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Abstract 

 Political elites regularly try to frame issues in terms that will gain them the most 

public support, invoking values that have popular appeal. One of these values, 

religiosity, has a long history in American politics. But considering the abundance of 

religious framing in political speeches and writings, very little has been done to study 

its persuasive effects. This dissertation explores how religious framing has been used, 

who is persuaded by it (and who resists it), and how it affects cognitive processing. 

 I hypothesize that the effectiveness of religious framing is moderated by the 

religious affiliation and commitment of the framing recipient. I also hypothesize that 

religious framing encourages peripheral rather than central cognitive processing. To test 

these and other hypotheses, I conduct a survey experiment in which participants are 

exposed to different value frames both in support and opposition to a public policy 

issue. 

 I find that religious framing has little to no effect on changing attitudes among 

most religiously affiliated individuals. However, religious framing is effective at turning 

off the religiously unaffiliated, causing them to reject arguments made by the individual 

offering the frame. Further, I find that religious framing both organizes and simplifies 

the decision-making process, leading recipients to think about issues in religious terms 

(i.e., to place more importance on religion when thinking about the issue) and 

encouraging peripheral rather than central information processing. 
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Chapter 1: 
Attitudes, Framing, and Religion 

 
 

“Our form of government has no sense unless it is 
founded in a deeply felt religious faith, and I don't 
care what it is.” 

Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1952 
 
 
 By almost any measure, the United States is a religious nation. About 7 in 10 

American adults claim membership in one of 350,000 religious congregations in the 

country; nearly 4 in 10 say they attend religious services at least weekly; 6 in 10 pray 

daily; and nearly 8 in 10 say that religion is very important in their lives (Wald, 2003). 

In many ways, the religious commitment of America’s political elites mirrors that of the 

electorate. All but four members of the 109th Congress (or 99 percent) publicly 

identified with some religious affiliation (Adherents, 2006). Likewise, throughout 

American history all but three presidents1 claimed some religious affiliation (Pew, 

2009a). 

 To say the United States is a religious nation is not to say that it is especially 

sectarian or dominated by any single denomination, however. And although religion has 

a long history in American political discourse, most political elites have been careful to 

strike a balance between the secular and the sacred – to follow what political scientists 

have called the “unwritten rules” of religious rhetoric in politics: that is, to make 

religious invocations that are “heartfelt but not confessional, frequent, but not cloying, 

pointed but never sectarian” (Hart, 2000, quoted in Black, 2008: 65). Political elites 

                                                
1 Thomas Jefferson, Abraham Lincoln, Andrew Johnson 
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who violate these rules, who give religion too much or too little attention, risk losing the 

votes of America’s religiously ambivalent population. 

 For example, one of the most widely reported stories following the 2004 

presidential election was the exit poll in which voters chose “moral values” as the issue 

that mattered most to them in their selection of president2. The initial reaction to this 

story was that John Kerry lost the election because he lost the “values vote,” which was 

widely interpreted to mean the votes of religiously committed Americans. Although 

political pundits and academics questioned this “moral values” interpretation of the 

outcome, challenging the validity of the survey itself as well as its interpretation 

(Burden, 2004; Fiorina, 2004; Hillygus & Shields, 2005; Jacobs, 2004; Krauthhammer, 

2004; Meyer, 2004)3, these arguments did little to convince politicians, opinion leaders, 

and campaign strategists that the religious voters were not worth pursuing. Indeed, in 

2008 Democrats made a concerted effort to appeal to religious voters, a strategy that 

contributed to Barack Obama’s electoral success (Decker, 2008; Pew, 2008b). 

As political elites expressed a renewed desire to connect with voters on faith 

issues, communication strategies took center stage in the strategic struggle for votes. In 

practical terms, this means expanding the field of what are typically considered 

religious issues by invoking religion in a wider range of policy debates. The goal seems 

to be to persuade religious voters to consider issues like war, poverty, environmental 

                                                
2 One analysis showed that in the week following the election, the term “moral values” 
appeared in more than 4000 media stories (Payack, 2004). 
3 Critics also argued that partisanship and public opinion on the War in Iraq, terrorism, 
and the economy played a more significant role than moral values in voters’ decisions 
(Hillygus & Shields, 2005). 
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protection, and immigration alongside issues that have been traditionally considered 

“faith-based”: abortion, school prayer, stem cell research, and same-sex marriage. 

The broad goal of my dissertation is to explore the effectiveness of such a 

strategy. More specifically, I examine which groups of voters are likely to be persuaded 

by religious framing in public policy debates. Further, I discuss why some voters might 

be more persuaded than others to accept policy arguments that are made on religious 

grounds. To accomplish this, I bring together the extensive work that has been done on 

attitude formation and persuasion within political science and social psychology and the 

growing research on religion and American political behavior within political science 

and sociology. 

The nature of public opinion toward specific public policies has been a growing 

interest to social scientists. Over the last couple of decades, political scientists, 

sociologists, and social psychologists have increasingly studied attitude formation and 

attitude change within a variety of public policy domains, including Social Security 

reform, health insurance benefits, the home mortgage tax deduction, crime, race 

relations, welfare, and issues related to foreign affairs (Chong, Citrin, & Conley, 2001; 

Citrin & Green, 1990; Gilens, 1999; Sears & Funk, 1991). Among other things, these 

studies show the influence of individuals’ values on their policy preferences and the 

conditions under which those values play a greater or less significant role in shaping 

those preferences. 

Of course public policy debates and preference formation do not take place in a 

vacuum. Political elites use various forms of strategic communication to convince an 

often inattentive or ambivalent public to pay attention, support their cause, or vote for 
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candidates who share their values (or at least sound like they do). Indeed, how a policy 

debate is framed and who does the framing can be more important in persuading the 

public than the specifics of the issue in question. Or put another way, “[p]olitical 

conflict is not like an intercollegiate debate in which the opponents agree in advance on 

a definition of the issues. As a matter of fact, the definition of the alternatives is the 

supreme instrument of power… he who determines what politics is about runs the 

country” (Schattschneider, 1960). 

The prevalence of religious invocations in the American political arena says 

something about their effectiveness. Within the study of religion and political behavior, 

various religious measures like denominational affiliation, religious belief, and religious 

behavior have been shown to be increasingly important explanatory variables in both 

candidate and issue evaluations among voters (Campbell, 2002; Guth, Kellstedt, Green, 

& Smidt, 2001; Jelen, 1998; Miller & Shanks, 1996; Steensland, Park, Regerus, 

Robinson, Wilcox, & Woodberry, 2000). Further, religiosity, (i.e., religious salience, or 

the importance of religion in one’s daily life) has been shown to play a moderating role 

in the formation of certain policy preferences. For example, values like religiosity and 

ideology strongly moderate the impact of attentiveness on an individual’s support for 

stem cell research (Nisbet, 2005). Well-informed individuals with a high level of 

religious salience show less support for stem cell research than individuals who are well 

informed but not religious. 

In the rest of this chapter, I outline a research project to answer the following 

questions: 
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• How has religious framing been used by political elites and how have 

social scientists interpreted and understood the function of such 

messages? 

• Who is persuaded by religious framing? Are some individuals more 

likely to be persuaded when issues are framed in terms of religion? How 

effective are messages with direct religious appeals at influencing policy 

preferences? 

In order to lay the groundwork for the survey experiment that is outlined at the 

end of this chapter, it will be helpful to begin with a review of some of the key research 

on attitude formation and the nature of attitudes within different policy domains. That is 

the purpose of the next section. A shorter overview of what we know about persuasion 

within America’s religious traditions follows. Next, I look at how religious language 

has been used by presidential candidates in one of their most significant forms of 

campaign communication, convention acceptance speeches. I conclude with a 

discussion of several hypotheses for the survey experiment. 

 
Theory and Background 

 
 I begin this section with a brief overview of the cognitive and affective origins 

of attitudes. I then discuss two cognitive theories of attitude formation:  on-line and 

memory based models, as well as the conditions in which each is likely to occur. A 

summary of framing and framing effects follows, which includes the differences 

between frames in communication and frames in thought, the differences between 

equivalency and emphasis framing effects, and the limitations of such effects. In this 
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dissertation, I am interested in studying religious frames, which I describe as one type 

of value frames. I conclude this section with a discussion of religion’s role in the public 

arena, including a summary of the dominant methods of studying the contemporary 

religious differences in the American electorate. I argue that in order to properly 

understand the effects of religious frames in political discourse, it is necessary to take 

these contemporary religious distinctions into account. 

 
Attitudes: Cognitive Responses to Public Policies 

 
 Discovering the sources behind opinions, attitudes, or policy preferences – the 

“why do people want what they want?” – is a central question within social psychology 

and political science (Druckman & Lupia, 2000). In social psychology, the tripartite 

view of attitude formation suggests that attitudes are the product of cognitive, affective, 

and behavioral processes (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). The cognitive route to attitude 

formation is typically characterized as occurring when people actively consider 

information about an attitude object and, based on that information, form beliefs about 

it.  Attitudes are thought to be affectively formed when an attitude object is repeatedly 

linked with a stimulus that produces an affective response. 

 Over 25 years or so, this research has produced well-developed theories of 

information processing and persuasion (Chaiken, 1980; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981, 1986). 

Such theories distinguish between central (or systematic) processing and heuristic (or 

peripheral) processing.  When information is processed centrally, people engage in an 

effortful, comprehensive consideration of a message before accepting or rejecting its 

content. By contrast, heuristic processing requires less cognitive effort.  Instead of a 
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detailed, blow-by-blow consideration of a message, heuristic processing relies on 

certain cues in the environment that serve as mental short-cuts for the message 

recipient. For example, a voter might accept or reject a race-based message by looking 

at the race of the person delivering the message rather than by carefully considering the 

content of the message or by thinking about the messenger’s political track record on 

race policy (Kuklinski & Hurley, 1994). 

 Within political science, on-line and memory-based models are two examples of 

cognitive processes influencing attitude formation (Lodge, Stroh, & Wahlke, 1990; 

Zaller, 1992). In a memory-based model, before individuals make evaluative decisions 

about an attitude object, they canvass their memories for information that is either 

important or relevant and make an evaluation based on that memory search (Fishbein & 

Ajzen, 1975).  Recognizing the enormous cognitive challenge that such a process 

presents to the average person, Zaller (1992) has suggested a related “accessibility 

model” in which people base their preferences on a subset of considerations – whatever 

is accessible, or at the “top-of-the head” at the moment of the decision. Accessibility 

models do not assume that individuals hold “true” attitudes, but instead make decisions 

based on whatever is salient in their minds. 

 Like accessibility models, on-line models of preference formation recognize the 

memory limitations of individuals, but they offer a very different explanation for how 

such limitations are overcome. The general idea behind on-line models is that 

individuals continually form ongoing evaluations of attitude objects. When presented 

with new information about an object, they update their evaluation in tally-like fashion. 

Over time, an individual holds an evaluation of an attitude object, although not 
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necessarily remembering the specific reasons behind that evaluation. For example, they 

“can tell you how much they like or dislike a book… but not be able to recount the 

specific whys and wherefores for their overall evaluation” (Lodge, McGraw, & Stroh, 

1989). 

Political scientists have increasingly studied the conditions under which 

individuals employ memory-based or on-line evaluations. In general, on-line processing 

seems to occur if an individual believes that she will have to make a judgment about the 

attitude object at some point in the future (Hastie & Park, 1986). For this reason, on-line 

processing models are frequently used to explain how individuals evaluate candidates 

for public office. In situations where no future judgment appears necessary or in which 

individuals are not motivated to exert much effort in making a decision (e.g., 

responding to questions on an opinion survey), memory-based processing is more 

appropriate (Fazio, 1990). In both the memory-based and on-line models, however, 

decisions about an attitude object are made with some level of cognitive effort. 

 Beliefs about the qualities or characteristics of an attitude object are central to 

cognitive processing models. Persuasion or attitude change occurs when an individual 

revises the content of those beliefs (Nelson & Oxley, 1999). Political elites go to great 

lengths to offer persuasive depictions of policy problems, to (recalling the words of 

Schattschneider) “[define] the alternatives” or “[determine] what politics is about.” This 

effort to define the alternatives typically takes the form of framing the debate in a way 

that encourages attitude change. 
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Framing, Framing Effects, and Value Frames 
 
 Generally speaking, a frame serves as “a central organizing idea or story line 

that provides meaning” to some issue or event (Gamson & Modigliani, 1987). In 

politics, frames help define disputed issues and suggest how they should be interpreted; 

frames set the parameters of “what the controversy is about – the essence of the issue” 

(Ibid., emphasis added). 

 Druckman (2001a) has outlined two distinct uses of framing in social science 

academic literature. The first, frames in communication, refers “to words, images, 

phrases, and presentation styles a speaker uses when conveying information” (p. 227). 

Research on frames in communication is discourse-focused, examining the words 

political elites use and the images they invoke when trying to persuade their audience. 

By contrast, frames in thought focus on the listeners, specifically their perceptions of a 

situation – that is, what considerations they believe to be relevant to understanding an 

issue or event. Both frames in communication and frames in thought are similar in that 

they are concerned with the salience or emphasis on certain considerations in defining 

an issue. 

 Although they are distinct examples of framing, frames in communication and 

frames in thought work together to produce a process commonly known as a “framing 

effect.”  Generally speaking, framing effects are of two types:  equivalency framing 

effects and emphasis framing effects. Equivalency framing effects occur when a speaker 

uses different, but logically equivalent, phrases to cause his audience to change their 

preference (p. 228). For example, an economic program that is described as producing 

95 percent employment is more likely to gain public support than one that is expected to 
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produce 5 percent unemployment. A classic example of equivalency framing effects can 

be seen in the Tversky and Kahnemann (1981; see also Tversky & Kahneman, 1987) 

experiments in which respondents differed in their support of two logically identical 

programs depending on whether the programs were framed in terms of gains or losses. 

 The second type of framing effect, emphasis framing, occurs when a speaker 

draws attention to a subset of potentially relevant considerations to lead an audience to 

focus on those considerations rather than others when forming their opinions 

(Druckman, 2001a: 230). For example, the public is more likely to support spending 

more for a government program when it is told about the resulting benefits it will 

provide than when it is told about the higher taxes that will be needed to fund the 

program.  

 Although decades of research provides strong evidence for the existence of 

emphasis framing effects, there is some debate as to how the effect actually works.  

Some research suggests that emphasis frames cause an individual to alter his overall 

opinion about an issue (Nelson, Oxley, & Clawson, 1997), while other research 

suggests that it simply increases the accessibility or relevance of certain considerations 

in his thinking (Iyengar, 1991; Zaller, 1992). 

 In the political arena, politicians and political activists try to frame issues in 

terms that will gain the most public support.  Often this takes the form of issues being 

framed in terms of values that have broad appeal (e.g., egalitarianism, fairness, 

morality, religiosity, social order, etc.). Generally speaking, a “value frame” is a kind of 

frame that draws “an association between a value and an issue that carries an evaluative 

implication:  it presents one position on an issue as being right (and the others wrong) 
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by linking that position to a specific core value” (Brewer, 2001). The use of values 

frames is so common in politics that often “opposing sides in a political controversy 

may even invoke the same value” as they try to persuade voters to their position 

(Brewer & Gross, 2005: 929). For example, supporters and opponents of affirmative 

action may argue their position in terms of fairness, or (more directly relevant to this 

dissertation) both sides of the slavery debate in the 19th century used arguments pulled 

from scripture defend their positions. 

 While prevalent, framing effects are not omnipotent. Individuals can and do 

resist frames that are offered by political elites. Research into the limits of framing 

effects has revealed several moderators, including perceptions of the message source, 

the message context, and certain audience characteristics. Framing effects are attenuated 

by perceptions of the message source – for example, when the message comes from a 

source that the audience finds untrustworthy or not credible (Cohen, 2003; Druckman, 

2001b) or when the audience holds negative attitudes toward the message source 

(Brewer, 2001). The environment or context in which the communication occurs can 

also affect the strength of a framing effect. For example, framing effects vanish if 

individuals exposed to a frame are directly offered a counterframe (Sniderman & 

Theriault, 2004) or if they are indirectly offered a counterframe through conversations 

with others (Druckman & Nelson, 2003). Finally, characteristics of the recipients of a 

frame can moderate framing effects. For example, frames are more likely to be accepted 

among individuals who share the same ideology as the speaker or if they are 

ideologically ambivalent (Hartman and Weber, 2006). Framing effects are also less 
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likely to occur among individuals who are motivated to think deliberately about the 

issue (Druckman & Nelson, 2003). 

 
America’s Religious Landscape 

 
 While there is a large and growing literature on attitude formation and 

persuasion in political communication, there is a proportionately small but growing 

literature on religion’s role in political behavior. A project like this one that attempts to 

study the effectiveness of religious appeals on voters must look at the American 

electorate through the lens of religion. 

 Political scientists specializing in religion have outlined “two dominant – and 

sometimes competing – ways of understanding contemporary religious divisions and 

their import for politics” (Guth, Kellstedt, Smidt, & Green, 2003). The first, an 

ethnocultural interpretation, looks at the interplay of religion and politics through the 

lens of the historical growth and development of several broad denominational families. 

According to this view, European Protestants (e.g., Presbyterians, Lutherans, Baptists, 

Episcopalians, etc.) have developed political characteristics that differ substantially 

from Roman Catholics, Jews, Eastern Orthodox and other minority faiths4. Nineteenth 

and early 20th century politics was characterized by Republican (and Whig) efforts to 

mobilize pietist Protestants while Democrats mobilized the more liturgical groups 

(Catholics, Jews, Orthodox Christians).  These historical political differences between 

                                                
4 Scholars and pundits have offered countless explanations for the development of these 
cultural differences (e.g., immigration and settlement into distinct ethnic 
neighborhoods, the role of political and religious leaders, and the use of political power 
and oppression).  An in-depth historical exploration of these differences is well beyond 
the scope of my project.  For a good example of the ethnocultural view, see Kleppner 
(1979). 
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religious groups have endured, so that today pollsters talk about “the white Protestant 

vote,” “the Jewish vote,” or “the Catholic vote”. 

 Although widely used, the ethnocultural view has faced increasing criticism as a 

means to adequately explain the role of religion in contemporary American politics. 

First, it does not take into account the complexity of denominationalism, particularly 

within Protestant Christianity. For example, it is no longer analytically accurate (if it 

ever was) to talk about the political behavior or public opinion of “Presbyterians” and 

“Lutherans” as a whole. Several studies over the last couple of decades show clear 

political, behavioral, and theological differences between members of conservative 

denominations like the Presbyterian Church in America and the Lutheran Church – 

Missouri Synod, versus their counterparts in the more liberal Presbyterian Church, 

U.S.A. and the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America (Jelen, 1990; Leege & 

Kellstedt, 1993; Miller & Shanks, 1996; Steensland et al., 2000; Wald, 2003). 

 Second, sociologists like Wuthnow (1988) and Hunter (1991) have argued that 

the ethnocultural view fails to recognize the significant changes that have occurred 

within religious traditions. Wuthnow and Hunter argue that a restructuring has taken 

place within American denominations between “orthodox” (or “conservative”) factions 

on one side, and “progressive” (or “liberal”) groups on the other (as cited in Guth et al., 

2003: p. 7). The former group, often called the Religious Right in the popular media, 

has become a powerful voting bloc motivated by “traditional” moral values like 

abortion, school prayer, and gay rights. The latter group, which is less politically 

organized, is typically seen “as a reactive opposition” to the Religious Right (Guth, 
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Kellstedt, Green, & Smidt, 2005) and is organized by issues like environmental 

protection and social justice. 

 These differences – both between denominations and within denominations – 

make it difficult to map the contemporary American religious landscape. Guth and his 

colleagues (2003) overcome this methodological difficulty using a three-stage 

classification scheme. First, they classify individuals by specific denominational 

affiliation (e.g., “Protestant” → “Presbyterian” → “Presbyterian Church, U.S.A”).  

Next, based on denominational history, doctrines, and organizational ties, they assign 

the individual to one of seven religious traditions:  “Roman Catholic,” “mainline 

Protestant,” “evangelical Protestant,” “black Protestant,” “Jewish,” “other religions,” 

and “secular.” Finally, using questions which measure religious beliefs, religious 

behaviors, and identification with religious movements, they group members of the 

three largest religious traditions (Roman Catholics, mainline Protestants, and 

evangelical Protestants) into three theological subgroups:  “traditionalists,” “centrists,” 

and “modernists.” I will use a modified version of this coding scheme in this project. 

More details about these measures and the methods I will employ are included in later 

chapters. 

 
Religion in the Political Arena and Politics in the Religious Arena 
 
 Religious language has a long history in American political discourse. In a 

content analysis of every presidential inaugural address between 1789 and 1981, Toolin 

(1983) found that every address contained a civil religious dimension. Appeals to both 

scripture and divine providence have been prominent in American political writings 
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since John Winthrop famously called his Massachusetts Bay Company a “great 

company of religious people… a City upon a Hill.”5 According to Lutz (1983), the Old 

Testament book of Deuteronomy is the most frequently cited book in the writings of the 

founding era, and biblical references are even more prominent in those writings than 

references to European thinkers like Locke, Hobbes, and Montesquieu. Over the last 

two centuries, scripture has been publicly invoked by political elites to support their 

positions in nearly every major policy debate, from slavery to women’s suffrage to civil 

rights to decisions to go to war. 

 Considering the abundance of religious appeals in American political speeches 

and writings, very little scholarly work has been done in political science to analyze it 

or study its persuasive effects. While little work has been done to study religious 

language in the political arena, social scientists have increasingly studied political 

language in the religious arena.  Over the last decade or so, political scientists and 

sociologists have begun examining the role that churches and church leaders (especially 

preaching ministers) play in shaping the political attitudes and behavior of their 

congregants (Djupe & Gilbert, 1999; Gilbert, 1993; Guth, Green, Smidt, Kellstedt, & 

Poloma, 1997; Jelen, 1990, 1991; Verba, Schlozman, & Brady, 1995; Wald, Owen, & 

Hill Jr., 1988; Wald, Owen, & Hill Jr., 1990).   

 Among other things, such studies look at how individuals across America’s 

various religious traditions differ in their attitudes and attentiveness toward different 

political issues. The political cues that individuals receive from their church leaders 

may not be the same as those they receive from political elites, but the results of such 

                                                
5 The familiar metaphor from the Sermon on the Mount (Matthew 5:14). 
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studies can tell us something about the persuasive power of religious messages on 

political issues. For example, we know that those who are more interested or attuned to 

the political process will be more receptive to political messages they hear in their 

places of worship. Welch, Leege, and Kellstedt (1993) show that this cue perception 

among churchgoers varies by religious tradition and level of political interest.  

Specifically, they find that politically attuned evangelical Protestants were more likely 

to perceive cues from their pastors on issues related to personal behavior (e.g., sexual 

norms, abortion, school prayer); mainline Protestants were more likely to hear about 

broad economic issues; and Roman Catholics picked up cues from their priests on 

issues related to peace, economic justice, and abortion. Because members of these 

religious traditions already perceive these political issues in religious terms (thanks to 

the messages they receive from their church leaders), they may be more likely to accept 

similar frames offered by political elites. By contrast, if churchgoers do not hear certain 

political issues framed in religious terms from their religious leaders, they may be 

unwilling to accept the religious frames offered by political elites6. I discuss how I 

expect members of different religious traditions will respond to religious frames in the 

hypotheses section of this chapter. 

                                                
6 The strength of this effect (i.e., congregants accepting the religious frames of certain 
political issues because of the statements of their church leaders) likely differs 
according to religious tradition. According to Welch and Leege (1991), the clearer the 
positions of a denomination’s leadership on a political issue, the more likely its 
members’ orientations will be in line with their leaders’ position on the issue. This 
seems to be especially true of evangelical Protestants. 
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Research Design: How Are Religious Frames Being Used? 
 

 Before looking at the effects of religious framing on political attitudes, it will be 

helpful to step back and take a brief look how such messages have been used by 

political elites. How have invocations of God and religion changed over time? Have 

religious appeals increased in use? If so, in what ways and by which elites? 

 Given the historical importance of religion in the United States and the 

importance of religious faith to voters, it is not surprising that religious language is 

omnipresent in political campaigns. In a massive study of more than 18,000 separate 

pieces of elite discourse7 in presidential campaigns, Hart (2000) finds that every 

campaign between 1948 and 1996 used religious language in one form or another. He 

also finds that although certain election cycles contain many references to God (1960, 

1976, 1984) while others contain only a few (1956, 1968, 1992), no significant over-

time differences exist. In fact, there is “no meaningful difference in the use of religious 

references between 1948 and 1996” and “religious images, scriptural citations, and 

invocations of the deity are deployed roughly as often today [1996] as they were in the 

post-World War II period” (p. 48). 

 By combining so many pieces of political communication, Hart misses some 

important variations in the use of religious language. For example, while presidential 

candidates rarely use religious framing in their television ads (see Appendix A for the 

                                                
7 The database in the study includes the following six forms of elite communication: (1) 
2,357 campaign speeches by major party candidates; (2) 652 segments of presidential 
debates between 1960 and 1996; (3) a sample of 553 television ads by both major party 
and independent candidates; (4) 7,309 feature and non-feature stories from national 
newspapers and wire services; (5) a sample of 1,219 nightly newscasts from BAC, 
NBC, CBS, CNN, and PBS; and (6) 6,129 letters-to-the-editor in 12 small city 
newspapers between 1948 and 1996. See Hart (2000) p. 33 and 263ff.  
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few examples), they frequently use it in their important speeches. Domke and Coe 

(2008b) look at 358 major presidential speeches between 1933 and 2007 and find 

significant increases in invocations of God and faith beginning in 1980 for Republicans 

and 1992 for Democrats8. Among the speeches included in their study were acceptance 

speeches delivered by presidents at their national nominating conventions. To provide 

some examples of how religious language has evolved in political speeches, I examined 

the 25 acceptance speeches delivered by the Democratic and Republican nominees 

between 1960 and 2008. I looked for religious language using categories similar to 

those of Toolin (1983) and Domke and Coe (2008b). That is, I looked for specific 

references to a deity (e.g., “God,” “the Almighty,” or “divine providence”)9 and for 

particular religious content (i.e., quotations from scripture10 or other religious 

language11). 

