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ABSTRACT 
 

Gun violence is a prominent public health concern in the United States, imposing significant 

financial and emotional costs.  Though polls consistently indicate that the majority of Americans 

favor additional gun control measures, no new federal gun laws have been passed in several 

years.  One explanation for this lack of legislative activity is the deep partisan divide as 

evidenced by polling data, but another partial explanation may be religious affiliation.  Polls 

indicate the majority of Americans believe in God and have some sort of religious affiliation, and 

religion has been found to be correlated with political ideology and participation.  Using cross-

sectional data from the National Opinion Research Center’s 2016 General Social Survey, this 

paper examines the extent to which religious affiliation is related to views on gun control.  A 

finding that religion is a strong predictor of support for gun control would suggest that advocates 

of stricter gun control might benefit from reaching out to faith leaders for additional influence.  

This study ultimately finds little correlation between religious affiliation and support for gun 

control.  However, future studies that feature more nuanced data may provide different results. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In 2016, over 38,000 Americans died as a result of a firearm injury (CDC, 2016).  Of 

these deaths, nearly two-thirds were suicides, over 14,000 were murders, and almost 500 died as 

the result of accidents.  In addition, the number of “Active Shooter” incidents increased in 2016 

and 2017 to a combined total of 50, up from 40 incidents in 2014 and 2015.  Of these 50 

incidents, 20 were mass killings (FBI, 2018).1   In 2016, in addition to those that perished from 

gun violence, an estimated 116,000 people visited the emergency room for non-fatal firearm 

injuries.2  According to CDC data, the combined medical and loss-of-work cost of gun violence 

in America in 2016 was over $45 billion. 3  These financial losses do not include the emotional 

and psychological toll of being shot or of losing someone to gun violence.  These costs 

associated with gun violence have led medical and public health associations to support 

“common sense” gun measures, such as background checks, as a way to address what they view 

as a significant public health concern.4 

However, the effectiveness of such remedies is unclear.  A recent RAND Corporation 

report finds only moderate evidence that certain gun control laws are associated with reductions 

in gun suicides and homicides, unintentional gun-related injuries and deaths, and violent crime 

                                                             
1 “Active Shooter Incidents” are defined by the FBI as incidents in which “one or more individuals actively engage 

in killing or attempting to kill people in a populated area” (using a firearm) (FBI, 2018).  The FBI defines a “mass 

killing” as “three or more killings in a single incident” (2018). 
2 Figures derived when author ran a query in the CDC WISQARS data for Nonfatal Injuries and Rates for 2016.  

https://www.cdc.gov/injury/wisqars/nonfatal.html  
3 Per CDC WISQARS Cost of Injury Report for 2010, when “firearm” was isolated as the mechanism of injury.  

Other estimates of the cost of gun violence in America place the number much higher (Follman et al., 2015). 
4The American Public Health Association (2018) frames gun violence as a preventable public health problem and 

advocates for better data collection and research on gun violence, for increased funding for mental health services, 

and for Congress to “pass common sense gun laws.”  The American Medical Association (2018) called gun violence 

a “public health crisis,” and in 2018 issued a press release on their website advocating for several different policies 

to be adopted in order to address it. 

https://www.cdc.gov/injury/wisqars/nonfatal.html
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(Morral et al., 2018).5  Partially as a result, there is little consensus regarding gun policy, and few 

federal laws exist that restrict gun ownership or access.6  

The debate over gun control has intensified in the wake of several high-profile mass 

shootings (Scherer, 2018); and although half of the ten deadliest mass shootings in U.S. history 

have occurred since 2015 (Abadi, 2018), no meaningful federal gun control laws have been 

passed for several years.7  Although recent Gallup and Quinnipiac University polls indicate that 

the majority of Americans favor additional gun control measures, there remains a deep partisan 

divide on the issue (Saad, 2017; Quinnipiac University, 2017).8  A 2017 Quinnipiac poll 

highlights this bifurcation: 68% of Republicans opposed “stricter gun laws in the United States” 

while 80% of Democrats supported them.  The official Republican and Democratic National 

Committee websites also diverge on the issue.  The Republican National Committee (2018) 

                                                             
5 The report found that “child-access prevention (CAP) laws” (or “safe storage” laws) were associated with a 

reduction in suicides, unintentional injuries and fatality among children.  It also found some evidence that 

background check laws were associated with a reduction in suicides and homicides, and that laws prohibiting the 

purchase of or guns by individuals with mental illness (i.e. those that had previously been involuntarily committed 

to a psychiatric facility) were also associated with a reduction in violent crime (Morral et al., 2018).   
6 The most notable federal laws related to gun purchasing, ownership, or possession are the National Firearms Act of 

1934, the Gun Control Act of 1968, the Firearm Owners’ Protection Act of 1986, the Brady Handgun Violence 

Prevention Act of 1994, and the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994. (See the references 

section for full citations for these pieces of legislation.) 
7 Five of the ten deadliest mass shootings in U.S. history have occurred since the end of 2015.  They are as follows: 

San Bernardino, CA- December 2, 2015: 14 murdered; Parkland, FL- February 14, 2018: 17 murdered; Sutherland 

Springs, TX- November 5, 2017: 26 murdered; Orlando, FL- June 12, 2016: 49 murdered; Las Vegas, NV- October 

1, 2017: 58 murdered (Abadi, 2018).  In 1994, President Clinton signed the Violent Crime Control and Law 

Enforcement Act.  The law contained a provision that temporarily banned the manufacturing, transferring or 

possession of semiautomatic weapons, but it contained a clause that repealed the law ten years after the effective 

date.  The Protection of Lawful Commerce in Arms Act, passed in 2005, protects gun manufacturers and dealers 

from civil liability when crimes are committed with guns.  (See the references section for full citations for these 

pieces of legislation.) 
8 According to a Gallup Poll conducted in October of 2017, the majority of respondents were in favor of requiring 

background checks for all gun purchases, enacting a 30-day waiting period for all gun sales, and requiring all 

privately owned guns to be registered with the police (Saad, 2017).  In a subsequent poll conducted in October of 

2018, 61% of respondents said that they believed that the laws covering the sales of firearms should be made stricter 

(Gallup, 2018).  In a Quinnipiac University poll conducted in June of 2017, 94% of respondents supported 

background checks for all gun buyers (Quinnipiac, 2018).  
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platform includes a reaffirmation of the GOP’s commitment to the 2nd amendment and support 

for “firearm reciprocity legislation to recognize the right of law-abiding Americans to carry 

firearms to protect themselves and their families in all 50 states” (The Second Amendment: Our 

Right to Keep and Bear Arms section, para. 2).  The Democratic National Committee platform, 

on the other hand, calls for the prevention of gun violence by strengthening background check 

laws, closing gun purchase loopholes, and increasing funding for research on effective gun 

violence prevention policies (Democratic National Committee, 2018).  

While there is a substantial literature on the association between political ideology and 

gun control, there is less research on another major correlate of many Americans’ gun policy 

preferences: religion.  This paper aims to fill that gap.  Using cross-sectional data from the 

National Opinion Research Center’s (NORC) 2016 General Social Survey (GSS), this paper 

examines the extent to which religious affiliation is associated with support for gun control.9 

 

BACKGROUND  

In 2018, according to the Pew Research Center (Pew) (Fahmy, 2018; Pew Research 

Center, 2018), 90% of Americans reported believing in God or some type of higher power.  In 

2015, Pew (2015a) also reported that 77% of Americans report having an affiliation with some 

religion.  Among the faithful, over 70% are Christians, and among the Christians, two-thirds are 

affiliated with a Protestant denomination, while nearly one-third are Catholics (Pew, 2018; Pew, 

                                                             
9 The NORC website requests that the NORC GSS be cited as Smith et al. (2018).  (See the references section for 

full citations for the GSS survey and data.) 
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2015b).  In addition, 23% of Americans reported that they had no religious affiliation (this group 

includes but is not limited to agnostics and atheists) (Pew, 2015b).   

Some religious leaders have taken clearly stated positions on gun policy.  For example, a 

2004 report from the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops called for the faithful to  

support “reasonable restrictions on access to assault weapons and handguns” (United States 

Conference of Catholic Bishops, 2015).  The Pope himself has spoken on the subject.  In March, 

following the 2018 Marjory Stoneman Douglas High school shooting in Parkland, Florida, 

student-organized protests against gun violence were held across the world (Correal, 2018).  The 

day after the protests, in an address in St. Peter’s Square during the Catholic Church’s 33rd 

“World Youth Day,” Pope Francis appeared to subtly support the protesting teenagers by saying, 

“The temptation to silence young people has always existed…Dear young people, you have it in 

you to shout...It is up to you not to keep quiet” (Pope Francis, 2018).  

Protestant denominations have also condemned gun violence.  In 2018 in the wake of the 

mass shooting at the First Baptist Church in Southerland Springs, Texas, the Southern Baptist 

Convention issued a resolution calling on the government to “address the epidemic of gun 

violence by evaluating the social maladies” that lead to gun violence, and advocating for the 

implementation of “preventative measures that would reduce gun violence and mass shootings 

while operating in accordance with the second amendment.”10 (Southern Baptist Convention, 

2018).  The President of the Convention wrote that “high powered assault weapons” should not 

be available to  citizens, and “common sense” gun control measures were not an infringement of 

                                                             
10 On November 5, 2017, a gunman killed 26 and injured 20 worshipers attending First Baptist Church in 

Southerland Springs, Texas (Montgomery, 2017). 
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second amendment rights (Young, 2018).  Additionally, in 2000, National Council of the 

Churches of Christ General Secretary Robert Edgar called for an end to the manufacturing and 

distribution of handguns and assault weapons, and called for additional gun control measures 

such as waiting periods and background checks (Edgar, 2000).11   

Jewish leaders have also taken public positions on gun violence.  In 2016, Rabbi Joel 

Mosbacher, of the Temple Shaaray Tefila in New York, launched a “Do Not Stand Idly By” 

campaign to persuade gun companies to distribute their products safely and invest in the 

development of safer gun technology (“Do Not Stand Idly By,” n.d.).  In addition, Reform 

Jewish Youth members have called for universal background checks and assault weapons bans 

(“Take Action for Gun Violence Prevention,” n.d.).  

