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Editors’ Introduction

I am particularly pleased to write the introduction for this special issue on
experimental studies on religion and politics. It wasn’t long ago that the
conventional wisdom was that you could not randomize religion and so
there were truly zero experimental studies. It is true that we cannot
force people to adopt a religion’s beliefs, practices, and identity, but we
can ask them to consider them or notice them when others have them.
We can also remind people of what they already believe (priming)
before asking them about political concerns. Experimentalists can also
have different groups of religious identifiers undertake tasks or evaluate
situations.

One of the first was a list experiment around the 2000 election to gauge
anti-Semitic bias against Joe Lieberman (Kane, Craig, and Wald 2004).
Experimentation was slow to make its way into the religion and politics
scholar’s toolkit, but by 2007 McDermott (e.g., 2007; 2009) was begin-
ning to rotate through religious identifiers for candidates, Calfano and
Djupe (2009; 2013) were testing David Kuo’s “God Talk” revelation,
Carin Robinson (2010) was assessing the possibility for religious cooper-
ation in politics, Campbell, Green, and Layman (2011) were addressing
the religious composition of partisan voting, among a growing cohort of
scholarship.

The first experimental pieces to appear in Politics and Religion did not
come until 2009 when it was in its second volume, and then averaged one
paper involving an experiment per volume. Below is a list of the pieces in
the order they appeared in the journal (apologies if I have overlooked any).
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What is telling now in 2016 in this special issue is that almost half of the
pieces are set outside of the United States and the nature of the questions
are diversifying from what has come before in the journal. The issue opens
with an experiment involving clergy in Brazil by Amy Erica Smith.
Simply varying question order before asking about clergy’s political activ-
ity helped illumine the mechanisms driving some major trends in Latin
American politics over the last 30 years — Catholic priests respond to
market threats while evangelical clergy respond to ideological and secula-
rization threats. These results also help connect religion and politics work
with the illusive religious economies approach, which has required some
creative thinking to document. Since the theory was motivated by the
American case, it stands to reason that related dynamics are hiding in
plain sight in the United States.

There is something of a cottage industry of playing games in developing
nations because they reveal so much about coalitions and the strength of
social ties and norms. Michael Kalin and Niloufer Siddiqui had surveyors
go door-to-door in Quetta, Pakistan to play a variant of a dictator game (a
non-anonymous donation exercise), in which a political candidate’s religi-
osity was randomized before being informed of the candidate’s purported
corruption. There’s some nuance in the findings, but participants were
more willing to punish outgroup candidates who demonstrated more
piety — a hypocrisy penalty — that I would suspect would be found
the world over. Moralization is a useful strategy for minorities to gain le-
verage (which may be part of the reason why Sunni participants down-
graded pious candidates across the board), but such standards once
raised can form a powerful cudgel that spares no one.

There are numerous ways to use religiosity as a candidate for office and
Sumaktoyo, Ottati, and Untoro follow recent work (e.g., Beard et al. 2013)
to untangle the effects of expressing personal from public religion. In
tension with Kalin and Siddiqui’s finding for Sunni men in Pakistan, pri-
marily Muslim respondents in Indonesia and Christians in the United
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States show a preference for candidates who demonstrate personal religi-
osity. Support drops for candidates who advocate government favoritism
for majority religions. This is good news for established democracies
and raises productive questions between the two pieces. When would
we expect to see a principled disjuncture between private and public
values? Perhaps the degree of overtness of the religious cue serves as a
heuristic for voters to answer this question. McLaughlin and Wise find
that overt cues are much more divisive in the United States.

A related question for democratic robustness is on full display in 2016,
but has not been a stranger to really any campaign in the United States: are
we willing to sanction those who step outside of the bounds of democratic
norms in their discourse? This is a sort of mirror image of the tolerance
question, a citizen-level companion to the elitist theory of democracy,
where elites are “carriers of the creed” and a reservoir of tolerance.
Karpowitz, Monson and Patterson, find that political agreement heavily
conditions sanctioning behavior so that Republicans and Democrats split
over whether to sanction ugly sentiments expressed toward Muslims,
Mormons, and Evangelicals in 2012. Two of those groups could be said
to be active political players contending for power in 2012 (through
Mitt Romney of course), so the First Amendment may play a role in lim-
iting sanctions there. Muslims stand out as a target of enmity not at the top
of a ticket (no, President Obama does not count). So, there are intriguing
questions raised here about how institutions condition social sanctioning
behavior in support of democratic norms.

The same social identity logic is applied to United States intervention-
ism, with Americans much more willing to be their “brother’s keeper”
when intervention supports fellow Christians, Wu and Knuppe find.
Let’s flip this around to ask whether shared social identity can encourage
people to support the other and adopt a more expansive, generous immi-
gration policy. Nteta and Wallsten ask this with 2012 CCES data and find
that respondents with higher religiosity are generally, but not universally,
more willing to adopt the argument presented by a denominational leader.
The two together continue a line of inquiry about when people are willing
to adopt new arguments. A shared identity appears initially to be quite
limiting, unless it is recruited to serve others, which highlights the compli-
cated ways in which religion may at times reinforce boundaries and at
others break them down. There is also an interesting dialogue between
Nteta and Wallsten’s work and some of my own. I have found that religi-
osity is not sufficient to induce adoption of arguments from clergy, while
this experiment provides good causal evidence that it does. We do not yet
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have enough evidence to sort out which is right or what conditions the
effect of religiosity on argument adoption, but it is a line of research
worth pursuing.

To be above board, I played no role in the evaluation of the manuscript
that appears as the last article in this issue. The issue did not have an 8"
experimental article, it fit the goal of the issue, and we asked Professor
Wilson to pick the toughest reviewers she could. We (Andy, Ted, and I)
are proud to join this robust collection of experimental work that high-
lights the productive conversations that work in religion and politics is
having advancing knowledge in the discipline and subfield.
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