 Figure 1.1 shows the mean number of religious references in nomination 

speeches by election year. If nomination speeches are an indicator of the tone of an 

election cycle, it appears from Figure 1.1 that some presidential campaigns are 

characterized by religious themes more than others. Not surprisingly, the 1960 contest 

in which John Kennedy addressed public concerns about his Catholic faith is notable for 

its religious focus. Between 1964 and 2008 a gradual increase in religious invocations 

                                                
8 The speeches were about substantive policy issues and were delivered live to the 
nation via radio or television. I discuss this study in greater detail in Chapter 2. 
9 See Appendix B for the comprehensive list of invocations of deity in acceptance 
speeches. 
10 See Appendix C for comprehensive list of biblical invocations in acceptance 
speeches. 
11 The comprehensive list of “other religious references” (i.e., religious references other 
than references to deity or the Bible) in acceptance speeches is too long to include here. 
See Appendix D for the list of terms included in this category. 
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can be seen, with a noticeable spike in 1992, the year that Bill Clinton introduced his 

“New Covenant” with the American people and, according to Domke and Coe (2008b), 

the election in which Democrats used religion as a political weapon much like 

Republicans had done in the previous three elections. 

 
Figure 1.1: Mean Religious References in Nomination Speeches,  

by Type of Reference and Election Year, 1960-2008 
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 Table 1.1 displays both the mean and raw number of religious references in the 

speeches by party affiliation and incumbency status. Between 1960 and 2008, 

Republicans nominees invoked God twice as often as Democratic nominees in their 

speeches. Democrats, on the other hand, scripture three times as often as Republicans. 

And incumbents made fewer religious references of each type in their speeches than 

challengers.  
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Table 1.1: Mean Religious References in Acceptance speeches, 
by Party and Incumbency, 1960-2008 (n) 

 
Nominee 

characteristic 
All religious 
references 

Bible 
quotations 

God 
references 

Other 
religious 

references 
Republican 12.8 

(166) 
0.5  
(7) 

4.5  
(58) 

7.8 
(101) 

Democrat 10.9 
(142) 

1.7 
(22) 

2.0 
(26) 

7.2 
(94) 

Incumbent 9.4 
(76) 

1.0 
(8) 

2.8 
(22) 

5.6 
(45) 

Challenger 13.4 
(107) 

1.3 
(10) 

3.5 
(28) 

8.6 
(69) 

  

 Looking at religious mentions by party and election, there is evidence to support 

Domke and Coe’s (2008b) argument that Republicans increased their use of religion in 

1980 and Democrats followed in 1992. Between 1960 and 1976, Republican nominees 

mentioned God an average of 3.4 times and religion 6.2 times in their acceptance 

speeches. Between 1980 and 2008, Republican nominees mentioned God an average of 

5.1 times and religion 8.8 times, increases of 50 percent and 42 percent, respectively. 

Between 1960 and 1988, Democrat nominees mentioned God an average of 0.9 times 

and religion 6.0 times in their acceptance speeches. Between 1992 and 2008, Democrat 

nominees mentioned God an average of 3.8 times and religion 9.2 times, increases of 

322 percent and 53 percent, respectively. 

 Of course a cursory look at religious language in convention speeches cannot 

tell me anything about how religious framing affects the political attitudes of an 

audience. To do that, I need to be able to create an environment in which I can measure 

individual attitudes at one point in time, expose them to a value frame, and measure 



    21 

 

their attitudes after that exposure. In the section that follows, I outline an experiment to 

accomplish this goal. 

 
Experimental Research Design and Hypotheses 

 
 In this section, I outline the survey experiment I use to measure the effects of 

religious framing. A description of the key hypotheses follows. Each of these is 

discussed in greater detail in Chapters 3 and 4. 

 During the spring and summer of 2008 I conducted a within-subjects experiment 

in which the participants completed two surveys. The first survey contained measures of 

attitudes toward environmental protection12, various psychological measures, and 

several measures of religiosity. One week later, the same participants read a fictional 

news article (which served as a stimulus for value framing) and answered a second 

survey with the identical measures of attitudes as contained in the first survey, plus an 

open-ended question asking them to list their thoughts about the environment. 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four experimental groups, so changes in 

their attitudes between the two surveys can reasonably be attributed to the stimulus.

 Each participant was randomly assigned to one of four conditions. In the first 

condition, participants read an argument in support of protecting the environment for 

religious reasons. In the second condition, participants read an argument opposing 

environmental protection for religious reasons. In the third condition, participants read 

an argument in support of protecting the environment for economic reasons. In the 

fourth condition, participants read an argument opposing environmental protection for 

                                                
12 I explain why I chose this particular policy in Chapter 3. 
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economic reasons. These treatments allow me to test the different effects that both 

religious and secular (economic) arguments have on policy attitudes (i.e., attitudes 

toward protecting the environment). 

I have two sets of questions I wish to answer in this experiment:  First, who 

responds to religious framing (and in what ways)? Second, how does religious framing 

work psychologically – through passive and automatic processes or active and 

deliberate ones? To answer these questions, I have developed seven testable hypotheses. 

The first four test the effects of audience characteristics (particularly religiosity) on the 

effectiveness of religious framing. The next three hypotheses test the effects of religious 

framing on participants’ thoughts about environmental policy. Each set of hypotheses is 

explained in greater detail in Chapters 3 and 4, but it will be helpful to give a brief 

overview here. 

First, I expect participants who read arguments that support environmental 

protection to increase their environmental support, and I expect participants who read 

arguments against environmental protection to lower their environmental support. That 

is, I expect simple framing effects to occur, regardless of whether the frame is presented 

in religious or secular terms. This is summarized in the first two hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Exposure to the “pro-issue” argument 
will increase support for that issue among all participants.  
 
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Exposure to the “anti-issue” argument 
will decrease support for that issue among all participants.  
 

Second, I expect support for environmental protection and acceptance of 

religious framing to vary by religious affiliation. Participants from traditions with a 

longer history discussing the environment in religious terms (e.g., mainline Protestants) 
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will have higher levels of initial support for environmental protection. And participants 

who are religiously affiliated will be more willing to accept religious framing than those 

who are unaffiliated. These are summarized in the following two hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Initial environmental support will 
vary among America’s major religious traditions, with 
mainline Protestants, Catholics, and unaffiliated 
participants having higher levels of support than 
evangelical Protestants.  
 
Hypothesis 4 (H4): The religiously affiliated will accept 
religious framing on the environment and the unaffiliated 
will reject it. 
 

 Third, I expect participants to place greater importance on the value being 

invoked by the frames they read when they think about the issue. I expect that 

participants who are given religious arguments on the environment will be more likely 

to use religious language when they are asked to list their thoughts on the issue and 

participants who are given economic arguments on the environment will be more likely 

to use economic language when they list their thoughts on the issue. This is explained in 

the following two hypotheses:  

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Exposure to the religion frame will 
increase the likelihood of invoking religious arguments in 
open-ended responses. 
 
Hypothesis 6 (H6): Exposure to the economic frame will 
increase the likelihood of invoking economic arguments 
in open-ended responses. 
 

Finally, I expect that participants in the value framing conditions (i.e., religious 

and economic framing conditions) will report fewer overall thoughts about the 

environment in open-ended responses compared to a control group. This is summarized 

in the following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 7 (H7): Exposure to the value frames will 
simplify participants’ explanations of their thoughts on 
the environment. 

 
 

Conclusion 
 

 Based on current research, it is unclear how voters respond to religious framing.  

Answering that question requires both an understanding of how religious frames are 

used and a consideration of the complex religious landscape in the American electorate. 

I conclude this chapter with a brief discussion of the ways I see this dissertation 

contributing to the field of political science, particularly studies of framing effects and 

religion and politics.  

 Several recent studies have explored the durability of framing effects by looking 

at the conditions in which such effects are more (or less) likely to occur. According to 

those studies, frames do not affect every recipient in the same way. For example, 

whether or not a frame is accepted depends on (1) the recipient’s perception of the 

credibility of the source (Druckman, 2001b); (2) the recipient’s access to information 

against the frame (i.e., a counterframe) and whether or not she is allowed to deliberate 

or discuss the issue with those who have heard counterframes (Druckman & Nelson, 

2003; Sniderman & Theriault, 2004); certain personality characteristics of the recipient 

– like cognitive processing tendencies (Druckman & Nelson, 2003); and (4) ideological 

congruence between the messenger and the recipient (Hartman & Weber, 2006). My 

project will explore both the effects of the message itself (i.e., does it contain a religious 

frame or not) and a unique set of characteristics of the audience (i.e., religiosity – 

specifically, religious identification, beliefs, and behavior). 
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 In contrast to the extensive work that has been done on framing effects in the 

public opinion literature, comparatively little research has been done on framing in 

studies of religion and politics.  This subfield contains much descriptive work, and 

observational studies, but little in the way of experiments. In this dissertation I 

introduce some of the rich history of persuasion research to the emerging studies being 

done in religion and politics. I am convinced that both subfields could benefit from such 

an interaction. 

 This dissertation unfolds as follows: in Chapter 2, I explore how religious 

invocations have been used by political elites over the last few decades and how social 

scientists have explained their use. I follow this in Chapter 3 in which I introduce the 

experiment I conducted to measure the effects of religious framing on policy attitudes 

among both the religiously affiliated and unaffiliated. I continue to explore the results of 

the experiment in Chapter 4, looking at the psychological effects of religious framing. I 

conclude this dissertation in Chapter 5 with a discussion of the results of the 

experiment, its implications, and directions for future research. 



    26 

 

Chapter 2: 
Religious Framing in the Political Arena 

 
 
On September 5, 1964, President Lyndon Johnson placed a call to his aide Bill 

Moyers to discuss the text for the first speech of his reelection campaign. The speech 

was to be delivered in Detroit to members of the United Auto Workers Association. 

Johnson instructed Moyers to come up with some simple language that would sum up 

his plans for the Great Society by appealing to the core values of his audience. He told 

Moyers: 

“I want that one paragraph so I can have all that Johnson 
philosophy… let’s get a little of this holy-roller-populist 
stuff:  ‘I have a vision of a land where every child can 
have training to fit his abilities, a home to protect him 
from the elements, a church to kneel in…’ – and throw at 
least two biblical quotations in that every one of them 
have heard, these working men, these auto mechanics… 
And make it simple. Don’t give me one of these long 
ones. Just go back and give me one of the 
commandments” (Johnson, 1964a). 

 
 Moyers gave Johnson his two biblical quotations, and two days later the 

President launched his campaign by telling his audience, “I want you to know that your 

government is working for peace. We must heed the command to ‘follow after the 

things that make for peace’”13. Johnson also reminded his audience that the Commander 

in Chief over an arsenal of nuclear weapons must exercise tremendous prudence. He 

said, “Any man who shares control of such enormous power must remember that ‘He 

                                                
13 A reference from Romans 14:19. 
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that is slow to anger is better than the mighty; and he that ruleth his spirit is better than 

he that taketh a city’”14 (Johnson, 1964c). 

Of course this was neither the first nor the last time Johnson invoked deity or 

scripture as president. In fact, President Johnson mentioned God in one form or another 

in roughly 60 percent of his major national speeches (Domke & Coe, 2008b: 33). He 

used both scriptural arguments and divine appeals to frame his most significant policy 

proposals and illustrate the most significant events of his presidency. A short list of 

examples includes the following:  (1) upon signing the 1964 Civil Rights Act15; (2) 

outlining his plans for the Great Society in the 1965 State of Union Address16; (3) 

addressing the nation on civil disorder in the summer of 196717; (4) urging 

congressional consideration of the 1965 Voting Rights Act18; and (5) announcing his 

decision not to run for reelection in 196819. 

By invoking scripture to support his policies, Lyndon Johnson is hardly unique 

among American presidents. To varying degrees, every president has framed his major 

                                                
14 A reference from Proverbs 16:32. 
15 “Let us hasten that day when our unmeasured strength and our unbounded spirit will 
be free to do the great works for this nation by the just and wise God who is the Father 
of us all” (Johnson, 1964b). 
16 “Our nation was created to help strike away the chains of ignorance and misery and 
tyranny wherever they keep man less than God means him to be” (Johnson, 1965a). 
17 “Let us pray for the day when ‘mercy and truth are met together: righteousness and 
peace have kissed each other’” (Johnson, 1967). 
18 “For with a country as with a person, ‘What is a man profited, if he shall gain the 
whole world, and lose his own soul?’” and “God will not favor everything that we do. It 
is rather our duty to divine His will. But I cannot help believing that He truly 
understands and that He really favors the undertaking that we begin here tonight” 
(Johnson, 1965b). 
19 Of those to whom much is given, much is asked” and “a house divided against itself 
by the spirit of faction, or party, of region, of religion, of race, is a house that cannot 
stand” (Johnson, 1968). 
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addresses with references to deity, religious images, and scriptural references. For 

example, every inaugural address other than George Washington’s perfunctory two-

paragraph second inaugural contains at least one reference to God20. Most of them also 

contain additional religious content (Toolin, 1983) – a point I return to later in this 

chapter. Religion is not reserved for inaugurals alone. Invocations of God and religious 

faith are prevalent in other forms of presidential communication like campaign 

speeches, bill signings, radio addresses, proclamations, and the majority of major policy 

speeches (Domke & Coe, 2008b). 

Why do America’s political elites invoke religion? This chapter will look at 

three answers that social scientists have given to that question. The first answer is that 

such language is evidence of a rich religious tradition in the United States – a deeply 

engrained civil religion practiced by political elites and the American public. The 

second answer stands opposed to the first, arguing that religious references are little 

more than rhetorical window dressing that political elites use to resolve political 

disputes that often have nothing to do with religion. The third answer is that political 

elites use religious language strategically, as a political weapon to mobilize voters and 

win elections. I look at each answer turn, using examples from presidential speeches to 

illustrate the central arguments21. 

                                                
20 James Madison’s second inaugural (1813) arguably contains the subtlest reference to 
deity with the image of America being “stamped with that justice which invites the 
smiles of Heaven…” See Appendix E for the closing sentences of every inaugural 
address and note that only ten of them do not contain a divine invocation in their closing 
words. 
21 I look at presidential speeches because I know of no one who has studied religious 
language among other political elites like members of Congress or state and local 
officials. While studying elites from other branches and levels of government would be 
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This chapter is not meant to be a comprehensive look at how political elites have 

used religious language throughout American history. Rather, its purpose is to review 

three of the ways social scientists have explored this topic and to lay the foundation for 

an experiment I propose to test the effectiveness of religious framing as a strategic tool 

of political persuasion. I explain that experiment and discuss its results in Chapters 3 

and 4, exploring the effects of religious language on changing attitudes in Chapter 3 and 

discussing its effect on information processing in Chapter 4. 

 
Religious Invocation as Civil Religion 

In the 18th century Jean-Jacques Rousseau coined the term “civil religion” as 

part of his explanation of the social contract. Rousseau argued that civil religion serves 

as a kind of social cement, helping unify a society while simultaneously providing 

special authority to the state. To accomplish this, civil religion had to have broad appeal 

across the population. “The dogmas of civil religion,” Rousseau wrote, “ought to be 

few, simple, and exactly worded, without explanation or commentary” ([1762] 1967). 

These dogmas included the existence of God, belief in an afterlife, the reward of right 

actions, the punishment of wrong actions, and the sanctity of law. 

In the late 1960s sociologist Robert Bellah popularized the idea of an American 

civil religion. Bellah (1967) argued that “an elaborate and well-institutionalized” civil 

religion exists separate from, but alongside the various religions practiced by 

individuals in the United States. He argued that the Founders deliberately established a 

civil religion, not as a substitute for private religious faith (which they protected under 

                                                                                                                                          
interesting and contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of elite use of 
religious language, it is beyond the scope of this present project.  
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the free exercise and establishment clauses of the First Amendment), but as an 

expression of “national religious self-understanding” (p. 6).  

Under this conception, civil religion is not worship of the state, but rather a 

means of understanding and sharing common beliefs and experiences for Americans. 

Civil religion functions to build and affirm a national culture, as well as to legitimize 

national behavior. This civil religion, woven through “the whole fabric of American 

life,” manifests itself in a particular set of beliefs, symbols, and rituals that are common 

throughout the country (Bellah, 1967: 3). Let’s look at examples of each in turn: 

Civil religious beliefs. The deity of American civil religion is active and 

interested in the unfolding of history. Unlike Rousseau’s utilitarian deity, he carries out 

his purposes in the activities of people and nations, and he has a particular interest in the 

United States. From a national perspective, American civil religion holds that 

Americans as individuals and the Untied States collectively have a special role to play 

in carrying out God’s will in the world. For example, a common image in the political 

writings and sermons of the founding era was America as the New Israel – a chosen 

people led out of captivity by a divine hand. In his second inaugural, Thomas Jefferson 

invoked this image when he claimed to seek “the favor of that Being in whose hands we 

are, who led our fathers, as Israel of old, from their native land and planted them in a 

country flowing with all the necessities and comforts of life” (Jefferson, 1805). When 

the time came to create the national seal of the United States, Jefferson and Benjamin 

Franklin proposed images depicting Moses leading the people of Israel through the Red 

Sea or God leading Israel by a pillar of fire through the wilderness (Meacham, 2006). 
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Bellah (1967) argues that the Civil War – and especially Abraham Lincoln’s 

efforts to understand and explain God’s purposes in the war – added new dimensions to 

the beliefs of American civil religion. Lincoln introduced themes of redemption, 

reconciliation, and rebirth alongside themes of sacrifice and death. These themes are 

most visible in his Gettysburg Address, a speech devoted to “these honored dead,” a 

nation “brought forth,” “conceived,” “created,” and the emergence of “a new birth of 

freedom,” etc. While it does not replace personal faith, civil religion borrows heavily 

from Judeo-Christian themes before and after the Civil War. The images of early 

American civil religion – freedom from slavery – are Hebraic (without being 

specifically Jewish); the images emerging from the Civil War – death and rebirth – are 

Christian (without being sectarian or particularly denominational) (p. 8). 

Civil religious symbols and rituals. The beliefs of American civil religion are 

reflected in certain symbols and rituals that are treated as sacred by the country. 

National cemeteries (like those at Gettysburg and Arlington) are considered hallowed 

ground; documents containing the expressions of civil religious beliefs (like the 

Declaration of Independence and the Gettysburg Address) are treated as the canon of 

“American scripture” (Maier, 1997);  and figures like the Founders and Lincoln are 

revered as American saints. The rituals of civil religion – reading the American 

scriptures, honoring the American saints, and visiting the country’s holy sites – play 

themselves out in an annual church-like calendar of holidays:  the birthdays of 

Washington and Lincoln, Memorial Day, Independence Day, Veterans Day, and 

Thanksgiving (Bellah, 1967: 8-9). 
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In terms of elite communication, however, no ritual illustrates the existence and 

importance of civil religion like the inauguration of the President of the United States. 

According to Bellah, one of the most important purposes of the inaugural address is to 

“reaffirm the religious legitimation of the highest political authority” in the United 

States (Ibid., 3). Sociologists of religion argue that the beliefs of American civil religion 

– freedom from slavery, exodus, divine providence, sacrifice and rebirth – take their 

purest form in the inaugural address. 

Toolin (1983) tests these arguments with a content analysis of 49 inaugural 

addresses (those delivered between 1789 and 1981) and finds “the presence of a civil 

religious dimension” in all of them (p. 39). Drawing on arguments from Bellah (1970) 

and Cherry (1970), she looks for specific references to deity, enumeration of civil 

religious republican virtues (e.g., freedom, justice, duty), and particular Judeo-Christian 

religious images (e.g., a land of milk and honey) or religious content framed in a 

national nature (e.g., the death of Lincoln compared to the death of Christ). She finds 

150 references to God, with a shift occurring from earlier deistic references22 to a more 

personal view of God in later addresses23. In terms of republican virtues, she finds 

                                                
22 For example, in his first inaugural, George Washington appeals to the “Almighty 
Being who rules over the Universe… the Great Author of every public and private 
good… the benign Parent of the Human Race.” Jefferson’s first inaugural references 
“that Infinite Power which rules the destinies of the universe.” A specific reference to 
“God” does not appear in an inaugural until President Monroe’s second inaugural in 
1821. See Appendix E for more examples. 
23 For example, in his first inaugural, Franklin Roosevelt “humbly ask[s] the blessings 
of God” to “protect each and every one of us.” The trend of presidents invoking a 
personal God continued in the inaugurals after 1981. For example, in 1985 President 
Reagan asked God to “continue to hold us close as we fill the world with our sound – in 
unity, affection, and love.” In 1988 President Bush opened his address with a prayer to 
the “heavenly Father.” See Appendix E for more examples.  
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themes of duty and freedom prevalent throughout the addresses, with “freedom” 

appearing in all but four addresses, frequently as a God-given right to be protected and 

extended24. Explicit religious references (e.g. angels, heaven, prayer) appear in just over 

half of the addresses between 1789 and 1981, with most of them appearing in more 

recent ones25. In regard to the specific beliefs of civil religion, only two of the addresses 

contain images of Exodus26 and themes related to death and sacrifice cluster around 

addresses delivered in wartime. And contrary to Bellah’s suggestion that Lincoln 

introduced themes of sacrifice, some of the references to sacrifice precede the Civil 

War27. 

 
Religious Invocation as Political Rhetoric 

While it is impossible to deny the presence of religion in presidential addresses, 

many scholars dispute the argument that such references necessarily point to the 

existence of an American civil religion. In the years that followed Bellah’s original 

arguments, many social scientists challenged the concept of civil religion altogether, 

arguing that the presence of religious themes in political speech does not necessitate 

                                                
24 Of course Toolin is not the first person to observe the ubiquitous blend of 18th 
century republicanism and religious faith. Tocqueville ([1848] 1988) observed that “for 
Americans, the ideas of Christianity and liberty are so completely mingled that it is 
almost impossible to get them to conceive of the one without the other” (293). Noll 
(2002) affirms this: “Americans have long been accustomed to think of the values of 
religion and the values of republicanism as supporting one another… [the] habit of 
uniting these values has dulled awareness of how strikingly original the new nation’s 
‘Christian republicanism’ actually was” (54). 
25 Specific religious references occur in all seven of the addresses between 1985 and 
2009. 
26 Thomas Jefferson (1805) and Franklin Roosevelt (1933). See Appendix E. 
27 For example, the addresses of Presidents Madison (1813) and Monroe (1817) 
surrounding the War of 1812. 
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civil religion – that, in the words of one critic, “civic piety does not simply exist” (Hart 

& Pauley II, 2005). 

In this line of argument, the use of religious language in political speech is 

nothing more than one way for elites to discuss and resolve political disagreements – “a 

highly pragmatic adaptation to very real political problems” (Ibid, 93). Elites use 

religious language to resolve policy debates by calling on both sides to look to issues 

that transcend partisanship. Religious language is also used to resolve issues 

surrounding the separation of church and state. The occasional nod to religion – for 

example, a nonsectarian prayer offered by a president or a religious resolution passed by 

Congress – keeps the country from being torn apart by religious wars that have plagued 

other nations throughout history.  

This view describes the church-state relationship in the United States as a 

metaphorical contract that each side has willingly entered in order to strike a balance 

between their proper roles in politics and culture. The “contract” consists of the 

following terms: (1) both parties agree to maintain a guise of complete separation; (2) 

both parties agree to maintain the guise that they are equal in political status, but the 

church’s realm in this regard is solely rhetorical; (3) the state agrees to refrain from 

being overly religious in its rhetoric and the church agrees to refrain from being overly 

political in its rhetoric; and (4) both parties agree to keep the terms of the contract secret 

from the public (Ibid, pp. 43-44).  

Although the public may not be aware of its terms, the contract is nevertheless 

enforced by public opinion, and those who violate its terms do so at great risk. The 

public punishes churches that become too political by marginalizing them and cutting 
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off their access to governmental power. Likewise, politicians who appear too religious 

are viewed as extremists out of the mainstream. If that happens, they risk losing 

political capital or losing an election. 

The specific application of the contract is under continuous renegotiation. For 

example, in times of national crisis the public allows political elites a longer leash to use 

more religious rhetoric without fear of public backlash. During such times, the public 

also allows churches and religious leaders more leeway in making political statements. 

While the boundaries and applications of the contract are continually renegotiated, and 

while the parties are “knowing, if not conscious” participants in carrying out the terms 

of the contract, the bottom line remains the same: no real civil religion exists. Instead, 

church-state relations and policy debates play themselves out through empty religious 

rhetoric (Ibid., p. 45). Far from being a sincere expression of civil religion, religious 

language in the political arena is little more than rhetorical window dressing, a means of 

keeping a delicate peace between political and religious factions in the country. 

Hart’s (1977) illustration of the origins of the contract provides a helpful 

example of how it functions. He suggests the terms of the contract were made explicit 

by the actions of the delegates to the Constitutional Convention in June, 1787. For 

several days that month, small-state delegates and large-state delegates fiercely debated 

one another over the terms of congressional representation. Luther Martin, a delegate 

from Maryland, delivered a rambling, often-incoherent, six-hour defense of states’ 

rights on June 27 and 28 (Berkin, 2002). When he finally finished, large-state delegates 

James Wilson (Pennsylvania), Alexander Hamilton (New York), and James Madison 

(Virginia) hammered away at Martin’s arguments. A vote on proportional 
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representation threatened to dissolve the convention as large-state delegates threatened 

to walk out if the lost. In this tense moment, 81-year-old Benjamin Franklin rose to 

offer a motion that was meant to draw the delegates’ attention to higher purposes. He 

moved that a chaplain be called to open the remaining sessions of the convention with 

prayer. Addressing President Washington, he said: 

I have lived, sir, a long time; and the longer I live, the 
more convincing proofs I see of this truth: that God 
governs in the affairs of men! And if a sparrow cannot fall 
to the ground without notice, is it probable that an empire 
can rise without his aid? We have been assured, sir, in the 
sacred writings, that except the Lord build the house, they 
labor in vain that build it. I firmly believe this, and I also 
believe that without His concurring aid, we shall succeed 
in this political building no better than the builders of 
Babel; we shall be divided by our little partial local 
interests, our projects will confounded and we ourselves 
shall become a reproach and a byword down to future 
ages… I therefore beg leave to move that henceforth 
prayers imploring the assistance of Heaven, and its 
blessings on our deliberations, be held in this assembly 
every morning before we proceed to business” (Franklin, 
[1787] 2003)28. 
 