Given the prominent role that religion plays in many Americans’ lives, and the support 

among religious leaders for a range of gun control measures, I propose to examine the 

relationship between peoples’ religious affiliation and their support for gun control.  Specifically 

I propose to examine how members of specific religious groups feel about gun control, as 

measured by their response to a NORC GSS survey question that gauges respondents’ support 

for a hypothetical law requiring that individuals obtain a police permit prior to purchasing a 

firearm.   

 

  

                                                             
11 The National Council of the Churches of Christ is an ecumenical partnership of 38 Christian faith groups, that 

include Orthodox Christians, Evangelicals, Presbyterians, Episcopalians, Baptists, Methodists, and other Protestant 

groups, which together comprise 45 million people in the United States (National Council of Churches, 2018).  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

A substantial body of literature examines the role that religious affiliation plays in 

relation to numerous social issues.  However, few studies have examined the effect of religious 

affiliation on support for gun control.  This section reviews a range of relevant research, moving 

from the general to the particular.  First, I discuss research that highlights the challenges of using 

religion as an independent variable to study behavior.  Then I move to the research that 

establishes the link between religious affiliation and political behavior and activism.  I also 

discuss research that highlights the role of religious affiliation when examining several 

prominent social issues, substantiating the use of religion as an independent variable when 

studying politically charged issues.  Finally, I discuss the existing literature on religion and gun 

control, and explain how my study will contribute to this literature.   

The use of religion as an independent variable 

A study by Driskell et al. (2008) acknowledged a fundamental challenge in studying of 

the impacts of religious affiliation because many people provide responses to questions about 

denominational affiliation that are incorrect or imprecise (e.g., identifying oneself as “Baptist,” 

rather than as “Southern Baptist”).  Furthermore, even if people correctly classify their 

denominations, because of the multitude of different denominations, assessing statistical 

significance may be difficult (Ibid).  To address this problem, some researchers have adopted a 

classification system designed by Steensland et al. (2000), which seeks to differentiate among 

large religious groups (Ibid).  Using GSS data on self-reported denomination, Steensland and his 

coauthors created a classification system that distinguished among Catholics, black Protestants, 

Evangelical Protestants, Mainline Protestants, Jews, and other denominational affiliations.  The 
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authors write that they created these categories by using “theological criteria derived from 

denominational creeds and associational criteria taken from denominational membership status 

in national religious organizations” as well as theological and historical information (297).  

Steensland and his coauthors then tested this new classification system against older 

classification systems by examining which classification system could better explain variation in 

religious attitudes and behaviors (i.e., church attendance and attitudes towards biblical 

literalism), political attitudes (i.e., party identification and feelings about governmental 

engagement in the economy), and social attitudes (i.e., feelings about abortion and sexual 

morality).12  They found that this revised classification scheme was a more useful tool for those 

hoping to examine the effects of religious affiliation on attitudes and behaviors than were 

previous models that placed individuals on a fundamentalist-moderate-liberal continuum 

(Steensland et al., 2000). 

The role of religion in political behavior and participation 

Driskell et al. (2008) examined the relationship between various dimensions of religious 

behavior (for example, church attendance and religious denomination) and political participation.  

The authors found that political participation was unrelated to church attendance, but was 

positively and significantly correlated with religious activities such as participation in a church 

choir, religious-education programs, and community outreach programs (2008).  The authors 

also concluded that political participation is better predicted by religious beliefs about social 

justice and an involved God than by church attendance and religious denomination.  Beyerlein 

                                                             
12 The authors’ regressions also controlled for demographic variables such as age, gender, race, education, income, 

and region (Steensland et al., 2000). 
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and Chaves (2003) found that types of political participation are strongly correlated with 

religious affiliation.  For example, they concluded that Evangelical Protestants were the most 

likely to distribute Christian Right voter pamphlets; that black Protestants were more likely to 

invite a political guest to speak at church or hold voter-registration drives; and that Catholics 

were the most likely to try to influence public policy by participating in a political demonstration 

or march, or by directly lobbying government officials (Beyerlein and Chaves, 2003).   

Religion and Views on Controversial Policy Topics 

Numerous studies have found evidence of the correlation between religious affiliation 

and beliefs about controversial issues such as abortion, homosexuality, and immigration.  Wang 

(2004) found that one explanation for variation in individuals’ approval or disapproval of 

abortion is the individual’s fundamentalist beliefs.  Similarly, Petersen (2001) found that found 

that well educated people who belong to churches that strongly oppose abortion tend to oppose it 

themselves, despite the fact that education is frequently associated with more liberal views on the 

subject.  

Finlay and Walther (2003) found that religious affiliation and frequency of church 

attendance were predictive of homophobic attitudes.  The authors found that “Protestants” as a 

broad category were more likely to feel that homosexuality was immoral and dangerous to the 

family unit, but that “liberal Protestants” and “non-Christians” were the least homophobic of the 

respondents (2003).  General Social Survey (GSS) data from 1988-2008 showed support for 

same-sex marriage increasing from less than 12% to 39% (Sherkat et al., 2011).  However, 

Sherkat et al. (2011) found that religious affiliation and religious participation both were 
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independently, negatively correlated with support for same sex marriage, with sectarian 

Protestants being significantly more likely to oppose same sex marriage than Jewish or non-

Christian respondents.   

The role of religion with respect to immigration appears more nuanced.  Knoll (2009) 

found that members of minority religions (e.g., Jews and Latter-day Saints) were more likely 

than Protestants and Catholics to hold liberal attitudes towards immigrants, but that individuals 

of all religions who attended church more frequently (and were more likely to hold deeper 

religious convictions) were more likely to hold liberal views on immigration.  The finding that 

religiosity moderated negative attitudes towards immigrants was echoed in a study by Leon 

McDaniel et al. (2010).  The authors also found that Evangelical Protestants held more negative 

feelings towards immigrants than did mainline Protestants or Catholics.  And notably, all three 

religious groups held more negative attitudes towards immigrants than did agnostic and atheist 

respondents. (Leon McDaniel et al., 2010).  They also found that Evangelical Protestants were 

more likely to embrace “Christian nationalism,” (a strong belief in America’s origins as a 

Christian nation), and were therefore more likely to be culturally opposed to immigration (2010).  

The relationship between religion and gun control 

Research that sheds light on the effects of religious affiliation on gun control attitudes 

tends to be embedded in studies of the determinants of gun control attitudes, which often 

includes some measure of religion as a control variable.   

Several such studies find that that certain subsets of Protestants are more likely than 

people of other faiths to oppose gun control (Wolpert and Gimpel,1998; Celinska, 2007).  
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Merino (2018) found that, after controlling for other demographic characteristics, Evangelical 

Protestants were more likely than Catholics, black Protestants and the nonreligious to oppose 

strict gun control laws (Merino, 2018).  Similarly, a 2012 study by Malka et al. found that white 

Evangelical Protestants were more likely than Catholics, black Protestants, or Jews to oppose 

gun control (2012). 

Another study by Froese and Bader (2008) found that higher frequency of church 

attendance was correlated with greater support for gun control, a finding that is consistent with 

many religious denominations’ espousal of nonviolent doctrines.  They also found that 

individuals who identified as Protestant were more likely to oppose gun control, though this 

relationship was not statistically significant (Ibid). 

Notably, a study by Yamane (2016) also showed that Evangelical Protestants were more 

likely to own guns than Mainline Protestants, and that religious participation (i.e. frequency of 

religious service attendance and additional non-service religious activities) was negatively 

correlated with gun ownership across religious affiliations.    

The present study 

While there is plenty of literature on social issues and religious affiliation, there are 

virtually no studies in which the effect of religious affiliation and support for gun control is the 

primary focus.  This study will contribute to the existing literature by revisiting the question of 

the effect of religious affiliation on support for a key gun control policy, while using different 

data and adding additional control variables.  This study will be one of the few analyses for 

which the primary focus is on the effects of religion on support for gun control.  If I find that 



 

 

11 
 

 

religion is related to support for gun control, then it may follow that advocates of stricter gun 

control could benefit from reaching out to faith leaders to enhance support for their positions.   

 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Based on other survey data and information discussed in the background section, I 

hypothesize a small correlation between religious affiliation and an individuals’ support for, or 

opposition to gun control.  Though religious affiliation is my key independent variable, I also 

interact religious affiliation with measures of religiosity, to examine whether support for gun 

control varies in accordance with levels of devoutness.  My analysis also includes several 

controls based on previous literature that has included similar controls, and has found them to be 

significant.   

Figure 1 illustrates all of the factors included in my model. 
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Figure 1. Influences on Support for Gun Control 

 

Demographic controls 

Prior analyses have included demographic controls such as age, race, gender, education, 

income, along with region (Wolpert and Gimpel, 1998; Celinska, 2007; Yamane, 2016).  I use 

these controls, as well.  I also added a control to account for whether the respondent has children, 

because I theorize that an individual who has children may be more likely to support gun control 

measures.  I also added a control to reflect whether there are any differences in levels of support 

for gun control based on whether an individual lives in an urban, rural, or suburban community.  

I theorize that individuals living in large urban communities may be more likely to support gun 

control than individuals living in the other communities. 

Support 
for Gun 
Control

Demographics
Age

Race

Gender

Children

Education

Income

Region

Urbanicity

Lifestyle
Gun Ownership

Military Service

Hunting

Politics
Political Party

Ideology

Devoutness
Prayer Frequency

Religious Serivce 
Attendance

Religion
Protestant

Catholic

Other Religion

No Relgion
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Lifestyle controls 

Celinska (2007) found that, among other variables, whether someone recreationally 

hunted and owned a gun(s) were correlated with opposition to gun control.  Therefore, I have 

included these measures as controls.  Additionally, because previous studies that examine gun 

ownership and storage (but not in the context of religion) include military status as a variable, I 

have controlled for veteran status (Hamilton et al., 2018).  Hamilton et al. found that veterans 

were a unique category of individuals with high rates of gun ownership as well as high rates of 

unsafe gun storage practices.  Thus, I theorize that veterans will be less supportive of gun control 

than non-veterans.    

