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Religious Identity and Descriptive
Representation

Walter Schmidt and Matthew R. Miles
Brigham Young University-ldaho

Abstract: Drawing on the descriptive representation literature, we argue that
religious identity is a social identity similar to gender or race, which leads a
person to feel represented by someone who shares their religious identity. We
argue that religious identity motivates approbation for public officials that is
distinct from partisanship. We find that constituents who share the religious
identity of their congressional representatives are significantly more likely to
approve of their representative’s performance in office. In addition, those who
share a religious identity with President Obama are more trusting of him;
particularly among those for whom religion is important. Finally, we find that
shared religious identity moderates the relationship between partisanship and
trust in the President. All else equal, Republicans who share a religious
identity with President Obama are 500% more likely to trust him than a
Republican who does not.

INTRODUCTION

Proponents of descriptive representation are primarily interested in how
representatives from minority groups can use elected office to bring
about policy outcomes favored by minorities. Though the initial policy
agenda may not be favorable toward citizens of minority status, elected of-
ficials from minority groups can introduce bills, give speeches, and frame
issues from a minority perspective. In time, this changes the policy agenda
and leads to substantive representation of minority interests (Banducci,
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Donovan, and Karp 2004; Eulau and Karps 1977; Haider-Markel 2007;
Kingdon 1995).

However, descriptive representation is not only for minorities. The same
psychological processes that cause members of minority groups to repre-
sent minority attitudes on issues influence the behavior of majority group
members (Mansbridge 1999). This is one reason why members of
Congress develop a “home-style” when interacting with their constituents.
When people think that their congressional representative has a similar
view of the world, or the same mannerisms; they are more likely to
trust their member of Congress (Fenno 1978). This trust gives the
House member more legislative latitude in policy negotiations. As such,
elected officials can count on those with whom they share demographic
traits and group memberships to be more trusting of them, even when
they disagree about policy particulars. This incentivizes elected officials
to be as open about membership in relevant social groups as possible.

To date, most of the literature on descriptive representation concerns
social identities (i.e., race, gender) that are readily visible. However, it
is likely that social identities that can be hidden from public view (i.e.,
sexual preference, religion) could function similarly to those that cannot
be hidden (Haider-Markel 2007). It may even be that religious social iden-
tities have a more powerful influence on attitudes about elected officials
than other dominant identities. After all, members of religious groups
tend to share a common view about how the world should be organized,
and what is good and bad for society (Friesen and Ksiazkiewicz 2014). In
addition, religion binds people together into a community with a sense of
shared fate.

The descriptive representation model holds that people from social
groups are more trusting of elected officials from their own social
groups, even if policy outcomes are not particularly beneficial to the mi-
nority group (Banducci, Donovan, and Karp 2004; Bobo and Gilliam
1990; Haider-Markel 2007). In the United States, religious identity is an
important part of private and public life. As such, we expect that people
who share a religious identity with their elected officials will be more
likely to approve of and trust them.

In this article, we argue that religion based descriptive representation in-
fluences individual evaluations of their elected officials. When elected
representatives share a religious identity with their constituents, we
expect greater trust in and approbation of the job performance of that
elected official. To date, much of the literature on descriptive representa-
tion focuses on shared gender or racial characteristics. Yet, we think that
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elected officials who share religious identity with their constituents might
also descriptively represent these constituents. In the remaining sections,
we explain why religion based descriptive representation influences indi-
vidual evaluations of the job performance of their elected representatives.
We use data from a nationally representative survey conducted during the
2010 election (Cooperative Congressional Election Study), a national
survey fielded in the summer of 2015, and data on the religious affiliation
of House members to demonstrate that people are more trusting in and
supportive of elected officials with a common religious identity. The find-
ings are the first to demonstrate that descriptive representation works with
religious identities and that the effects are similar in magnitude to race.

RELIGION AS A SOCIAL IDENTITY

Religious identity is complex. Generally, the strength of attachment to a
religious identity is measured by the importance of religion to an individ-
ual, but this may not be entirely appropriate. The strength of attachment to
any social identity is contextual. The definition of social categories
depends on the group to which one is comparing. When compared to athe-
ists, belief in God becomes the relevant distinguishing feature; when com-
pared to men, gender is relevant; when compared to Russians, nationality
is relevant; and when compared to Catholics, denomination is relevant.

For many, religious identity is less about what one believes and how
one practices their religion and more about the church into which one
was baptized as a child (Day 2011). Day (2011) estimates that as many
as three-quarters of North American Christians do not attend church
weekly and in Europe the figure could be as high as 90%. For these
Christians, religious identity comes not from shared beliefs or practices,
but from being raised in a church. Many of these people described religion
as “an ascribed identity from which they could not disassociate them-
selves” (Day 2011,180).

For others, religion is defined by shared beliefs, symbols, and rituals.
This is because historically, religious belief has been essential for group
survival. One of the primary challenges in pre-modern society involved
encouraging people to sacrifice their own self-interest for the greater
good of the group. Secular communes often failed because appeals to al-
truism were insufficient to motivate members of society to sacrifice for the
common good. By contrast, religious communes were more successful
because group members were more willing to sacrifice (Sosis 2000;
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Sosis and Alcorta 2003). This is because religious rituals and behaviors
that are costly to cooperating group members signaled the presence of
devotion and intentions to cooperate with the group. This allowed group
members to reliably detect the presence of freeloaders and buffer the
group against defection and freeriding (Norenzayan and Shariff 2008).
Particularly when the group believed in Deities that punished immoral
behavior, the fear of retribution motivated group members to sacrifice their
own self-interest for the group interest (Johnson and Bering 2006). As a
result, religions create a moral code based on symbols, shared destiny,
and shared beliefs that bind people into tight knit communities (Graham
and Haidt 2010). This can blind people to the shortcomings of their
own religion and the positive features those who belong to other religious
groups (Haidt 2012). Recent cross-national research from eight diverse so-
cieties of hunter-gatherers, herders, horticulturalists, and fully market-inte-
grated populations with beliefs ranging from ancestor and garden spirits to
Hinduism, Buddhism, and Christianity demonstrated that people who
share a belief in moralistic gods are significantly more likely to respond
favorably toward each other (Purzycki et al. 2016). People are more
willing to sacrifice their self-interest to benefit those with whom they
share belief in a common Deity. Although these participants lived in
varied cultural, economic, and social situations and had never had direct
social contact with each other, shared religious belief motivated coopera-
tion. Affiliation with a religion creates a powerful social identity that
strongly influences attitudes about those who are and are not affiliated
with one’s own religious group (Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992).
Often, the symbols and attire that demonstrate affiliation with a religious
group can be hidden from public view. In this way, religious group mem-
bership is a social identity that can be hidden. This means that religious
social identification will not always be the dominant social identity influ-
encing attitudes. Sometimes, religious and national identification are so in-
tertwined that many see an attack on religion as an attack on national
identity (Muldoon et al. 2007). Sometimes, religious and national identity
conflict with each other. Verkuyten and Yildiz (2007) study of Dutch
Muslims demonstrates that individuals can have strong identification
with conflicting social groups. Dutch Muslims who think that Islam is per-
secuted by the Dutch government were found to have weaker national
identification and a stronger identification with their religion. This is con-
sistent with studies of social identity among Greek and Italian immigrants
in Australia. When these immigrants were with Australian friends or at
school, the Australian national identity was dominant. However, when
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these immigrants were with family, relatives, other immigrants, or at wed-
dings, the Greek/Italian identity was dominant (Rosenthal and Hrynevich
1985). Context influences when one social identity becomes more relevant
than another.

Internal commitment to the norms of the social group also influence
how one’s social identity influences attitudes. When faced with a threat
to one social identity from those who belong to another social group
with which one also identifies, most people will adopt the view consistent
with the high-status social group (Verkuyten 2004). However, when one’s
internal commitment to the social group being threatened is stronger, it
can lead to dis-identification with the high-status group. Dutch Muslims
with strong social and behavioral Muslim identities were more likely to
abandon their national identities when they thought that Dutch society per-
secuted Muslims (Verkuyten and Yildiz 2007).

