgpecified multlevel model. Of course, attitudes toward
immigration and immigrants are varied and nuanced, and in this analysis, | test just one
issue.

Immigration is a perennid&lut also timely topic given our current political
climate. It affects not only public policy at all levels of government, but elégioliics
as well. More importantly, it impacts how all of us who livehis countryperceive,

relate to, and treat one another based on what we believe and value, where we are born
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and our families come from, what language we speak, and even whatkué&eé on the
outside, and those conceptions and their resultant political views and actions matter
greatly for the functioning of Americads diwv

democracy.
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