Political controls 

One of the dependent variables in Steensland et al.’s (2000) evaluation of their 

classification system was political party affiliation.  Other studies also include political affiliation 

and ideology in their analytic models.  For example, Celinska (2007) found that political views 

were correlated with gun ownership, and that gun ownership and hunting were correlated with 

opposition to gun control.  Sherkat (2011) and Finlay and Walther (2003) also used political 

party affiliation as a control in estimating the effect of religion on various social issues, and Leon 

McDaniel (2010) found that conservatives were less likely to be supportive of immigration.  I 

use political ideology, or the belief that one is conservative, liberal, or moderate, as a control to 

determine whether ideology is more highly correlated with support for gun control than political 

party.   
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Devoutness controls 

Within any particular religious affiliation, there are varying levels of religiosity.  Pew 

(2018) distinguishes “Sunday Stalwarts” as a subset of the “highly religious.”  A majority of 

these individuals pray and attend religious services at least once a week, and among those who 

do, many consider their faith to be “the single most important source of meaning in their lives.” 

(2018, p.11.)  Many other studies that include a measure of religion as an independent variable 

use measures of religiosity, as demonstrated by church attendance, participation in religious 

activities other than church, and prayer frequency (Driskell et al., 2008; Steensland et al., 2000; 

Froese and Bader, 2008; Leon McDaniel et al., 2010), and Driskell et al. (2008) found that the 

intensity of religious belief is correlated with political participation.  Therefore, I include 

devoutness characteristics in my model. 

 

DATA AND METHODS 

My analysis uses individual-level cross-sectional data from the 2016 General Social 

Survey (GSS) (Smith et al., 2018).  The GSS is an individual survey conducted in America every 

two years by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), at the University of Chicago.  It is 

designed to capture Americans’ opinions on a wide variety of social, political and policy issues.  

The survey contains a consistent set of demographic, behavioral and opinion questions, and each 

version features several questions on a topic of special interest.  The question from the 2016 GSS 

examined in this study is: “Would you favor or oppose a law which would require a person to 
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obtain a police permit before he or she could buy a gun?”13 (GSS, 2016).  For reasons discussed 

in the previous section, my analysis controls for basic demographic characteristics, lifestyle 

characteristics, political characteristics, and measures of religious devotion.  My empirical results 

are weighted using a weight variable recommended by the GSS administrators.   

I analyze the relationship between support for gun control and religious affiliation by 

estimating the following linear probability model: 

FavorGunControl = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑐𝑎𝑡 +𝛽2𝑎𝑔𝑒 + 𝛽3𝑟𝑎𝑐𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑡 + 𝛽4𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒 +
 𝛽5ℎ𝑎𝑠𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑 + 𝛽6𝑒𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑎𝑡 + 𝛽7𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑡 + 𝛽8𝑟𝑒𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑛 + 𝛽9𝑙𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑎 +
𝛽10ℎ𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑔𝑢𝑛 +  𝛽11𝑣𝑒𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑛 +  𝛽12𝑔𝑜𝑒𝑠ℎ𝑢𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 +  𝛽13𝑝𝑜𝑙𝑝𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑦 +
 𝛽14𝑝𝑜𝑙𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑜𝑙 +  𝛽15𝑝𝑟𝑎𝑦𝑎𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 + 𝛽15𝑎𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑜𝑢𝑠 +  𝜇   

where 𝜇 represents the error term.  My dependent variable is a binary variable that takes a value 

of 0 if the respondent would oppose the GSS’s hypothetical gun control law, and takes the value 

a 1 if a person would support the law.   

My key independent variable measures religious affiliation.  In the original GSS dataset, 

religious affiliation was measured using a variable (called “relig”), which recorded different 

responses to the GSS question on the respondent’s religious preference.  Thirteen different 

responses were possible, including: Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, Christian, Orthodox-Christian, 

Muslim, None, and Other, etc.  The three largest categories were Protestant, which nearly half of 

the respondents selected; Catholic, which comprised over twenty percent of the responses; and 

None (or no religious affiliation), which also comprised over twenty percent of the responses.  

                                                             
13 Within the GSS, this question is part of the “replicating core” set of questions, in which social and political 

attitudes and behaviors are measured.  Each survey, the GSS uses three “ballots” (or questionnaires), and individuals 

randomly receive and respond to only one.  In the 2016 GSS, questions regarding guns were featured in only two out 

of three of these ballots.   
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Each of the remaining ten categories comprised 1.8% of the total or less.  Because of this initial 

distribution of responses, and because many of the findings in the previously discussed literature 

differentiated between Protestants, Catholics, non-Christians, and atheists/agnostics (Beyerlein 

and Chaves, 2003; Finlay and Walther, 2003; Sherkat et al., 2011; Knoll, 2009; Leon McDaniel 

et al., 2010; Wolpert and Gimpel, 1998; Celinska, 2007; Merino, 2018; Malka et al., 2012), I 

created a new variable that condensed the original responses into these four categories.  My 

primary specification uses this newly created variable; religious affiliation is broadly defined as 

Protestant, Catholic, Other Religion, and No Religion.14  

Because much of the literature differentiates between Evangelical, Mainline, and Black 

Protestants (Beyerlein and Chaves, 2003; Leon McDaniel et al., 2010; Merino, 2018; Malka et 

al., 2012; Yamane, 2016), I also estimate an alternate specification, for which the key 

independent variable contains a more detailed breakdown of the Protestant affiliations.  In this 

alternate specification, religious affiliation is condensed into the following categories: Mainline 

Protestant, Evangelical Protestant, Black Protestant, Catholic, Other Religion, and No Religion.15 

My analytic sample includes 1,575 observations. 16   Table 1 describes all of the variables 

in my model.  (Appendix A includes additional information on how the variables in my analysis 

were created.)   

                                                             
14 The “Other Religion” category includes those respondents who originally identified their religious preference as 

“Jewish,” “Other,” “Buddhism,” “Hinduism,” “Other Eastern,” “Moslem/Islam,” “Orthodox-Christian,” “Christian,” 

“Native American,” or “Inter-denominational.” 
15 See Appendix B for a complete discussion of how these categories were created. 
16 My analytic sample draws from the 2016 GSS, which originally contained 2,867 respondents.  Data for my 

dependent variable were missing for 1,009 observations (because the respondent did not know the answer or did 

not/refused to provide an answer, or because the question was not included in one of the three questionnaires that 

interviewers used during the 2016 survey). Data for the key independent variable were missing for 31 observations.  

Among my demographic control variables, data on respondents’ age, race, children, and education were missing for 
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Table 1. Explanation of Variables 

Variables  Explanation (All data taken from 2016 GSS.) 

Dependent:   

Gun Control Support A dichotomous variable that indicates whether a 

respondent would support a law requiring a person to 

obtain a police permit before purchasing a gun. 

Independent:   

Religion A categorical variable that indicates the self-reported 

religion or denomination of each respondent.  The 

original GSS variable has been collapsed to allow for 

the following possible responses: Protestant, Catholic, 

Other Religion, or No Religion.  (In my alternate 

specification, the original GSS variable has been 

collapsed to allow for the following possible responses: 

Evangelical Protestant, Mainline Protestant, Black 

Protestant, Catholic, Other Religion, or No Religion.) 

Demographic Controls:  

Age A continuous variable that indicates the age of the 

respondent. 

Race A series of dichotomous variables indicating whether 

the respondent was white, black, Hispanic, or another 

race. 

Male A dichotomous variable that indicates whether the 

respondent identified as male. 

Children A dichotomous variable that indicates whether the 
respondent has any children. 

Education A categorical variable that indicates the highest level of 

education the respondent has completed.  Categories are 

as follows:  less than high school, high school, some 

college, college graduate, post graduate.  

Income A categorical variable that indicates the respondent’s 

pre-tax earnings. Categories are as follows: $0-$19,999, 

$20,000-$49,999, $50,000-109,999, and $110,000 and 

over. 

                                                             
ten or fewer observations each, while income was missing for 271 observations.  Among my lifestyle control 

variables, data were missing for the military service dummy (seven observations), the gun ownership dummy (where 

for 978 observations the question was inapplicable and 50 individuals refused to answer) and the variable indicating 

whether the respondent or his/her spouse hunted (981 observations).  Among my political controls, 32 observations 

were missing for political party and 111 observations were missing for political ideology.  Among my devoutness 

control variables, data on religious service attendance were missing for 17 observations and data on how often one 

prays were missing for 29 observations.  Ten missing values for age were imputed using all variables within the 

model (i.e. religcat, racecat, male, haschild, educat, incomecat, region, livearea, havegun, veteran, goeshunting, 

polparty, polideol, prayamount, attendreligious).  Key regression results did not change in any meaningful way 

when observations with imputed age values were excluded from my analysis.  The final sample size when missing 

observations were dropped was 1,575.   
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Table 1. Continued 

Variables  Explanation (All data taken from 2016 GSS.) 

Region A categorical variable that indicates the region of the 

country in which the respondent lived at the time of the 

interview.  Categories are as follows: New England, 

Middle Atlantic, East North Central, West North 

Central, South Atlantic, East South Central, West South 

Central, Mountain, and Pacific. 

Urbanicity  A series of dichotomous variables indicating whether 

the respondent was residing in a large city, suburban 

area, other urban area, or rural area. 

Lifestyle Controls:  

Gun ownership/possession A dichotomous variable that indicates whether the 

respondent owns a weapon or has a weapon in the 

house.  

Military Service A dichotomous variable that indicates whether the 

respondent is serving or previously served in the 

military. 

Hunting A dichotomous variable that indicates whether the 

respondent and/or their spouse hunts. 

Political Controls:  

Political party A series of dichotomous variables that indicate whether 

the respondent identifies as a Democrat, Independent, 

Republican, or a member of some other political party.  

Political Ideology A series of dichotomous variables that indicate what 

political views a respondent holds: “liberal,” 

“moderate,” or “conservative.” 