This suggests that the strength of religious identity in a particular
context depends on how committed one feels toward their religion, and
the costs and benefits associated with religious identification at a given
moment. One might not ever attend church, yet feel strong identification
with their religion because it was fundamental to their childhood or
home experience (Day 2011). Similarly, religious identity might weaken
among strict adherents to particular faith in contexts where religion does
not seem relevant. For example, religious identity is unlikely to influence
group work in math courses, because religious beliefs are not the most rel-
evant identity in that context.

In early American political life, it was difficult to be elected to public
office without affiliating with a religious group (Tocqueville 1835).
And, while religion has a strong history of independently influencing
United States political outcomes, recently members of religious groups
have tended to affiliate with one political party or the other (Layman
2001). As such, religious identity is often relevant in American political
life. One of the consequences of this is that the public uses religious affil-
iation as a cue for the political ideology of candidates and elected officials.
As American Catholics have become more Republican, the public has
come to see Catholic candidates as more conservative, the same is true
of Evangelical Protestants (McDermott 2007; 2009). These effects are
strongest among the most religiously committed. The stronger the affilia-
tion with a religious tradition, the more likely someone is to evaluate an
elected official’s political ideology on the basis of their religious identity,
rather than their voting record (Jacobsmeier 2013).
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DESCRIPTIVE REPRESENTATION

From an institutional design perspective, there are a variety of ways to
think about representation. The dominant view is that representation
occurs when the interests of a population are congruent with the policy
outcomes of the body that represents them. However, this is not the
only perspective on representation. Pitkin (1967) argued that a representa-
tive body is best characterized as a sample of the population it aspires to
represent. In this sense, representation is less about the outputs of a repre-
sentative body and more about how well the representative body is a rep-
resentative sample of the population being represented. The emphasis is
“on being something rather than doing something” (Pitkin 1967, 61).

Descriptive representation can lead to other positive outcomes even
when it does not lead to substantive representation. This is because de-
scriptive representation ensures that “on any given topic every opinion,
or every worthwhile opinion, in the country finds its spokesman”
(Griffiths and Wollheim 1960). Considerable empirical evidence suggests
that when minorities are better represented in legislative bodies, it results
in a measurable shift in what is discussed. An increase in minority repre-
sentation often leads to different kinds of bills being introduced, which
alters the policy agenda (Bratton 2002; Haider-Markel 2007). In addition,
minority women in Congress use their floor time to speak against stereo-
types of welfare mothers as irresponsible and incapable of providing for
their families (Hawkesworth 2003), and may feel a responsibility to advo-
cate for the interests of poor, minority women (Wong 2006). As a result,
minority groups are more likely to have their voices heard when members
of their group win elections. Laws may not change immediately, but those
in power are introduced to the concerns of minority groups through de-
scriptive representation (Bratton and Haynie 1999).

In turn, this influences minority attitudes and behavior. In the United
States, increased minority representation is associated with higher public
evaluations of the legitimacy of Congress. When represented by
members of their own minority groups, people are more likely to think
that their views are being represented in the legislature and to participate
in politics (Banducci, Donovan, and Karp 2004) . In part, this is because
minority legislators work to mobilize new minority voters and include
them in the political process (Gay 2002), and in part because minority rep-
resentation increases minority trust in government (Bobo and Gilliam
1990; Howell and Fagan 1988). Combined, this leads to greater minority

https://doi.org/10.1017/51755048316000468 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048316000468

192 Schmidt and Miles

approval of the elected officials from minority groups (Banducci,
Donovan, and Karp 2004).

Representation is more than policy congruence. People who trust their
elected representatives are more likely to support them even when they
disagree about the particulars of policy (Eulau and Karps 1977). As
such, members of Congress often develop a “home-style” orchestrated
to create greater trust among their constituents (Fenno 1978). The
“home-style” consists of language, apparel, symbols, and mannerisms
that are familiar to the constituents in the Representatives’ home district
and is designed to convince them that their member of Congress is like
them. People who perceive commonality between themselves and those
who represent them are more likely to trust, and support them notwith-
standing divergence on policy preferences (Eulau and Karps 1977;
Fenno 1978).

Although the dominant view of descriptive representation emphasizes
the advancement of minority group interests, the principles are general
enough to apply to any group. Fenno (1978) demonstrated that
members of Congress spend considerable effort “fitting in”” with majority
groups in their home district. It makes sense that every ambitious politi-
cian would try to elicit trust from any group of voters in society. This
allows them to develop support that does not depend on specific policy
outcomes. Moreover, it makes sense that the same processes that lead mi-
nority groups toward greater trust in elected officials from their social
groups would lead to greater public support for anyone from any social
group. When group membership is not readily visible descriptive represen-
tation continues. Even when people can conceal group membership “in the
closet,” members of the social group are more supportive of elected offi-
cials who share the group identity (Haider-Markel 2007).

This suggests that religious identity can have a politically relevant, in-
dependent influence on public attitudes about elected officials. In
American society, we should expect that most of the time, partisan identity
does not conflict with religious social identity (Layman 2001). As such, it
is likely that attitudes motivated by religious social identity will appear
similar to attitudes motivated by partisan social identity. However,
because the two identities are distinct, and can be more or less dominant
in different contexts, we should be able to distinguish support motivated
by one from support motivated by the other. Given what we know
about descriptive representation, partisan identity should influence trust
in and approval of elected officials who share a partisan identity.
However, no matter how strongly religious affiliation is used as a cue

https://doi.org/10.1017/51755048316000468 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048316000468

Religious Identity and Descriptive Representation 193

for political ideology, partisan affiliation should not influence trust in or
approval of elected officials derived from a shared religious identity;
these attitudes are motivated by religious identities. As such, controlling
for partisanship, we expect higher public trust in and approval of
elected officials who share a religious identity (H1). In addition,
because a strong commitment to religion makes it more difficult to
abandon religious identity in favor of another socially relevant identity
like partisanship, we expect strength of religious commitment to moderate
the relationship between shared religious identity and trust in or approval
of one’s representative. A shared religious identity will be associated with
stronger approval of one’s representative among those for whom religion
is important, whereas shared religious identity will matter less in the ap-
proval evaluations of those for whom religion is not important. (H2).

METHODS

Study 1

The first set of analyses utilizes data from the 2010 Cooperative
Congressional Election Study (CCES). This specific data set came from
the contribution of 30 teams, in 2010, of a national sample of 55,400
cases. The questionnaires used by these teams comprised half of the
common content questions, designed to study congressional elections
and representation on a very large scale national survey. The other half
of the surveys are questions developed by each individual team. The
data used in this study came from the common content. There were two
sets of interviews conducted by the research teams. The first was a
“Pre-Election wave that was conducted during October, 2010, and
gauged issue preferences, knowledge of the candidates, some demograph-
ics, and vote intentions. The Post-Election wave was conducted the two
weeks following Election Day (Ansolabehere 2012. The CCES
Common Content data includes five parts: “sample identifiers (including
state and congressional district), profile questions (largely demographic),
pre-election questions, post-election questions, and contextual data (in-
cluding candidate names and parties, election results, and roll call
votes)” (Ansolabehere 2012).