Apologists for civil religion consider Franklin’s speech an indication of a 

“genuine outpouring of deep religious commitment” (Weiss, 1966) or evidence that “all 

of the Framers of the Constitution realized the value of religion in society… [and] the 

                                                
28 Historians have struggled to interpret Franklin’s motives behind his motion and 
explain its historical significance. Berkin (2002) points to the motion as evidence of the 
extreme desperation of the situation facing the convention:  “When the country’s oldest 
deist issued an appeal for religious intervention, it was obvious the convention had 
encountered its darkest hour” (p. 107). Dray (2005) suggests that Franklin made the 
motion for both personal and strategic reasons. Although he was a deist, Franklin was 
nevertheless open to the idea that the country had divine assistance in winning a war for 
independence against long odds; he “simply [wanted] to remind the delegates of the 
importance of their work” (p. 193). Although he may have helped calm the debate, 
Franklin was not successful in carrying his motion. The delegates rejected it on a voice 
vote, citing the lateness in the convention and a lack of funds for a chaplain. 
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value of prayer in the weightier matters of politics” (Barton, n.d.). Critics of civil 

religion, however, argue that Franklin’s speech was little more than a diversionary tactic 

to calm the debate. “Franklin’s address,” Hart (2005) argues, “evidences many of the 

traits we associate with contemporary religio-political rhetoric” (p. 46) – namely, it was 

delivered in a moment of crisis; it reduced complex issues to basic components; it 

reaffirmed the separate but dual roles of God and the people in national affairs; it 

abstractly invoked a symbol around which the country (or the delegates) could rally29. 

Indeed, Hart argues, Franklin’s motion serves as a good starting point for his contract 

metaphor because since then, “God has been asked to settle many a crisis in U.S. 

history” (p. 46). 

One of the central critiques of Hart’s skeptical view is that it does not allow any 

room for honest religious devotion or sincerity on the part of political elites. Nor does it 

allow religious leaders much room for serious political engagement (Lee, 2005). For 

example, such an argument makes it difficult to explain the significance of figures like 

Martin Luther King, Jr. who “appealed to the transcendent in a serious way and yet was 

within the bounds of the political establishment” (p. 101). Further, the rigid pragmatism 

of the contract cannot account for those moments that political leaders evoke personal 

religious faith for guiding their behavior (e.g., President Clinton’s “sincere and eloquent 

                                                
29 Note the number of “sacred writings” references Franklin includes in this short 
excerpt from his motion: “if a sparrow cannot fall to the ground without notice” 
(Matthew 10:29); “except the Lord build the house…” (Psalms 127:1); “the builders of 
Babel” (Gen. 11); “we ourselves shall become a reproach and a byword” (Joel 2:17) – 
the last of these was likely meant to remind the delegates of John Winthrop’s “Model of 
Christian Charity” delivered aboard the Arabella in 1630 (“For we must consider that 
we shall be as a City upon a Hill, the eyes of all people are upon us, so that if we shall 
deal falsely with our God… we shall be made a story and a byword through the 
world…” (Winthtop, [1630] 1992))  
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plea for forgiveness” at the National Prayer Breakfast on September 11, 1998 following 

the Monica Lewinsky affair (p. 104)) or their political philosophy (e.g., George W. 

Bush’s “powerful narrative about nation, God, justice, and community” in his first 

inaugural address (p. 107)). 

Not only does the religion-as-rhetoric view not take seriously the statements of 

politicians, it also does not describe the current political environment very well. Far 

from resolving political disputes or church-state debates, invocations of God and faith 

increasingly divide voters and stir up conflict. If, as Hart argues, there is a contract 

between church and state elites, it appears that a growing share of the public is not 

happy with its terms. Religious conservatives seek a greater role for religion in politics 

while religious moderates and the unaffiliated think that religion already plays too large 

a role and want to see it rolled back. A 2008 survey by the Pew Forum on Religion and 

Public Life reported that while 39 percent of evangelical Protestants thought that 

churches should stay out of politics, 68 percent of unaffiliated individuals thought the 

same – a gap of 29 points (Pew, 2008c). Rather than use religion to bring groups 

together, today’s political elites use it to mobilize coalitions to their electoral advantage. 

Indeed, this is the central argument of the view that follows.  
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Religious Invocation as Electoral Strategy 
 
 A third answer to the question of why political elites invoke religion is that they 

do so for politically strategic reasons. Unlike the civil religious argument, this argument 

sets aside the question of the authenticity of politicians’ religious beliefs (i.e., whether 

they either share the religious sentiments of the American public or care about faith in a 

personal way). And unlike the mere rhetoric argument, this argument does not dismiss 

the historical significance of religion or the force it has in shaping American political 

culture. Instead, this answer argues that political elites consciously employ a “series of 

carefully crafted communications… to connect with religiously inclined voters” – a 

method that has been called the “God strategy” (Domke & Coe, 2008b: 7). 

Domke and Coe (2008b) argue that the God strategy was born out of America’s 

rich religious tradition, fueled by the rise of the Religious Right and the engagement of 

Protestant fundamentalists in the mid-1970s, and first employed by the Republican 

Party in 1980 and later by the Democratic Party in 199230. Domke and Coe argue that 

political elites (i.e., presidents, presidential candidates and their campaigns) employ the 

                                                
30 Republicans implemented the God strategy on July 17, 1980, when Ronald Reagan 
delivered his acceptance speech at the Republican National Convention in Detroit. He 
closed that speech by observing that “only a Divine Providence placed this land, this 
island of freedom, here as a refuge for all those people in the world who yearn to 
breathe freely.” A few moments later he asked his fellow Republicans to “begin our 
crusade joined together in a moment of silent prayer” (Reagan, 1980). Delivered to a 
national television audience, the speech was “grand political theater – the moment when 
religion and partisan politics were brought together through mass media as never 
before” and “a moment when a new religious politics was born” (Domke & Coe, 2008b: 
3). Democrats followed twelve years later nearly to the day when Bill Clinton accepted 
the party’s nomination on July 16, 1992 at the Democratic National Convention in New 
York City. There he spoke repeatedly of offering a “New Covenant” with the American 
people – an image drawn from Jesus’ words to his disciples at the Last Supper (Ibid., p. 
5). 
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God strategy on four fronts, each of which is designed to win the support of religious 

voters. First, political elites act as “political priests” by speaking the language of faith. 

That is, they invoke God, religion, and faith in their important speeches. Second, 

political elites fuse notions of God and country by linking American destiny with divine 

will. That is, they describe America as a chosen nation, set apart for divine purposes. 

Third, political elites embrace important religious symbols, practices, and rituals. For 

example, they make high profile visits (“pilgrimages”) to significant religious locations 

like colleges or places of worship; they recognize significant religious events and 

individuals in proclamations and ceremonies; and they participate in public religious 

practices like prayer and worship services. Fourth, political elites engage in “morality 

politics” by highlighting social issues that are important to faith communities (e.g., 

school prayer, abortion, stem cell research, and gay rights). 

Domke and Coe argue that Republicans began using the God strategy in 1980 to 

woo religiously minded voters. This included evangelical Protestants, a bloc of 

traditionally Democratic voters that became politically active in the 1970s over 

concerns about rising secularization and moral decay in the United States. But the God 

strategy was (and is) more complicated than simply running a religion-soaked 

campaign. On the contrary, the goal is to run a secular campaign while simultaneously 

signaling support and sympathy to religiously minded voters. Thus the “golden rule” of 

the God strategy is to exhibit and express faith without being “too strident or nakedly 
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partisan in doing so” (2008b: 130)31. Campaigns that appear too secular risk repelling 

millions of voters whose faith is important to them and who believe that God should be 

recognized in the political arena. Campaigns that appear too religious risk alienating 

millions of religious moderates who do not want elections turned into faith-based 

crusades. 

The first prong of the God strategy – politicians serving as political priests by 

speaking the language of faith – is of particular interest to this dissertation. In their 

study, Domke and Coe look at every major presidential speech between 1933 and 2007 

for evidence of invocations of God or invocations of religious faith32. They find that 

between 1933 (President Roosevelt) and 1980 (President Carter), presidents mentioned 

God in roughly half of their major speeches. A substantial increase in divine invocations 

occurred after 1981 however, with President Reagan invoking God in 96 percent of his 

speeches, President George HW Bush at 91 percent, President Clinton at 93 percent and 

President George W Bush at 94 percent through 2007 (pp. 33-34). Similar increases 

occurred in invocations of religious faith33 with the average number of religious 

references doubling in presidential speeches delivered between 1981 and 2007 

compared to those given between 1933 and 1980 (p. 40). 

                                                
31 A more accurate name for this tenant of the God strategy might be the “Goldilocks 
rule” – run a campaign that is not too secular, not too religious, but just the right blend 
of both. 
32 They define major speeches as those (1) delivered to the nation as a whole; (2) 
broadcast live (via radio or television); and (3) dealing substantively with domestic or 
foreign affairs. They do not include weekly radio addresses or celebratory speeches 
surrounding holidays. In total, 358 speeches are included in their analysis. 
33 These include words like angel, faith, miracle, pray, sin, etc. For a complete list of all 
105 terms, see http://www.thegodstrategy.com/documents/AppendixB.pdf 
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 The evidence that today both Republican and Democratic political elites invoke 

God and religion to gain votes begs an important question: how effective is this strategy 

at attracting voters? Domke and Coe argue that it is very effective – that the party that 

has won each presidential election since 1980 has also been the party that has most 

skillfully used the God strategy. Successful in three consecutive elections between 1980 

and 1988, Republicans overplayed their hand in 1992 by alienating religious moderates 

with talk of a culture war for the soul of the country. Simultaneously, they argue, Bill 

Clinton effectively used the God strategy to win two elections by appealing to religious 

moderates while not scaring off unaffiliated voters.  

 Unfortunately, these post hoc explanations of past elections do not tell us 

anything about how voters – religiously affiliated or not – respond to religious 

invocations in political speeches. It is unlikely that American political elites are going to 

stop invoking religion anytime soon. To understand how voters receive and process 

such invocations, we need to observe them in a controlled setting. To accomplish this, I 

use a survey experiment in which participants respond to various religious and secular 

arguments made by a fictional political candidate. The participants are randomly 

divided into four groups: one group reads an article in which the candidate makes a 

secular argument in support of an issue; the second group reads an article in which the 

candidate makes a secular argument against the issue; the third group reads an article in 

which the candidate makes a religious argument in support of the issue; and the fourth 

group reads an article in which the candidate makes a religious argument against the 

issue. All participants are then asked to answer several questions measuring their 

support of the issue. Their responses to those questions are compared to their responses 
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to the same questions one week prior to the experiment for changes in their levels of 

support or opposition to the issue. The random assignment of participants and 

controlled nature of the content of the articles they read allow me to attribute any 

changes in attitudes to the arguments in the articles (i.e., the stimuli).  

 Further, religious and psychological measures in the survey allow me to explore 

differences within and between various groups. Including religious measures like 

denominational affiliation and religious traditionalism allows me to examine the effects 

of the “God strategy” on both the religiously affiliated and unaffiliated. These effects 

and other details of the experiment are discussed in Chapter 3. Including psychological 

measures like need for cognition and need for closure allows me to examine the effects 

of religious framing on the modes of cognitive processing introduced in the previous 

chapter. I take up these questions in Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 3: 
Religious Framing and Issue Attitudes 

 
 

In Chapter 1, I introduced religious frames as a particular kind of value frame 

that elites use when they attempt to shape or move public opinion by linking their 

policy positions with a widely shared value – in this case, religiosity. I argued that 

religious framing is common in American politics not only because Americans are 

uncommonly religious, but because we tolerate (and in some cases even expect) our 

elected officials to be public about their religious faith and how it affects their policy 

positions. Of course religious language is not new to the American political arena, and 

in Chapter 2 I looked at how such appeals have been used in the past – particularly by 

presidential candidates running for office – and how social scientists have understood 

the reasons behind the use of such appeals. 

In this chapter, I turn my attention to the intended recipients of religious 

framing. Specifically, I want to distinguish those who simply hear religious framing 

from those who take heed of the messages, the people whose attitudes are actually 

moved by what they hear. I do this through a survey experiment in which I measure the 

change in participants’ attitudes toward environmental protection after they are exposed 

to either a religious or economic argument on the issue. I find that, with a few 

interesting exceptions, religious frames are largely ineffective at moving public opinion 

on the environment. 

This chapter unfolds as follows: first, I review the theory behind this research 

project; second, I use this research to lay out seven hypotheses concerning the 

effectiveness of religious and economic framing on environmental attitudes; third, I 
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explain the method I used to test these hypotheses – that is, the survey experiment; 

fourth, I detail the results of the survey experiment, both descriptively and in relation to 

the hypotheses; I conclude with a discussion of these results. This chapter is followed 

by Chapter 4, in which I take a more psychological approach and look at the effects of 

religious framing on cognitive processing. 

 
Framing 

As discussed in Chapter 1, a frame serves as “a central organizing idea or story 

line that provides meaning” to some issue or event (Gamson & Modigliani, 1987). In 

politics, frames help define disputed issues and suggest how they should be interpreted. 

Put another way, frames set the parameters of “what the controversy is about – the 

essence of the issue” (Ibid., emphasis added). 

 In the political arena, elites use frames to gain the most public support. Often 

this takes the form of issues being framed in terms of values that have broad appeal 

(e.g., egalitarianism, fairness, morality, social order, or religiosity). According to 

Brewer (2001), these “value frames” draw “an association between a value and an issue 

that carries an evaluative implication: it presents one position on an issue as being right 

(and the others wrong) by linking that position to a specific core value” (p. 46). The use 

of values frames is so common in politics that often “opposing sides in a political 

controversy may even invoke the same value” as they try to persuade voters to their 

position (Brewer & Gross, 2005: 931). For example, supporters and opponents of 

affirmative action may argue their position in terms of fairness. Or (more directly 

relevant to my project) both sides of the slavery debate in the 19th century used images 
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and arguments from sacred texts like the Bible to frame their positions on the 

contentious issue. 

 While prevalent, value frames are not omnipotent. Research into the limits of 

framing effects has revealed several moderators:  framing effects are attenuated by 

perceptions of the message source – for example, when the message comes from a 

source that the audience finds untrustworthy or not credible (Cohen, 2003; Druckman, 

2001) or when the audience holds negative attitudes toward the message source 

(Brewer, 2001). The context in which the communication occurs can also affect the 

strength of framing effects. For example, framing effects may vanish if individuals 

exposed to a frame are directly offered a counter-frame (Sniderman & Theriault, 2004) 

or if they are indirectly offered a counter-frame through conversations with others 

(Druckman & Nelson, 2003). Finally, characteristics of the recipients or audience of a 

frame can moderate framing effects. For example, frames are more likely to be accepted 

among individuals who share the same ideology as the speaker or if they are 

ideologically ambivalent (Hartman & Weber, 2006). Framing effects are less likely to 

occur among individuals who are motivated to think deliberately about the issue 

(Druckman & Nelson, 2003). 

Although decades of research provide strong evidence for the existence of 

framing effects, there is considerable debate as to how value frames psychologically 

work. Some research suggests that value frames operate through passive, automatic 

processes – that exposure to a frame raises the accessibility of certain considerations in 

a person’s memory (Iyengar, 1991; Zaller, 1992). According to this theory, when the 

audience of the frame is asked to make a judgment about an issue, they find it easier to 



    47 

 

recall the values emphasized by the frame and so they base their judgment on those 

values. This process is passive in that the audience may not be aware of the reasons 

behind their judgment. In this way they are unable to resist the effects of the value 

frame.  

Other research suggests that value frames operate through active, deliberate 

processes – that exposure to a frame raises the importance that the audience attaches to 

the value(s) in the frame (Brewer & Gross, 2005; Nelson, Oxley, & Clawson, 1997). 

According to this theory, when the audience of the frame is asked to make a judgment 

about an issue, they weigh the values in the frame with other values in their minds, 

consider the implications of each, and make a decision. Contrary to the passive model, 

this research suggests that the audience can resist framing effects if they find them 

unconvincing. On the other hand, when framing “works,” it causes the audience to alter 

their overall opinion about the issue since results from a shift in the values they see as 

important. 

 
Hypotheses 

I have two goals in this chapter:  First, I want to test whether or not certain 

characteristics of the audience (particularly religious affiliation) moderate value-

framing effects. Or, to put it in the form of a question, when a political elite attempts to 

frame an issue by appealing to religion, do the religious characteristics of the audience 

matter in their acceptance (or rejection) of the frame? Second, I want to contribute to 

the discussion of how value frames work. That is, do frames work through passive and 

automatic processes or active and deliberate ones?  
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 To address these goals, I have developed two sets of hypotheses. The first set of 

four hypotheses is related to the first goal and is meant to test the effects of audience 

characteristics on the effectiveness of value framing. The second set of three hypotheses 

is related to the second goal and is meant to test the effects of value framing on 

participants’ thoughts about environmental policy. 

 
Hypotheses: Audience Characteristics 

 
To test these hypotheses, participants in a within-subjects, repeated measures 

survey experiment were exposed to one of four conditions that varied by issue direction 

(support/oppose) and value consideration (religious/economic)34. I expect simple 

framing effects to occur along directional lines. That is, I expect participants in the 

“support issue” condition to display higher levels of support for the issue after being 

exposed to the stimulus, and I expect participants in the “oppose issue” condition to 

display lower levels of support for the issue after being exposed to the stimulus. I expect 

this effect to occur whether the frame is made on the basis of religious or economic 

values. These expectations are summarized in the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Exposure to the “pro-issue” argument 
will increase support for that issue among all participants.  
 
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Exposure to the “anti-issue” argument 
will decrease support for that issue among all participants.  
 

Environmental protection is an important “new issue” that elites have attempted 

to frame religiously (Banerjee, 2006; Bixler, 2005; Guth, Kellstedt, Green, & Smidt, 

2005). As such, America’s major religious traditions have not yet aligned themselves on 

                                                
34 The experiment is explained in greater detail in the methods section of this chapter. 
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environmental issues (in contrast to abortion, same-sex marriage, or prayer in public 

schools, for example). The novelty of this issue in terms of religious framing makes me 

cautious about my expectations of the role religion might play in environmental 

attitudes. On the one hand, if America’s major religious traditions do not have a long 

history discussing environmental issues in religious terms, I might expect no significant 

difference between religious traditions. On the other hand, just because some religious 

traditions are newcomers to the environmental debate does not mean that all of them 

are. Liberal Protestants, particularly within the mainline tradition, have a long history of 

viewing environmental protection in religious terms (Fowler, 1995; Hoffrening, 1995). 

Therefore, I expect initial support for environmental protection to be higher among 

mainline Protestants than evangelical Protestants, who have focused on issues like 

abortion and school prayer in the political arena over the last 30 years (Wald, 2003). 

Although Catholics and mainline Protestants are generally more interested in 

environmental protection than evangelical Protestants (Wilson, 2007), I do not expect 

them to share the same level of environmental support since they do not share mainline 

Protestants’ recent history of political involvement on the issue, focusing instead on 

issues like social justice and abortion (Wald, 2003). Therefore: 

Hypothesis 3 (H3): Initial environmental support will 
vary among America’s major religious traditions, with 
mainline Protestants, Catholics, and unaffiliated 
participants having higher levels of support than 
evangelical Protestants.  
 

I expect participants affiliated with one of the major religious traditions to 

accept religious framing. In other words, I expect Catholics, mainline Protestants, and 

evangelical Protestants to increase their support for the environment when presented 
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with a religious reason to do so in the pro-environment religious condition, and to 

decrease their support for the environment in the anti-environment religious condition. 

However, I expect the opposite reaction among unaffiliated participants when they are 

exposed to religious frames. That is, I expect unaffiliated participants to respond 

negatively to religion being introduced in the debate by reducing their support in the 

pro-environment religion condition and increasing their support in the anti-environment 

religion condition. If confirmed, this “pushback” by unaffiliated participants would 

provide evidence for the theory that frames work on a deliberate, cognitive level 

(Brewer & Gross, 2005; Nelson, Oxley, & Clawson, 1997) as a disaffected group (in 

this case, the religiously unaffiliated) deliberately and consciously reject the frame 

being presented. Hence: 

Hypothesis 4 (H4): The religiously affiliated will accept 
religious framing on the environment and the unaffiliated 
will reject it. 

 
Hypotheses: The Nature of Value Frames 
 
 In a study on framing health care, Shah, Domke, and Wackman (1996) found 

that participants who were given ethical arguments for the issue were likely to 

subsequently provide ethical interpretations of the issue in open-ended responses.  

Likewise, participants who read articles that framed the issue in material terms were 

likely to provide material interpretations in open-ended responses. In my experiment I 

expect that participants who are given religious arguments on the environment will be 

more likely to use religious language when they are asked to list their thoughts on the 

issue compared to a control group of participants who are not exposed to value framing. 

Similarly, I expect that participants who are given economic arguments on the 
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environment will be more likely to use economic language when they list their thoughts 

on the issue compared to the control group. I do not expect the likelihood to invoke 

religious arguments to be unique to the pro-issue frames alone. That is, regardless of 

whether the religious frame is made in support or against the issue, I expect participants 

to invoke religious arguments when they are asked to list their thoughts about the issue. 

Hypothesis 5 (H5): Exposure to the religion frame will 
increase the likelihood of invoking religious arguments in 
open-ended responses. 
 
Hypothesis 6 (H6): Exposure to the economic frame will 
increase the likelihood of invoking economic arguments 
in open-ended responses. 

 

Hypotheses 5 and 6 are based on the premise that value frames lead people to 

place greater importance on the value being invoked (in this case, religious or economic 

values) when they think about the issue. This premise is in contrast to the idea that 

framing effects are automatic processes (i.e., that people exposed to frames play little or 

no active role in engaging in the arguments they hear or read). It is likely, however, that 

different religious subgroups will respond to religious frames in different ways. Brewer 

(2002) showed that while exposure to certain value frames led participants to use those 

same arguments when listing their thoughts about an issue, some participants actually 

used the frames “to make their own points about the issue” (p. 305). In testing these 

hypotheses, I will also explore whether or not participants within religious traditions do 

the same – that is, use religious arguments to make their own points on the issues, or 

perhaps even resist the frames they are given and engage in counter-arguments. 
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In line with research that suggests value frames simplify complex issues (Brewer 

& Gross, 2005; Kinder & Sanders, 1986; Nelson et al., 1997), I expect that participants 

in the value framing conditions will report fewer overall thoughts about the 

environment in open-ended responses compared to the control group. This hypothesis 

tests the theory that value frames work on a cognitive level by providing the audience a 

simplified framework for thinking about the issue. If this is true, then they will express 

fewer thoughts about the issue. The final hypothesis is as follows: 

Hypothesis 7 (H7): Exposure to the value frames will 
simplify participants’ explanations of their thoughts on 
the environment. 

 
Methods 

 
In this experiment35, the participants completed two surveys one week apart. In 

the first survey, participants answered questions on their attitudes toward protecting the 

environment, their knowledge and interest in politics, their need for cognition and need 

for closure (two psychological measures that I discuss in the next chapter), and several 

questions on religious belief, behavior, and affiliation. The survey concluded with a few 

descriptive questions about the participant’s race, gender, education level, ideology, 

party affiliation, and age (see Appendix F for the complete survey). The participants’ 

answers to this first survey serve as the baseline in the experiment. 

                                                
35 Because I am interested in whether or not frames cause attitude change, an 
experiment is the ideal tool of exploration. Experiments allow me to draw inferences 
about cause and effect. Random assignment of participants into control and treatment 
groups ensures that the groups differ by chance alone rather than pre-existing 
conditions. With these pre-existing conditions removed, the variation in responses by 
the treatment groups may be attributed to the stimuli I place in the experiment. In this 
way, experiments give me a high level of control over the measurement and makeup of 
the treatment. 
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One week after completing the first survey, the participants answered a second, 

shorter survey. This part of the experiment began with participants reading a fictitious 

news article from a website about an incumbent congressional candidate visiting the 

University of Arizona to discuss environmental issues with students. Each participant 

was randomly assigned to one of four conditions. The 47 participants in the first 

condition read a version of the article in which the congressman argued for protecting 

the environment on religious grounds (in the article he says, “Protecting the 

environment makes biblical sense. God made human beings stewards of creation, and 

we have a sacred duty to protect it”). The 46 participants in the second condition read a 

version of the article in which the congressman offered a religious argument against 

protecting the environment (“Protecting the environment does not make biblical sense. 

God does not want humans to be subject to nature. Rather, we should fill the earth and 

subdue it”). The 46 participants in the third condition read a version of the article in 

which the congressman argued for protecting the environment on economic grounds 

(“Protecting the environment makes economic sense. It is much cheaper to protect the 

environment today than it is to clean it up tomorrow”). The 47 participants in the fourth 

condition read a version of the article in which the congressman offered an economic 

argument against protecting the environment (“Protecting the environment does not 

make economic sense. Environmental regulations are too costly; they raise taxes and 

cost jobs”)36. The news articles and an accompanying photo were pasted onto a printed 

                                                
36 In addition to these four experimental conditions, 44 participants read a version of the 
article in which the congressman made no arguments about environmental protection 
(i.e., the article simply reported that he visited campus and held an environmental forum 
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page from the online version of the Arizona Daily Wildcat (see Appendix G for the 

complete survey). Table 3.1 provides a visual representation of the framing conditions. 

 
Table 3.1: Experimental Conditions in the Survey (Time2) 

 
 Religious frame Economic frame 
Pro-environment 
argument 

Pro-issue religious condition 
(n=47) 

Pro-issue economic condition 
(n=46) 

Anti environment 
argument 

Anti-issue religious 
condition (n=46) 

Anti-issue economic 
condition (n=47) 

No argument, no frame control group (n=44) 
 

After reading the treatment article, each participant completed a posttest survey 

that began with the following open-ended question: “When you hear or read about 

environmental protection, what kinds of things do you think about? Please list as many 

thoughts as you have. Write your answers in the boxes below. List only one thought in 

each box. Use as many boxes as you need. Please state your thoughts as concisely as 

possible; a phrase is sufficient.” Participants were given nine boxes in which to list their 

thoughts. 

This approach – allowing participants to list their thoughts about an issue in their 

own words – is helpful in experimental studies of framing effects because it “retains the 

virtues of experimentation – random assignment, control, and high internal validity – 

whole allowing researchers to define opinions in terms beyond its direction and adding 

some (if not all) of the greater depth provided by more qualitative methods” (Brewer & 

Gross, 2005: 933). I am interested in studying not only the directional (support/oppose) 

effects of a religious frame on opinion, but also its effect(s) on the content of 

                                                                                                                                          
with students). This group of participants serves as the control group for the open-ended 
thought-listing portion of the experiment. 