Devoutness Controls:   

How often does one pray A series of dichotomous variables that indicate how 

often a respondent prays.  Possible responses include 

“more than once per day,” “daily,” “more than once per 

week,” and “less than once per week.”  The last 
category includes those who never pray.  

Religious service attendance A categorical variable that indicates the frequency of 

attendance at religious services.  Categories are as 

follows: “never,” “once a year or less,” “once a month 

or several times a year,” “weekly or almost weekly,” 

and “more than once a week.” 
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

Table 2 provides the descriptive statistics for my dependent variable, my key independent 

variable, and all of my demographic, lifestyle, political, and devoutness controls. The majority of 

respondents in my sample (71%) favored a hypothetical law that would require individuals to 

obtain a police permit prior to purchasing a gun.  These results were expected, based on the 

previously mentioned Gallup and Quinnipiac polls (Gallup, 2018; Quinnipiac University, 2017).   

Table 2.  Descriptive Statistics for Dependent, Key Independent, and Control Variables. 

 
VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

DEPENDENT 

VARIABLE 
     

Favors gun control law favorgunlaw .71 .01 0 1 

KEY INDEPENDENT 

VARIABLE 

VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

Religion  religcat     

1.  Protestant  .45 .01 0 1 

2.  Catholic  .25 .01 0 1 

3.  Other Religion  .08 .01 0 1 

4.  No Religion  .22 .01 0 1 

DEMOGRAPHIC 

CONTROLS 

VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

Age age 48.11 .49 18 89+ 

Race racecat     

1. White, Non-

Hispanic 
 .66 .02 0 1 

2. Black, Non-

Hispanic 
 .14 .01 0 1 

3. Hispanic  .15 .02 0 1 

4. Other race, Non-

Hispanic 
 .05 .01 0 1 

Male male .56 .02 0 1 
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Table 2. Continued 

 
VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

Has Children haschild .75 .01 0 1 

Highest Level Education 

Completed (By 

Category) 

educat     

1. Less than HS  .13 .01 0 1 

2. High School  .27 .01 0 1 

3. Some College  .27 .01 0 1 

4. College Graduate  .20 .01 0 1 

5. Post Graduate  .13 .01 0 1 

Household Income incomecat     

1. $0-19,999  .15 .01 0 1 

2. $20,000-49,999  .27 .01 0 1 

3. $50,000-109,999  .38 .02 0 1 

4. $110,000 and 

above 
 .20 .02 0 1 

      

Region of USA region     

1. New England  .07 .02 0 1 

2. Middle Atlantic  .10 .02 0 1 

3. E. Nor. Central  .17 .03 0 1 

4. W. Nor. Central  .06 .02 0 1 

5. South Atlantic  .19 .04 0 1 

6. E. Sou. Central  .07 .02 0 1 

7. W. Sou. Central  .11 .02 0 1 

8. Mountain  .08 .02 0 1 

9. Pacific  .15 .02 0 1 

Urban, Suburban, or 

Rural 
livearea     

1. Urban (100 largest 

SMSAs) 
 .24 .03 0 1 

2. Suburban (100 

largest SMSAs) 
 .34 .03 0 1 
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Table 2. Continued 

 
VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

3. Other Urban 

(towns 10,000+) 
 .32 .04 0 1 

4. Rural  .10 .02 0 1 

LIFESTYLE 

CONTROLS 

VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

Owns Gun havegun .34 .01 0 1 

Served in Military veteran .10 .01 0 1 

Individual/Spouse Hunts goeshunting .17 .01 0 1 

POLITICAL 

CONTROLS 

VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

Political Party polparty     

1. Democrat  .49 .01 0 1 

2. Independent/Other  .18 .01 0 1 

3. Republican  .33 .01 0 1 

Ideological Views polideol     

1. Liberal   .29 .01 0 1 

2. Moderate  .37 .01 0 1 

3. Conservative  .34 .01 0 1 

DEVOUTNESS 

CONTROLS 

VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

Prayer prayamount     

1. More than 

once/day 
 .30 .01 0 1 

2. Daily  .29 .01 0 1 

3. Once or 

more/week 
 .17 .01 0 1 

4. Less than 

once/week or 

never 

 .24 .01 0 1 

Attends Religious 

Services 
attendreligious     

1. Never  .25 .01 0 1 

2. Once/year or less  .20 .01 0 1 
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Table 2. Continued 

 
VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

3. Once/month, 

several times/year 
 .18 .01 0 1 

4. Weekly or almost 

weekly 
 .31 .01 0 1 

5. More than 

once/week 
 .06 .01 0 1 

  N=1575 

Table 3 provides the descriptive statistics for the key independent variable in my alternate 

specification, where the Protestant affiliations have been more finely defined. 

Table 3.  Descriptive Statistics for Alternate Specification Independent Variable 

KEY INDEPENDENT 

VARIABLE 

VARIABLE 

NAME 
MEAN SE MIN MAX 

Religion Religcatx     

1. Mainline 

Protestant 
 .11 .01 0 1 

2. Evangelical 

Protestant 
 .26 .01 0 1 

3. Black Protestant  .06 .01 0 1 

4. Catholic  .25 .01 0 1 

5. Other Religion  .10 .01 0 1 

6. No Religion  .22 .01 0 1 

  N=1575 

As previously discussed, for my main specification, I condensed the key independent 

variable, religion, into four categories: Protestant, Catholic, Other Religion, and No Religion.  

Figure 2 is a graphic representation of this variable’s distribution.  Protestants were the largest of 

these groups, comprising nearly half of the observations.    
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Figure 2. Religious Groups in Model 

 

In my alternate specification, among Protestants, Evangelical Protestants were the largest 

subgroup, comprising 59% of respondents; Mainline Protestants comprised 25%, and Black 

Protestants comprised 16%.   

Figure 3 shows that, while the majority of respondents in all of the broadly defined 

religious categories favored the hypothetical gun law, Protestants and the nonreligious were 

more likely to oppose the law than were Catholics or those in the Other Religion category.   
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Figure 3. Position on the Gun Law by Religion 

 

Figure 4 shows that within my alternate specification, Evangelical Protestants were more 

likely to oppose the law than were respondents in any other religious subcategory.  

Figure 4. Position on the Gun Law by Alternately Defined Religion 
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Forty percent of respondents had a high school degree or less, while over one-third had a 

college degree or more.  Forty-two percent had household incomes of $50,000 or less, while 

twenty percent had household incomes over $110,000.00.  Among my political control variables, 

though nearly half of the respondents were Democrats, only 29% characterized their political 

views as “liberal.” Nearly a third of sample members identified themselves as Republicans, and a 

third also identified themselves as conservatives.  The majority of respondents characterized 

themselves as politically “moderate.”  Among my controls for devoutness, nearly 60% of 

respondents claimed to pray once or more each day, but 45% never attended religious services — 

or if they did, attended once a year or less. 

RESULTS 

As noted above, there are two variations of my key independent variable.  My regression 

results are presented in both Table 4, where religion is broadly defined, and in Table 5, where 

religious affiliation is defined in more detail.  In these tables, respectively, “Protestant” and 

“Mainline Protestant” are the base categories for comparison.  In both tables, Model (1) is a basic 

linear probability model, with no additional controls or interactions, and Model (2) adds the 

demographic controls, lifestyle controls, political controls, and devoutness controls detailed in 

the Conceptual Framework and Data and Methods sections of this paper.  Models (3) and (4) 

build on Model (2) by incorporating interaction terms, allowing me to determine whether the 

relationship between support for gun control and religious affiliation varies according to 

religiosity.  Model (3) interacts religious affiliation with the frequency of prayer, and Model (4) 

interacts religious affiliation with the frequency of religious service attendance.  To simplify 

interpretation of my results, I condensed the frequency of prayer into two categories for the 
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purpose of creating this interaction term: those that pray at least daily, and those that do not pray 

as frequently (including individuals that never pray).  I also condensed the frequency of religious 

service attendance into two categories: those that attend services at least several times a year, and 

those that attend once a year or less, or never.17   

Though it may seem counterintuitive to include interactions measuring devoutness when 

one of the main categories of religious affiliation is “No Religion,” I found that, when I 

examined the frequency of prayer and the frequency of church attendance among the “No 

Religion” individuals, there was a substantial amount of crossover.  Though one might assume 

that those in the “No Religion” category would never pray or attend religious services, I found 

that 25% fell into the “pray daily or more” category, and nearly 13% were among those who 

“attend religious services several times a year to more than once a day.”  It is possible that those 

who consider themselves not to be religious still attend services with their family members or 

friends who are religious, or that they still enjoy the communal aspects of a religious service 

though they are not participating in a religious sense.  Additionally, the GSS variable that I used 

to measure the frequency of prayer contains responses to the question, “About how often do you 

pray?”  The answers to this question are inherently subjective because people define prayer in 

different ways, and it is possible that people who consider themselves areligious or not religious 

in a traditional sense are still spiritual and still find comfort in some communication or 

connection with a “higher power.”   

                                                             
17 The condensed distribution of prayer amounts within my models is as follows: 60% pray daily or more often and 

40% pray less than daily (or never).  The condensed distribution of religious service attendance within my models is 

as follows: 54% attend several times a year (to more than once daily) and 46% attend less frequently (or never).   
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The regressions reported in Tables 4 and 5 are weighted using a weight variable provided 

by the survey’s administrators, and robust standard errors are included in parentheses below each 

coefficient.  For the sake of simplicity, I do not report coefficients for my control variables; all of 

these coefficients are reported in Appendix Tables A1 and A2.   

Primary Specification 

The results in Table 4 reflect the relationship between broadly defined religious 

affiliation and support for gun control.  In Model (1), when compared to Protestants, Catholics 

and those in Other Religion are ten to fifteen percentage points more likely to support gun 

control, and these differences are statistically significant.  However, in Model (2), when 

demographic, lifestyle, political, and devoutness controls are added, the religious affiliation 

coefficients are no longer significant, although (with the exception of No Religion) their signs 

remain the same.   

In Model (3), I found that among those that pray daily or more frequently, Catholics are a 

statistically significant 8.3 percentage points more likely to support gun control, compared to 

Protestants.  However, among those that pray less than daily (or never), Catholics were (.083-

.117) 3.4 percentage points less likely than Protestants to support gun control, but this difference 

is not statistically significant, as reflected in the p value of my f statistic.   