The correspondence between the religious identity of members of the
House of Representatives and their constituents is the focus of this
study. The CCES asked very detailed information about the specific
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religious identity of each respondent.! By contrast, members of Congress
do not typically provide such detail when describing their own religion.
The religion of every member of the House of Representatives was report-
ed by the Pew Research Center in 2008 for the 111" Congress (Pew
Research Center 2008). Of the 534 members of the 1™ Congress,
only 5 did not specify any religious affiliation, one was atheist, and
none described themselves as religiously unaffiliated, Hindu or
Jehovah’s Witness. Fortunately, the CCES categorized each respondent’s
religious identity identically to the codes used by Pew to categorize the
religious identity of House members. That is, after asking very specific
denominational information, the CCES coders created a variable that
matches the Pew study and coded each respondent into one of the eight
religious categories, as listed in Figure 1. For instance, a respondent
who selected Greek Orthodox, Russian Orthodox, Orthodox Church in
America, Armenian Orthodox, Eastern Orthodox, Serbian Orthodox, or
Other Orthodox was classified as Eastern Orthodox by Pew and the
CCES. Members of Congress, like John Garamendi, who described them-
selves as non-denominational Christian as well as those who identify as
Christian Science were coded as “something else.” Those who refused
to identify with a religious tradition were coded as missing values, and
Members of Congress who described themselves as “atheist,”
“Unitarian,” or selected “none” are categorized as “nothing in particular.”
Of course, this coding scheme is far from perfect, particularly when it
comes to Protestants; Evangelical members of Congress are treated the
same as Episcopalians. However, the data easily distinguish between
Mormons, Jews, Catholics, Buddhists, Muslims, and those without any re-
ligious affiliation.

The categorized religions of the members of the House of
Representatives were then matched with the religions of the respondents
of the CCES data. The variable “religion match” is coded “yes” if a
survey respondent has the same religion as their member of Congress
and “no” if not. Figure 1 shows the percent of respondents in each reli-
gious category who happen to share a religious identity with their
House representative. Only one Muslim and four Eastern Orthodox re-
spondents happened to have a House member that shared their religious
identity. Only three members of Congress identified as Unitarian, Pew
labeled these “nothing in particular.” As such, respondents who reported
a belief in Native American religions, or those who called themselves
“spiritual, but not religious” were classified as matching if their member
of Congress was Unitarian; there were 100 respondents in this category.
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Ficure 1. Percent of respondents who share religion with member of congress
by denomination. Source: CCES (2010) and Pew Research Center (2008).

Although a strong majority Protestants (62.61%) share a religious identity
with their House representative, there is quite a bit of diversity among
various religious traditions whose House members share a faith with
their constituents. There is at least as much diversity as one would find
in studies of race and descriptive representation.

To measure shared partisanship and gender, we followed the same
method of matching respondents’ reported party identification and
gender with that of their House representative. In addition, we include
controls for the dominant demographics that we know influence political
attitudes. Party identification is coded 1-3 with 1 representing Democrats,
2 for Republicans and 3 for Independents; political ideology is scaled 1-5
with 1 representing very liberal. We also include education levels coded
1-5 where 1 represents less than high school and 5 graduate school of
some kind; and race has seven categories including those who identify
as multi-racial. Finally, we expect that people for whom religion is impor-
tant will be more likely to approve of a House member who shares a re-
ligious identity than those for whom religion is not important. We will
estimate this interaction in later models, so we include it in the baseline
model. It is coded 1-4 where 4 represent a response that religion is very
important. Our dependent variable is the dichotomized response to the
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question, “Do you approve of the way “House Member’s Name” is doing
their job?” The methodological appendix contains the results of three
probit regression models that predict approval ratings of the members of
the House of Representatives.

Most of the control variables in these models are statistically significant
and in the expected direction, and the model fit statistics suggest that this
model accounts for a reasonable amount of variation in the approval
ratings of House members. Consistent with theoretical expectations, the
gender match and party identification match variables are statistically signif-
icant and positive. Furthermore, religion match is statistically significant and
positive, suggesting that people who share a religious identity with their
House members are more likely to approve of their performance (H1).

The second model includes two interaction terms that are central to our
overall argument. The first is an interaction between the importance of re-
ligion and religion match. In the baseline model, those for whom religion
is more important are more likely to approve of their House member, all
else equal. We expect shared religious identity to moderate this relation-
ship. Those for whom religion is important will be more likely to
approve a House member that shares their religious identity than those
for whom religion is not important. In addition, religious and partisan
identities have become closely aligned in United States politics
(Jacobsmeier 2013; Layman 2001), which raises the possibility that
what appears to be religious descriptive representation might be parti-
san-based representation. To account for this, we include an interaction
between respondents’ party identification and religion match.

In this interaction model, most of the covariates have identical coeffi-
cients and standard errors as in the first model. Additionally, the model
fit statistics suggest that this model is practically the same as the first.
The interaction between religion match and respondent party identification
fails to achieve statistical significance. Yet, the gender, religion and party
identification match variables retain statistical significance. This suggests
that the relationship between shared religious identity and approval of
one’s House representative is not moderated by partisan identity. When
it comes to congressional representation, partisan representation is distinct
from religious descriptive representation. However, the interaction
between importance of religion and religion match is statistically signifi-
cant. Although significant in the baseline model, the direct effect of the
importance of religion is not significant in this model. This suggests
that the relationship between importance of religion and approval of
House members is moderated by a shared religious identity (H2). These
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findings suggest that religious identity has an influence on congressional
approval ratings that is distinct from partisan identity.

We would like to know something about the size of the effect of reli-
gious descriptive representation relative to the influence of gender or par-
tisan based representation. Obviously, partisan representation is not strictly
identity based, so we expect party identification match to have a much
larger effect. The final model includes the two interactions from the pre-
vious model as well as interactions between respondent gender and
gender match, and party identification and party identification match.

The dominant view of gender based descriptive representation is that
female constituents are more likely to approve of their House member
when they have the same gender. We find some evidence for this in our
models. In the baseline model, the coefficient for gender match is statisti-
cally significant and positive, suggesting that people are more likely to
approve of House members of the same gender. In this final model,
however, the interaction between gender match and gender is not statisti-
cally significant. This suggests that women may be more likely to approve
of female House members, but the same is also true for men. This finding
might surprise some, however we think that this is congruent with the ar-
gument we make concerning religious descriptive representation. Each of
us has a variety of social identities that can be salient at a given point in
time. When 50% of the population shares a social identity, it is unlikely to
have as strong an influence on attitudes as an identity shared with a much
smaller subset of the population. The influence of religious identity on ap-
proval of one’s House member is likely explaining the same variation as
gender-based support. Religious identity has a stronger influence on
support for House members than gender.

Consistent with our expectations, partisan identity moderates the influ-
ence between party match and approval of one’s House representative.
The significant interaction coefficient suggests that the relationship
between party match and approval depends on the respondent’s partisan-
ship. Democrats and Republicans are significantly less likely to approve of
their cross-partisan House members and significantly more likely approve
of their co-partisan House members than Independents.

These two additional interactions slightly improve model fit, but do not
cause significant changes to the model. The coefficient for the interaction
between importance of religion and matching religious identity is signifi-
cant at the 0.01 level and the size of the coefficient decreases slightly.
Thus, while partisan based representation is a significant explanation for
congressional approval, it does not tell the entire story. Religious identity
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has a significant, independent influence on congressional support that
changes depending on the importance of religion (H2). Just how large
is this effect? With a sample size in excess of 47 thousand respondents,
statistical significance can be achieved with a very small effect. Figure 2
plots the predicted approval of House members for each level of religious
importance for respondents by shared religious identity.

The two largest differences are among those for whom religion is “not
at all important” and religion is “very important.” Among those for whom
religion is “very important,” the predicted probability of approving of their
representative is 0.55 if they share a religious identity and 0.52 if they do
not share a religious identity with their House Representative. By contrast,
among those for whom religion is “not at all important” the predicted
probability of approving of one’s House member is 0.45 if they share a
religious identity and 0.43 if they do not share a religious identity with
their House representative. Approval of House members decreases by
two points if they share a religious identity with constituents for whom re-
ligion is “not at all important”; whereas approval increases by three points
among those for whom religion is “very important.” This suggests that the
importance of religion is a key indicator of the salience of religious
identity.

In all, the substantive difference in House member approval ratings at-
tributed specifically to shared religious identity seems small. However, we
think that compared to the size of gender based descriptive representation
effects, the influence of religion based descriptive representation is quite
large. It would be difficult for any form of identity based descriptive rep-
resentation to rival that of partisanship in today’s political climate, but the
findings presented here suggest that for many people, religion based de-
scriptive representation is a reality. Again, we want to reiterate that the in-
fluence of shared religious identity on approval ratings of one’s own
House member is substantively large and distinct from partisan, or ideo-
logical considerations.