    55 

 

individuals’ thoughts about the issue.  The open-ended thought-listing task that follows 

the news article allows me to do this. 

The survey concluded with 16 closed-ended questions about environmental 

protection. These questions were identical to the environmental questions they 

answered in the first survey. After completing the survey, the participants were 

debriefed. 

 
Results of the Pilot Survey 

 Before I discuss the results of the survey experiment, it will be helpful to explain 

in greater detail some of the considerations that went into constructing it. In April 2007, 

I administered a pilot survey to 98 university undergraduate students. The purpose of 

the pilot survey was to test (1) a new measure of religious affiliation; (2) respondents’37 

evaluation of the strength of various environmental arguments, as well as their 

familiarity with them; and (3) respondents’ perceptions of the party identification of a 

political elites who might offer such arguments. I discuss the purpose and results of 

each of these in turn. 

 The first goal of the pilot survey was to test a new method of measuring 

religious affiliation. Most large national surveys (e.g., the National Election Studies, the 

General Social Survey) measure religious affiliation with a series of branching 

questions in telephone interviews. In those surveys, respondents are typically asked to 

identify with one of the nation’s major religions (e.g., Protestant Christianity, Roman 

                                                
37 In this section, “respondents” refer to those who took the 2007 pilot survey and 
“participants” refer to those who were involved in the 2008 survey experiment. To 
further clarify these surveys, I refer to the results of the pilot survey in the past tense in 
this section and to the survey experiment in the future tense. 
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Catholicism, Judaism, etc.) and then, if applicable, they are asked several more 

questions to determine the specific denomination of their place of worship. Because the 

pilot survey that I administered was a paper survey, I shortened the procedure into two 

questions. Respondents were first asked to select from one of seven broad religious 

families. If the respondent selected “Protestant Christianity,” he or she was then asked 

to select from one of 49 denominations38. In order to allow other responses (i.e., 

denominations not listed), the list also included nine “other” categories (e.g., “Other 

Baptist” or “Methodist, don’t know which kind”). See Appendix H for the complete 

pilot survey. 

 The respondents had no difficulty mapping their religious affiliation in this way. 

None of the respondents skipped the questions, and the categories offered – both the 

broad religious families and the denominational list – were sufficient to capture the vast 

majority of the pilot sample’s religious affiliations39. Encouraged by these results, I 

decided to use the same two-question method for measuring religious affiliation in the 

survey experiment. 

 The second goal of the pilot survey was to test the strength and familiarity of 

various arguments supporting and opposing environmental protection. This was done in 

order to ensure that in the survey experiment, participants would be responding to the 

                                                
38 This denominational list was based on the General Social Survey cumulative data 
(1972-2000) in which nearly 96 percent of Protestants identified as belonging to one of 
these denominations. 
39 Of the 98 respondents, only seven selected “Other” when identifying their religious 
family. Further, of the 33 respondents who first identified themselves as Protestant 
Christians, 25 selected a specific denomination from the list, and the remaining eight 
selected the “Don’t know which” option for three large denominational families: 
Baptist, Lutheran, and Presbyterian. None of the respondents who answered Question 
24 selected the “Other denomination” option or added any denominations to the list. 
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values within the frames rather than how they were presented or their believability. If 

some participants read a plausible religious argument about protecting the environment 

while others read an implausible economic argument, it would be difficult to determine 

whether each group was responding to the values contained within the arguments (i.e., 

the religious or economic values) or simply the how the messages are presented. 

 The third goal of the pilot survey was to ensure that the participants in the 

survey experiment would not respond based on their perceived partisanship of the 

messenger. For example, participants who read an argument in favor of protecting the 

environment for religious reasons might assume the messenger is a Republican and 

respond based on their feelings toward Republicans while another group of participants 

who read an argument in support of protecting the environment for economic reasons 

might believe that the messenger is a Democrat and respond based on their feelings 

toward Democrats. In such a scenario, it would be very difficult to determine whether 

the values expressed in the argument or perceptions about the partisanship of the 

messenger affected the participants’ responses. 

 In sum, I wanted to pair secular and religious arguments that (1) were similarly 

persuasive and (2) were not perceived as coming from different partisan sources. To test 

this, the pilot survey contained different arguments for and against environmental 

protection. After reading each statement, each respondent was asked to (1) evaluate the 

strength of the statement, (2) rate his or her familiarity with it, and (3) guess the party 

affiliation of the messenger making the argument. 

 First, pilot survey respondents were asked to disregard their personal feelings 

about the environment and rate the strengths of several arguments on a five-point scale. 
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Respondents read nine environmental arguments, five supporting environmental 

protection and four opposing it40. To make the arguments more believable, the language 

in them was assembled from actual statements made by elites in recent news stories. 

 Among all respondents, each of the pro-environment arguments was perceived 

as stronger than any of the anti-environment arguments. Among the two pro-

environment arguments that I eventually used in the survey experiment, the economic 

argument (“It is much cheaper to prevent pollution today than it is to clean it up 

tomorrow”) was seen as stronger than the religious argument (“God made human beings 

stewards of creation, and we have a sacred duty to protect it”) by all respondents41. 

Likewise, among the two anti-environment arguments in the survey experiment, the 

economic argument (“Environmental regulations are too costly; they raise taxes and 

cost jobs”) was seen as stronger than the religious argument (“God does want humans to 

be subject to nature. Rather, we should fill the Earth and subdue it”) by all 

                                                
40 These included the economic and religious arguments that would eventually be used 
in the survey experiment, as well as a generational argument (“We owe it to future 
generations to give them a better environment than the one we inherited”), a self-
preservation argument (“Our lives depend on the environment, and by caring for it we 
care for ourselves”), and a spiritual argument (“We are intimately connected to the 
environment, and celebrating nature and its beauty helps us live fully”). I included this 
“spiritual” argument in addition to the religious argument because Fowler (1995) 
suggests that support for the environment among churchgoers (especially mainline 
Protestants) is rooted in two values:  (1) stewardship as divine duty (i.e., God 
commands humans to care for the environment), and (2) stewardship as celebration (i.e., 
the joy that comes from being united with nature as a creation of God). The religious 
argument (“God made human beings stewards of creation, and we have a sacred duty to 
protect it”) captures stewardship as duty. The spiritual argument (“We are intimately 
connected to the environment, and celebrating nature and its beauty helps us live fully”) 
captures stewardship as celebration. 
41 The economic argument mean (3.30, s.d. 1.07) was significantly larger than the 
religious argument mean (2.34, s.d. 1.09) at the .001 level. 
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respondents42. Since I wanted to pair arguments that were similar in strength, this is not 

what I had hoped to find in the pilot survey. 

 The picture changed, however, when the pilot survey sample was separated by 

religious commitment. Respondents with high levels of religious commitment (i.e., 

respondents with high levels of religious behavior and traditional religious beliefs) 

perceived the economic arguments to be equal in strength to the religious arguments. In 

other words, among the highly religious, the religious and economic arguments were 

equally persuasive. This was true whether the argument was made in favor of protecting 

the environment or against it. Not surprisingly, respondents with low levels of religious 

commitment perceived the economic arguments to be stronger than the religious 

arguments. Since I am interested in exploring the effects of framing on people of 

different religious affiliations and commitment levels, this gives me confidence that the 

two arguments in the survey experiment will be seen as unequal in strength by only 

some of the participants. 

 In addition to asking respondents to rate the strength of each argument, the pilot 

survey also asked them to rate their familiarity with the arguments. Specifically, 

respondents were asked to identify how often they had “heard anyone (in person or in 

the news media) make [the] argument” on a four point scale43. Among all respondents, 

the secular arguments were more familiar than the religious ones. But once again, when 

the sample was separated by religious commitment new patterns emerged. Respondents 

with high levels of religious commitment were just as familiar with the religious 

                                                
42 The economic argument mean (1.58, s.d. 0.81) is significantly different from the 
religious argument mean (1.19, s.d. 0.57) at the .001 level. 
43 1=Never, 2=Occasionally, 3=Frequently, 4=Always 
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argument in support of the environment as they were to the economic argument. 

Respondents with low levels of religious commitment were more familiar with the 

economic argument than the religious argument44. 

 Finally, the pilot survey respondents were asked to guess the party affiliation for 

each of the arguments they read45. Among all respondents, the religious and economic 

arguments were perceived as coming from a Republican-leaning Independent. This was 

true whether the argument was in support of the environment or against it46. The other 

pro-environment arguments (generational fairness, self preservation, and spiritual 

celebration) were all perceived as coming from a Democrat-leaning Independent. More 

than the mixed results of the strength and familiarity tests just described, this result gave 

me confidence that the economic frame and religious arguments should be paired in the 

survey experiment. Because both arguments were seen in the pilot survey as coming 

from Republicans, the partisan leanings of the participants in the survey experiment 

should have a consistent effect on their responses to the frames they are offered. 

 
Results of the Survey Experiment 
 

Turning now to the survey experiment, 238 undergraduate students from one 

university and one liberal arts college in Minnesota participated during the late spring 

                                                
44 Interestingly, familiarity with an argument was a significant predictor of a 
respondent’s perception of that argument’s strength. A regression model (not shown 
here) showed that the more familiar respondents were with the argument they read, the 
stronger they rated it. This was true for both religious and economic pro- and anti- 
environmental arguments. 
45 1=Democrat, 2=Independent/Don’t Know, 3=Republican 
46 The mean for the pro-environment religious argument was 2.40 (s.d. 0.73); the mean 
for the pro-environment economic argument was 2.11 (s.d. 0.82). The mean for the anti-
environment religious argument was 2.67 (s.d. 0.53). The mean for the anti-
environment economic argument was 2.27 (s.d. 0.53). 
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and summer of 2008. I recruited the students by visiting six political science classes and 

one elementary education class. While one of the course instructors offered extra credit 

for completing the survey, most of the students were not compensated for their 

participation. The ages of the participants ranged from 17 to 46, although most of the 

students were between 20 and 22 years old (the mean age of the sample was just over 

21). Most of the participants (54.1 percent) were male, white (77.5 percent), politically 

liberal (53 percent) and self-described Democrats (54.4 percent) (see Appendix I for 

frequency tables).  

Because most of the participants were enrolled in political science classes, it is 

not surprising that a majority of the sample expressed a high interest in politics. Just 

over half (51.3 percent) said they were either very or extremely interested in politics 

and public affairs47. Also not surprisingly, the students displayed a high level of 

political knowledge. More than half (56.1 percent) correctly answered at least four of 

the five questions48. 

Turning to religious affiliation, I sorted the participants according to their self-

identification with one of the world’s major religious traditions and, in the case of 

Protestant Christians, with their additional identification with a more specific 

denomination49. As Table 3.2 illustrates, Catholics make up the largest religious 

                                                
47 Students enrolled in the political science courses reported a higher level of interest in 
politics (mean 3.66 on a 5-point scale) than the students enrolled the other course – one 
in elementary education (mean 2.89), a significant difference at the 0.05 level. 
48 Students enrolled in the political science courses scored higher (mean 3.53 on the 5-
question scale) than the students enrolled in the elementary education course (mean 
2.39), a statistically significant difference at the 0.05 level. 
49 According to the classification scheme offered by Steensland et al. (2000). See 
Chapter 1 for further discussion. 
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Table 3.2: Religious Tradition of Survey vs. National Sample, by Percent 
 

Religious tradition Survey sample (n) National sample50 
Catholic 25.4 (53) 23.9 
Mainline Protestant51 19.2 (40) 18.1 
Evangelical Protestant52 16.8 (36) 26.3 
Black Protestant 0.0 (0) 6.9 
Jewish 1.4 (3) 1.7 
Muslim 1.4 (3) 0.6 
Hindu 1.9 (4) 0.4 
Buddhist 1.3 (3) 0.7 
Other Religions53 3.4 (7) 1.2 
All Unaffiliated 28.9 (60) 16.1 

Unaffiliated Secular54 22.6 (47) 6.3 
Unaffiliated Religious55 6.3 (13) 5.8 
 

tradition in the sample (25 percent), followed by mainline Protestants (19 percent) and 

evangelical Protestants (17 percent). Those expressing no religious affiliation comprise 

over one quarter of the sample (29 percent), and as such form the largest single group in 

                                                
50 Data from the massive (n=35,000) Religious Landscape Survey from the Pew Forum 
on Religion and Public Life, 2008, (see http://religions.pewforum.org/). 
51 Mainline (sometimes called “mainstream”) Protestants include members of the once 
socially dominant Protestant denominations that are largely hierarchical in their 
governance. Examples include most Lutherans, United Methodists, and Episcopalians. 
52 Evangelical Protestants include members of Protestant denominations that emphasize 
personal salvation and are largely congregational or independent in their governance. 
Examples include most Baptists, Assemblies of God, and Nazarenes. 
53 This group includes participants who listed a religious affiliation that could not be 
placed in one of the other categories (e.g., Unitarian, Bokononist, Baha’i, Shamanist, 
Deist, and Sikh). In the Religious Landscape Survey (the national sample), this group 
includes “Unitarians, other liberal faiths, New Age, and Native American religions”). 
54 This group includes participants who (1) identified as agnostic, atheist, or nothing in 
particular and (2) reported that religion gave no guidance in their daily living. In the 
Religious Landscape Survey (the national sample) this excludes agnostic and atheist 
identifiers, who are placed in a separate category. 
55 This group includes participants who (1) identified as agnostic, atheist, or nothing in 
particular and (2) reported that religion gave some or quite a bit of guidance in their 
daily living. In the Religious Landscape Survey (the national sample) this excludes 
agnostic and atheist identifiers, who are placed in a separate category. 
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the sample. Comparing the survey sample to a national sample, it is clear that 

evangelical Protestants and black Protestants are underrepresented while those 

expressing no religious affiliation are overrepresented56. 

Unfortunately, the very small cell sizes of Jewish, Muslim, Hindu, and Buddhist 

respondents in this study make it difficult to draw meaningful inferences about their 

political or religious beliefs. This is especially true when some members of those faiths 

are left out of one or more of the four treatment conditions due to their small size. 

Because of this, in the results described on the following pages I include these four 

religious traditions in the “Other Religions” category. 

 My survey used 10 questions to measure participants’ attitudes toward 

environmental protection. All of those questions were identical to questions used in the 

2004 National Election Studies and General Social Survey. A factor analysis of the data 

from those questions using principal component analysis revealed two underlying 

components. Eight of the ten questions mapped onto the first component, which I used 

to construct an overall scale of environmental support. For each participant, I summed 

his or her eight responses to the questions and divided by the maximum possible score 

(32) and multiplied by 100 to create a 100-point environmental support scale57. The 

                                                
56 Keep in mind that this experiment explores how different traditions respond to 
frames. I am not interested in having a sample that perfectly reflects the nation. As such, 
in this experiment I do not make claims that generalize to all American adults. 
57 The variables in the scale include the following Likert type measures (where 0 equals 
strong opposition/disagreement and 4 equals strong support/agreement):  environmental 
spending; belief that the country worries too much about the environment (reverse 
coded); belief that protecting the environment promotes economic growth; belief that 
environmental threats are exaggerated (reverse coded); belief that there are more 
important things to do than protect the environment (reverse coded); acceptance of cuts 
in national standard of living to protect the environment; acceptance of higher taxes to 
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mean score of all participants at Time1 was 59.9 (s.d. 21.1). The mean score of all 

participants at Time2 was one point higher, 60.9 (s.d. 20.6). 

 Recall that I chose attitudes toward the environment as the main dependent 

variable because it is an example of a “new issue” that some political elites have 

attempted to frame religiously. Because America’s major religious traditions are not 

clearly divided on the environment, I cautiously stated in Hypothesis 3 that if there were 

any differences between traditions, they would likely be between evangelicals who have 

focused on other political issues in the last few decades and mainline Protestants who 

have a (comparatively) longer history of seeing environmental issues religiously. Table 

3.3 compares the mean scores of environmental salience and my environmental support 

scale by religious tradition. As expected, evangelical Protestants have the lowest scores 

in both measures. Their mean salience score, 3.17 on a 5-point scale in which 3 is 

labeled “Somewhat important” and 4 “Very important”, is significantly lower than 

mainline Protestants (3.78) or members of other faiths (3.85).  

The differences between evangelicals and mainline Protestants are not as 

pronounced when we look at the overall support scale (see column three). Here, 

unaffiliated secular participants have the highest mean scores – environmental support 

that is significantly higher than either evangelicals or Catholics. 

                                                                                                                                          
protect the environment; and acceptance of higher prices to protect the environment. 
Together, the variables in this scale have a reliability alpha score of 0.86. 
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Table 3.3: Mean Differences in Environmental Support by Religious Traditions 
 

Religious tradition Mean environmental 
salience (5-point scale) 

Mean environmental 
support (100-point scale) 

Catholic  
(n=53) 

3.42 
(1.01) 

56.84a 
(23.59) 

Mainline Protestant  
(n=40) 

3.78b 
(.80) 

61.38 
(18.24) 

Evangelical Protestant 
(n=33) 

3.17ab 
(.82) 

49.75c 
(17.44) 

Other Religions 
(n=20) 

3.85a 
(.93) 

64.01 
(18.83) 

Unaffiliated Secular 
(n=47) 

3.68 
(1.02) 

67.98ac 
(21.13) 

Unaffiliated Religious 
(n=13) 

3.54 
(.78) 

57.62 
(19.75) 

Notes. Oneway analysis of variance. Table entries represent the mean levels of support for 
environmental salience (5-point scale: “How important is the issue of the environment to you 
personally?”) and overall environmental support (100-point scale from 8 variables); standard 
deviations in parentheses. 
a significantly different from one another at .10 level 
b significantly different from one another at .05 level 
c significantly different from one another at .01 level. 

 
The results in Table 3.3 show the difference in environmental support between 

religious traditions, but they say nothing about the impact or effect of religious tradition 

on environmental support. For that, I use ordinary least squares regression to test two 

models. Table 3.4 reports the results. Model I includes only the religious tradition 

variables and confirms that, compared to being unaffiliated, affiliation with Catholic or 

evangelical Protestant churches significantly predicts lower environmental support. 

While the overall model fit is significant, however, Model I explains less than 10 

percent of the variance in environmental support. In Model II, I add two variables 

associated with environmental support – party identification and gender. Those 

variables wash out the significant effect of Catholic affiliation, but not evangelical 
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Protestant affiliation, which continues to have an impact on environmental support 

above and beyond partisanship and gender. Model II explains much more of the 

variance in environmental support than Model I, and the standardized (beta) coefficients 

suggest that most of the variance in environmental support can be attributed first to 

party identification and then to gender. 

Table 3.4: Effect of Religious Tradition, Party Identification, and Gender  
on Environmental Support 

 
 Model I 

 
Model I 

Standardized 
coefficients 

Model II Model II 
Standardized 
coefficients 

Constant 67.98** 
(2.98) 

 83.56** 
(3.31) 

 

Catholic -11.14** 
(4.09) 

-0.23 -4.60 
(3.34) 

-0.10 

Mainline 
Protestant 

-6.39 
(4.36) 

-0.12 -5.19 
(3.55) 

-0.10 

Evangelical 
Protestant 

-18.85** 
(4.68) 

-0.33 -8.06* 
(4.15) 

-0.14 

Other faiths -3.97 
(5.45) 

-0.06 -2.24 
(4.43) 

-0.03 

Unaffiliated 
religious 

-10.36# 
(6.39) 

-0.12 -7.83 
(5.13) 

-0.09 

Party 
identification 
(1=strong Dem; 
7=strong GOP) 

  -6.72** 
(0.73) 

-9.27 

Female   8.59** 
(2.43) 

3.57 

R2 0.09  0.41  
F 3.75**  18.89**  
Notes. Dependent variable is environmental support, a composite measure of eight questions 
(100-point scale). Standard errors in parentheses. “Unaffiliated secular” is the excluded 
religious tradition variable. 
#p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01.  

 
Thus far, I have only talked about the results of the survey at Time1 of the 

experiment – the initial levels of environmental support. I now turn to the experimental 

conditions and their effects on altering environmental attitudes between Time1 and 
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Time2 Recall from H1 and H2 that I expected simple framing effects to occur among 

the participants in the pro-issue and anti-issue conditions. That is, I expected 

participants who read the pro-environment article to increase their support for the 

environment, and I expected participants who read the anti-environment article to lower 

their support. The results provide only limited support for these hypotheses.  

Table 3.5 presents the change in mean environmental support by experimental 

condition. The first column of the table displays three measures of environmental 

support: (1) support for increased federal spending (labeled “spending”); (2) a measure 

of environmental importance (labeled “salience”); and (3) the scale of overall 

environmental support described above (labeled “support”). Columns two and five 

display the mean differences for each of these three environmental measures by 

participants in either the pro-environment or anti-environment condition. If participants 

in the pro-environment condition were influenced by framing effects, the differences in 

their scores (column two) would be positive and statistically significant. In fact, for 

each measure, the scores declined after reading the pro-environment article – and in the 

case of environmental salience, at a statistically significant level. Similarly, if 

participants in the anti-environment condition were influenced by framing effects, the 

differences in their scores (column five) would be negative and statistically significant. 

But once again, none of the results approached significance and one of the measures is 

in the opposite direction of what was expected, with environmental support increasing 

among participants in the anti-environment condition. 

In addition to the directional (support/oppose) conditions, recall that participants 

were divided into value conditions (religious/economic). Perhaps the reason that the 
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directional conditions did not produce the expected results is because participants were 

not persuaded equally by the value frames. Recall from the pilot survey that some of the 

respondents did not consider the economic and religious frames to be equal in their 

persuasive strength. Columns three and four show the results of the pro-environment 

condition by religious and economic value conditions. Columns six and seven show the 

results of the anti-environment condition by religious and economic value conditions. 

The religious frames in both the pro- and anti-environment conditions had no effect on 

changing participants’ attitudes toward the environment. On the other hand, the 

economic anti-environment frames played a significant role in reducing participants’ 

support for environmental spending as well as the personal importance of the issue. 

 
Table 3.5: Change in Mean Environmental Spending, Salience and Support 

by Experimental Condition (All Participants) 
 

 Pro environment frame Anti environment frame 
 

 
(n=87) Religious 

frame 
only 
(n=45) 

Economic 
frame 
only 
(n=42) 

(n=91) Religious 
frame 
only 
(n=45) 

Economic 
frame 
only 
(n=46) 

Spending 
 

-0.05 
(0.08) 

-0.09 
(0.12) 

0.00 
(0.11) 

-0.18 
(0.12) 

0.00 
(0.16) 

-0.35* 
(0.17) 

Salience -0.11# 
(0.07) 

-0.16 
(0.11) 

-0.07 
(0.07) 

-0.10 
(0.06) 

-0.02 
(0.09) 

-0.17# 
(0.09) 

Support -0.35 
(1.01) 

-1.72 
(1.54) 

1.04 
(1.30) 

0.81 
(1.03) 

1.78 
(1.43) 

0.17 
(1.48) 

Notes. Paired samples t-test. Table entries represent the mean difference (Time2-Time1) in 
environmental spending (7-point scale: “Indicate the degree to which you would like to see 
spending increased, decreased, or kept the same as it is now”), environmental salience (5-point 
scale: “How important is the issue of the environment to you personally?”), and overall 
environmental support (100-point scale from 8 variables); positive values indicate increased 
support and negative values indicate decreased support; standard errors in parentheses. 
#p < .10, *p < .05. 
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Although there is little evidence that framing effects occurred among all 

participants in the experimental conditions, perhaps in this experiment framing effects 

occurred among certain subgroups of participants. It is reasonable to expect that when 

political elites use religious frames to explain their policy positions, they are hoping to 

persuade religiously affiliated subgroups of the population. Indeed, this is the basis of 

H4 – that acceptance of religious framing on the environment will vary by religious 

tradition, with religiously affiliated participants embracing it and unaffiliated 

participants rejecting it. Table 3.6 reports the change in mean environmental support by 

religious traditions. Although the results for all four experimental conditions are 

presented in Table 3.6, I am mostly interested in the results for the religious frames (see 

column three and column six), since I have no theoretical explanation for why religious 

traditions would respond differently to economic frames58.  There is no evidence that 

the religiously affiliated were more receptive to religious frames. Catholics, mainline 

Protestants, and evangelical Protestants all reduced their support for the environment 

after reading the pro-environment religiously framed article (although none approaching 

statistical significance). On the other hand, mainline and evangelical Protestants 

increased their support for the environment after reading the anti-environment 

religiously framed article (although not significantly). Catholics in the anti-environment 

religiously framed condition were the only religiously affiliated group that responded as 

expected, decreasing their support by more than 5 points (p=.13). 

                                                
58 Although note that mainline Protestants were significantly receptive to the pro-
environment economic frame (their mean score increased more than eight points). I 
have no plausible explanation for this result. 
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Table 3.6: Change in Mean Environmental Support by Experimental Condition 
and Religious Tradition 

 

 Pro environment frame Anti environment frame 
  Religious 

frame only 
Economic 
frame only 

 Religious 
frame 
only 

Economic 
frame 
only 

Catholic 
(n=44) 

-2.93# 
(1.59) 

-2.32 
(1.98) 

-3.82 
(2.74) 

-2.79# 
(1.61) 

-5.21 
(3.00) 

-1.41 
(1.85) 

Mainline 
(n=34) 

2.02 
(3.69) 

-6.84 
(6.87) 

8.23* 
(2.94) 

0.67 
(2.60) 

-0.59 
(3.77) 

1.56 
(3.68) 

Evangelical 
(n=29) 

0.23 
(1.74) 

-0.83 
(2.53) 

0.52 
(2.45) 

1.04 
(3.40) 

4.91 
(5.06) 

-5.73 
(5.08) 

Other faiths 
(n=15) 

0.52 
(3.54) 

2.78 
(3.87) 

- 5.30# 
(2.91) 

3.13 
(2.83) 

11.11 
(7.57) 

Unaffiliated 
secular 
(n=42) 

0.19 
(1.51) 

-0.26 
(3.35) 

-0.15 
(1.54) 

1.81 
(2.18) 

4.17 
(2.57) 

-0.81 
(3.54) 

Unaffiliated 
religious 
(n=10) 

3.13 
(6.25) 

3.13 
(6.25) 

- 2.08 
(2.47) 

5.73* 
(1.73) 

-1.56 
(4.09) 

Notes. Paired samples t-test. Table entries represent the mean difference (Time2-Time1) in 
environmental support (100-point scale from 8 variables) by religious tradition; positive values 
indicate increased support and negative values indicate decreased support; standard errors in 
parentheses 
#p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01. 
 