I found no statistically significant coefficients on religious affiliation in Model (4), and I found 

no statistical significance for the interaction between religious affiliation and the frequency of 

religious service attendance.    
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Table 4.  Regression Results for Broadly Defined Religious Affiliation and Support for Gun 

Control Law 
     

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Support for Gun Control Law         

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: Religious Affiliation         

          

Catholic 0.104*** 0.0410 0.0830*** 0.0348 

 (0.0295) (0.0291) (0.0307) (0.0347) 

Other Religion 0.156*** 0.0605 0.0513 0.0622 

 (0.0455) (0.0480) (0.0542) (0.0617) 

No Religion 0.0460 -0.0350 -0.0381 -0.138 

 (0.0349) (0.0427) (0.0592) (0.0860) 

     

INTERACTIONS         

     

Catholic*Does NOT Pray Daily or More Often   -0.117*  

   (0.0682)  

Other Religion*Does NOT Pray Daily or More Often   0.0153  

   (0.0855)  

No Religion*Does NOT Pray Daily or More Often   -0.0156  

   (0.0778)  

     

Catholic*Attends Once/Year or Less or Never    0.0211 

    (0.0636) 

Other Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less or Never    0.00491 

    (0.0937) 

No Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less or Never    0.133 

    (0.112) 

     

     

     

Constant 0.663*** 0.738*** 0.726*** 0.723*** 

 (0.0222) (0.0890) (0.0851) (0.0977) 

     

Observations 1,575 1,575 1,575 1,575 

R-squared 0.013 0.132 0.134 0.133 

F-statistics and P-values of Joint Hypothesis         

     

Catholic + Catholic*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   0.31  

   (0.5798)  
     



 

 

29 
 

 

Table 4.  Continued 
     

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

Other Religion + Other Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or 

Never)   0.75  

   (0.3912)  

No Religion + No Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   0.74  

   (0.3923)  

Catholic + Catholic*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    1.04 

    (0.3105) 

Other Religion + Other Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less 

(or Never)    0.83 

    (0.3668) 

No Religion + No Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or 

Never)    0.01 

    (0.9405) 

Standard errors in parentheses         

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1     

 

Alternate Specifications 

The regressions in Table 5 use my alternate, more fine-grained measure of religious 

affiliation.  In Model (1), the coefficients for Evangelical Protestants, Catholics, and Other 

Religion are statistically significant.  As expected based on the literature, Evangelicals were less 

likely to support gun control than Mainline Protestants (by almost nine percentage points), 

Catholics were more likely to support gun control than Mainline Protestants (by seven 

percentage points), and those in the Other Religion category were more than 12 percentage 

points more likely to support gun control than Mainline Protestants.  All of these coefficients, 

with the exception of the Black Protestant coefficient, were significant.  Once more, in Model 
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(2), when controls were added, none of the coefficients on religious affiliation were found to be 

significant.   

In Model (3), when interactions between religious affiliation and frequency of prayer 

were included, none of the coefficients on religious affiliation were significant, with the 

exception of the Catholic category.  Among those that pray daily, Catholics were ten percentage 

points more likely to support gun control than Mainline Protestants.  However, among those that 

pray less than daily (or never), Catholics were (.101-.158) 5.7 percentage points less likely than 

Mainline Protestants to support gun control, but this difference is not statistically significant, as 

reflected in the p value of the relevant f statistic.  Another interesting finding was that among 

those that pray less than daily (or never), Black Protestants were 27.9 percentage points more 

(.115+.164) likely than Mainline Protestants to support gun control, and this difference was 

statistically significant, as evidenced by the p-value of my f statistic. 

As with my primary specification, I found no statistically significant coefficients on 

religious affiliation in Model (4), and I found no statistical significance for the interaction 

between religious affiliation and the frequency of religious service attendance.   

In sum, in virtually none of my models was religious affiliation found to be statistically 

significantly related to support for gun control.  I also found no compelling evidence that the 

frequency of prayer and the frequency of religious service attendance explain the variation in 

levels of support for gun control among differing religious affiliations.  I suspect there is 

substantial omitted variable bias in the results of these regressions.  It is also possible that there is 

not a strong correlation between religion and support for gun control. 
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Table 5.  Regression Results for Detailed Religious Affiliation and Support for Gun Control Law 
     

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Support for Gun Control Law         

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls 

& 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: Religious Affiliation         

     

Evangelical Protestants -0.0864** -0.0251 0.000258 -0.0254 

 (0.0393) (0.0439) (0.0627) (0.0547) 

Black Protestants 0.0933 0.102 0.115 0.0933 

 (0.0566) (0.0673) (0.0739) (0.0765) 

Catholics 0.0720* 0.0378 0.101** 0.0344 

 (0.0384) (0.0404) (0.0458) (0.0487) 

Other Religion 0.123** 0.0641 0.0897 0.0829 

 (0.0538) (0.0554) (0.0672) (0.0661) 

No Religion 0.0143 -0.0323 -0.0109 -0.124 

 (0.0442) (0.0535) (0.0770) (0.0969) 

     

INTERACTIONS         

     

Evangelical Protestant*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   -0.0551  

   (0.0909)  

Black Protestant*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   0.164*  

   (0.0959)  

Catholic*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   -0.158*  

   (0.0824)  

Other Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   -0.0634  

   (0.100)  

No Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   -0.0612  

   (0.101)  

     

Evangelical Protestant*Attends Once/Year or Less or (Never)    -0.00200 

    (0.109) 

Black Protestant*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    0.0247 

    (0.190) 

Catholic*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    0.00757 

    (0.102) 

Other Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    -0.0453 

    (0.104) 

No Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    0.111 

    (0.135) 
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Table 5.  Continued 
     

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls 

& 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

     

Constant 0.695*** 0.746*** 0.713*** 0.741*** 

 (0.0376) (0.103) (0.110) (0.121) 

     

Observations 1,575 1,575 1,575 1,575 

R-squared 0.025 0.135 0.139 0.136 

F-statistics and P-values of Joint Hypothesis         

     

Evangelical Protestant + Evangelical Protestant*Prays Less than Daily (or Never) 0.88  

   (0.353)  

Black Protestant + Black Protestant*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)  12.02***  

   (0.0009)  

Catholic + Catholic*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   0.65  

   (0.4241)  

Other Religion + Other Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)  0.1  

   (0.7565)  

No Religion + No Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)  0.96  

   (0.3297)  

Evangelical Protestant + Evangelical Protestant*Attends Once/Year or Less or (Never)  0.1 

    (0.7535) 

Black Protestant + Black Protestant*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)   0.51 

    (0.4763) 

Catholic + Catholic*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    0.26 

    (0.6139) 

Other Religion + Other Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)   0.19 

    (0.6626) 

No Religion + No Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)   0.03 

       (0.872) 

Standard errors in parentheses     

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1     
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DISCUSSION 

An extensive literature suggests that religious affiliation is correlated with  political 

behavior (Wang, 2004; Petersen, 2011; Finlay and Walther, 2003; Sherkat et al., 2011; Knoll, 

2009; Leon McDaniel, Nooruddin, & Faith Shortle, 2010).   However, few studies assess the 

effect of religious affiliation on support for gun control.  Based on the limited existing literature I 

expected Protestants to be less supportive of gun control than members of other faiths (Wolpert 

and Gimpel,1998; Celinska, 2007; Merino, 2018; Malka et al., 2012).  However, my analysis 

generally failed to support this expectation.  With few exceptions, I found no strong relationship 

between religious affiliation and support for gun control.  Consistent with previous research 

(Merino, 2018; Malka, et al., 2012; Froese and Bader, 2008), simple bivariate specifications 

indicated that Catholics and those in the Other Religion category were more likely to support gun 

control than Protestants, that Evangelical Protestants were less likely to support gun control than 

Mainline Protestants, and that Catholics and those in the Other Religion category were more 

likely to support gun control than Mainline Protestants.  However, when controls were added, 

my religious affiliation coefficients were no longer statistically significant. 

I also explored whether the relationship between religious affiliation and support for gun 

control differed according to levels of devoutness.  In general, I found that there was very little 

variation in this relationship, with the exception that, among those that pray daily or more often, 

Catholics are ten percentage points more likely to support gun control than Mainline Protestants.  

In contrast, among those that pray less than daily (or never), Black Protestants are 28 percentage 

points more likely than Mainline Protestants to support gun control.   
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Though I found little compelling evidence to suggest that religious affiliation is a strong 

correlate of support for gun control, other variables did stand out.  The coefficient on household 

income was consistently statistically significant, and suggested a positive correlation between 

income and support for gun control.  Additionally, I found that individuals living in the West 

South Central and Mountain regions were significantly less likely than those in New England to 

support gun control.  Perhaps my most interesting findings, however, concerned my “lifestyle” 

and “political” controls.  Individuals who owned a gun were consistently less likely to support 

gun control, as were individuals who reported that they or their spouses hunted.  Republicans and 

Independents were also less likely than Democrats to support gun control.   

Limitations 

My analysis was constrained by the limited variation in my dependent variable.  Over 

70% of all respondents were in favor of a hypothetical gun law requiring a police permit prior to 

purchasing a gun, my proxy measure for support for gun control.  However, this does not reflect 

the large variation in views on gun control captured by more nuanced survey questions such as 

those used in the previously mentioned Pew and Quinnipiac polls.  Future studies on support for 

gun control and the factors that affect it, as well as studies specifically examining the effect of 

religious affiliation on support for gun control, would benefit from more nuanced survey 

questions.  Ideally, future surveys would include questions about support for various gun laws, 

such as universal background checks, gun safety training for new gun purchasers, requirements 

for a mental health evaluation prior to purchasing a weapon, and opinions about whether in 

general gun control contributes to safety.  Additional questions could also tease out more 

nuanced views about whether owning a gun is a God-given right, or about how important the 
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teachings of the respondent’s religion is when it comes to making political and social decisions.  