The preceding analyses have a few major limitations. First, we do not
know whether respondents in the CCES actually know that their House
representative shares a religious identity. Given how little most people
know about politics (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996), it seems unlikely
that respondents would know the religious identity of their House repre-
sentative. Second, religion and politics have become intertwined in
American politics. Since we know that people use religion as a cue for
the political ideology of House members (Jacobsmeier 2013), it is possible
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that these findings are simply functioning as an instrumental variable for
political ideology.

Study 2

The first study operationally defined descriptive representation as approval
of one’s House representative. Yet, representation could also be thought of
in terms of trust in the elected officials. Approval ratings and trust are not
equivalent and are clearly derived from different processes (Miles 2015),
however descriptive representation might increase trust in elected officials
just as it increases approval. Modern Americans are much less trusting of
their government today than they were a half century ago. For the last few
years, “government” has been rated the biggest problem facing America
(Saad 2016). In 1958, 73% of Americans reported that they trust the gov-
ernment in Washington to do the right thing “most of the time.” However,
by February, 2014 only 24% of Americans reported the same level of trust
in Washington. Partisanship explains some of the variation in reported
trust in Washington. Early in the George W. Bush administration —
when Republicans controlled the House, Senate and White House —
trust in Washington among Republican Americans was close to the
1958 level of trust. Similarly, in April 2010 — when Democrats controlled
the House, Senate and White House — trust in Washington among
Democrats was near 40% (“Public Trust in Government: 1958-2014"
2014). Yet, partisanship alone cannot explain the decades-long steady
decline in trust that the American public expresses in the government.

Hetherington and Rudolph (2015) propose that political polarization in
the United States electorate is largely responsible for the decline in polit-
ical trust. They argue that as the two political parties in America have
become more ideologically distinct, ordinary people from one party
have developed strong, negative feelings toward members of the other po-
litical party. As a result, when a representative from one party gives a
speech, ordinary people of the opposing party have angry responses to
policy proposals from the speech. These negative feelings toward oppos-
ing party identifiers has also led partisans to become much less trusting in
government. When politics are polarized, the government is less likely to
pass significant legislation, which perpetuates the view that the govern-
ment is dysfunctional (Hetherington and Rudolph 2015).

Yet, individual evaluations of government trust are complex (Citrin and
Green 1986). While most agree that trust evaluations reflect a “basic
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evaluative orientation toward the government founded on how well the
government is operating relative to people’s normative expectations.”
(Miller 1974), policy outputs certainly influence public trust evaluations.
Miller (1974) found that the Vietnam War and Civil Rights legislation
eroded public trust in government among white respondents, but the
same Civil Rights legislation increased trust in government among
African-Americans. Institutional performance also influences trust in gov-
ernment. Citrin and Green (1986) argue that presidential approval strongly
influences trust in government, while others have noted that both congres-
sional (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002) and social service organization
(Keele 2007) performance can also influence public trust in government.

These alone cannot explain why citizens in advanced democracies are
becoming less trusting of both government leaders and government insti-
tutions (Norris 1999). Dalton (2005) argues that as democracies work to
improve the human condition, public expectations of their government
change. Those who are least trusting of government tend to be those
highest in education and social status. The cognitive skills that accompany
greater education and wealth motivate people to expect more from their
political system. As such, public trust in government may be on the
decline because expectations are rising (Dalton 2004; 2005). If so, declin-
ing political trust may be a feature of democratic systems of government,
and people should become comfortable with governments operating
without the trust of their constituents.

However, consistent with the findings in the first study and our general
argument, shared religious identity might influence trust in elected offi-
cials. Among the first survey items shown to predict trust in government
was a battery of questions that measured the ethical qualities of elected of-
ficials. Those who thought that hardly any elected officials were “crooked”
were more likely to trust government than those who thought that quite a
few people running government were. For many, trust in government is
not much different than individual trust. When people think that another
person is dishonest or self-centered, they are less likely to trust that
person. Finally, belief in God is a strong predictor of interpersonal trust
(Gervais, Shariff, and Norenzayan 2011). The same processes that moti-
vate those who believe in God to distrust those who do not could function
at a lower level. If so, people would be more likely to trust someone (or a
President) when they think that they share a common religious belief.

Using a national survey conducted in June 2015, we conducted another
study to overcome some of these limitations. Clear Voice Research recruit-
ed 2,118 participants in their online panel to participate in a research
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project about political attitudes, of those 1,935 completed the entire
survey. Respondents were 50.7% male, 80.6% white, 33.7% Democrat,
and 24.7% Republican. Most of the respondents had completed at least
some college (78.1%) and 86% of them reported an annual income of
less than $100 thousand. Using language from Gallup surveys, respon-
dents were asked to identify the religious identity of President Obama.
Much to our initial surprise, close to 25% of the respondents thought
Obama was Muslim. By September 2015, surveys conducted following
a Trump rally found similar proportions of Americans believing that
Obama was Muslim, which alleviated our initial concerns. In addition, re-
spondents were asked about their own religious affiliation. We matched
individual responses on these two questions, without regard for the accu-
racy of the information about the President’s religion. That is, if a Muslim
thought Obama is Muslim, we count that as a shared religious identity
because descriptive representation is matter of perception. Figure 3
shows the percent of respondents who match religious identity with the
President based on their perception of his religious identity. A handful
of respondents who identify with minority religions also believe that
Obama shares their religious belief, but most people thought that
Obama was Protestant (correct), Catholic, non-religious or something else.

We asked participants the standard question about how often they think
that they can trust the government in Washington to do what is right. The
next question asked, “How much of the time do you think you can trust
President Obama to do what is right?” Individual evaluations of how
much they trust government are influenced by policy related concerns, in-
stitutional performance evaluations, and public expectations. It is likely
that trust in President Obama depends on public expectations of the
President, his performance, and some policy related concerns. However,
because the question of trust deals with an individual, these evaluations
are less likely to be motivated by strict policy concerns and are more
likely to be influenced by personal characteristics. The correlation
between responses on these two questions is moderate (r=0.44) and
twice as many people report trusting Obama (39.66%) as trusting
Washington (20.22%). This suggests that the two trust evaluations are dis-
tinct and influenced by different considerations. We expect that people
who share a religious identity with president Obama to be more likely
to trust him, all else equal (H1).

We follow the same estimation strategy for this study as we did for the
previous. We predict trust in President Obama with a multinomial probit
regression model with “never” as the baseline category. We control for
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Ficure 3. Percent of respondents who believe that they share a religious identity
with President Obama by denomination. Source: Author’s data.

the same demographics as before: Party identification is coded 1-3 with 1
representing Democrats, 2 for Independents and 3 for Republicans; polit-
ical ideology is scaled 1-7 with 1 representing very liberal. We also
include education levels coded 1-5 where 1 represents less than high
school and 5 graduate school of some kind; and race has six categories
including those who identify as multi-racial.> The importance of religion
question is worded differently; but it is coded 1-4 where 1 represents a
response that religion is extremely important and 4 indicate that it is
‘not at all important’.

Since belief that President Obama is Muslim is associated with extreme
conservatism and opposition to Obama, the models were run both with
and without respondents who thought Obama was Muslim and the
results do not change. The reported models used the truncated data,
because the size of the effects are smaller. The coefficients in the
models are consistent across response categories and are in the expected
direction. All else equal, someone who shares a religious identity is signif-
icantly more likely to respond that they trust President Obama and the
same is true for liberals and Democrats. By contrast, older people are sig-
nificantly less likely to trust President Obama. There are significant racial
differences: racial minorities are more likely to trust President Obama than
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white people. Also consistent with the dominant view, those for whom re-
ligion is important are less likely to say that they trust Obama “just about
always”; they are more likely to respond that they “never” trust him.