 

There is, however, evidence to support the latter half of the hypothesis (i.e., the 

religiously unaffiliated will reject religious framing). Religiously unaffiliated 

participants in the anti-environment religious condition increased their already strong 

support of the environment. Unaffiliated religious participants added nearly six points to 

their environmental support score, while unaffiliated secular participants added more 

than four points (at a level that approaches statistical significance, p=0.14). These 

results are especially intriguing, given their statistical significance despite small cell 

sizes. Interestingly, unaffiliated participants in the anti-environment religious frame 

were the only participants in the experiment to use expletives in the open-ended thought 
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listing exercise that followed the stimulus article59. Clearly, this group of participants 

was actively (even passionately) engaged in resisting the frame being offered. 

Having discussed the effects of religious and economic framing on changing 

environmental attitudes, I turn to a discussion of the effects of framing on thoughts 

about the environment. Recall that I expect participants in the values framing conditions 

to invoke that value when asked about their thoughts on the environment more than 

participants in the control group. I expect this for both the religious framing conditions 

(H5) and the economic framing conditions (H6). Data from the survey experiment 

support both hypotheses. 

Among the participants in the religious framing conditions, 11.8 percent used 

religious or moral language when describing their thoughts about the environment (see 

Table 3.7 for examples). By comparison, only 5.4 percent of participants in the 

economic frame used religious language (not shown in Table 3.7) and 4.5 percent of 

participants in the control group used religious language60. Participants who read either 

a pro- or anti- environment religious frame were more likely to invoke religion when 

listing their thoughts about the environment than participants who read no frame. Those 

in the religious framing conditions expressed an average of 0.18 religious thoughts (s.d. 

                                                
59 They were also more likely to engage in direct arguing against the statements of the 
fictional Congressman in the article (examples of their open-ended responses included, 
“Oh my God, this is ridiculous!”, “I want to punch him in the face”, and “bullshit.”) 
60 In fact, only two participants in the control group used religious language. Further, it 
may be more accurate to label the language “moral” rather than “religious” since the 
thoughts (“positive values” and “moral behavior”) make no direct reference to religion. 
I include them as religious thoughts because I include similar language as religious 
thoughts among the treatment groups (e.g., “disagree with [candidate’s] moral basis.” 
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0.55) while the control group expressed an average of 0.05 religious thoughts (s.d. 

0.21), a difference significant at the 95 percent confidence level. 

 
Table 3.7: Religious and Moral Mentions by Condition 

 
Pro-environment religious 

frame (n=47) 
10.7% used religious language 
 
 letting God know we are 

thankful 
 we are to be good 

stewards  
 stewards of the earth 
 tend the garden 
 religion/Christian values 

in relation 
 why is he running an 

environmentally-based 
campaign with religious 
overtones? 

 Disagree with 
[candidate’s] moral basis 

Anti-environment religious 
frame (n=46) 

13% used religious language 
 
 environment and religion 

go hand-in-hand 
 Biblical talk is nonsense 
 Christianity 
 moral, good 
 what does the Bible have 

to do with environment 
 “God” can’t have a will 

toward the environment 
 Bible is antiquated and 

cannot account for 
modern issues 

 

No frame 
(n=44) 

4.5% used religious language 
 
 positive values  
 moral behavior 

 

 

 Among the participants in the economic framing conditions, 36.3 percent used 

economic language when describing their thoughts about the environment (see Table 

3.8 for examples). By comparison, only 28 percent of participants in the religious 

frames used economic language (not shown in Table 3.8) and 22.7 percent of 

participants in the control group used economic language. Participants who read either a 

pro- or anti- environment economic frame were more likely to invoke economic 

arguments when listing their thoughts about the environment than participants who read 

no frame. Those in the economic framing conditions expressed an average of 0.45 

economic thoughts (s.d. 0.65) while the control group expressed an average of 0.27 
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economic thoughts (s.d. 0.54), a difference significant at the 90 percent confidence 

level. 

 
Table 3.8: Economic Mentions by Condition 

 
Pro-environment economic 

frame (n=46) 
30.4% used econ. language 
 
 expensive 
 cheaper today than 

cleaning up tomorrow 
 more money out of my 

pocket 
 some ways of protecting 

environment are still real 
expensive 

 economics 
 spending money on 

something we cannot end 
 cost too much money 
 the economy 
 capitalism 
 money 
 gas prices 
 end of the good U.S. 

economy 
 

Anti-environment economic 
frame (n=47) 

42.5% used econ. language 
 
 money 
 what jobs would be 

created by environmental 
protection? 

 cost and funding 
 cost/benefit 
 money needs to be spent 

in correct way 
 oil prices 
 taxes 
 environment is more 

important than the bottom 
line 

 hurting industry 
 economic impacts 
 the government needs to 

stop focusing on money 
 jobs 
 

No frame  
(n=44) 

22.7% used econ. language 
 
 tax increases 
 cost of adhering to 

environmental standards 
 economic independence 

(trade related) 
 

 
 

These results are consistent with the theory that frames trigger active, deliberate 

processes. Several of the participants in the framing conditions borrowed language from 

the candidate’s argument in the article when they listed their thoughts about the 

environment. For example, participants in the religious framing conditions used 

language related to stewardship or the Bible, terms that came directly from the fictional 

candidate’s arguments. Participants in the economic framing conditions used language 

related to jobs, taxes, and the costs of environmental protection or neglect – more ideas 

from the candidate’s statements. A few participants went a step further, pushing back on 
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the frames offered in the article and arguing against the candidate. One participant who 

was offered the argument that environmental protection costs jobs (i.e., the anti-

environment economic condition) countered with the question, “What jobs would be 

created by environmental protection?” (emphasis added). Similarly, a participant who 

was offered a biblical argument against environmental protection listed the question 

“What does the Bible have to do with the environment?” among his thoughts. By using 

the language of the frames in their thoughts on the environment, participants like the 

ones just described are demonstrating an active engagement with the frames.   

The evidence for H5 and H6 suggest that frames narrow or focus the audience’s 

thoughts on the values within the frames, but do they simplify the audience’s thoughts? 

This is the question behind H7, in which I expect participants in the framing conditions 

to have fewer thoughts about the environment than participants in the control (or no 

frame) group. To test this, I compared the number of thoughts and words from 

participants in the treatment groups to the number of thoughts and words in the control 

group. The results, displayed in Table 3.9, show minor differences between these 

groups. The first two rows compare the number of thoughts and words in the control 

(“no frames”) group with all of the framing groups combined (“all frames”). On 

average, participants within these two groups listed almost the identical number of 

thoughts and words. Row three divides the framing conditions by value frame (religious 

or economic). While participants in the religious frame listed fewer thoughts and fewer 

words than participants in the economic framing condition, neither this difference nor 

the differences between either of these groups and the control group are significant.  
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The two columns in rows four and five separate the value framing conditions by 

direction (pro- and anti- environment) and again show small differences from the 

control group. On average, participants in the anti-environment religion frame had the 

fewest number of thoughts (4.74) and words (12.85). These means are significantly 

lower than participants in the pro-environment economic frame (5.57 thoughts and 

18.20 words) and the anti-environment economic frame (5.43 thoughts and 17.53 

words), but not significantly different than the control group. Therefore, looking at the 

data thus far provides only limited evidence in this experiment of either religious or 

economic framing simplifying or reducing the number of thoughts on the environment.  

 
Table 3.9: Mean Number of Open-Ended Responses and Words, by Condition 

 
  No frames (n=44) 

Responses Words 
5.23 

(1.95) 
15.95 
(9.85) 

All frames (n=186) 
Responses Words 

5.20 
(2.31) 

15.81 
(11.60) 

Religion frames only (n=93) Economic frames only (n=93) 
Responses Words Responses Words 

4.91 
(2.32) 

13.75 
(9.72) 

5.49 
(2.29) 

17.86 
(12.95) 

Pro-environment religion frame (n=47) Pro-environment economic frame (n=46) 
Responses Words Responses Words 

5.06 
(2.14) 

14.64 
(8.21) 

5.57a 
(2.34) 

18.20b 
(13.17) 

Anti-environment religion frame (n=46) Anti-environment economic frame (n=47) 
Responses Words Responses Words 

4.74 
(2.46) 

12.85 
(11.08) 

5.43 
(2.27) 

17.53b 
(12.86) 

Notes. Table entries represent the mean number of open-ended responses and words in each 
condition; standard deviations are in parentheses. 
a Differ from mean number of responses in anti-environment religion frame at .10 level 
b Differ from mean number of words in anti-environment religion frame at .05 level 
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Conclusion 
 

 The results of the survey experiment reported here provide evidence to support 

three of my hypotheses in full (H3, H5, and H6) and two in part (H2 and H4). I found 

little or no evidence to support the remaining two hypotheses (H1 and H7). In the 

concluding paragraphs of this chapter I will summarize the main findings from the 

chapter and discuss a few of the limitations of the experiment.  

 I expected America’s religious traditions to differ on their level of support for 

environmental protection (H3), and I found evidence of this in my survey. 

Environmental protection less important to evangelical Protestants than mainline 

Protestants or members of minority faiths. Further, evangelical Protestants and 

Catholics have lower levels of environmental support than those who are unaffiliated 

with any particular religious faith. 

 Recent research (Guth, Green, Smidt, Kellstedt, & Poloma, 1997; Smidt, 2004) 

attributes the differences in environmental support between religious traditions to cues 

the faithful receive in their places of worship. For example, mainline Protestants or 

members of minority faiths might support environmental protection more than 

evangelicals or Catholics because their religious leaders talk about environmental issues 

more frequently. Although exploring how the environment is discussed in America’s 

places of worship is beyond the scope of my project, my survey does not seem to 

support the explanation that religious leaders are responsible for differences in 

environmental attitudes. In addition to asking their religious affiliation, beliefs, and 

behaviors, the survey asked participants how often they hear about the environment in 

their places of worship. They responded using a 4-point scale where 1=“never”; 2=“ a 
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few times a year” ; 3=“once a month”; and 4=“once a week”. Members of minority 

faiths reported the highest level of exposure to environmental messages in their places 

of worship with a mean of 2.45 (s.d. 1.10), followed by evangelical Protestants at 1.97 

(s.d. 0.90), and mainline Protestants at 1.74 (s.d. 0.81). Of course, this question is a 

crude tool for measuring exposure to environmental messages since it does not measure 

the content of these messages. Statistically speaking, evangelical Protestants hear about 

the environment in their places of worship just as often as mainline Protestants or 

members of minority faiths. However, it is reasonable to assume that just as the content 

of religious instruction differs across these traditions, so would the content of 

environmental messages. There is some limited evidence of this from the pilot survey in 

which evangelical respondents were more familiar with religious anti-environmental 

arguments than other religious traditions. 

 Second, I expected to find simple framing effects for pro-environment (H1) and 

anti-environment (H2) messages. In fact, I found it very difficult to move opinion in 

either direction on environmental protection. This is likely due to my sample of young 

participants with high levels of environmental support. The anti-environment economic 

frame decreased environmental salience and support for federal spending on the 

environment, but had no effect on my environmental support measure. Religious 

framing (H4) was largely ineffective at moving opinion among the religiously affiliated, 

except perhaps among Catholics in the anti-environment condition. It was effective, 

however, in moving opinion among the religiously unaffiliated, but in the opposite 

direction – that is, when the unaffiliated participants read a religious statement against 

the environment, they increased their support for environmental protection. While I 
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discuss these effects further in Chapter 5, they should also be studied in greater detail in 

future projects, since it is difficult to draw many robust conclusions with such small cell 

sizes. 

 Finally, on the nature of framing: There is evidence to support the theory that 

framing is a deliberate (rather than automatic) process. Participants in the religion frame 

used religious language to explain their thoughts on the environment more than 

participants in the control condition (H5). Participants in the economic frame used 

economic language to explain their thoughts on the environment more than participants 

in the control condition (H6). Unaffiliated participants counter-argued when offered a 

frame they found disagreeable (in this case, a religious frame). I discuss these issues in 

greater detail in Chapter 4 as I explore the effects of religious framing on cognitive 

processing. 
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Chapter 4: 
Religious Framing and Cognitive Processing 

 

In Chapter 3, I explored the effects of value framing on issue attitudes. In 

particular, I looked at how support for environmental protection is affected by policy 

arguments based on either religious or economic values. I was especially interested in 

testing how religiously affiliated individuals would respond to religious arguments. I 

expected them to accept and be moved by religious framing, and I expected unaffiliated 

individuals to reject and be unmoved by religious framing. After conducting a survey 

experiment, I found no evidence that religious framing persuaded the religiously 

affiliated to alter their positions on the environment. This was not true of the 

unaffiliated, however. Religiously unaffiliated participants increased their already high 

level of environmental support when given a religious frame opposing environmental 

protection and decreased their support when given a religious frame supporting it. In 

other words, when the speaker attempted to persuade voters to support his position on 

the environment using religious arguments, the religiously affiliated were unmoved and 

the unaffiliated were moved to oppose his arguments. From the perspective of the 

speaker, then, religious framing works at cross-purposes among the religiously 

unaffiliated. 

I concluded the previous chapter by presenting some qualified evidence that the 

participants’ breadth of thought (measured by the number of responses they offered in 

an open-ended thought-listing exercise) varied according to whether they were given a 

religious or economic frame on environmental protection. Participants in both the pro- 

and anti-environment economic frames showed more extensive thought than 
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participants in the pro- and anti-environment religious frames. The goal of this chapter 

is to further explore and explain this difference.  

The focus of the previous chapter was attitude persuasion and the central 

question was, “Who is (or is not) persuaded by religious framing?” The focus of this 

chapter is message processing and central main question is, “What role does religious 

(or economic) framing play in how individuals process information?” In the sections 

that follow, I discuss dual processing models of information processing. I follow this 

with four regression models that test the effects of several variables on mode of 

information processing. I find that participants given economic frames and individuals 

with a high need for cognition are more likely to engage in effortful processing while 

participants given religious frames and individuals with high levels of religious 

commitment are less likely to engage in effortful processing. By contrast, cognitive 

ability has no effect in determining processing mode. The significant effects of religious 

variables suggest that religion simplifies political choices and narrows political thought. 

I discuss these themes further in Chapter 5, a summary chapter in which I also discuss 

this project’s implications and suggest future research. 

 
Dual Process Models 

How citizens process political information has significant implications for 

responsible democratic governance. Normative approaches to political decision making 

stress the importance of deliberate, careful, reflective thinking about competing ideas 

over that which is haphazard, impulsive, or effortless (Dewey, [1927] 1954; Mill, 

[1859] 1947). Over the last couple decades, social science research has produced well-
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developed theories of information processing that reflect these concerns. Dual process 

theories in social psychology distinguish between two modes of information processing, 

one more cognitively effortful and one less cognitively effortful. One example of these 

“dual process” models is Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) elaboration likelihood model 

(ELM), which calls these modes of thought central processing and peripheral 

processing, respectively61. Information is processed centrally when individuals engage 

in an analytical, comprehensive consideration of a message before accepting or 

rejecting its content. By contrast, peripheral processing occurs with less cognitive effort. 

Instead of an effortful, detailed consideration of a message, individuals employing 

peripheral processing rely on certain cues in the information environment that serve as 

mental shortcuts. In other words, they look to non-message sources for help in making a 

judgment. In a political setting, these sources might include the political party, race, or 

gender of the messenger. 

According to ELM, persuasion is most likely to occur when strong messages are 

processed centrally. The processing route (central/more effortful or peripheral/less 

effortful) is determined by an individual’s motivation to process the message and/or her 

                                                
61 Another example of a dual process model is Eagly and Chaiken’s heuristic systematic 
model (HSM). In HSM, more effortful processing is called systematic processing while 
less effortful processing is called heuristic processing (Chaiken, 1980; Chaiken, 
Liberman, & Eagly, 1989; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). While ELM and HSM are similar, 
there are some notable differences. HSM is primarily a general information-processing 
model while the focus of ELM is on persuasive information. HSM also posits that 
heuristic processing is the default processing mode for individuals; that an 
informational “sufficiency threshold” must be overcome before individuals will engage 
in systematic processing. As such, HSM suggests a continuum of information 
processing between systematic and heuristic modes while ELM suggests alternate 
routes of processing: central or peripheral. The differences between HSM and ELM are 
not critical to this dissertation. 
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ability to do so. If an individual lacks the ability to thoughtfully consider a message 

(due to distraction or lack of cognitive resources, for example) or if she perceives the 

message to be personally irrelevant, she will process the message peripherally. By 

engaging in peripheral processing, she will ignore the content of the message and 

instead rely on salient cues in her environment (e.g., her attitudes toward the messenger, 

her perceptions of her surroundings, or the sheer number of arguments in the message). 

If these cues are effective, she may shift her attitudes in the direction of the messenger, 

but such a shift is usually short-lived and she will quickly return to her earlier attitudes. 

As such, peripheral processing rarely results in meaningful persuasion. 

On the other hand, if an individual has the ability to thoughtfully consider a 

message and perceives the message to be personally relevant, she will process the 

message centrally. By engaging in central processing, she will pay attention to the 

content of the message and engage in a thoughtful consideration of its substance. If the 

content of the message is sufficiently strong, she will be persuaded to accept it and align 

her attitudes with that of the messenger. As such, persuasion that occurs after central 

processing takes place tends to endure and resist change. 

 
Measuring Central Processing 
 

The fact the persuasion is more likely to occur when individuals engage in 

central processing rather than peripheral processing might explain why religious 

framing was ineffective at moving environmental attitudes in my experiment. Perhaps 

the participants were not motivated by the messages or perhaps they did not have the 

ability to thoughtfully consider them. Testing this hypothesis requires a tool to measure 
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the mode of cognitive processing among the participants. In this section, I introduce my 

measurements for cognitive processing. These serve as the key dependent variables in 

the regression models at the end of the chapter. This section also includes some 

descriptive data on these variables. 

In a meta analysis of over 100 empirical studies, John Cacioppo and his 

colleagues discuss several methods that social scientists have used to measure levels of 

effortful information processing (1996). One of these methods uses an experimental 

setting to (1) expose participants to a persuasive message; (2) ask them to list their 

thoughts about the subject of the message; and (3) use the number and content of their 

thoughts as evidence of effortful (i.e., central) processing. I use a similar method as a 

tool for measuring effortful processing among participants in my survey experiment.  

Recall from Chapter 3 that after their exposure to the stimulus (in this case, one 

of four fictional news articles about a congressional candidate speaking to university 

students about the environment), participants were asked to list their thoughts about the 

issue62. Thought-listing exercises like this one are frequently used as tools for studying 

framing effects (Brewer, 2002; Shah, Domke, & Wackman, 1996) and modes of 

thought (Cacioppo & Petty, 1981). In this case, the exercise provides a glimpse into 

what participants are thinking about after reading the stimulus article but before 

answering a series of questions on environmental attitudes.  

                                                
62 Specifically, “When you hear or read about environmental protection, what kinds of 
things do you think about? Please list as many thoughts as you have. Write your 
answers in the boxes below. List only one thought in each box. Use as many boxes as 
you need. Please state your thoughts as concisely as possible; a phrase is sufficient.” 
Participants were given nine empty boxes in which to list their thoughts. See Appendix 
G. 
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In the previous chapter, I used the thought-listing exercise to test a set of 

hypotheses on individuals’ responses to framing. Recall that I expected participants to 

actively and deliberately engage in the frames they were offered. Specifically, I 

expected participants in the religious framing condition to think about (and then 

mention) religion and participants in the economic framing condition to think about 

(and then mention) economics more than participants in a no-frames/control condition. 

This is what occurred, with twice as many participants in the religious framing 

conditions listing religious thoughts than the control group and nearly twice as many 

participants listing economic thoughts than the control group. 

In this chapter, I use the thought-listing exercise as a tool to measure the 

cognitive processing mode of the survey participants. Participants engaged in central 

processing of environmental arguments should list more thoughts about the 

environment as evidence that they are actively engaged in a thoughtful consideration of 

the topic. Beyond that, they should also list more message-relevant thoughts than 

participants who are engaged in peripheral processing. That is, included in the thoughts 

they list should be words or phrases that are directly related to the message they read in 

the article. By contrast, participants who engage in peripheral processing should not 

only list fewer thoughts, but will also list items unrelated to the message itself – that is, 

items related to other cues in the article (e.g., characteristics about the messenger63) or 

items that do not appear in the article at all.  

                                                
63 The messenger in the experiment is the fictional Congressman Jerry Scott. 
Participants were given few details about him other than his hometown (Tucson), his 
position on environmental protection (which varied according to framing condition), 
and that he was “facing a competitive reelection bid.” Participants could infer from a 
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I use two measures of central processing. First, I count the raw number of 

thoughts the participants listed (the more thoughts a participant listed, the more he is 

engaged in analytical, effortful processing). I will also analyze the content of those 

thoughts, looking for message-relevant thoughts as further evidence of central 

processing (the more thoughts a participant listed that were related to the argument 

made in the stimulus article, the more he is engaged in analytical, effortful processing). 

Before I present and discuss the data, it will be helpful to explain in greater 

detail the methods I used to count and code participants’ thoughts. I calculated the raw 

number of thoughts for each participant by simply counting the number of boxes in 

which something was written. Although participants were asked to “list only one 

thought in each box,” some of them used a single box to list more than one thought64. 

For the sake of consistency and simplicity, I counted any number of words, symbols 

(e.g., $), or phrases inside a single box as a single thought. The mean number of 

thoughts for all participants was 5.21 (s.d. 2.28) out of 9 possible thoughts.  

I coded thoughts as “message-relevant” if they included words or phrases 

contained in the headline or quotes in the stimulus articles65. Taken as a whole, 

                                                                                                                                          
small black and white photograph in the article that he was male and white. His party 
identification was not included in the article. Recall, however, (Chapter 3) that in a pilot 
study I conducted before the experiment, respondents identified the kinds of arguments 
in the articles as coming from an independent-leaning Republican. So if participants in 
the experiment inferred a party affiliation for Congressman Scott, it was likely 
Republican. 
64 For example, while some participants listed “endangered species” and “wildlife 
protection” as separate thoughts, other participants listed them together in a single box. 
Several participants listed related but distinct thoughts on a single box (e.g., “auto 
production & emissions regulation”). 
65 These items were as follows: (1) pro-environment religious frame: religious values, 
biblical, God, stewards of creation, sacred duty to protect; (2) anti-environment 
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participants listed very few message-relevant thoughts. The most message-relevant 

thoughts by any participant was 3 and the mean for all participants was 0.30 (s.d. 0.61). 

I coded thoughts as “source-relevant” if they related to some characteristic of the 

fictional congressman in the article (e.g., his name, hometown, gender, race, or 

speculative party affiliation). Because so few details were revealed about the 

congressman, participants listed very few source-relevant thoughts. The most source-

relevant thoughts by any participant was 2 and the mean for all participants was 0.04 

(s.d. 0.22). After I finished coding these thoughts, a second coder used the same 

procedure to categorize participants’ thoughts. Between the two coders, there was 85 

percent agreement for message-relevant material and 100 percent for source-relevant 

material. 

Recall from the end of Chapter 3 that participants in the economic framing 

conditions listed more thoughts than participants in the religious framing conditions. If 

the number of thoughts listed among the participants is evidence of effortful processing, 

then the frame itself seems to play a role in how individuals process information on the 

way to forming an opinion. Participants’ mean number of thoughts, first displayed in 

Table 3.6 (Chapter 3), are reproduced in the second column of Table 4.1 below. The 

third and fourth columns of Table 4.1 list the mean number of message-relevant and 

source-relevant thoughts by framing condition66.  

                                                                                                                                          
religious frame: religious values, biblical, God, humans subject to nature, fill the Earth 
and subdue it; (3) pro-environment economic frame: economic values, cheaper to 
prevent pollution today than clean it tomorrow; (4) anti-environment economic frame: 
economic values, regulations costly, raise taxes, cost jobs.  
66 Note that I have not included the no-frame control group (n=44) in Table 4.1. This is 
because the quotes from the other framing conditions that serve as the stimulus in the 
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It is clear from Table 4.1 that participants listed few message-relevant and 

source-relevant thoughts compared to the overall number of thoughts. Forty-two 

participants listed message-relevant thoughts (just over 22 percent of all participants). 

On average, three percent of the thoughts listed by participants who read the pro-

environment religious (PR) frame were message-relevant, and four percent of the 

thoughts listed by participants who read the anti-environment religious (AR) frame 

were message-relevant. Participants who read the economic frames were more likely to 

list message-relevant thoughts, as seven percent of the thoughts in the pro-environment 

(PE) framing condition were message-relevant and nine percent of the thoughts in the 

anti-environment (AE) framing condition were message-relevant. None of these 

differences are statistically significant from one another, however67. 

While the mean number of message-relevant thoughts listed across framing 

conditions is small, the mean number of source-relevant thoughts is even smaller. Only 

six participants (just over three percent of all participants) in the experiment listed a 

source-relevant thought (one in the PR frame, four in the AR frame, none in the PE 

frame, and one in the AE frame). Rather than providing evidence of a low level of 

peripheral processing or reliance on source-relevant cues, this low number of source-

                                                                                                                                          
experiment are removed in the no-frame article. Under the headline, “Congressman 
discusses environment with students,” the congressman in the control condition says, 
“Your member of Congress ought to share not only your issue positions, but also the 
values behind those positions.” As in the framing conditions, very little information is 
given about the congressman in the no-frame article. As a result, no participants in the 
control group listed a message-relevant or source-relevant thought. 
67 Only the difference between the AE frame and the PR frame approaches significance 
(p=0.12). 
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relevant thoughts is likely due to the very limited amount of information given about the 

messenger in the article (the problem described in Footnote 63 above). 

 

Table 4.1: Evidence of Central and Peripheral Processing, 
by Framing Condition 

 
Frame (N) Mean number of 

thoughts 
Mean number of 
message-relevant 

thoughts 

Mean number of 
source-relevant 

thoughts 

PR: Pro issue/religious (47) 5.06 0.17 0.04 

AR: Anti issue/religious (46) 4.76 0.20 0.09 

PE: Pro issue/economic (46) 5.57 0.37 0.00 

AE: Anti issue/economic (47) 5.20 0.45 0.04 

Notes. Oneway analysis of variance. Table entries represent the mean numbers of thoughts listed by 
participants. Tukey HSD significance tests. 