Some research also suggests that Christian Nationalism is a growing religious subcategory whose 

members tend to be strongly opposed to gun control (Whitehead, Schnabel, & Perry, 2018).  The 

inclusion of survey questions that allow researchers to identify respondents who fit into this 

category may be useful for future research.   

My regression also likely suffers from omitted variable bias.  Many of the most important 

variables that I am unable to control for, and whose omission could bias my results, are place-

based in nature.  For example, the omission of variables measuring community norms could be 

biasing my results.  Individuals who live in culturally conservative communities may be more 

likely to fall into certain religious categories, such as Evangelical Protestant, and may be less 

likely to support gun control.  The omission of this variable could thus exert downward bias on 

my coefficient for Evangelical Protestants.  Though the coefficient on my religious affiliation 

variable for Evangelical Protestants is negative, some of that estimated relationship may be 

capturing community norms.  The omission of a variable of this sort may exert bias on some of 

the other religious affiliation coefficients for related reasons.  

My model also fails to include crime data, which may be another source of omitted 

variable bias.  Local crime rates could clearly have implications for support for gun control, 

though it is unclear which direction.  Individuals in high crime areas may be less supportive of 

gun control because they do not want difficulty in obtaining a gun for protection, or they may be 

more supportive of gun control because they want to restrict others’ access to guns.  It is also 

possible that the distribution of religious affiliation differs in areas with high versus low crime 

rates.  The implications for my analysis of the omission of a control for this set of characteristics 
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are therefore unclear.  It would be ideal if I had been able to include a robust suite of community-

level controls to remove this source of bias in my estimates.   

In summary, this paper provides mixed and relatively limited evidence as to the 

importance of religious affiliation in forming views on gun control.  However, these findings 

contribute to the broader literature on the role that religion plays in public life.  Further research 

is necessary to produce more definitive findings on this topic, but the evidence presented here 

can serve as a useful starting point for future explorations of this important topic.   
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APPENDIX A: RECODED VARIABLES 

In this appendix, I explain how I recoded various variables in the GSS to create the 

variables I use within my analytic dataset.   

The original GSS measure of race included only three categories: “white,” “black,” and 

“other.”  The GSS also included the variable “Hispanic” which included one category that 

indicated if the respondent identified as “not Hispanic,” or 23 other categories if the respondent 

identified as a Hispanic, (for example, “Mexican,” “Puerto Rican,” “Peruvian”).  I modified the 

Hispanic variable as follows: I collapsed all responses that were not “not Hispanic” and created a 

binary variable that indicated whether or not the respondent identified as “Hispanic” or “not 

Hispanic.”  I cross-referenced these data to find out which respondents identified as Hispanics, 

within the “black,” “white,” or “other” race subcategories.  I then merged the race and ethnicity 

categories to create a revised race category that contained the following new categories: “White 

Non-Hispanic,” “Black Non-Hispanic,” “Hispanic,” and “Other Race, Non-Hispanic.” 

The original GSS measure of the presence of children had nine categories that indicated 

whether a respondent had zero, one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, or eight or more children.  I 

collapsed this variable to create a new dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent 

did or did not have children.   

The original GSS measure of education included 21 different categories, ranging from 0-

20, that indicated the respondents’ highest year of schooling completed.  I collapsed this variable 

as follows: those respondents placed in the newly created “less than high school” category 

originally indicated they had 0-11 years of schooling completed; respondents placed in the newly 
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created “high school” category originally indicated they had 12 years of schooling completed; 

respondents placed in the newly created “some college” category originally indicated they had 

13-15 years of schooling completed; respondents placed in the newly created “college graduate” 

category originally indicated they had 16-17 years of schooling completed; and respondents 

placed in the newly created “post graduate” category originally indicated they had 18-20 years of 

schooling completed.   

The original GSS measure of income included 26 non-interval categories, ranging from 

“$1”-“$170,000 or over.”  I collapsed this variable to include only the following income ranges: 

$0-19,999, $20,000-49,999, $50,000-109,999, and $110,000 or more. 

I did not modify the original GSS variable for region, which contained nine categories.  

The regions are broken down as follows: “New England” (Maine, Vermont, New Hampshire, 

Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island), “Middle Atlantic” (New York, New Jersey, 

Pennsylvania), “East North Central” (Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio), “West North 

Central” (Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas), “South 

Atlantic” (Delaware, Maryland, West Virginia, Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, 

Georgia, Florida, District of Columbia), “East South Central” (Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, 

Mississippi), “West South Central” (Arkansas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, Texas), “Mountain” 

(Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, Arizona, New Mexico), and “Pacific” 

(Washington, Oregon, California, Alaska, Hawaii).   

The original GSS measure of urbanicity was called “srcbelt,” which indicated whether 

the respondent lived in one of the twelve largest Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
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(SMSAs), in one of the 13th -100th largest SMSAs, in one of the twelve largest suburbs, in one of 

the 13th -100th largest suburbs, in another urban area, or in a rural area.  I collapsed this variable 

as follows.  Respondents placed in the newly created “Urban (100 largest SMSAs)” category 

originally fell into the “12 largest SMSAs” and “SMSAs 13-100” groups; respondents placed in 

the newly created “Suburban (100 largest SMSAs)” category originally fell into the “Suburb, 12 

largest” and “Suburb, 13-100” groups; respondents placed in my “other urban area” group were 

from the GSS “other urban area” group; and respondents placed in my “rural area” group were 

from the GSS “rural area” group.  

The original GSS variable on gun ownership allowed for three possible responses to the 

question of whether the respondent had a gun in their home: 'yes," "no," and "refused to answer." 

Because I lacked any further information on the people who refused to answer, I coded responses 

of "refused" as missing observations and the affected respondents were therefore excluded from 

my analytic sample.   

The original GSS variable measure of military service included four categories indicating 

how many years a respondent had served in the armed forces: “none,” “less than two years,” 

“two-four years,” and “more than four years.”  I collapsed this variable to indicate whether or not 

a respondent is serving or previously served in the military as follows.  Respondents were placed 

into the newly created “no” category if they originally fell into the “none” group, and 

respondents were placed in the “yes” category if they originally fell into the “less than two 

years,” “two-four years,” and “more than four years” groups.  
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The original GSS measure of hunting included four categories indicating whether a 

respondent and/or his or her spouse hunted.  I collapsed this variable as follows.  Respondents 

were placed in the newly created “no” category if they originally fell into the “neither” group, 

and respondents were placed into the newly created “yes” category if they originally fell into the 

“respondent,” “spouse,” or “both” groups. 

The original GSS measure of political affiliation included eight categories: “Strong 

Democrat,” “Not Very Strong Democrat,” “Independent, close to Democrat,” “Independent,” 

“Independent, close to Republican,” “Not Very Strong Republican,” “Strong Republican,” and 

“Other Party.”  I collapsed this variable as follows.  Respondents were placed in the newly 

created “Independent” category if they originally fell into the following categories: 

“Independents” and “Other Party” groups; respondents were placed in the newly created 

“Democrat” category if they originally fell into the following categories: “Strong Democrats,” 

“Not Very Strong Democrats,” and “Independent, close to Democrat”; and respondents were 

placed in the newly created “Republican” category if they originally fell into the following 

categories: “Independent, near Republican,” “Not Very Strong Republican,” and “Strong 

Republican.”  Independents who indicated they leaned towards Democrats or Republicans were 

grouped with the party toward which they leaned because I assumed that they were more likely 

to vote with that party. 

The original GSS measure of political ideology included seven categories: “Extremely 

Liberal,” “Liberal,” “Slightly Liberal,” “Moderate/Middle of the Road,” “Slightly Conservative,” 

“Conservative,” and “Extremely Conservative.”  I collapsed this variable as follows.  

Respondents placed in the newly created “Liberal” category originally fell into the following 
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categories: “Extremely Liberal,” “Liberal,” and “Slightly Liberal”; respondents placed in the 

newly created “Moderate” category originally fell into the “Moderate/Middle of the Road” 

category; and respondents placed in the newly created “Conservative” category originally fell 

into the following categories: “Slightly Conservative,” “Conservative,” and “Extremely 

Conservative.”   

The original GSS measure of frequency of prayer included six categories: “Several times 

a day,” “Once a day,” “Several times a week,” “Once a week,” “Less than once a week,” and 

“Never.”  I collapsed this variable as follows.  Respondents placed in the newly created “More 

than once a day” category originally fell into the “Several times a day” category; respondents 

placed in the “Daily” category originally fell into the “Once a day” category; respondents in the 

“Once or more a week” category originally fell into the “Several times a week” and “Once a 

week” categories; and respondents placed in the newly created “Less than once a week or never” 

category originally fell into the “Less than once a week” and “Never” categories.  There were 

many considerations in terms of whether to combine the “less than once a week” and “never” 

categories.  However, there was no way to determine whether prayer “less than once a week” 

meant “once every couple weeks” or “once or twice a year.”  Furthermore, there was no 

additional description of how “prayer” was defined, and thus no way to posit the seriousness or 

formality of the prayer activity.  

The original GSS measure of frequency of attending religious services included nine 

categories: “Never,” “Less than once a year,” “About once a year,” “Several times a year,” 

“About once a month,” “Two-three times a month,” “Nearly every week,” “Every week,” and 

“Several times a week.”  I collapsed this variable as follows.  Respondents placed in the newly 
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created “Never” category originally fell into the “Never” category; respondents placed in the 

“Once a year or less” category originally fell into the “Less than once a year” and “About once a 

year” categories;  respondents in the “Once a month-several times a year” category originally fell 

into the “Several times a year” and “About once a month” categories; respondents placed in the 

“Weekly or almost weekly” category originally fell into the “Nearly every week” and “Every 

week” categories; and respondents placed in the newly created “More than once a week” 

category originally fell into the “Several times a week” category. 
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APPENDIX B: RELIGIOUS AFFILIATION IN ALTERNATE SPECIFICATION  

I explain here how I recoded the religious affiliation variable used in my alternate 

specification, where the Protestant religious affiliations are broken down in more detail.  The 

new variable for religious affiliation includes the following categories: Mainline Protestant, 

Evangelical Protestant, Black Protestant, Catholic, Other Religion, and No Religion. 