The next model includes an interaction between partisanship and reli-
gion match. This model explains a little more variation than the first
model. In this model, the main effect of religion match and importance
of religion are not statistically significant, but the interaction between par-
tisanship and religion match is significant, suggesting that the relationship
between partisan identity and trusting President Obama to do what is right
is moderated by a shared religious identity. Finally, the evidence suggests
that respondents for whom religion is important will be more likely to trust
Obama if they share a religious identity. In sum, there is a significant main
effect between shared religious identity and the probability of trusting
President Obama. In addition, a shared religious identity moderates the re-
lationship between partisanship and the probability of trusting the presi-
dent and the relationship between the importance of religion and trust in
President Obama.

Just how much does shared religious identity influence public trust of
President Obama? Figure 4 displays the predicted probability of trusting
President Obama for racial categories and for shared religious identity cat-
egories. Conventional wisdom holds that African Americans overwhelm-
ingly support, approve of, and trust President Obama. All else equal, the
probability of an African American reporting that they trust Obama “just
about always” is 0.22, “most of the time” is 0.49, “only some of the time”
is 0.22 and “never” is 0.05. By contrast the probability of a white person
reporting that they trust Obama “just about always” is 0.07, “most of the
time” is 0.36, “only some of the time” is 0.45 and “never” is 0.13. As ex-
pected, racial identity is associated with quite a gap in trust of the
President. Though not as large, the trust gap based on religious identity
is quite substantial. All else equal, someone who shares a religious identity
is 60% more likely to report trusting the President “just about always” and
32% less likely to “never” trust President Obama than someone who does
not. Not all of these differences are statistically significant, but the overall
pattern is consistent with theoretical expectations. It seems that when
people share a religious identity with public officials, they are more
likely to trust them (H2).

Religious identity moderates the relationship between the importance of
religion and trust in President Obama. The main effect suggests that those
who place a higher importance on religion are less trusting of the
President, but this relationship changes depending on the perceived
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FiGUure 4. Predicted trust in President Obama by shared religious identity and
race. Note: Entries are the model predicted probability of trusting President
Obama, bars are the 95% confidence intervals. Calculated with the effects
package in R 3.12. Total column less than 1 due to rounding.

0.60 . == .
Shared Religious Identity T Different Religious Identity
0.50 I -
0.40 - = ] i it
0.30 1 | f 1
0.20 | ‘ 1
0.10 ] i T
1 L
0.00
Extremely Very Very Notatall Extremely Very Very Not atall
Important  Imp Unimp Imp Tmp Important Unimportant Important
| Never 0.08 0.10 0.09 0.14 0.16 0.10 0.07 0.14
mOnly Some of the Time 0.34 0.33 0.44 0.51 0.34 0.44 0.43 0.40
B Most of the Time 0.35 0.46 0.37 0.26 0.38 0.40 0.42 0.41
Just About Always 0.23 0.11 0.10 0.09 0.12 0.06 0.08 0.05

FiGURE 5. Model predicted trust in President Obama by shared religious identity
and the importance of religion. Source: Author’s data. Note: Entries are the model
predicted probability of trusting President Obama, bars are the 95% confidence
intervals. Calculated with the effects package in R 3.12.

religious identity of President Obama. Figure 5 displays the predicted
probability of each response among those who believe that they share
Obama’s religion and those who do not. Among those for whom religion
is “extremely important,” the probability of trusting Obama “just about
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Ficure 6. Model predicted trust in President Obama by partisan identity and
shared religious identity. Source: Author’s data. Note: Entries are the model
predicted probability of trusting President Obama, bars are the 95% confidence
intervals. Calculated with the effects package in R 3.12.

always” is nearly twice as high if they believe that they share a religious
identity with the President than it is if they do not. Similarly, the proba-
bility of trusting Obama “never” is twice as low among this group,
when they think that they share a religious identity with the President.

Among those for whom religion is “very important” we see a similar
pattern. Those who think that they share a religious identity with the
President are more likely to trust him “always” and less likely to trust
him “never” than those in this group who do not share a religious identity
with the President. However, a shared religious identity does not change
trust in the President among those for whom religion is not an important
part of their life. We think that the consistency of the pattern of findings
combined with the magnitude of the predicted differences in presidential
trust among those for whom religion is important provides substantial ev-
idence in support of our argument that religious identity influences ap-
proval of and trust in public officials (H2).

Are there clear partisan differences? Does shared religious identity
moderate the influence of party identification and trust in the President?
Figure 6 displays the model predicted support for partisans who do and
do not share a religious identity with the President. For Democrats, the
probability of trusting President Obama does not change much when
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respondents share a religious identity with the president. Among
Independents, those who share a religious identity with the President are
twice as likely to report trusting Obama “‘just about always” as those
who do not.

Among Republicans the difference is substantial. The predicted proba-
bility of a Republican trusting President Obama “just about always” is
0.12 if they share a religious identity with Obama whereas it is 0.02 if
they do not. It may seem like a small difference, but these numbers
suggest that Republicans who share a religious identity with Obama are
500% more likely to trust him than Republicans who do not.
Republicans are 42% less likely to “never” trust the president than
Republicans who do not share a religious identity with President
Obama. Perhaps because religious Americans are largely divided along
party lines, the influence of religious descriptive representation on trust
in Obama is much larger among Republicans than among Democrats
and Independents.

In total, the findings presented in this article suggest that religious iden-
tity influences approval of and trust in elected officials. The dominant
view of descriptive representation is that public officials who share demo-
graphic characteristics with their constituents can represent these groups,
even when they disagree about policy specifics. The central question of
this paper is whether religious identity is strong enough to allow for de-
scriptive representation. The findings presented here suggest that shared
religious identity strongly influences support for elected officials. The
second question is if religious based descriptive representation is indepen-
dent of racial and partisan based identities. Again, these findings suggest
that religious identification has a substantial independent influence on
support for elected officials. It is difficult to think of a group that would
be less likely to trust President Obama in 2015 than Republicans. Yet, a
Republican who shared a religious identity with the president was substan-
tially more likely to trust him than one who did not.

CONCLUSION

Some might argue that religion in America becomes so closely aligned
with partisan identity and political ideology that we can no longer distin-
guish an independent influence of religion on public attitudes
(Jacobsmeier 2013; Layman 2001). The evidence presented here suggests
that although the dominant political parties in America count on the
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support of adherents to specific religious traditions, religion continues to
independently influence public attitudes about elected officials. This sup-
ports continued interest in identifying, specifying, and describing the con-
texts in which religious identity influences institutional, candidate, and
policy support in America.

Second, the descriptive representation model is an appropriate way to
think about the influence of religion on public support for elected officials.
Religion forms a moral code for believers that shapes how they decide
what is and is not acceptable behavior (Graham and Haidt 2010), how
society should be organized (Friesen and Ksiazkiewicz 2014; Ludeke,
Johnson, and Bouchard 2013), and how elected officials should behave.
In addition, religious identity has a powerful influence on how believers
relate to other people in society; the irreligious in society are viewed
with skepticism by the religious (Gervais, Shariff, and Norenzayan
2011). The findings presented in this article suggest that religious identity
influences how people evaluate the performance of House representatives
and trust in the President. The pattern of predicted trust in President
Obama comparing those who share his racial identity to whites and
those who share his religion to those who do not is remarkably similar.
The strength of the relationship between shared religious identification
and trust in President Obama functions similarly to the relationship
between race and trust in the President. This could be one reason why
the myth that Obama is Muslim persists. For Republicans, recognizing
that Obama shares their faith might motivate trust in a political opponent.
It may be more psychologically comforting to find evidence that Obama
has a different faith, than to confront the dissonance.