  

 The data displayed in Table 4.1 provide evidence that individuals process 

messages differently depending on how those messages are framed. But they say 

nothing about the effects of individual or group differences on processing. Before I 

proceed, it will be helpful to briefly look for differences in cognitive processing by two 

important independent variables in this project, party identification and religious 

affiliation. Using the same indicators of central and peripheral processing (i.e., the mean 

number of overall, message-relevant, and source-relevant thoughts), Table 4.2 displays 

the differences among these important groups. 
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Table 4.2: Central and Peripheral Processing by Party Identification and Religious 
Tradition (Religious and Economic Frames) 

 
Party identification or  
religious affiliation (N) 

Mean number of 
thoughts 

Mean number of 
message-relevant 

thoughts 

Mean number of 
source-relevant 

thoughts 

Republican (55) 5.05 0.25 0.00 

Independent (27) 5.30 0.23 0.00 

Democrat (122) 5.27 0.33 0.07 

Catholic (44) 4.59a 0.36 0.07 

Mainline Protestant (35) 4.57a 0.17 0.03 

Evangelical Protestant (31) 4.84b 0.29 0.03 

Other religions (17) 5.24 0.12 0.00 

Unaffiliated secular (41) 6.29 0.44 0.05 

Unaffiliated religious (10) 5.90 0.20 0.00 

Notes. Oneway analysis of variance. Table entries represent the mean numbers of thoughts listed by 
participants. Tukey HSD significance tests. 
a means are significantly different from unaffiliated secular at the .01 level 
b mean is significantly different from unaffiliated secular at the .10 level 

 

 Looking at party identification, Independents and Democrats expressed more 

thoughts about the environment than Republican participants. Democrats also expressed 

more message-relevant thoughts than Republicans or Independents. Taken together, this 

may be evidence of more central processing among Democrats than Republicans or 

Independents, or it may be the result of the former group being more motivated or able 

to think about environmental issues. The environment, after all, tends to be a more 

salient issue among Democrats, and the Democratic Party is more trusted when it comes 
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to environmental issue ownership (Petrocik, 1996)68. Interestingly, Democrats were also 

the only participants in the experiment to express source-relevant thoughts. These 

findings are tempered by the fact that none of the differences in the number of listed 

thoughts among party identifiers is statistically significant. 

Turning to religious affiliation, there is statistically significant evidence for more 

central processing among the religiously unaffiliated than the religiously affiliated 

(given the same caveat about environmental motivation and ability discussed above). 

On average, unaffiliated respondents expressed more thoughts (and more message-

relevant thoughts, although the differences are not statistically significant) about the 

environment than Catholic, evangelical, and mainline Protestant participants. This was 

true across framing conditions. In other words, regardless of whether a religious or 

economic frame was given, and regardless of whether or not that frame supported or 

opposed environmental protection, unaffiliated participants listed more thoughts than 

affiliated participants. This robust finding reappears in the regression models at the end 

of the chapter, suggesting a strong negative relationship between religious affiliation 

and central processing on environmental issues. 

 
Measuring Motivation: Issue Support and Need for Cognition 

As discussed previously, a key assumption of dual process models is that the 

processing mode – central/more effortful or peripheral/less effortful – is largely 

determined by an individual’s motivation to engage in the judgment task and his ability 

to do so. In this section, I introduce four measures of motivation, followed by one 

                                                
68 In the models at the end of this chapter, I include both party identification and 
environmental support in an attempt to test the separate effects of these variables. 
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measure of cognitive ability. I then test the influences of these individual dispositions 

and the framing context (religious/economic) on predicting central processing. 

Issue support (i.e., support environmental protection). Perhaps the most obvious 

motivational predictor of whether an individual will engage in effortful consideration of 

an environmental message is the degree to which she supports the issue. If she supports 

environmental protection, she will be more likely to thoughtfully consider messages 

about the environment (i.e., she will be more likely to engage in central processing)69. 

Individuals who do not support the environment or do not care about the issue will be 

less likely to pay attention to the content of the messages they read. When asked to list 

their thoughts about environmental protection, they will respond with source-relevant 

thoughts or (more likely, given the limited about of source-relevant information in the 

experiment) random, top-of-the-head thoughts about the environment. I measure 

environmental support using the same 100-point scale of eight variables introduced in 

Chapter 3. The scale has a high level of reliability, with a Chronbach’s alpha of 0.86. 

                                                
69 An interesting alternate hypothesis would be that environmental supporters will be 
less likely to engage in effortful consideration of environmental issues because their 
prior attitude commitments would preclude central processing. Rather than being 
motivated to thoughtfully consider the issue, they might be motivated to simply defend 
their position without considering opposing arguments (see Kunda, 1990, explanation 
of motivated reasoning). If true, then environmental supporters would engage in 
different modes of processing depending on whether they were exposed to pro- or anti-
environment frames. Environmental supporters reading supportive (i.e., pro 
environment) frames would not have to defend their positions and therefore show less 
evidence of central processing than supporters reading opposing (i.e., anti environment) 
frames. I tested this alternate hypothesis by including an interaction variable 
(proframe*envsupport) in the regression models at the end of this chapter. The 
interaction was not statistically significant in any of the models so I do not include it in 
the analysis. 
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Need for cognition. Obviously, not all individuals expend the same amount of 

cognitive effort as they consider information. The second motivational variable, need 

for cognition, is a personality variable that indicates the degree to which an individual 

engages in effortful cognitive activities and enjoys doing so (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982). 

Individuals with a high need for cognition tend to form their attitudes by paying 

attention to issue-relevant arguments, while those low in need for cognition tend to form 

their attitudes by relying on peripheral cues (Cacioppo et al., 1996; Haugtvedt, Petty, & 

Cacioppo, 1992). It is not be surprising then, that need for cognition correlates 

positively with central processing. By definition, high need for cognition individuals 

tend to engage in effortful processing compared to individuals with a low need for 

cognition. I expect high need for cognition participants in my survey experiment to list 

more thoughts and more message-relevant thoughts as evidence of central processing 

than low need for cognition participants.  

I measure need for cognition using a scale based on five self-identification items. 

The items were introduced to survey participants with the following instructions: “Some 

people like to have the responsibility for handling situations that require a lot of 

thinking and other people don’t like to have responsibility for such situations. For each 

of the statements below, please indicate to what extent the statement is characteristic of 

you.” Participants were then asked to use a five-point scale to rate the degree to which 

each of five statements was a good characterization of them (where 1=extremely 

uncharacteristic and 5=extremely characteristic). The five statements were taken from 

the original need for cognition scale which measured the trait using 18 items (see 

Cacioppo & Petty, 1996 for meta-analysis of need for cognition measures). Two of the 
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statements came from the 2000 and 2004 NES70, and two of the other statements were 

taken from the original 18-item scale and worded in the contrait direction to prevent 

acquiescence bias71. I summed the responses to create a need for cognition scale ranging 

from 5 to 25 with mean response of 17.7 (s.d. 3.7). The scale proved sufficiently 

reliable with an alpha of 0.74. 

Need for closure. Need for cognition could be described as an individual’s 

motivation to engage in effortful thinking. From this perspective, the third motivational 

variable, need for closure, could be described as an individual’s motivation to avoid 

effortful thinking, particularly if it produces uncertainty or ambiguity. Need for closure 

is a personality variable that indicates the degree to which an individual is motivated to 

possess knowledge that is secure, stable, and permanent (Kruglanski, 1996). Individuals 

with a high need for closure prefer to quickly form and hold an opinion rather than 

wrestle with uncertainly. This is often described as a tendency to “seize” accessible 

information and “freeze” on an attitude, thereby precluding a thoughtful consideration 

of alternate arguments or diverse points of view. Although I use it as an individual 

difference variable, need for closure may also be evoked situationally, especially when 

individuals are faced with time pressure or fatigue. For reasons that are not entirely 

clear, need for closure is positively correlated with conservative ideology. One 

                                                
70 These items were as follows: “I like to have the responsibility of handling a situation 
that requires a lot of thinking” and “I would prefer complex to simple problems.” Even 
this two-item index has proven sufficiently reliable, with alpha scores of 0.61 in 2000 
and 0.63 in 2004 (Rudolph & Popp, 2007). 
71 These items were as follows: “I like tasks that require little thought once I’ve learned 
them” and “It’s enough for me that something gets the job done; I don’t care how or 
why it works.” The final (fifth) item in the scale was the statement, “I find satisfaction 
in deliberating hard for long hours.” 
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explanation for this is that certain worldviews like traditionalism or conservativism 

satisfy the tendency toward need for closure better than other worldviews like 

postmodernism or liberalism (Golec & Van Bergh, 2007; Jost, Glaser, Kruglanski, & 

Sulloway, 2003). I expect need for closure to predict fewer overall thoughts and fewer 

message-relevant thoughts as evidence of peripheral processing. 

I measure need for closure using a scale based on five self-identification items. 

The items appeared in the survey after the need for cognition statements and were not 

introduced to survey participants with any instructions. Instead, participants were 

simply asked to use five-point scales to respond to statements comprising the need for 

closure construct, namely (1) a preference for order72; (2) decisive or impulsive decision 

making73; (3) discomfort with ambiguity74; (4) desire for predictability75; and (5) closed 

mindedness76 (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). The five questions were taken from the 

original need for closure scale which measured the trait using 42 statements; they were 

also used in the 2006 NES Pilot (Federico, Jost, Pierro, & Kruglanski, 2007). Two of 

                                                
72 This was measured with a participant’s response to the question, “How disorganized 
are the rooms that you personally live and work in most?” (where 1=extremely 
disorganized and 5=not disorganized at all). 
73 This was measured with a participant’s response to the question (worded in the 
contrait direction), “How many of your important decisions do you make quickly and 
confidently?” (where 1=all and 5=none). 
74 This was measured with a participant’s response to the question (worded in the 
contrait direction), “When you don’t understand the reason something happens in your 
life, how uncomfortable does that make you feel?” (where 1=extremely uncomfortable 
and 5=not uncomfortable at all). 
75 This was measured with a participant’s response to the question, “How much do you 
like uncomfortable situations?” (where 1=like them a great deal and 5=dislike them a 
great deal). 
76 This was measured with a participant’s response to the question, “In situations where 
you see two people in conflict with one another, how often can you see how both sides 
could be right?” (where 1=always and 5=never). 
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the statements were worded in the contrait direction to prevent acquiescence bias. I 

summed the responses to the five statements to create a need for closure scale ranging 

from 5 to 25 with mean response of 15.2 (s.d. 2.5). Unfortunately the scale did not 

prove terribly reliable, with an alpha of only 0.2977. 

Religious commitment. Just as individuals may be motivated to engage in central 

processing because of their issue support, they may also be motivated by their 

commitment to the value evoked by the frame – in this case, religion. That is, 

individuals with high levels of religious commitment may be more motivated to pay 

attention to religious arguments on the environment than individuals with low levels of 

religious commitment. Further, individuals who are comfortable with mixing religion 

and politics may be more motivated to pay attention to a congressional candidate 

discussing his faith than individuals who believe religion should be kept out of the 

political arena. The fourth and final motivation variable, religious commitment, is 

meant to capture these individual differences in religious behavior, beliefs, and 

acceptance of public religious activism78.  

My expectations for the effects of religious commitment are similar to my 

expectations for the effects of issue support. I expect religious commitment to 

                                                
77 Further, no combination of the five items produced an alpha greater than 0.35. A 
recent study testing a short version of the need for closure scale in the 2006 NES Pilot 
(discussed in Federico et al., 2007) produced similar disappointing results. Had I known 
this result when I put the survey experiment together in the spring of 2007, I would not 
have used the same set of scale items.  
78 By “acceptance of public religious activism,” I mean a willingness or an expectation 
that religion be included in the political process. I recognize the difficulty in including 
this item as a measure of religious commitment, and do not mean to argue that it is a 
necessary component of religiosity. It is just impractical to call this an index of religious 
belief, behavior, and acceptance of religious political activism. 
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encourage central processing in the religious framing conditions. I expect individuals 

with a high level of religious commitment in the religious framing conditions to pay 

more attention to the arguments in the frames and therefore list more thoughts (and 

more message-relevant thoughts) about environmental protection than individuals with 

lower levels of religious commitment. I do not expect religious commitment to have any 

significant effect on the mode of processing for participants in the economic framing 

conditions. 

To measure religious commitment, I borrow the coding scheme developed by 

Guth and his colleagues (2003)79. The religious commitment scale is composed of 11 

variables measuring participants’ self-reported levels of religious behaviors80, beliefs81, 

and support of religion in the public arena82. The wording for the 11 items was taken 

                                                
79 However, note in addition to religious beliefs and behaviors, Guth et al. (2003) use 
dichotomous measures (yes/no) of identification with religious movements (e.g., 
evangelicalism, liberalism, traditionalism) to form three categorical subgroups within 
major religious traditions: modernists, centrists, and traditionalists. Because I am 
interested in creating a continuous scale of religious commitment rather than categories 
of religious commitment, I do not include this dichotomous measure in my religious 
commitment scale and instead use religious beliefs and behaviors. 
80 These included the following four items, each measured using a 5-point scale: 
attendance at worship services (where 1=never and 5=more than once a week); prayer 
outside of worship services (where 1=never and 5=several times a day; Bible reading 
outside of worship services (where 1=never and 5=several times a day); and 
volunteering with religious organizations including one’s place of worship (where 
1=never and 5=more than once a week). Although respondents were also asked to report 
the percentage of income they donate to religious organizations, that variable was not 
included in the religious commitment scale due to low variance (which was almost 
certainly a result of the low incomes in the student sample).  
81 These included agreement with the following four statements, each measured using 
the same 5-point scale (where 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree): “There is a 
God”; “There is no such thing as the devil” (contrait); “There is life after death”; and 
“The Bible is the inspired word of God.” 
82 These included agreement with the following three statements, each measured using 
the same 5-point scale (where 1=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree): “If enough 



    97 

 

directly from the 2008 U.S. Religious Landscape Survey from the Pew Forum on 

Religion and Public Life and the 2004 NES. Three of the items were worded in the 

contrait direction to prevent acquiescence bias. I summed the responses to the 11 items 

to create a religious commitment scale ranging from 11 to 55 with mean response of 

29.7 (s.d. 10.2). The scale is sufficiently reliable with an alpha of 0.91. 

Before I conclude this section on motivational variables and move to ability 

variables, it will be helpful to clarify three items related to my index of religious 

commitment. First, the religious commitment scale includes all of the religious 

traditions discussed in the previous chapter. In that chapter, I used religious affiliation 

to measure religiosity (i.e., whether and where an individual attends regular worship 

services). Whereas religious affiliation is a categorical variable, religious commitment 

is a continuous variable. As such, it includes participants from all of the religious 

traditions discussed in Chapter 3 (Catholic, mainline Protestant, evangelical Protestant, 

other faiths, unaffiliated religious, and unaffiliated secular).  

Table 4.3 displays the mean religious commitment scores by religious affiliation, 

as well as the minimum and maximum religious commitment scores for individuals in 

each of the six religious traditions. Not surprisingly, unaffiliated participants have the 

lowest mean level of religious commitment and the smallest range of scores, all at the 

low end of the scale83. Evangelical Protestant participants have the highest mean level 

of religious commitment, followed by mainline Protestants and Catholics. 

                                                                                                                                          
people were brought to religious faith, social problems would take care of themselves”; 
“Religion is a private matter that does not belong in public discourse” (contrait); and “It 
is important for elected officials to be people of strong religious beliefs.” 
83 The religious commitment scale midpoint is 33. 
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Table 4.3: Religious Commitment Scale by Religious Affiliation 
 

Religious affiliation (N) Mean  
religious  

commitment (s.d.) 

Minimum Maximum 

Catholic (51) 31.0ce  
(7.4) 16 45 

Mainline Protestant (40) 32.8cef  
(7.7) 19 55 

Evangelical Protestant (35) 41.5abdef 
(7.5) 23 51 

Other religions (20) 29.4ce  
(8.2) 16 48 

Unaffiliated secular (47) 18.2abcdf  
(4.3) 11 28 

Unaffiliated religious (13) 26.2bce  
(5.8) 16 36 

Notes. Oneway analysis of variance. Tukey HSD significance tests. 
a means are significantly different from Catholic at .05 level 
b means are significantly different from Mainline at .05 level 
c means are significantly different from Evangelical at .05 level 
d means are significantly different from Other religions at .05 level 
e means are significantly different from Unaffiliated secular at .05 level 
f means are significantly different from Unaffilaited religious at .05 level 

 

Second, for obvious reasons, the scale I use here is not a good instrument for 

measuring religious commitment among some participants in the “other religions” 

category – particularly non-Christians. This is illustrated by the wide range of scores 

and the comparatively large standard deviation in this group. Some of the items in the 

scale (e.g., frequency of Bible reading, belief in one god, belief in the devil) fall outside 

of the beliefs and practices of Buddhists or Hindus, for example. This speaks more to 

the problem of the “other religions” category itself than it does to the religious 

commitment scale, a subject I addressed in the last chapter. Nevertheless, I include the 



    99 

 

20 “other religions” participants in the models at the end of this chapter since the other 

motivation and ability variables (e.g., issue support, need for cognition, need for 

closure, political knowledge) are still valid predictors for those individuals. 

Finally, although the religious commitment scale is meant to measure more than 

the subjective importance of religion in one’s life, the two are highly correlated. 

Responses to the question, “How much guidance does religion play in your day-to-day 

living?” are correlated with religious commitment at 0.82 (p=.000). Participants who 

use religion to guide their daily living also have high levels of religious behavior, 

orthodox religious beliefs, and believe religion has a part to play in politics. Figure 4.1 

displays the mean religious commitment scores by self-reported religious guidance. 

Participants who say that religion provides no daily guidance have less than half the 

level of religious commitment than participants who say that religion provides them “a 

great deal” of daily guidance.  

 

Measuring Ability: Political Knowledge 

In addition to motivation, central processing requires a sufficient amount of 

cognitive ability. If individuals lack information or knowledge about an issue, they 

cannot cognitively consider the issue and instead rely on peripheral cues when 

performing their judgment task. In this section, I discuss the key dispositional source of 

cognitive ability, at least as it relates to interpreting political messages: political 

knowledge. I also briefly discuss another measure of knowledge that relates to the value 

frame (biblical knowledge) in my experiment. 
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Figure 4.1: Religious Commitment Scale by Levels of Self-Reported 
Religious Guidance 

  
Political knowledge. Recent work on dual process models in political decision-

making suggests that individual expertise is a significant factor in determining the mode 

of processing (Barker & Hansen, 2005; Kam, 2005). Kam (2005) finds that political 

knowledge (or “political awareness”) “crisply distinguishes between heuristic and 

systematic processing” (164). The higher the level of political knowledge in an 

individual, the greater her reliance on issue-relevant information rather than source cues 

(like party affiliation) when making a policy decision. Kam (2005) finds that political 

knowledge84 is a better predictor of processing mode than need for cognition. In line 

with this research, I expect high political knowledge participants to list more thoughts 

                                                
84 To measure political awareness, Kam (2005) uses the same technique employed in 
the National Election Studies, namely, asking survey respondents to identify the offices 
held by various political figures. In this case, the political figures were William 
Rehnquist, John Ashcroft, Tony Blair, and Trent Lott. 
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and more message-relevant thoughts (i.e., show evidence of central processing) than 

participants with lower levels of political knowledge.  

I measure political knowledge using five items similar to those used in the 

National Election Studies and General Social Survey. In a multiple-choice format, 

participants were asked to identify the offices held by Condoleezza Rice and John 

Roberts. They were also asked to identify which institution was responsible for 

determining the constitutionality of laws, the percentage of votes required in Congress 

to override a presidential veto, and which party had the most members in the U.S. 

House of Representatives. I summed the responses from these five items to create a 

political knowledge scale ranging from 0 to 5. The mean score was 3.4 (s.d. 1.5) and the 

scale was sufficiently reliable with an alpha of 0.66. 

Since participants in my survey experiment were asked to perform a thought task 

(i.e., list their thoughts about environmental protection) after reading a political news 

article, political knowledge ought to be a valid indicator of cognitive ability. Other 

measures of ability, especially knowledge related to the value(s) invoked by the 

messenger in the article, might also be valid. I close this section with a discussion of 

one such measure, biblical knowledge85.  

Biblical knowledge. In both of the religious framing conditions, Congressman 

Scott cites a biblical justification for his position on the environment. In doing so, he 

                                                
85 Environmental knowledge might be another indictor of cognitive ability. A subjective 
measure was included on the survey (“How much do you feel you know about 
environmental issues?” where 1=very small amount and 5=very large amount), but it 
was not a significant predictor of central processing in any of the models I ran. Further, 
it was significantly correlated with religious commitment (negatively) and need for 
cognition, environmental support, and political knowledge (positively). For those 
reasons, I do not include it in the models in this chapter. 
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uses both biblical themes (“stewards of creation”) and direct biblical quotations (“[we 

should] fill the Earth and subdue it” from Genesis 1:28). Because of this, it is 

reasonable to expect that familiarity with biblical language would be another valid 

measure of cognitive ability. Biblical knowledge would not only serve as a resource 

from which individuals could draw when carrying out the thought task in the religious 

frame, but it could also signify a motivation to pay attention to the message offered. In 

either case, I would expect individuals with high biblical knowledge to pay careful 

attention to environmental arguments framed biblically. 

Ten statements were included in the survey to measure biblical familiarity. The 

statements were introduced with the following instructions: “Below you will find a list 

of common sayings. For each saying, please indicate whether or not it is found in the 

Bible. Not everyone knows the answers to these questions. If you do not know the 

answer, feel free to circle ‘Don’t know.’” Six of the statements were taken from the 

Bible (e.g., “a shining city on a hill” and “to everything there is a season”). The other 

four statements were taken from other sources (e.g., “love is blind” and “many hands 

make light work”). I summed the responses from these ten items to create a biblical 

knowledge scale ranging from 0 to 10. The mean score was 3.9 (s.d. 2.6) and the scale 

was reliable with an alpha of 0.77. However, biblical knowledge was not a significant 

predictor of central processing in any of the models I ran. Further, it was positively and 

significantly correlated with religious commitment, need for cognition, and political 

knowledge. To avoid problems with multicollinearity, therefore, I do not include it in 

the models in this chapter.  
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Results and Discussion 

In this section I estimate the effects of religious framing and the motivation and 

ability variables introduced in the previous section on cognitive processing. In Model I, 

I estimate overall thoughts listed (and message-relevant thoughts listed) as a function of 

the framing condition alone. In Model II, I add the ability variable: political knowledge. 

In Model III, I add the motivational variables: need for cognition, need for closure, 

religious commitment, and environmental support. The fourth and final model includes 

interactions between the individual difference motivational variables and the framing 

condition. Each of the models also includes three control variables: party 

identification86, survey group87, and a dummy variable for the pro/anti direction of the 

framing conditions. I discuss each of the models in turn, along with the OLS regression 

results for each model, as displayed in Table 4.4 (where the dependent variable is 

thoughts listed) and Table 4.5 (where the dependent variable is message-relevant 

thoughts listed). 

I estimate Model I as follows: 

Thoughts listed = b0 + b1Religion Frame 

Chapter 3 concluded with evidence that participants who were given economic 

frames showed more extensive thought than participants who were given religious 

frames. This finding came from a one-way ANOVA comparing the mean number of 

thoughts listed by participants in both framing conditions. In this regression model, if 

                                                
86 Measured using the following seven-point scale: “Generally speaking, do you usually 
think of yourself as a Democrat, Independent, or Republican?” where 1=strong 
Democrat and 7=strong Republican. 
87 The survey experiment was conducted in seven undergraduate classes over two 
months. 
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participants in the religious framing conditions report fewer thoughts on the 

environment than participants in the economic framing conditions, then b1 should be 

negative and significant. The regression results (displayed in the second column of 

Table 4.4) confirm the finding from Chapter 3: participants in the religious framing 

conditions were less likely to engage in central processing than participants in the 

economic framing conditions. Participants in the economic frames reported an average 

of 5.79 thoughts, while those in the religious frames listed 5.08 thoughts, controlling for 

party identification (shown in the second row of Table 4.4) and framing direction (pro- 

or anti-environment, not shown in Table 4.4). The variables in Model I only account for 

three percent of the variance in the dependent variable, however. 

Of course I am interested using more than just the framing condition to explain 

processing mode. In Model II, I add political knowledge, the cognitive ability variable 

that Kam (2005) suggests “crisply” determines whether an individual will engage in 

central or peripheral processing. I estimate the following model: 

Thoughts listed = b0 + b1Religion Frame  
+ b2Political Knowledge 

 
If political knowledge contributes to central processing (independent of framing 

condition and party identification), then b2 should be positive and significant. The 

regression results for Model II appear in the third column of Table 4.4. Although 

participants with higher levels of political knowledge listed more thoughts, the 

influence of the variable is not statistically significant. The framing condition remains a 

better predictor of effortful processing, with participants in the religious framing 

conditions listing fewer thoughts than those in the economic framing conditions. Only 
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four percent of the variance in number of thoughts listed is explained by the variables in 

Model II. 

Why does political knowledge fall flat as a predictor? A likely reason is the lack 

of political source-relevant information in my experiment. As mentioned above, recent 

research suggests that political knowledge plays a key role in determining processing 

mode. Like a railroad switch that guides a train onto one track or another, political 

knowledge directs an individual toward either central processing or peripheral 

processing when he must form an opinion about a political issue. A politically 

knowledgeable individual uses issue-relevant information while a less-knowledgeable 

individual is swayed by “easy cues” like the party identification of the messenger. 

Because very few political cues are given about the speaker in my experiment, political 

knowledge cannot operate as the switch. Since values are more salient than politics in 

my experiment, I would expect value awareness (e.g., biblical knowledge) to serve that 

function. As discussed above, however, that variable also failed to predict effortful 

processing, so perhaps a motivational variable that I did not expect to be significant 

(e.g., religious commitment) will play a role.  