The original GSS variable on religion, “relig,” included thirteen categories: “Protestant,” 

“Catholic,” “Jewish,” “None,” “Other,” “Buddhism,” “Hinduism,” “Other Eastern,” 

Moslem/Islam,” “Orthodox-Christian,” “Christian,” “Native American,” and “Inter-

Denominational.”  The GSS also included two additional variables that further broke down 

denominational preference, within religious affiliation.  One of these, the variable “denom,” had 

27 categories which included responses such as, “Southern Baptist,” “United Methodist,” 

“African Methodist Episcopal Zionist,” and “No Denomination.”  The other variable, “other,” 

had 46 categories which included denominational responses such as, “Disciples of Christ,” 

“Jehovah’s Witnesses,” “Pentecostal,” “Unitarian,” “Quaker,” and “Born Again.”   

I cross-referenced the GSS “denom” and “other” variables with the list provided in the 

Appendix of Steensland et al.’s (2000) paper, (referenced in the literature section), in which the 

authors devised a classification system that differentiated between Evangelical Protestants, 

Mainline Protestants, and Black Protestants to explain variation in religious attitudes and 

behaviors.  Using Steensland et al.’s classification as a basic guideline, I condensed the “denom” 

and “other” variables to distinguish among the Protestants within my new religious affiliation 
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variable.  Though the crossover was imperfect, I made an effort to create categories that were 

similar to the authors’ classification system.   

Below I provide specific information about which denominations were included in each 

subcategory. 

Mainline Protestant  

(taken from original GSS variable “denom”) 

American Baptist Church in USAᵃ 

American Lutheran 

Episcopal 

Evangelical Lutheran 

Lutheran Church in America 

Lutheran, (don’t know which) 

Methodist, (don’t know which)ᵃ 

Presbyterian Church in the USA 

Presbyterian, (don’t know which) 

Presbyterian, merged 

United Presbyterian Church in the USA 

United Methodist 

 

(taken from original GSS variable “other”) 

Christian Disciples 
Congregationalist, First Congregationalist 

Quaker 

Reformed 

United Church of Christ 

 

Evangelical Protestant 

(taken from original GSS variable “denom”) 

American Baptist Associationᵃ 

Baptists, (don’t know which)ᵃ 

Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod 

No Denominationᵈ 

Other Baptistsᵃ 

Other Lutheran 

Other Methodistᵃ 

Other Presbyterian 

Southern Baptistsᵃ 
Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod 
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 (taken from original GSS variable “other”) 

Advent Christian 

Amish 

Assembly of God 

Brethren Church, Brethren 

Charismatic  

Christian and Missionary Alliance 

Christian, Central Christian 
Christian Reform 

Church of Christ 

Churches of God (Except with Christ and Holiness) 

Evangelical Methodist  

Evangelical, Evangelist 

Evangelist Free Church 

First Christian 

Free Methodist 

Free Will Baptist 

Full Gospel 

Independent Bible, Bible, Bible Fellowship 

Mennonite 

Missionary Baptistᵃ 

Nazarene 

Pentecostal 

Pentecostal Assembly of God 

Pentecostal Holiness, Holiness Pentecostal 
Seventh Day Adventist 

Wesleyan 

 

Black Protestant  

(taken from original GSS variable “denom”) 

African Methodist Episcopal Church 

African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church 

American Baptist Associationᵇ 

American Baptist Churches in the U.S.A.ᵇ 

Baptists, (don’t know which)ᵇ 

Methodist, (don’t know which)ᵇ 

National Baptist Convention of America 

National Baptist Convention, U.S.A. 

Other Baptistsᵇ 

Other Methodistᵇ 

Southern Baptistsᵇ 
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(taken from original GSS variable “other”) 

Apostolic Faith 

Church of God in Christ 

Federated Church 

Holiness, Church of Holiness 

Missionary Baptistᵇ 

Pentecostal Apostolic 

 

Other Affiliation  

(taken from original GSS variable “other”) 

Amana Churchᶜ 

Assembly of Christᶜ 

Born Againᶜ 

Jehovah’s Witnesses 

Legacy Churchᶜ 

Mormon 

Spiritualist 

Unitarian, Universalist 

United Church, Unity Church 

 

(taken from original GSS variable “relig”)ᵈ 

Buddhism 

Christian 

Jewish 

Hinduism 
Inter-denominational 

Moslem/Islam 

Native-American 

Orthodox-Christian 

Other 

Other Eastern 

 

Catholic (taken from original GSS variable “relig”) 

Catholic 

 

No Religion (taken from original GSS variable “relig”) 

None 

 

ᵃTo maintain consistency with Steensland et al.’s classification system, respondents were only 

included in this subcategory if their race was not black. 

ᵇTo maintain consistency with Steensland et al.’s classification system, respondents were only 
included in this subcategory if their race was black. 

ᶜThese churches are listed as responses in the “other” GSS variable, but they are not included in 

Steensland et al.’s list.  There were five individuals in total who responded that they attended one 
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of these four churches.  Because I could not be certain which subcategory best described their 

affiliation, these were placed in the “other” category within my new religious affiliation variable. 

ᵈIndividuals who specified that they were “non-denominatonal” in the original GSS variable 

“denom,” who also identified as “Christians” in the original GSS variable “relig,” (rather than 

“Protestant”)  were placed into the “Other” subcategory in my detailed variable for religious 

affiliation.  Individuals who specified that they were “non-denominatonal” in the original GSS 

variable “denom,” who identified as “Protestants” in the original GSS variable “relig,” were 

placed into the “Evangelical Protestant” subcategory in my detailed variable for religious 
affiliation. 
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APPENDIX C: TABLES 

Table A1.  Full Regression Results for Broadly Defined Religious Affiliation and Support for 

Gun Control Law 
     

DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Support for Gun Control Law         

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: Religious Affiliation         

          

Catholic 0.104*** 0.0410 0.0830*** 0.0348 

 (0.0295) (0.0291) (0.0307) (0.0347) 

Other Religion 0.156*** 0.0605 0.0513 0.0622 

 (0.0455) (0.0480) (0.0542) (0.0617) 

No Religion 0.0460 -0.0350 -0.0381 -0.138 

 (0.0349) (0.0427) (0.0592) (0.0860) 

     

DEMOGRAPHIC CONTROLS         

     

Age  0.00179** 0.00178** 0.00179** 

  (0.000784) (0.000778) (0.000789) 

     

Black, Non-Hispanic  0.0379 0.0417 0.0401 

  (0.0445) (0.0443) (0.0448) 

Hispanic  0.0585 0.0562 0.0577 

  (0.0392) (0.0387) (0.0395) 

Other Race, Non-Hispanic  0.0670* 0.0702* 0.0654 

  (0.0395) (0.0397) (0.0403) 

     

Male  -0.0259 -0.0256 -0.0269 

  (0.0259) (0.0262) (0.0259) 

     

Has Children  0.00255 0.00846 0.00566 

  (0.0298) (0.0289) (0.0309) 

     

High School Education  -0.0706 -0.0674 -0.0761 

  (0.0511) (0.0511) (0.0507) 

Some College  -0.000177 0.000501 -0.00425 

  (0.0455) (0.0459) (0.0448) 

College Graduate  0.0528 0.0532 0.0466 

  (0.0550) (0.0560) (0.0544) 

Post Graduate  0.0691 0.0756 0.0639 

  (0.0603) (0.0603) (0.0605) 
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Table A1. Continued 
     

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

     

Household Income of $20,000-49,999  0.0747** 0.0757** 0.0742** 

  (0.0361) (0.0362) (0.0363) 

Household Income of $50,000-109,999  0.0752** 0.0748** 0.0753** 

  (0.0322) (0.0320) (0.0330) 

Household Income of $110,000 and above  0.0874* 0.0850* 0.0868* 

  (0.0467) (0.0466) (0.0482) 

     

Middle Atlantic  0.0605 0.0579 0.0611 

  (0.0504) (0.0494) (0.0511) 

E. Nor Central  -0.0252 -0.0267 -0.0228 

  (0.0458) (0.0453) (0.0469) 

W. Nor Central  0.0914 0.0895 0.0910 

  (0.0744) (0.0730) (0.0747) 

South Atlantic  -0.0659 -0.0640 -0.0652 

  (0.0562) (0.0563) (0.0568) 

E. Sou Central  0.0317 0.0329 0.0297 

  (0.0601) (0.0600) (0.0606) 

W. Sou Central  -0.147** -0.149** -0.146** 

  (0.0579) (0.0574) (0.0586) 

Mountain  -0.110** -0.110** -0.111** 

  (0.0510) (0.0507) (0.0509) 

Pacific  -0.0124 -0.0140 -0.0112 

  (0.0548) (0.0533) (0.0553) 

     

Suburban (100 largest SMSAs)  -0.0127 -0.0167 -0.0160 

  (0.0268) (0.0270) (0.0261) 

Other Urban (towns of 10,000+)  -0.0699* -0.0763** -0.0723* 

  (0.0375) (0.0377) (0.0375) 

Rural  -0.0714 -0.0739 -0.0759 

  (0.0576) (0.0572) (0.0580) 

     

LIFESTYLE CONTROLS         

     

Owns a Gun  -0.103*** -0.105*** -0.105*** 

  (0.0336) (0.0342) (0.0335) 

     

Served in Military  0.0266 0.0256 0.0288 

  (0.0366) (0.0363) (0.0366) 
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Table A1. Continued 
 

    

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

     

Individual or Spouse Hunts  -0.0855** -0.0839** -0.0854** 

  (0.0405) (0.0412) (0.0401) 

     

POLITICAL CONTROLS         

     

Independent/Other Political Party  -0.0649** -0.0626* -0.0623* 

  (0.0323) (0.0322) (0.0322) 

Republican  -0.128*** -0.124*** -0.124*** 

  (0.0409) (0.0412) (0.0417) 

     

Moderate  0.00299 0.00381 0.00393 

  (0.0329) (0.0329) (0.0331) 

Conservative  -0.0298 -0.0294 -0.0318 

  (0.0415) (0.0411) (0.0417) 

     

DEVOUTNESS CONTROLS         

     