Finally, group based descriptive representation influences attitudes in a
variety of social groups. The same psychological processes that influence
support for members of minority groups influence the attitudes of
members of majority groups. People are more likely to trust others who
are similar to themselves. Shared group identity is one cue that an
elected official can be trusted to look out for the needs of group
members. When social identities collide, attitudes are influenced by the
dominant social identity. As such, the stronger the identification one has
with the relevant group identity, the more likely the identity will be to in-
fluence their evaluations of elected officials who share the group identity.
Yet, this only applies to social identities that can be hidden from public
view. Identities, like race and gender, which are easily discerned might
always have a dominant influence on attitudes because people cannot
hide their affiliation with these groups.
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Some of the findings we present are based on a survey conducted
during the 2010 congressional election. It is possible that both partisanship
and religious identity were primed by the election environment. It is also
possible that people were thinking more about the job performance of their
House representative than they normally do. As such, the size of the
effects we present could be artifacts of the election calendar and might
be smaller in non-election seasons. Although, the findings from a
survey conducted early in the summer of 2015 make it less likely that
the results are an artifact of the survey timing, it is also a snapshot in
time. Future work should examine the influence of religious based de-
scriptive representation with more data points and from a developmental
perspective.

NOTES

1. See the methodological appendix for complete information on how the religious identity of
House members is identified and coded for this variable.

2. While this allows for simpler tables, it is usually not a good idea to change categorical variables
to numbers and treat them as if they are continuous. Each of the models was run both ways. The results
from both analyses are available in the appendix.
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METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX

Table Al. Predicting approval of one’s own house member

1 (2) 3
Religion Match 0.077%#** —0.029 —0.027
(0.014) (0.061) (0.062)
Party ID Match 1.380%** 1.381%** 1.779%**
(0.013) (0.013) (0.039)
Gender Match 0.039%%* 0.039%%* 0.097*
(0.017) (0.017) (0.055)
Importance of Religion 0.0317%** —0.003 0.002
(0.005) (0.016) (0.016)
Sex —0.056%** —0.056%** 0.007
(0.017) (0.017) (0.055)
Education —0.005 —0.005 —0.005
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Age 0.009%** 0.009%:** 0.009 7%
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Race —0.004 —0.004 0.007
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Party ID 0.2027%** 0.216%** 0.534 %%
(0.010) (0.029) (0.041)
Ideology —0.015%:** —0.015%:** —0.002
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Importance of Religion x 0.029%%* 0.032%*
Religion match (0.013) (0.013)
Party ID x -0.011 —0.013
Religion match (0.020) (0.020)
Party ID x —0.256%**
Party ID match (0.023)
Gender x —0.040
Gender match (0.035)
Constant —3.031#** —2.917%** —3.638%**
(0.047) (0.085) (0.123)
Pseudo R-Square 0.202 0.202 0.205
Observations 47,573 47,573 47,573

Note: Entries are coefficients from a probit regression model. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
***p <0.01, **p <0.05, *p <0.1, two-tailed test.
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Table A2. Predicting approval of one’s house member (categorical independent variables)

Dependent Variable

Approval of House Representative

(0]

()]

3

Match (Yes)

Importance of Religion: NA

Importance of Religion: Not too important
Importance of Religion: Somewhat important
Importance of Religion: Very important
Male

Current Gender of Representative

Current Gender of Representative: Female
Education: 4-year

Education: High school graduate
Education: No HS

Education: Post-grad

Education: Some college

Birth year (Age)

Black

Hispanic

Middle Eastern

Mixed

Native American

Other

White

Registered Voter: No

Registered Voter: Yes

Party ID: Lean Democrat

0.164*** (0.020)

0.107*** (0.024)

—0.035 (0.023)

—14.845 (194.589)

0.143%%% (0.039)
0.005 (0.039)
—0.074% (0.038)
—0.395%** (0.070)
0.064 (0.043)
~0.052 (0.038)
—0.015%** (0.001)
0.047 (0.086)
—0.093 (0.088)
—0.435 (0.329)
—0.053 (0.108)
—0.087 (0.142)
—0.007 (0.111)
0.068 (0.082)
—0.029 (0.116)
0.684*+* (0.110)
1.172%%% (0.062)

—0.155%* (0.063)
0.212 (0.398)
0.028 (0.042)

0.221*** (0.038)

0.257%** (0.037)

0.0001 (0.023)

—14.820 (193.815)

0.148*** (0.039)
0.012 (0.039)
—0.079** (0.038)
—0.406*** (0.070)
0.071 (0.043)
—0.050 (0.038)
—0.014*** (0.001)
—0.032 (0.087)
—0.129 (0.089)
—0.473 (0.330)
—0.059 (0.108)
—0.108 (0.143)
—0.025 (0.112)
0.072 (0.082)
—0.025 (0.117)
0.687*** (0.110)
1.194*%% (0.062)

Continued
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Table A2. Continued

Dependent Variable

(¢))

(0]

Approval of House Representative

3

Party ID: Lean Republican

Party ID: NA

Party ID: Not sure

Party ID: Not very strong Democrat

Party ID: Not very strong Republican

Party ID: Strong Democrat

Party ID: Strong Republican

Current House Party: Republican

Current House Party: Vacant

Political Ideology: Liberal

Political Ideology: Middle of the Road

Political Ideology: NA

Political Ideology: Not Sure

Political Ideology: Somewhat Conservative

Political Ideology: Somewhat Liberal

Political Ideology: Very Conservative

Political Ideology: Very Liberal

Match x Importance of Religion: NA

Match x Importance of Religion: Not too important
Match x Importance of Religion: Somewhat important
Match x Importance of Religion: Very important
Male x Current Gender of Representative

Male x Current Gender of Representative: Female
Party ID: Lean Democrat x Current House Party Republican
Party ID: Lean Republican x Current House Party Republican
Party ID: NA x Current House Party Republican

—1.365%%* (0.074)
0.531%+* (0.111)
0.274%%% (0.104)
0.958*+* (0.059)

—0.547%%% (0.074)
1.670%%* (0.055)

—1.605%** (0.072)

0.003 (0.056)

—0.321*** (0.047)
—0.226*** (0.037)
—0.372*%** (0.128)
—0.780*** (0.059)
—0.131*%** (0.039)
—0.274*** (0.046)

0.037 (0.039)
—0.270*%** (0.053)

—0.057 (121.095)

—0.103* (0.056)
—2.096%** (0.085)
2.597#%% (0.088)
—0.383%** (0.144)

—1.391%%% (0.074)
0.506%+* (0.112)
0.264%% (0.105)
0.957#%* (0.059)
—0.569%** (0.074)
1.661#%% (0.055)
—1.644%%% (0.073)
—0.006 (0.056)

—0.236%** (0.047)
—0.193*** (0.037)
—0.331%** (0.128)
—0.744*** (0.060)
—0.113*** (0.039)
—0.216*** (0.046)
0.026 (0.039)
—0.157*** (0.054)
—1.204 (0.919)
0.381*** (0.094)
0.249*** (0.079)
0.301*** (0.072)

—0.058 (120.710)

—0.105% (0.057)
—2.096%** (0.085)
2.604%%% (0.088)
—0.374%%% (0.144)
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Party ID: Not sure x Current House Party Republican

Party ID: Not very strong Democrat X Current House Party
Republican

Party ID: Not very strong Republican x Current House Party
Republican

Party ID: Strong Democrat x Current House Party Republican

Party ID: Strong Republican x Current House Party Republican

Party ID: Lean Democrat x Current House Party Vacant

Party ID: Lean Republican x Current House Party Vacant

Party ID: NA x Current House Party Vacant

Party ID: Not sure x Current House Party Vacant

Party ID: Not very strong Democrat x Current House Party
Vacant

Party ID: Not very strong Republican x Current House Party
Vacant

Party ID: Strong Democrat x Current House Party Vacant

Party ID: Strong Republican x Current House Party Vacant

Constant

Observations
Log Likelihood
Akaike Inf. Crit.