To test this, I turn to Model III, which adds five motivational variables: 

Thoughts listed = b0 + b1Religion Frame  
+ b2Political Knowledge 
+ b3Religious commitment 
+ b4Need for cognition 
+ b5Need for closure 
+ b6Environmental Support 

 
Recall that I expect individuals with a high need for cognition to engage in 

central processing. If true, then b4 should be positive and significant. I expect the 



    106 

 

opposite for individuals with a high need for closure, that is, I expect them to engage in 

peripheral processing. If true, then b5 should be negative and significant. I also expect 

individuals with high levels of environmental support to engage the arguments and list 

more thoughts about environmental protection than individuals with lower levels of 

environmental support. If true, then b6 should be positive and significant. Finally, 

setting aside the discussion in the previous paragraph (that a motivational variable like 

religious commitment might fill the gap left by political knowledge), I would only 

expect religious commitment to predict mode of processing in the religion framing 

conditions. I include an interaction between these variables in Model IV, so I do not 

expect b3 to be significant in Model III. 

In fact, religious commitment is a significant predictor of peripheral processing 

in Model III. Religiously committed participants had significantly fewer thoughts on the 

environment, as seen in column four of Table 4.4. Further, the standardized beta 

coefficients (shown in italics in Table 4.4) shows religious commitment to be the 

strongest predictor of processing mode – stronger than the other motivational variables 

like need for cognition and need for closure, and stronger than party identification and 

framing condition. Religiously committed individuals (i.e., those with high rates of 

religious behavior, orthodox beliefs, and support of religious engagement in politics) 

showed significantly lower levels of central processing. This is true, controlling for the 

comparatively low levels of environmental support among the religiously committed, 

controlling for party identification, and controlling for religious and economic framing 

conditions. By itself, religious commitment dampens central processing on 

environmental thought. 
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The other motivational variables – need for cognition, need for closure, and 

support for environment – produced results that were consistent with my hypotheses. 

Participants with a high need for cognition and participants who strongly support the 

environment listed significantly more thoughts. Participants with a high need for closure 

listed fewer thoughts, but the coefficient is not statistically significant. 

Model III does not take into account the potentially important interactions 

between these motivational variables and framing condition. Having shown that 

framing religious framing is associated with peripheral processing and having shown 

motivational variables to have varying effects on processing mode, I turn to Model IV 

which looks at how motivational variables interact with religious framing. I estimate the 

model as follows: 

Thoughts listed = b0 + b1Religion Frame + ... b6Environmental Support 
+ b7Religious Commitment * Religion Frame 
+ b8Need for Cognition * Religion Frame 
+ b9Need for Closure * Religion Frame 
+ b10Environmental Support * Religion Frame 

 I expect religious commitment to predict central processing in religious frames. 

That is, I expect participants with high levels of religious commitment to process 

environmental arguments more thoughtfully than participants with low levels of 

religious commitment when those arguments are framed religiously. If true, then b7 will 

be positive and significant. I have no reason to believe that need for cognition will 

affect central processing in religious frames differently than in economic frames. That 

is, I expect participants with a high need for cognition to process environmental 

arguments just as thoughtfully when arguments are framed religiously or economically. 

If true, then b4 will remain positive and significant while b8 will not be significant. 



    108 

 

Finally, I expect need for closure to predict peripheral processing in religious frames. 

Although need for closure was not predictive in Model III, I expect that it will be in 

Model IV because of the significant relationship already shown between religious 

framing and peripheral processing. In other words, given the right context (i.e., a 

religious frame that independently invites peripheral processing), need for closure 

should predict less effortful processing. If true, then b9 will be negative and significant 

even while b5 remains insignificant. 

 To avoid problems with muticollinearity, I centered the variables in the 

interaction terms about their means. I did this by creating new variables for religious 

commitment, environmental support, need for cognition, and need for closure in which 

each score for these variables was subtracted by the mean of that variable.  

 The regression results can be seen in the fifth column of Table 4.4. Like the 

previous three models, the framing condition remains significant, as participants in the 

religion framing conditions reported fewer thoughts than those in the economic framing 

conditions. Religious commitment, the motivational variable introduced in Model III, 

remains on the edge of statistical significance. However, the interaction between 

religious commitment and religion framing is not significant. This is evidence that 

religious commitment has an effect on processing mode that is independent of the 

framing context. Participants with high levels of religious commitment list fewer 

thoughts about the environment regardless of whether the issue is framed religiously or 

economically. For the first time in any of the models, party identification becomes a 
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significant variable, with Republicans listing more thoughts than Democrats88. Turning 

to the remaining interaction terms, there were fewer thoughts listed among individuals 

with a high need for closure in the religious frames, as well as fewer thoughts listed 

among environmental supporters in the religious framing conditions. The variables in 

Model IV account for 20 percent of the variance in the dependent variable. 

 Before looking at how these variables affect message-relevant thoughts (the 

other measure of central processing) it is worth noting the contrasting effects of need for 

cognition and need for closure on cognitive processing. I ran Model III separately for 

the religious framing conditions and the economic framing conditions (results not 

shown here). While need for cognition is a significant predictor of central processing in 

the economic framing conditions, it is not a significant predictor in the religious framing 

conditions. Interestingly, while need for closure is a significant predictor of peripheral 

processing in the religious framing conditions, it is not a significant predictor in the 

economic framing conditions (a result that can be partially seen by the interaction 

between religious frame and need for closure in Model IV). In other words, need for 

closure replaces need for cognition as a significant motivational variable when one 

looks at religious framing rather than economic framing. This suggests that the framing 

context moderates the relationship between motivational variables and mode of 

processing. It appears that religious framing depresses effortful processing, especially  

                                                
88 Given that Republicans in my sample had lower levels of environmental support than 
Democrats, this could be evidence of reactance, as Republican participants, motivated 
to explain their opposition to environmental protection, list more thoughts about the 
issue. An argument against this explanation, however, would point out that since 
environmental support is included in the model, the effects of environmental opposition 
are already controlled.  
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Table 4.4: Effects of Motivation, Ability, and Frames on Mean Number of 
Thoughts Listed 

 Model I 
(frames only) 

Model II 
(ability added) 

Model III 
(motivation added) 

Model IV 
(interactions added) 

Religious frame -0.71 (0.35)* 
-0.16 

-0.73 (0.35)* 
-0.16 

-0.64 (0.33)# 
-0.14 

-0.63 (0.32)* 
-0.14 

Party ID -0.08 (0.11) 
-0.06 

-0.07 (0.11) 
0.07 

0.23 (0.13)# 
0.17 

0.28 (0.13)* 
0.20 

Political  
knowledge 

. 0.12 (0.13) 
0.07 

0.05 (0.13) 
0.03 

0.06 (0.13) 
0.04 

Religious 
commitment 

. . -0.06 (0.02)** 
-0.25 

-0.04 (0.03)# 
-0.20 

Need for  
cognition 

. . 0.12 (0.05)* 
0.19 

0.14 (0.06)* 
0.23 

Need for closure . . -0.03 (0.07) 
-0.04 

0.10 (0.10) 
0.11 

Pro environment . . 0.02 (0.01)* 
0.21 

0.04 (0.01)** 
0.42 

Relframe* 
Relcommitment 

. . . -0.04 (0.03) 
-0.11 

Relframe*Need 
cognition 

. . . -0.05 (0.09) 
-0.05 

Relframe*Need 
closure 

. . . -0.04 (0.13)# 
-0.20 

Relframe*Pro 
environment 

. . . -0.04 (0.02)* 
-0.26 

Constant 5.79*** 5.47*** 5.59*** 5.63*** 

R2 0.03 0.04 0.16 0.20 

N 170 170 170 170 

Notes. Dependent variable is mean number of thought listed. Standard errors for unstandardized 
coefficients in parentheses. Standardized beta coefficients in italics. All four models control for valence 
framing condition (i.e., pro/anti issue frame) and experimental group. 
#p<.10  *p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001. 
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among individuals who need to settle issues quickly and cleanly. And economic 

framing enhances effortful processing, especially among individuals who need to think 

about issues carefully and thoroughly. I discuss the democratic implications of this 

further in Chapter 5. 

 In conclude this chapter by running the same four models for the other measure 

of central processing – number of message relevant thoughts listed – and briefly 

discussing the results. 

 Table 4.5 contains the logistic regression coefficients for the same four models 

displayed in Table 4.4. The difference between the tables is that the dependent variable 

in Table 4.5 is a dichotomous measure of whether the participant listed one or more 

message-relevant thoughts (1) or not (0) rather than overall thoughts listed by 

participants in the experiment. Because comparatively few participants listed message-

relevant thoughts (55 out of 186 total thoughts), the mean number of message-relevant 

thoughts is skewed heavily toward zero. This means that the distribution of the data is 

not normal and ordinary least-squares regression cannot be used. 

 Looking at the coefficients in Table 4.5, a few observations deserve 

consideration: First, two key variables that predict total number of thoughts (Table 4.4) 

also predict fewer message-relevant thoughts. The coefficients for religious frames and 

religious commitment are negative in all of the models in Table 4.5. Exposure to 

religious frames and high levels of religious commitment among individuals each lead 

to a lower likelihood of producing message-relevant thoughts (i.e., a greater likelihood 

of peripheral processing). However, the coefficients for variables that had predicted 
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Table 4.5: Effects of Motivation, Ability, and Frames on Mean Number of  
Message-Relevant Thoughts Listed 

 Model I 
(frames only) 

Model II 
(ability added) 

Model III 
(motivation added) 

Model IV 
(interactions added) 

Religious frame -1.33** 
(0.41) 

-1.33** 
(0.41) 

-1.30** 
(0.42) 

-1.63** 
(0.53) 

Party ID -0.06 
(0.13) 

-0.06 
(0.13) 

-0.01 
(0.16) 

-0.02 
(0.17) 

Political  
knowledge 

. 0.02 
(0.15) 

-0.03 
(0.16) 

-0.11 
(0.17) 

Religious 
commitment 

. . -0.02 
(0.02) 

-0.08* 
(0.03) 

Need for  
cognition 

. . 0.06 
(0.06) 

0.02 
(0.07) 

Need for closure . . -0.05 
(0.08) 

-0.08 
(0.10) 

Pro environment . . -0.00 
(0.01) 

-0.02 
(0.02) 

Relframe* 
Relcommitment 

. . . 0.16** 
(0.05) 

Relframe*Need 
cognition 

. . . 0.16 
(0.14) 

Relframe*Need 
closure 

. . . 0.13 
(0.19) 

Relframe*Pro 
environment 

. . . 0.06* 
(0.03) 

Constant 0.04 -0.01 0.26 0.77 

Percent Correct 77.6 77.6 77.6 78.2 

N 170 170 170 170 

Notes. Entries are logistic regression coefficients for whether or not any message-relevant thoughts 
were listed. Standard errors in parentheses. All four models control for valence framing condition (i.e., 
pro/anti issue frame) and experimental group. 
#p<.10  *p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001. 
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 central processing in Table 4.4 (i.e., need for cognition, party identification, and 

environmental support) are essentially zero in Table 4.5 and not statistically significant. 

 Participants given religious frames were less likely to engage in central 

processing, and were less likely to list message-relevant thoughts in all four models (see 

row 1). Religious commitment continues to produce peripheral processing, as 

participants with high levels of religious commitment were less likely to list any 

message-relevant thoughts, but more likely to list message-relevant thoughts when they 

were exposed to religious framing. So although the highly religious may not be 

persuaded by religious framing (as discussed in Chapter 3), they are more likely to 

engage in thoughtful consideration of those messages than individuals with low levels 

of religious commitment. 

 The picture that emerges from using two measures of processing mode (i.e., 

total thoughts listed and message-relevant thoughts listed) is one in which the type of 

value frame (in this case, a religious frame) effects an individual’s mode of processing. 

Religious framing generally produces peripheral processing. But individual 

characteristics (in this case, religious commitment) matter as well, as they interact with 

the framing type to lead certain individuals (in this case, the more religious) to consider 

the messages they read more carefully than others (in this case, the less religious). I 

discuss this conclusion and its implications in greater detail, along with other 

observations and considerations about this project in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5: 
A Discussion on the Effects of Religious Framing 

  

 In the preceding chapters I have discussed how political elites use religious 

invocations to persuade their audiences. I have also discussed how those invocations 

affect the way audiences process information about public policy. In Chapter 1 I 

described these religious invocations as “religious framing,” and I situated it in the 

broader scope of research on values framing and framing effects. In Chapter 2 I looked 

at how religious framing has been used by political elites (specifically, presidents) 

throughout American history and discussed three ways social scientists have explained 

its use. In Chapters 3 and 4 I introduced a survey experiment that I conducted to explore 

the effects of religious framing, both on changing attitudes toward environmental 

protection and on information processing surrounding that issue. I found that while 

religious framing is largely ineffective at moving opinion among the religiously 

affiliated, it is quite effective at turning off the religiously unaffiliated. Further, I found 

that religious framing both organizes and simplifies the decision-making process, 

leading individuals to think about the environment in religious terms (i.e., to place more 

importance on religion when thinking about the environment) and encouraging 

peripheral rather than central information processing. 

 I have organized this concluding chapter to accomplish the following three 

objectives: First, I will discuss in greater detail the results of the survey experiment that 

I introduced in Chapters 3 and 4 by exploring implications that follow from the results I 

introduced in those earlier chapters. Second, I will address the limitations of this 

project, specifically the constraints that flow out of the sample I used. Third, I will 
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discuss how this project fits into the larger body of framing research and suggest 

possibilities for future research. I will argue that very little research has been done on 

religious framing, and since it is not likely to disappear anytime soon, political scientists 

have much catching up to do to explain its influence, effects, and limitations. 

 

Discussion: Religious Framing on Religiously Affiliated 

 In Chapter 3 I laid out my expectation that religious framing would be effective 

at moving environmental attitudes among the religiously affiliated but not among the 

unaffiliated (Hypothesis 4). I based this hypothesis on previous research showing that 

certain audience characteristics can moderate the strength of framing effects. 

Specifically, an audience is more open to framing effects when its members share the 

values invoked by the speaker (e.g., a shared ideology between audience and speaker, in 

Hartman & Weber, 2006). Over the last several decades, many political elites have used 

religious invocations to shape public opinion and mobilize religious voters (Domke & 

Coe, 2008b). Hypothesis 4 was based on my interest to test the effectiveness of using 

religious framing as a tool for political persuasion. 

 After conducting my experiment, however, I found that religious framing that 

supported environmental protection was ineffective at increasing environmental support 

among either the religiously affiliated or unaffiliated. In fact, Catholics, mainline 

Protestants, evangelical Protestants and unaffiliated secular participants showed 

decreased levels of support for the environment after reading religious arguments 

supporting the issue (although none of the results approached statistical significance). 

Among those who read religious arguments against the environment, only Catholic 
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participants showed a decrease in environmental support at a level that approached 

statistical significance (a decline of 5 points on the 100-point scale, p=0.13). 

  The inability of religious framing to move attitudes among the religiously 

affiliated stands out like Sherlock Holmes’ dog that did not bark. Why was religious 

framing so ineffective in this case? I suggest three possible answers. One possibility is 

that the frame was simply too weak and not convincing to the audience. Recall that I 

administered a pilot survey several months before the experiment in which respondents 

viewed the religious frames (both pro- and anti-environment) as significantly weaker 

than other frames based on economic, individualistic, or generational arguments. 

However, respondents with high levels of religious commitment viewed religious and 

economic frames as equal in strength. Therefore, while religious framing might not 

convince the unaffiliated to alter their attitudes toward the environment, I expected it 

would have just as strong an impact as economic framing among religiously committed 

participants. However, neither the religious nor the economic frames had a significant 

effect on changing environmental attitudes, so it appears that both of them were 

unconvincing to the audience. 

 A second explanation for the ineffectiveness of religious framing is related to 

the first:  the high level of support of environmental protection among all participants 

made it difficult to move opinion, especially considering the weakness of the frames 

offered. Previous research shows that framing effects tend to be more pronounced on 

novel issues over which individuals have not formed strong predispositions or hold 

ambivalent attitudes (Gross, 2000; Hartman & Weber, 2006). This was not the case 

among the experimental participants. Very few were unfamiliar with or ambivalent 
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toward environmental protection. The mean environmental support score among all 

participants at Time1 was 59.9 on a 100-point scale. Further, all major religious 

traditions had environmental support scores above 50, except evangelical Protestants 

(49.8), and every tradition reported a mean environmental importance score above the 

midpoint89. The combination of strong support and high salience on the environment 

made it difficult to alter individuals’ attitudes on the issue, especially using a frame that 

was weak or unfamiliar to them.  

 Recall that I selected the issue of environmental protection because political 

scientists consider it a “new issue” in terms of religious framing. That is, for adherents 

within many religious traditions, it is an issue without a long religious history. By doing 

this, I set up a hardest-case scenario. Perhaps thinking about the environment in 

religious terms is so new that the religious frames are not sufficiently familiar or 

believable among the religiously affiliated in the experiment90. Druckman (2001b) 

shows that framing effects are moderated by the credibility of the source. Only sources 

that audiences perceive as credible can effectively use framing to elicit attitude change. 

Perhaps religious participants did not consider an unfamiliar congressional candidate 

from a faraway state to be a credible source for framing the environment in religious 

terms – especially when they had not heard the issue framed in the same way in their 

own places of worship.    

                                                
89 The midpoint is 3 on a 5-point scale using the question, “How important is the issue 
of the environment to you personally?” See Table 3.3. 
90 Note that the pilot survey included a measurement of familiarity: [How often have 
you] heard anyone in person or in the news media make [the] argument? Taken as a 
whole, respondents were more familiar with the economic arguments. But religiously 
affiliated respondents were just as familiar with the religious arguments as the economic 
arguments. 
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 A third possibility is that framing effects occur when audiences identify with the 

speaker himself rather than the content of his message or the values they elicit. In 

Hartman and Weber’s (2006) experiment showing the effects of ideological congruence 

on framing, the speaker was labeled as either a liberal or conservative. These labels 

allowed the participants in their experiment to directly identify with the speaker 

ideologically. The participants in my experiment could not directly identify with the 

speaker religiously because he was not given a religious label. Of course participants 

could infer that the speaker had religious convictions that influenced his political 

positions, but they were not given any information to identify his specific religious 

tradition. If I had identified him as evangelical or Catholic, those groups may have 

accepted the frame he offered. But because I wanted the experiment to test the effects of 

religious framing and not social identity, I did not include the speaker’s religious or 

political identity in the treatment articles. 

 

Discussion: Religious Framing on Religiously Unaffiliated 

 Although the religiously affiliated did not respond to religious framing as I 

expected, the response among some of the unaffiliated participants is noteworthy and 

deserves attention. As discussed in Chapter 3, unaffiliated participants (both religious 

and secular) in the anti-issue religious frame increased their support for environmental 

protection. That is, after reading a religious argument against the environment, these 

participants grew stronger in their support of the issue. Unaffiliated religious 

participants increased their support by nearly six points in the 100-point scale, while 

unaffiliated seculars increased their support by more than four points. The increase in 
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environmental support among this latter group is particularly impressive, given their 

support for the environment at Time1 of the experiment was already higher than any of 

the other groups. In other words, unaffiliated seculars, who reported the highest initial 

level of environmental support, increased that support by more than four points after 

reading a religious argument against protecting the environment. Further, unaffiliated 

seculars in the anti-environment religious condition were the only participants in the 

experiment to use expletives in the open-ended thought listing exercise, challenging the 

congressional candidate in the article with statements like “Oh my God this is 

ridiculous”, “I want to punch him in the face”, and “bullshit.” Taken together, these 

results – an increase in environmental support after exposure to an anti-environmental 

argument, and strongly worded open ended responses – point to a significant rejection 

of religious framing by the religiously unaffiliated in this experiment. 

 Interestingly, this pushback against religion’s influence in American politics 

mirrors recent political science research. In their study on authoritarianism, 

Hetherington and Weiler (Forthcoming) find a growing hostility toward Christian 

fundamentalists, especially among non-authoritarians. Using National Election Studies 

data, they show that non-authoritarians report considerably less affinity for 

fundamentalists than authoritarians report for one of their least-like groups, gay men 

and lesbians. Indeed, one of the themes Hetherington and Weiler demonstrate 

throughout their book is the deepening cleavage between groups “caused more by a 

change in non-authoritarians’ opinions and behaviors than authoritarians’ [opinions and 

behavior]” (p. 157). In essence, they argue that while authoritarians’ hostility to their 

least-liked groups remains constant, non-authoritarians’ hostility varies as perceived 
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threat increases or decreases or issues become more or less salient91. Religion’s rise in 

contemporary American politics is meeting resistance from those who do not consider it 

a proper tool for gaining political power. Given that those identifying as “unaffiliated” 

make up the fastest growing segment of religious identification in the United States 

today, this is a trend that will have a significant effect on political elites who try to 

employ the “God strategy” to build voting coalitions and win elections in the future.   

 When it comes to the specific issue of religious invocations in political speech, 

there is evidence of declining acceptance among American voters. A poll by the Pew 

Forum on Religion and Public Life in 2004 revealed that one third of Americans 

thought there was “about the right amount” of religious expression in politics, and 31 

percent thought there was “too little” religious expression in politics (Black, 2008). But 

in 2008, another study by the Pew Forum showed that 46 percent of Americans were 

uncomfortable when they hear politicians talk about religion, an increase of 6 percent 

since 2004. The same study reported that over half of all Americans believed that 

churches should keep out of social and political matters altogether, an increase of 8 

percent since 2004 – and the first time a majority of respondents expressed such an 

attitude since Pew began asking the question in 1996 (Pew, 2008b). 

                                                
91 It is important to note that I do not measure authoritarianism in my survey, so I 
cannot make a one-to-one comparison between “unaffiliated” in my study and “non-
authoritarians” in their study. The two groups share important characteristics, however, 
such as a high need for cognition (Ibid., p. 90) and low levels of church attendance 
(Ibid., pp. 101-102).  
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Discussion: Religious Framing and Information Processing 

 In addition to its effects on attitudes themselves, value framing also affects how 

individuals process information on their way to forming attitudes. Recall from Chapter 

3 that in my experiment value framing narrowed participants’ thoughts about 

environmental protection. When they were asked to give their thoughts about the 

environment, participants in the religious framing conditions were more likely to use 

religious language, while those in the economic framing conditions were more likely to 

use economic language (see Tables 3.7 and 3.8). This suggests that participants 

accepted the frames they were offered. They may not have agreed with the conclusions 

that the congressional candidate in the article reached about the environment – in many 

cases they strongly opposed them – but they gave greater weight to the values invoked 

by the frames they were offered. That is, participants in the religious framing conditions 

thought about the religious arguments for and against environmental protection, and 

participants in the economic framing conditions thought about the economic arguments 

for and against environmental protection. (Of course, these considerations also came up 

among participants in the no-frames control group, but to a significantly lesser 

degree92.) 

 These results, taken with a necessary degree of caution (which I discuss in the 

next section), suggest both good and bad news for those interested in the effects of 

                                                
92 Just under 12 percent of participants in the religious framing conditions mentioned 
religion, but only 4.5 percent of the control group mentioned religion. And 36.3 percent 
of participants in the economic framing conditions mentioned economics, while 22.7 
percent of the control group mentioned economics. Looking at the control group alone 
provides evidence that, absent framing, participants were more likely to think about the 
environment in terms of its economic nature than its religious nature. 
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value framing on policy debates. The optimist would argue that value framing provides 

the public with common ground for policy discussions. By framing complex issues in 

terms of deeply held values like religion, political elites establish the means by which 

the public can debate issues without the costs of acquiring new, detailed information. 

For example, when elites argue that there are religious reasons to support or oppose 

environmental protection, they help the public by allowing them to fall back on familiar 

religious considerations when it thinks about the issue.  

 On the other hand, the pessimist would argue that by focusing the public’s 

attention on a narrow set of considerations, value framing blinds the public to important 

considerations and makes meaningful policy debates unlikely. By discouraging 

extensive, diverse thought, value framing make it less likely that citizens will engage in 

the exchange of competing ideas necessary for deliberative democracy. For example, 

when elites argue that there are religious reasons to support or oppose environmental 

protection, they hurt the public by neglecting other important considerations like the 

economic or generational impact of the issue. 

 But the experiment also showed that value framing affects groups of individuals 

in different ways. Religious framing simplified individuals’ thoughts about the 

environment. Participants in the religious framing conditions consistently offered fewer 

thoughts about the environment than participants in the economic framing conditions or 

the control group. Further, religious commitment (i.e., high levels of religious salience, 

religious behavior, and traditional/orthodox religious beliefs) was the single strongest 

predictor of number of thoughts listed. Those with high levels of religious commitment 

offered fewer thoughts about the environment, regardless of framing condition. And 
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when other motivational variables like need for closure and need for cognition were 

combined with framing condition, religious framing depressed effortful processing 

among individuals who need to settle issues quickly and cleanly (i.e., high need for 

closure) and economic framing enhanced effortful processing among those who enjoy 

effortful thought (i.e., high need for cognition). This interaction suggests that religious 

framing is at best unhelpful or at worst antithetical to fostering an environment of rich, 

diverse, robust debate that is the foundation of deliberative democracy.   

     

Objections and Limitations 

 Although this project produced some promising findings, the results reported 

here have certain limitations. The experimental nature of the study was designed to 

explore psychological processes within certain groups of individuals. Caution should be 

used when generalizing the results to larger populations. In this section, I discuss these 

limitations and how they should be interpreted. 

 The most obvious limitation involves the student sample in the experiment. As 

discussed in Chapter 3, the sample was unrepresentative of the U.S. population in a 

number of ways. It was younger, more liberal, more Democratic, and more male than 

the population as a whole. This may or may not pose significant problems for this 

project. On the one hand, when it comes to examining the responses to value framing, 

student samples do not tend to behave any differently than other adult samples. Several 

recent studies argue that the psychological foundations of value framing do not vary 

between student samples and the rest of the population (Brewer & Gross, 2005; Nelson, 

Oxley, & Clawson, 1997).  
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 On the other hand, in his comparison of student and adult samples, Sears (1986) 

stresses the importance of identifying “the ways in which college students in the 

laboratory differ from the general population in everyday life” (p. 520). This is 

especially important if the student sample differs in ways that are meaningful or directly 

relate to the relevant research questions in the study.  

 In my case, two differences between students and older adults are significant. 