Prays Daily  -0.0656* -0.0703** -0.0647* 

  (0.0331) (0.0339) (0.0327) 

Prays Once or More a Week  -0.00905 0.0252 -0.00621 

  (0.0331) (0.0443) (0.0333) 

Prays Less than Once a Week or Never  -0.0164 0.0170 -0.0175 

  (0.0345) (0.0507) (0.0342) 

     

Attends Religious Services Once a Year or Less  0.0378 0.0398 0.0436 

  (0.0353) (0.0354) (0.0356) 

Attends Religious Services Once a Month to Several Times a 
Year  0.00732 0.0105 0.0343 

  (0.0367) (0.0374) (0.0552) 

Attends Religious Services Weekly or Almost Weekly  -0.00613 -0.00594 0.0174 

  (0.0365) (0.0361) (0.0513) 

Attends Religious Services More than Once a Week  -0.00506 -0.00128 0.0177 

  (0.0644) (0.0659) (0.0740) 

     

INTERACTIONS         

     

Catholic*Does NOT Pray Daily or More Often   -0.117*  

   (0.0682)  
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Table A1. Continued 
     

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. of 

Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

     

Other Religion*Does NOT Pray Daily or More Often   0.0153  

   (0.0855)  

No Religion*Does NOT Pray Daily or More Often   -0.0156  

   (0.0778)  

     

Catholic*Attends Once/Year or Less or Never    0.0211 

    (0.0636) 

Other Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less or Never    0.00491 

    (0.0937) 

No Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less or Never    0.133 

    (0.112) 

     

     

Constant 0.663*** 0.738*** 0.726*** 0.723*** 

 (0.0222) (0.0890) (0.0851) (0.0977) 

     

Observations 1,575 1,575 1,575 1,575 

R-squared 0.013 0.132 0.134 0.133 

F-statistics and P-values of Joint Hypothesis         

     

Catholic + Catholic*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   0.31  

   (0.5798)  

Other Religion + Other Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or 

Never)   0.75  

   (0.3912)  

No Religion + No Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   0.74  

   (0.3923)  

Catholic + Catholic*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    1.04 

    (0.3105) 

Other Religion + Other Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less 
(or Never)    0.83 

    (0.3668) 

No Religion + No Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or 

Never)    0.01 

    (0.9405) 

Standard errors in parentheses         

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1     
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Table A2.  Full Regression Results for Detailed Religious Affiliation and Support for Gun 

Control Law 
     
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: Support for Gun Control Law         

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE: Religious Affiliation         

     

Evangelical Protestants -0.0864** -0.0251 0.000258 -0.0254 

 (0.0393) (0.0439) (0.0627) (0.0547) 

Black Protestants 0.0933 0.102 0.115 0.0933 

 (0.0566) (0.0673) (0.0739) (0.0765) 

Catholics 0.0720* 0.0378 0.101** 0.0344 

 (0.0384) (0.0404) (0.0458) (0.0487) 

Other Religion 0.123** 0.0641 0.0897 0.0829 

 (0.0538) (0.0554) (0.0672) (0.0661) 

No Religion 0.0143 -0.0323 -0.0109 -0.124 

 (0.0442) (0.0535) (0.0770) (0.0969) 

     

DEMOGRAPHIC CONTROLS         

     

Age  0.00168** 0.00166** 0.00167** 

  (0.000794) (0.000769) (0.000810) 

     

Black, Non-Hispanic  -0.0122 -0.0159 -0.00948 

  (0.0516) (0.0513) (0.0516) 

Hispanic  0.0551 0.0519 0.0544 

  (0.0386) (0.0378) (0.0392) 

Other Race, Non-Hispanic  0.0636 0.0669 0.0613 

  (0.0405) (0.0408) (0.0409) 

     

Male  -0.0241 -0.0255 -0.0251 

  (0.0256) (0.0261) (0.0258) 

     

Has Children  0.00465 0.00892 0.00716 

  (0.0298) (0.0283) (0.0310) 

     

High School Education  -0.0705 -0.0667 -0.0754 

  (0.0515) (0.0506) (0.0507) 

Some College  0.00109 0.00374 -0.00282 

  (0.0459) (0.0463) (0.0453) 

College Graduate  0.0517 0.0552 0.0472 

  (0.0557) (0.0566) (0.0553) 
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Table A2. Continued 
     

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

     

Post Graduate  0.0664 0.0745 0.0620 

  (0.0620) (0.0618) (0.0622) 

     

Household Income of $20,000-49,999  0.0785** 0.0806** 0.0772** 

  (0.0361) (0.0360) (0.0360) 

Household Income of $50,000-109,999  0.0772** 0.0777** 0.0771** 

  (0.0318) (0.0312) (0.0318) 

Household Income of $110,000 and above  0.0858* 0.0818* 0.0847* 

  (0.0463) (0.0468) (0.0473) 

     

Middle Atlantic  0.0616 0.0625 0.0636 

  (0.0502) (0.0483) (0.0507) 

E. Nor Central  -0.0217 -0.0209 -0.0198 

  (0.0454) (0.0444) (0.0455) 

W. Nor Central  0.0910 0.0889 0.0914 

  (0.0746) (0.0713) (0.0757) 

South Atlantic  -0.0635 -0.0591 -0.0621 

  (0.0567) (0.0558) (0.0576) 

E. Sou Central  0.0280 0.0343 0.0254 

  (0.0593) (0.0587) (0.0613) 

W. Sou Central  -0.147** -0.144** -0.145** 

  (0.0572) (0.0565) (0.0578) 

Mountain  -0.112** -0.113** -0.115** 

  (0.0492) (0.0485) (0.0493) 

Pacific  -0.0123 -0.0109 -0.0105 

  (0.0547) (0.0529) (0.0552) 

     

Suburban (100 largest SMSAs)  -0.0135 -0.0155 -0.0175 

  (0.0265) (0.0267) (0.0261) 

Other Urban (towns of 10,000+)  -0.0726* -0.0761* -0.0751* 

  (0.0377) (0.0382) (0.0379) 

Rural  -0.0755 -0.0737 -0.0791 

  (0.0578) (0.0569) (0.0587) 

     

LIFESTYLE CONTROLS         

     

Owns a Gun  -0.106*** -0.109*** -0.108*** 

  (0.0335) (0.0344) (0.0342) 
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Table A2. Continued 
     

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

     

Served in Military  0.0235 0.0204 0.0260 

  (0.0356) (0.0351) (0.0360) 

     

Individual or Spouse Hunts  -0.0816** -0.0801* -0.0826** 

  (0.0399) (0.0403) (0.0398) 

     

POLITICAL CONTROLS         

     

Independent/Other Political Party  -0.0642* -0.0624* -0.0631* 

  (0.0330) (0.0326) (0.0336) 

Republican  -0.122*** -0.119*** -0.120*** 

  (0.0408) (0.0411) (0.0416) 

     

Moderate  0.00193 0.00173 0.00332 

  (0.0329) (0.0328) (0.0334) 

Conservative  -0.0275 -0.0297 -0.0283 

  (0.0403) (0.0398) (0.0403) 

     

DEVOUTNESS CONTROLS         

     

Prays Daily  -0.0663* -0.0717** -0.0645* 

  (0.0334) (0.0336) (0.0332) 

Prays Once or More a Week  -0.00866 0.0620 -0.00530 

  (0.0333) (0.0782) (0.0335) 

Prays Less than Once a Week or Never  -0.0212 0.0521 -0.0207 

  (0.0348) (0.0761) (0.0345) 

     

Attends Religious Services Once a Year or Less  0.0389 0.0405 0.0430 

  (0.0350) (0.0349) (0.0355) 

Attends Religious Services Once a Month to Several Times a 

Year  0.00763 0.0101 0.0204 

  (0.0362) (0.0373) (0.0910) 

Attends Religious Services Weekly or Almost Weekly  -0.00548 -0.00501 0.00616 

  (0.0363) (0.0359) (0.0966) 

Attends Religious Services More than Once a Week  -0.00343 -0.00216 0.00782 

  (0.0645) (0.0670) (0.117) 
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Table A2. Continued 
     

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

INTERACTIONS         

     

Evangelical Protestant*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   -0.0551  

   (0.0909)  

Black Protestant*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   0.164*  

   (0.0959)  

Catholic*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   -0.158*  

   (0.0824)  

Other Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   -0.0634  

   (0.100)  

No Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   -0.0612  

   (0.101)  

     

Evangelical Protestant*Attends Once/Year or Less or (Never)    -0.00200 

    (0.109) 

Black Protestant*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    0.0247 

    (0.190) 

Catholic*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    0.00757 

    (0.102) 

Other Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    -0.0453 

    (0.104) 

No Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    0.111 

    (0.135) 

     

     

Constant 0.695*** 0.746*** 0.713*** 0.741*** 

 (0.0376) (0.103) (0.110) (0.121) 

     

Observations 1,575 1,575 1,575 1,575 

R-squared 0.025 0.135 0.139 0.136 

F-statistics and P-values of Joint Hypothesis         

     

     

Evangelical Protestant + Evangelical Protestant*Prays Less than Daily (or Never) 0.88  

   (0.353)  

Black Protestant + Black Protestant*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)  12.02***  

   (0.0009)  

Catholic + Catholic*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)   0.65  

   (0.4241)  
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Table A2. Continued 
     

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

  LPM 

LPM 

w/Controls 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Prayer) 

LPM 

w/Controls & 

Interaction 

(IV & Freq. 

of Relig. Serv. 

Attendance) 

    

Other Religion + Other Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)  0.1  

   (0.7565)  

No Religion + No Religion*Prays Less than Daily (or Never)  0.96  

   (0.3297)  

Evangelical Protestant + Evangelical Protestant*Attends Once/Year or Less or (Never)  0.1 

    (0.7535) 

Black Protestant + Black Protestant*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)   0.51 

    (0.4763) 

Catholic + Catholic*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)    0.26 

    (0.6139) 

Other Religion + Other Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)   0.19 

    (0.6626) 

No Religion + No Religion*Attends Once/Year or Less (or Never)   0.03 

       (0.872) 

Standard errors in parentheses     

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1     
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