—0.112%%* (0.010)

54,535
—37,731.380
75,466.760

—0.344** (0.135)
—1.313*** (0.078)

1.462*%** (0.089)

—2.973%%% (0.072)

3.153%%% (0.083)
—1.430 (250.501)
0.893 (261.775)
—0.835 (410.649)
—0.011 (458.443)
—1.011 (242.565)

0.234 (275.108)

—1.914 (221.789)
1.061 (232.100)
28.391*#%* (1.394)
54,535
—29,212.580
58,535.150

—0.340%* (0.135)
—1.317*%** (0.079)

1.466*** (0.089)

—2.973%% (0.072)
3.162##% (0.083)
—1.424 (249.775)
0.877 (261.281)
—0.849 (410.979)
—0.114 (456.930)
—1.026 (242.095)

0.225 (274.798)

—1.900 (221.324)
1.029 (232.020)
26.692%*% (1.405)
54,535
—29,141.780
58,409.550

Note: *p <0.1; **p <0.05; ***p <0.01. Entries are logistic regression coefficients, standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table A3. Predicting trust in President Obama

Just Most Some Just Most Some Just Most Some
About of the of the About of the of the About of the of the
Always Time Time Always Time Time Always Time Time
Religion match 0.506%** 0.186 0.234%* —0.867* —-0.821%* —0.447 —0.258 —-0.254 -0.299
(0.167) (0.144) (0.138) 0.471) (0.423) (0.418) (0.610) (0.551) (0.546)
Age —0.087* 0.003 —0.081%%* —0.082 0.006 —0.079%%* —0.082 0.006 —0.080%**
(0.050) (0.042) (0.040) (0.051) (0.042) (0.040) (0.051) (0.042) (0.040)
Political ideology —0.659%** —0.759%%** —0.310%** —0.661%%%* —0.760%*%* —0.310%** —0.648%**%* —0.748%%*%* —0.308%**
(0.117) (0.100) (0.099) (0.117) (0.100) (0.099) (0.118) (0.101) (0.099)
Income 0.034 0.005 —0.009 0.035 0.004 -0.011 0.030 0.001 -0.012
(0.039) (0.033) (0.031) (0.040) (0.033) (0.031) (0.040) (0.033) (0.031)
Education 0.124 0.147%* 0.103 0.120 0.144%** 0.102 0.118 0.142%* 0.101
(0.085) (0.070) (0.066) (0.085) (0.071) (0.066) (0.085) (0.071) (0.066)
Race —0.330%%*%* —0.218%%*%* —0.024 —0.348%%*%* —0.23]%%%* —0.033 —0.348%%*%* —0.230%%*%* —0.033
(0.063) (0.060) (0.062) (0.063) (0.060) (0.062) (0.064) (0.061) (0.062)
Gender —0.404%%** —-0.164 0.213* —0.409%%** -0.169 0.211* —0.394%* —0.157 0.214%*
(0.156) (0.129) (0.123) (0.156) (0.130) (0.123) (0.157) (0.130) (0.123)
Party Identification —1.206%*%* —0.985%%#%* —0.191* —1.485%%#%* —1.126%%%* —0.274%%* —1.470%%%* —1.116%%%* —0.271%*
(0.134) (0.108) (0.101) (0.171) (0.125) (0.115) (0.171) (0.125) (0.115)
Importance of —0.170%** —0.003 0.063 —0.180** —0.009 0.059 —0.102 0.053 0.072
Religion (0.075) (0.061) (0.058) (0.075) (0.062) (0.059) (0.090) (0.072) (0.068)
Party Identification * 0.772%%%* 0.512%* 0.319 0.743%%% 0.484** 0.308
Religion match (0.254) 0.211) (0.194) (0.255) (0.212) (0.196)
Religion match * —0.244 -0.220 —-0.056
Religion Important (0.157) (0.134) (0.129)
Constant 5.281%%%* 4.570%%%* 1.200%* 5.856%%%* 4.940%%%* 1.443%%#% 5.612%%%* 47733 %%%* 1.405%*
0.611) (0.532) (0.518) (0.647) (0.555) (0.539) (0.663) (0.567) (0.550)
Observations 1,441 1,441 1,441 1,441 1,441 1,441 1,441 1,441 1,441
Pseudo R-Square 0.171 0.171 0.171 0.174 0.174 0.174 0.175 0.175 0.175

Source: Author’s data, truncated to exclude those who think Obama is Muslim.

Note: Entries are regression coefficients from a multinomial probit model, standard errors are in parentheses. “Never” is the baseline category. *p <0.1; **p <0.05;

*#*¥p <0.01, two-tail test.
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Table A4. Trust in Obama (non-truncated data model)

Just Most Only Some Just Most Only Some Just Most Only Some
About of the of the About of the of the About of the of the
Always Time Time Always  Time Time Always  Time Time
Age —0.161%** —0.055 —0.161%** —0.159*** —0.053 —0.159%%#* —0.159***  —0.054 —0.159%%#%*
(0.043) (0.051) (0.043) (0.044) (0.051) (0.043) (0.044) (0.051) (0.043)
Gender Female —0.745%%%* —0.312**  0.151 —0.733*** —0.308**  0.153 —0.727*%*%  —0.298* 0.154
(0.215) (0.156) (0.131) (0.216) (0.156) (0.131) 0.217) (0.157) (0.132)
Ideology: Moderate —2.127%%*% —1.590***  —0.601%** —2.109%#%  —1.591%**  —(.604%* —2.081%*% —1,559%** —(.613%*
(0.313) (0.245) (0.243) (0.313) (0.244) (0.242) (0.314) (0.245) (0.242)
Ideology: Conservative —2.462%%%* —2.537%%%k  —1.226%%* —2.489%**k D S544%%* ] Q3kwk —2.469%*% D S5]7HHkE ] ,242%**
(0.336) (0.267) (0.252) (0.337) (0.267) (0.252) (0.338) (0.267) (0.252)
Education: High School -0.704 —0.165 —0.740 -0.792 —0.238 -0.792 -0.786 —0.228 —0.805
(0.889) (0.797) (0.661) (0.890) (0.793) (0.660) (0.893) 0.792) (0.660)
Education: Some College -0.580 0.271 -0.149 —0.652 0.198 -0.200 -0.676 0.192 -0.211
(0.880) (0.791) (0.657) (0.882) (0.788) (0.655) (0.885) (0.786) (0.655)
Education: Bachelor’s Degree —0.541 0.200 —0.450 —-0.639 0.124 —0.502 —0.660 0.118 -0.510
(0.889) (0.797) (0.663) (0.890) (0.794) (0.662) (0.894) 0.792) (0.661)
Education: Graduate Degree -0.278 0.569 —0.080 -0.354 0.506 -0.130 —0.378 0.497 -0.137
(0.926) (0.822) (0.683) (0.927) (0.819) (0.682) (0.930) 0.817) (0.682)
Race: Asian 0.251 0.390 —0.560 0.301 0.383 -0.570 0.323 0.404 —0.558
(0.654) (0.587) 0.611) (0.664) (0.590) (0.613) (0.666) 0.591) (0.613)
Race: Native American -1.317 0.090 —-0.184 —1.584 0.009 —0.248 —1.523 0.033 -0.220
(1.405) (1.031) (1.005) (1.420) (1.039) (1.013) (1.425) (1.047) (1.013)
Race: Hispanic —1.003* -0.590 —0.650 —1.051* -0.639 —0.682 —1.042%* —0.622 -0.676
(0.607) (0.540) (0.540) (0.609) (0.541) (0.541) (0.610) (0.541) (0.541)
Race: White —2.172%%% —1.334%**%  —0.507 —2.243%%%  —1.396%*%*  —(.555 —2.233%%%  —1.369%*%* —0.550
0.432) (0.403) (0.402) (0.431) (0.402) (0.403) 0.432) (0.403) (0.403)
Race: Multi-Racial —1.336* —1.387**  —0.678 —1.354%* —1.424**  —-0.701 —1.375% —1.433**  —0.696
(0.728) 0.614) (0.582) (0.727) (0.613) (0.582) (0.731) 0.615) (0.584)
Continued

uonejuasarday aanduoseq pue Anuap] snorSey

[\
—_

3


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048316000468

ssa.d Alssanun sbprique) Ag auljuo paysiiand 8940009 LE8705S/LS/ZL0L0L/BI0 10p//:sd1y

Table A4. Continued

Just Most Only Some Just Most Only Some Just Most Only Some
About of the of the About of the of the About of the of the
Always Time Time Always  Time Time Always  Time Time
Income 0.078 0.025 0.012 0.078 0.025 0.011 0.071 0.018 0.009
(0.052) (0.039) (0.033) (0.052) (0.040) (0.033) (0.053) (0.040) (0.033)
Party ID: Independent —2.964%** —1.973%%%  —(),850%** —3.245%%%k D 150%**  —(),957%** —=3.257%%%k 2 167***  —(0.961%**
(0.295) (0.219) (0.219) (0.358) (0.246) (0.245) (0.358) (0.247) (0.245)
Party ID: Republican —3.242%** =3.147%*%%  —1.110%%* —4.110%** 3. 312%** ] 273%%* —4.,055%**% 3 285%%k* ] 272%**
(0.400) (0.289) (0.238) (0.547) (0.318) (0.261) (0.549) (0.318) (0.261)
Religion: Very Important —0.659%* 0.255 0.196 —0.725%** 0.224 0.174 —0.662* 0.223 0.230
(0.263) (0.199) (0.158) (0.264) (0.200) (0.159) (0.345) (0.231) (0.172)
Religion: Very Unimportant 0.006 0.601%*  0.672%%* —-0.034 0.587** 0.660%** 0.271 0.714%* 0.707%**
(0.361) (0.274) (0.228) (0.364) (0.275) (0.228) (0.429) (0.305) (0.245)
Religion: Not at all Important —0.622** 0.052 0.174 -0.695**  0.029 0.156 -0.410 0.238 0.178
(0.313) (0.235) (0.197) (0.315) (0.236) (0.198) (0.370) (0.263) (0.216)
Religion Match (yes) 1.464%** 0.9209%*% (), 723%%* 0.346 —0.037 —0.083 0.817 0.319 0.139
(0.250) (0.201) (0.180) (0.468) (0.443) (0.463) (0.598) (0.560) (0.557)
PartyID Independent x 1.199%* 0.993* 0.703 1.206* 1.005%* 0.736
Religion Match (yes) (0.632) (0.513) (0.520) (0.634) (0.514) (0.519)
PartyID Republican x 2.835%** 1.155% 1.173%* 2.730%** 1.034 1.215%*
Religion Match (yes) (0.806) (0.694) (0.566) (0.809) (0.698) (0.569)
Religion Match (yes) x —-0.280 —-0.131 —-0.381
Religion: Very Important (0.591) 0.497) (0.453)
Religion Match (yes) x —1.110 -0.672 -0.426
Religion: Very Unimportant (0.855) (0.722) (0.664)
Religion Match (yes) x —1.151 —1.118* -0.262
Religion: Not at all Important (0.729) (0.593) (0.525)
Constant 5.681%%:* 4.327%%% 3 (028%** 6.089%** 4.635%%* 3.264%#* 5.961%%%* 4.547*%* 3.256%**
(1.005) (0.921) (0.808) (1.018) (0.930) (0.821) (1.028) (0.932) (0.821)
Observations 1935 1935 1935 1935 1935 1935 1935 1935 1935
Akaike Inf. Crit. 4,091.535  4,091.535 4,091.535 4,090.288  4,090.288  4,090.288 4,097.921  4,097.921  4,097.921

Note: *p <0.1; **p <0.05; ***p <0.01, two-tail test. Entries are multinomial logistic regression coefficients, standard errors are in parentheses.
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APPENDIX OF RELIGIONS

The data that was used for this paper came from the Cooperative Congressional Election
Study (CCES) which included a sample of 55,400 people in a national survey system
(Ansolabehere, 2010). The CCES contained responses to the questions “How important
is religion in your life?” and “What is your present religion, if any?” These variables
were the focus of the research of this paper. However, because there are over 300
religions in the United States and many have names that may be overlapping but are
very different in ideology and theology, each is very unique in and of itself. In order to
accommodate these many different religions, the CCES asked the question of “What is
your present religion, if any?” and had follow up questions in order to determine the
specific religion to which each respondent identified with. These included the specific
denomination, sect or group of Protestant Church, Baptist Church, Methodist Church,
Nondenominational or Independent Church, Lutheran Church, Presbyterian Church,
Pentecostal Church, Episcopal Church, Christian Church, Congregational Church,
Holiness Church, Reformed Church, Adventist Church, Catholic Church, Mormon
Church, Orthodox Church, Jewish Group, Muslim Group, Buddhist Group, and Hindu
Group (Ansolabhere, 2010). This allows the CCES to narrow down the responses of the
survey respondents to the specific religion each person adheres to. The Pew Research
Center compiled a list (Pew Research Center 2008) of all the religions that the members
of Congress identify themselves as. This list included the Senators and Representatives
of the 111%™ Congress. For the purposes of this research, we used only the
Representatives and their self-identified religions.

The CCES categorized the very specific religions into more broad categories for
question V219, “What is your present religion, if any?” contained the responses of
“Protestant, Roman Catholic, Mormon, Eastern or Greek Orthodox, Jewish, Muslim,
Buddhist, Hindu, and Agnostic, Nothing in Particular, Something Else, Skipped, and
Not Asked” (Ansolabhere, 2010). The following are the categories and questions which
narrowed down the type of religion to the more broad religions. The V# is the number
to the corresponding question.

V220 Protestant Church-To which Protestant church or group do you belong?

* Baptist

Methodist

* Nondenominational or Independent Church
Lutheran

Presbyterian

Pentecostal

Episcopalian

Church of Christ or Disciples of Christ
Congregational or United Church of Christ
Holiness

* Reformed

Adventist

Jehovah’s Witness

Something else

* Skipped
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* Not Asked
V234 Catholic Church-To which Catholic church do you belong?

¢ Roman Catholic Church

¢ National Polish Catholic Church
¢ Greek-rite Catholic

¢ Armenian Catholic

¢ Old Catholic

¢ Other Catholic

* Skipped

e Not Asked

V235 Mormon Church-To which Mormon church do you belong?

* The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints
e Community of Christ

* Other Mormon

* Skipped

* Not Asked

V236 Orthodox Church-To which Orthodox church to you belong?

Greek Orthodox

Russian Orthodox

Orthodox Church in America
Armenian Orthodox

Eastern Orthodox

Serbian Orthodox

Other Orthodox

* Skipped

e Not Asked

V237 Jewish Group-To which Jewish group do you belong?

¢ Reform

¢ Conservative

¢ Orthodox

¢ Reconstructionist
¢ Other

* Skipped

e Not Asked

V238 Muslim Group-To which Muslim group do you belong?

e Sunni
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¢ Shia

e Nation of Islam (Black Muslim)
¢ Other Muslim

» Skipped

¢ Not Asked

V239 Buddhist group-To which Buddhist group do you belong?

* Theravada (Vipassana) Buddhism
* Mahayana (Zen) Buddhism

* Vairayana (Tibetan) Buddhism

¢ Other Buddhist

 Skipped

* Not Asked

V240 Hindu Group-With which of the following Hindu groups, if any, do you identify
with most closely?

¢ Vaishnava Hinduism
* Shaivite Hinduism

¢ Shaktism Hinduism
¢ Other Hinduism

* Skipped

e Not Asked

*All questions and religion names come from the CCES data set (Ansolabhere, 2010).
We obtained the information of the members of Congress through the Pew Research Center
which did a report (Pew Research Center 2008), where they identified the members of
Congress from the 111" Congress. Because this report and the CCES were recorded at
different years, the members of Congress in the report and those of the CCES were not the
same. There are many members who are still the elected officials so we only had to
determine the religions of a few new members of Congress in 2010, which we used
Wikipedia to complete the list. From this list of religions, we used the classifications above
to categorize the members of Congress according to the same way that respondents were
classified; the more specific religions expanded into more broad categories.

From these two lists, we matched every respondent with their member of Congress. This
was possible through the CCES data which had previously determined this. We then
matched the religion of the respondent to the religion of the member of Congress. If
they did match, then we coded it as a “1”. If the religions did not match, then it was
coded as a “0”. This is the variable which we used to perform the models in our research.
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