First, the student sample had lower levels of religious affiliation than the rest of the 

population. Compared to national samples, the student sample had more unaffiliated 

participants and fewer evangelical Protestants and African American Protestants. As 

mentioned above, I was not interested in having a sample that reflected the U.S. 

population, but I was interested in having sufficiently large numbers of America’s 

major religious traditions in each of the framing conditions so that I could explore their 

responses to religious framing. I addressed the low number of evangelicals by 

conducting one of the experimental sessions at an evangelical liberal arts college. While 

this gave me a satisfactory number of evangelicals, it did not help increase the sample 

of smaller religious traditions, like African American Protestants, Hispanic Catholics, 

Jews, Muslims, or Orthodox Christians. While it was beyond the scope of the current 

project, studying the effects of religious framing on these groups would be an 

interesting and obvious next step. 

 Aside from religious affiliation, however, there is the problem of religious 

commitment of college students. College is a time of important transition for young 

adults, and religious behavior and beliefs are no exception. While many students carry 

the religious affiliation of their parents, they may not practice their faith to the same 
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degree as older adults. If true, they may be less likely to be persuaded by religious 

framing. In terms of religious commitment (i.e., religious salience, beliefs, and 

behaviors), the evangelical Protestants in the student sample were fairly representative 

of evangelicals as a whole. But mainline Protestant, Catholic, and unaffiliated students 

had significantly lower levels of religious salience and behavior and less orthodox 

religious beliefs than their respective populations. For example, just 32.5 percent of 

mainline Protestant students said their prayed daily, compared to 53 percent of a 

national sample of mainline Protestants93. Similarly, 24.5 percent of Catholic students 

said they prayed daily, compared to 58 percent of all Catholics. Weekly attendance at 

worship services was also more than 10 points lower among mainline Protestant and 

Catholic students than older adults. Further, the unaffiliated students in the sample were 

far less religious than a national sample of unaffiliated adults. Among all unaffiliated 

students (i.e., both religious and secular unaffiliated), 13.3 percent agreed in the 

existence of God, compared to 36 percent in the national sample; 10 percent agreed that 

the Bible is the word of God compared to 25 percent in the national sample; and 3.3 

percent said they pray daily compared to 22 percent in the national sample. The fact that 

the unaffiliated students in the experiment were significantly more secular than 

unaffiliated Americans as a whole makes it very difficult to say that religiously 

unaffiliated Americans would respond to religious framing as strongly as the 

unaffiliated students in the experiment. 

                                                
93 The national sample figures in this section are from the Pew Forum’s Religious 
Landscape Survey (2008). See http://religions.pewforum.org/ for this data. 
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 The relatively high levels of environmental support and importance are the other 

important differences between the sample and the rest of the adult population. Young 

adults, Democrats, and liberals are more likely to rate the environment as a top policy 

priority, support strong environmental protection, and agree that major sacrifices may 

be required to reduce global warming (Pew, 2008a, 2009b). The student sample was 

more likely than the general population to support cuts in the standard of living to 

protect the environment94 and more likely to disagree that the country worries too much 

about the future of environment to the neglect of the economy95. Nearly half (45.4 

percent) of the student sample said that the environment was either a very important 

issue or an extremely important issue to them. Given that framing effects are more 

likely when the issue being framed is novel, seeing framing effects from this group was 

a hardest-case scenario. Considering the extremity and salience of environmental 

protection in the sample, it is remarkable that the framing conditions affected attitudes 

at all, increasing already-high levels of support in some cases, and lowering it in others. 

 I would expect to see more evidence of religious framing effects in issues that 

are both new in terms of religious engagement and are less salient to the audience. As 

discussed ealier, political scientists have identified other “new issues” being framed 

religiously in American’s churches: issues like poverty, immigration, torture, war, and 

economic justice. While I started this project with the intention of exploring attitudes 

                                                
94 37.8 percent of the student sample agreed or strongly agreed that “this country should 
accept cuts in its standard of living in order to protect the environment” compared to 
29.9 percent in the General Social Survey national sample. 
95 60.1 percent of the student sample disagreed or strongly disagreed that “this country 
worries too much about the future of the environment and not enough about prices and 
jobs today” compared to 43.6 percent in the General Social Survey national sample. 
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toward immigration as well as the environment, I scaled back in order to maintain 

sufficient sample sizes within the conditioning groups. Any of the above issues would 

provide fodder for studying the effects of religious framing in the future. 

   

Contributions and Future Research 

 Explaining how, why, and when framing effects work is not an easy task. 

Although many studies have been done on framing, it is only recently that serious 

attempts have been made to connect the various threads of this research. Over the last 

two decades, social scientists have worked to develop a unifying theory of framing – 

particularly, a framework for studying framing effects. This is important because 

framing is so prevalent in politics and because framing effects are extraordinarily 

complex. In an organized way, Druckman (2001b) has provided useful definitions and 

delineations of the two main categories of framing effects (equivalency framing effect 

and emphasis framing effects). Brewer (2001) has set apart value frames as a type of 

emphasis frame that links policy positions to a core values. And Nelson and his 

colleagues have laid the groundwork for explaining the psychological mechanisms 

behind value framing – namely, that “value frames influence the importance that 

audience members attach to values, rather than the accessibility of values” (Brewer & 

Gross, 2005). In other words, value framing is more than value priming. Rather than 

make values more accessible in the minds of the audience, value framing leads 

audiences to attach greater importance to the value being invoked as they form 

considerations toward an issue. 
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 While much exploration has been done on the effects and mechanisms of 

framing values like egalitarianism and individualism, little research has been done when 

it comes to framing religious faith. This is unusual, given the history and prevalence of 

religious language in American politics. By including religious appeals alongside these 

other values, I have taken a step toward providing a more complete understanding of 

how framing has been used in politics. By looking at how individuals within America’s 

major religious traditions respond to these frames, I have provided a more complete 

picture of the individual-level variables that moderate framing effects. 

 One opportunity for future research on religious framing would be to look at its 

strategic uses, especially from a partisan perspective. Recent reports indicate that 

President Barack Obama has invoked the name of Jesus Christ in his high-profile 

speeches more often than his predecessor, George W. Bush (Javers, 2009). If one 

assumes there is a strategic component to religious invocations in politics (i.e., a “God 

strategy” at work), explaining the differences between presidents (or other political 

elites) would be an interesting research question. One explanation might be in the 

difference between “broadcasting” and “narrowcasting” religion. Under this line of 

thought, one might argue that President Bush used indirect religious invocations (e.g., 

lines from hymns, scriptural references, and other religious imagery) to signal support – 

or narrowcast – to a targeted audience like traditionalist Catholics or evangelical 

Protestants. By contrast, President Obama uses direct religious references (e.g., stories 

of his faith or mentions of Jesus) to broadly connect with people of diverse faiths and 

build a religious voting coalition that has not been part of the Democrat Party base for 
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the last few elections96. I did not include partisan cues in my study because I did not 

want it to cloud the effects of the frame itself, but it would be interesting to see how 

religious traditions and partisan groups respond to religious framing by Republican 

elites compared to Democratic elites.  

 American politicians have a long tradition of invoking God, quoting scripture, 

and mixing religious language in political communication. These invocations, which I 

have described as religious framing, show no signs of slowing down in both their 

overall use and in the scope of policy positions they are used to defend. It is not yet 

clear how religiously affiliated or unaffiliated voters will respond to such messages in 

the future. Answering that question will require both an understanding of how religious 

frames are used and a consideration of the complex and changing religious landscape in 

the American electorate. My goal in this project has been to make a contribution toward 

answering that question. 

                                                
96 Another argument might be that President Obama invokes Jesus in his speeches 
simply to dispel the incorrect but persistent belief among roughly 10 percent of 
Americans that he is a Muslim. 



    130 

 

Works Cited 
 
Adherents. (2006). Religious affiliation of U.S. Congress. Retrieved May 2, 2009, from 
http://www.adherents.com/adh_congress.html  

Banerjee, N. (2006, October 15). Citing heavenly injunctions to fight earthy warming. 
New York Times. 

Barker, D. C., & Hansen, S. B. (2005). All things considered: Systematic cognitive 
processing and electoral decision-making. Journal of Politics, 67(2), 319-344. 

Barton, D. (n.d.). Franklins appeal for prayer at the Constiutional Convention. 
Retrieved April 27, 2009, from 
http://www.wallbuilders.com/LIBissuesArticles.asp?id=98  

Bellah, R. N. (1967). Civil Religion in America. Daedalus, 96, 1-21. 

Berkin, C. (2002). A brilliant solution: Inventing the American Constitution. New York: 
Harcourt, Inc. 

Bixler, M. (2005, December 27, 2005). Evangelicals direct clout at global warming. 
Atlanta Journal-Constitution. 

Black, A. E. (2008). Beyond left and right: Helping Christians make sense of American 
politics. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books. 

Brewer, P. R. (2001). Value words and lizard brains: Do citizens deliberate about 
appeals to their core values? Political Psychology, 22, 45-64. 

Brewer, P. R. (2002). Framing, value words, and citizens' explanations of their issue 
opinions. Political Communication, 19, 303-316. 

Brewer, P. R., & Gross, K. (2005). Values, framing, and citizens' thoughts about policy 
issues: Effects on content and quantity. Political Psychology, 26(6), 929-948. 

Burden, B. C. (2004). An alternative account of the 2004 presidential election. The 
Forum, 4. 

Cacioppo, J. T., & Petty, R. E. (1981). Social psychological procedures for cognitive 
response assessment: The thought-listing technique. In T. U. Merluzzi, C. R. Glass & 
M. Genest (Eds.), Cognitive assessment (pp. 309-342). New York: Guilford Press. 

Cacioppo, J. T., & Petty, R. E. (1982). The need for cognition. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 42, 116-131. 



    131 

 

Cacioppo, J. T., Petty, R. E., Feinstein, J. A., & Jarvis, W. B. G. (1996). Dispositional 
differences in cognitive motivation: The life and times of individuals varying in need 
for cognition. Psychological Bulletin, 119(2), 197-253. 

Campbell, D. E. (2002). The young and the realigning: A test of the socialization theory 
of realignment. Public Opinion Quarterly, 66, 209-234. 

Chaiken, S. (1980). Heuristic versus systematic information processing and the use of 
source versus message cues in persuasion. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 39, 752-766. 

Chaiken, S., Liberman, A., & Eagly, A. H. (1989). Heuristic and systematic processing 
within and beyond the persuasion context. In J. S. Uleman & J. A. Burgh (Eds.), 
Unintended thought (pp. 212-252). New York: Guilford. 

Cherry, C. (1970). American sacred ceremonies. In P. Hammond & B. Johnson (Eds.), 
American Mosaic: Social Patters of Religion in the United States. New York: Random 
House. 

Chong, D., Citrin, J., & Conley, P. (2001). When self-interest matters. Political 
Psychology, 22, 541-570. 

Citrin, J., & Green, D. P. (1990). The self-interest motive in American public opinion. 
Research in Micropolitics, 3, 1-28. 

Cohen, G. L. (2003). Party over policy: The dominating impact of group influence on 
political beliefs. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 808-822. 

Decker, C. (2008, November 9, 2008). Religious voters helped Obama to victory. Los 
Angeles Times. 

Dewey, J. ([1927] 1954). The public and its problems. Athens, OH: Swallow Press. 

Djupe, P. A., & Gilbert, C. A. (1999). The political voice of the clergy. Paper presented 
at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association. 

Domke, D., & Coe, K. (2008a). Appendix B: Terms used in analysis of faith 
invocations. Retrieved May 2, 2009, from 
http://www.thegodstrategy.com/documents/AppendixB.pdf  

Domke, D., & Coe, K. (2008b). The God Strategy: How Religion Became a Political 
Weapon in America. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Dray, P. (2005). Stealing God's thunder: Benjamin Franklin's lightning rod and the 
invention of America. New York: Random House. 



    132 

 

Druckman, J. (2001a). The implications of framing effects for citizen competence. 
Political Behavior, 23(3), 225-256. 

Druckman, J. (2001b). On the limits of framing effects: Who can frame? Journal of 
Politics, 63, 1041-1066. 

Druckman, J., & Nelson, K. R. (2003). Framing and deliberation: How citizens' 
conversations limit elite influence. American Journal of Political Science, 47, 728-744. 

Druckman, J., & Lupia, A. (2000). Preference formation. Annual Review of Political 
Science, 3, 1-24. 

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psychology of attitudes. Belmont, CA: 
Thompson-Wadsworth. 

Fazio, R. H. (Ed.). (1990). Multiple processes by which attitudes guide behavior: The 
MODE model as an integrative framework (Vol. 23). San Diego, CA: Academic. 

Federico, C. M., Jost, J. T., Pierro, A., & Kruglanski, A. W. (2007). The need for 
cognitive closure and political attitudes: Final report for ANES pilot. Retrieved March 
23, 2009, from 
http://www.electionstudies.org/resources/papers/Pilot2006/new011904.pdf  

Fiorina, M. P. (2004, November 21). 'Holy war' over moral values or contempt for 
opinion? San Francisco Chronicle, p. 5. 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1975). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior: An 
introduction to theory and research. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Fowler, R. B. (1995). The greening of Protestant thought. Chapel Hill, NC: University 
of North Carolina Press. 

Franklin, B. (Ed.). ([1787] 2003). A Benjamin Franklin Reader. New York: Simon & 
Schuster. 

Gamson, W. A., & Modigliani, A. (1987). The changing political culture of affirmative 
action. In R. D. Braungart (Ed.), Research in political sociology (Vol. 3, pp. 137-176). 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Gilbert, C. A. (1993). The impact of churches on political behavior: An empirical study. 
Westport, CT: Greenwood. 

Gilens, M. S. (1999). Why Americans Hate Welfare. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press. 



    133 

 

Golec, A., & Van Bergh, A. (2007). Need for cognitive closure and conservative 
political beliefs: Differential mediation by personal worldviews. Political Psychology, 
28(5), 587-608. 

Gross, K. (2000, April 27-30). The limits of framing: How framing effects may be 
limited or enhanced by individual level predispositions. Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, IL. 

Guth, J. L., Green, J. C., Smidt, C. E., Kellstedt, L. A., & Poloma, M. M. (1997). The 
bully pulpit. Lawrence, KS: University of Kansas Press. 

Guth, J. L., Kellstedt, L. A., Green, J. C., & Smidt, C. E. (2001, October). America 
fifty/fifty. First Things, 19-26. 

Guth, J. L., Kellstedt, L. A., Green, J. C., & Smidt, C. E. (2005, November/December). 
Religious coalitions in American politics: New alliances. Books & Culture, 11, 32-33. 

Guth, J. L., Kellstedt, L. A., Smidt, C. E., & Green, J. C. (2003, April 3-5). The 
religious basis of contemporary American party alignments. Paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, IL. 

Hart, R. P. (1977). The Political Pulpit. West LaFayette, IN: Purdue University Press. 

Hart, R. P. (2000). Campaign Talk: Why Elections Are Good For Us. Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press. 

Hart, R. P., & Pauley II, J. L. (2005). The Political Pulpit Revisited. West Lafayette, IN: 
Purdue University Press. 

Hartman, T. K., & Weber, C. R. (2006, April 20-23). Moderated framing effects: The 
impact of ideological congruence and ambivalence. Paper presented at the 64th 
Midwest Political Science Association Annual National Conference, Chicago, IL. 

Hastie, R., & Park, B. (1986). The relationship between memory and judgment depends 
on whether the judgment task is memory-based or on-line. Psychological Review, 93, 
258-268. 

Haugtvedt, C. P., Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1992). Need for cognition and 
advertising: Understanding the role of personality variables on consumer behavior. 
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 63, 308-319. 

Hetherington, M., & Weiler, J. (Forthcoming). Divided we stand: Polarization, 
authoritarianism, and the contemporary political divide: Cambridge University Press. 

Hillygus, D. S., & Shields, T. G. (2005). Moral issues and voter decision making in the 
2004 presidential election. PS: Political Science and Politics, 38(2), 201-209. 



    134 

 

Hoffrening, D. J. B. (1995). In Washington but not of it. Philadelphia: Temple 
University Press. 

Hunter, J. D. (1991). Culture Wars: The Struggle to Define America. New York: Basic 
Books. 

Iyengar, S. (1991). Is Anyone Responsible? Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Jacobs, L. C. (2004). Moral values take a back seat to partisanship and the economy in 
the 2004 presidential election. Retrieved March 16, 2005, from 
http://www.hhh.umn.edu/centers/csp/elections/moral_values.html  

Javers, E. (2009). Obama invokes Jesus more than Bush. Retrieved June 9, 2009, from 
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0609/23510.html  

Jefferson, T. (1805). Inaugural address. Retrieved April 28, 2009, from 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=25804 

Jelen, T. G. (1990). Religious belief and attitudes constraint. Journal for the Scientific 
Study of Religion, 29, 118-125. 

Jelen, T. G. (1991). The political mobilization of religious beliefs. New York: Praeger. 

Jelen, T. G. (1998). Research in religion and mass political behavior in the United 
States. American Politics Quarterly, 26(1), 110-134. 

Johnson, L. B. (1964a). Conversation with Bill Moyers, 9/5/64. In M. R. Beschloss 
(Ed.), Taking Charge: The Johnson White House Tapes, 1963-1964. New York: Simon 
& Schuster. 

Johnson, L. B. (1964b). Radio and television remarks upon signing the Civil Rights Bill. 
Retrieved April 28, 2009, from 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=26361&st=&st1=  

Johnson, L. B. (1964c). Remarks in Cadillac Square Detroit. Retrieved April 13, 2009, 
from http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=26490&st=detroit&st1=  

Johnson, L. B. (1965a). Annual message to the Congress on the State of the Union. 
Retrieved April 28, 2009, from 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=26907&st=&st1=  

Johnson, L. B. (1965b). Special message to the Congress: The American promise. 
Retrieved April 28, 2009, from 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=26805&st=&st1=  



    135 

 

Johnson, L. B. (1967). The President's address to the nation on civil disorders. 
Retrieved April 28, 2009, from 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=28368&st=&st1=  

Johnson, L. B. (1968). The President's address to the nation announcing steps to limit 
the war in Vietnam and reporting his decision not to seek reelection. Retrieved April 
28, 2009, from http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=28772&st=&st1= 

Jost, J. T., Glaser, J., Kruglanski, A. W., & Sulloway, F. (2003). Political conservatism 
as motivated social cognition. Psychological Bulletin, 129, 339-375. 

Kam, C. D. (2005). Who toes the party line? Cues, values, and individual differences. 
Political Behavior, 27, 163-182. 

Kinder, D. R., & Sanders, L. M. (1986). Survey questions and political culutre: The 
case of whites' response to affirmative action for blacks. Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Political Science Association, Washington, D.C. 

Kleppner, P. (1979). The Third Electoral System, 1853-1892. Chapel Hill, NC: 
University of North Carolina Press. 

Krauthhammer, C. (2004, November 12). 'Moral values' myth. Washington Post, p. 
A25. 

Kruglanski, A. W. (1996). Motivated social cognition: Principles of the interface. In E. 
T. Higgins & A. W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Social psychology: A handbook of basic 
principles (pp. 493-522). New York: Guilford Press. 

Kuklinski, J. H., & Hurley, N. L. (1994). On hearing and interpreting political 
messages: A cautionary tale of citizen cue-taking. The Journal of Politics, 56(3), 729-
751. 

Kunda, Z. (1990). The case for motivated reasoning. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 480-
498. 

Lee, R. (2005). The force of religion in the public square. In R. P. Hart & J. L. Pauley II 
(Eds.), The Political Pulpit Revisited (pp. 99-108). West LaFayette, IN: Purdue 
University Press. 

Leege, D. C., & Kellstedt, L. A. (1993). Rediscovering the Religious Factor in 
American Politics. Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe. 

Lodge, M., McGraw, K. M., & Stroh, P. (1989). An impression-driven model of 
candidate evaluation. American Poltical Science Review, 83, 399-419. 

Lodge, M., Stroh, P., & Wahlke, J. (1990). Black-box models of candidate evaluation. 
Political Behavior, 12, 5-18. 



    136 

 

Lutz, D. S. (1983). The relative influence of European writers on late eighteenth-
century American political thought. American Poltical Science Review, 78, 189-197. 

Maier, P. (1997). American scripture: Making the Declaration of Independence. New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf. 

Meacham, J. (2006). American Gospel: God, the Founding Fathers, and the Making of  
a Nation. New York City: Random House. 

Meyer, D. (2004). Moral values malarkey. Retrieved March 16, 2005, from 
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2004/11/05/opinion/meyer/main653931.shtml  

Mill, J. S. ([1859] 1947). On liberty. Arlington Heights, IL: Afton Publishing. 

Miller, W. E., & Shanks, J. M. (1996). The new American voter. Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press. 

Nelson, T. E., & Oxley, Z. M. (1999). Issue framing effects on belief importance and 
opinion. Journal of Politics, 61, 1040-1067. 

Nelson, T. E., Oxley, Z. M., & Clawson, R. A. (1997). Toward a psychology of framing 
effects. Political Behavior, 19, 221-246. 

Nisbet, M. C. (2005). The competition for worldviews: Values, information, and public 
support for stem cell research. International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 17, 
90-112. 

Noll, M. A. (2002). America's God: From Jonathan Edwards to Abraham Lincoln. New 
York: Oxford University Press. 

Payack, P. J. (2004). How the 2004 presidential election impacted the way Americans 
speak. Retrieved March 15, 2005, from 
http://www.languagemonitor.com/wst_page19.html  

Petrocik, J. R. (1996). Issue ownership in presidential elections, with a 1980 case study. 
American Journal of Political Science, 40, 825-850. 

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1981). Attitudes and persuasion: Classic and 
contemporary approaches. Dubuque, IA: Brown. 

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). Communication and persuasion: Central and 
peripheral routes to attiude change. New York, NY: Springer-Verlag. 

Pew. (2008a). A deeper partisan divide over global warming. Retrieved May 29, 2009, 
from http://people-press.org/report/417/a-deeper-partisan-divide-over-global-warming 



    137 

 

Pew. (2008b). How the faithful voted. Retrieved May 14, 2009, from 
http://pewforum.org/docs/?DocID=367  

Pew. (2008c). More Americans question religion's role in politics. Retrieved May 7, 
2009, from http://pewforum.org/docs/?DocID=337  

Pew. (2009a). The religious affiliations of U.S. Presidents. Retrieved May 2, 2009, from 
http://pewforum.org/docs/?DocID=386  

Pew. (2009b). Independents take center stage in the Obama era. Retrieved June 11, 
2009, from http://people-press.org/report/?pageid=1524  

Reagan, R. (1980). Address accepting the presidential nomination at the Republican 
National Convention in Detroit. Retrieved April 30, 2009, from 
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=25970  

Rousseau, J.-J. ([1762] 1967). Social Contract. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Rudolph, T. J., & Popp, E. (2007). An information processing theory of ambivalence. 
Political Psychology, 28(5), 563-585. 

Schattschneider, E. E. (1960). The semisovereign people. New York: Holt, Rinehart, & 
Winston. 

Sears, D. O. (1986). College sophomores in the laboratory: Influences of a narrow data 
base on social psychology's view of human nature. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 51, 515-530. 
 
Sears, D. O., & Funk, C. L. (1991). The role of self-interest in social and political 
attitudes. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 24, 1-91. 

Shah, D. V., Domke, D., & Wackman, D. B. (1996). To thine own self be true: Values, 
framing, and voter decision-making strategies. Communication Researcg, 23, 509-560. 

Smidt, C. E. (Ed.). (2004). Pulpit and Politics. Waco, TX: Baylor University Press. 

Sniderman, P. M., & Theriault, S. M. (2004). The structure of political argument and 
the logic of issue framing. In W. E. Saris & P. M. Sniderman (Eds.), Studies in Public 
Opinion (pp. 133-165). Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Steensland, B., Park, J. Z., Regerus, M. D., Robinson, L. D., Wilcox, W. B., & 
Woodberry, R. D. (2000). The measure of American religion: Toward improving the 
state of the art. Social Forces, 79, 1-28. 

Tocqueville, A. d. ([1848] 1988).  (G. Lawrence, Trans.). In J. P. Mayer (Ed.), 
Democracy in America. New York: Harper & Row. 



    138 

 

Toolin, C. (1983). American civil religion from 1789 to 1981: A content analysis of 
presidential inaugural addresses. Review of Religious Research, 25(1), 39-48. 

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1981). The framing decisions and the psychology of 
choice. Science, 211, 453-458. 

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1987). Rational choice and the framing of decisions. In 
R. M. Hogarth & M. W. Reder (Eds.), Rational Choice: The Contrast Between 
Economics and Psychology (pp. 67-94). Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Verba, S., Schlozman, K. L., & Brady, H. E. (1995). Voice and equality. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press. 

Wald, K. D. (2003). Religion and politics in the United States (4th ed.). Lanham, MD: 
Rowman and Littlefield Publishers. 

Wald, K. D., Owen, D. E., & Hill Jr., S. S. (1988). Churches as political communities. 
American Political Science Review, 82, 531-548. 

Wald, K. D., Owen, D. E., & Hill Jr., S. S. (1990). Political cohesion in churches. 
Journal of Politics, 52, 197-215. 

Webster, D. M., & Kruglanski, A. W. (1994). Individual differences in need for 
cognitive closure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 1049-1062. 
 
Weiss, B. (1966). God in American History. Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan. 

Welch, M. R., & Leege, D. C. (1991). Dual reference groups and political orientations: 
An examination of evangelically oriented Catholics. American Journal of Political 
Science, 35, 28-56. 

Welch, M. R., Leege, D. C., & Kellstedt, L. A. (1993). Are the sheep hearing the 
shepherds? Cue perceptions, congregational responses, and political communications 
processes. In D. C. Leege & L. A. Kellstedt (Eds.), Rediscovering the religious factor in 
American politics (pp. 235-254). Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe. 

Winthtop, J. ([1630] 1992). A Model of Christian Charity. In M. B. Levy (Ed.), 
Political Thought in America: An Anthology (2nd ed., pp. 7-12). Prospect Heights, IL: 
Waveland Press, Inc. 
 
Wilson, J. M. (Ed.). (2007). From pews to polling places: Faith and politics in the 
American religious mosaic. Washington D.C.: Georgetown University Press. 

Wuthnow, R. (1988). The Restructuring of American Religion. Princeton: Princeton 
University Press. 



    139 

 

Zaller, J. (1992). The nature and origins of mass opinion. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 



    140 

 

Appendix A: 
Religious Framing in Presidential Television Ads, 1956-2004 (By Year) 

 

Year 
 

Campaign Party Ad Invocations of God Invocations of religion 

1956 Eisenhower R Women Voters 

(Seventh woman): I'm 
voting for Ike because I feel 
that he is a God-fearing 
man and I think that's 
essential in any leader...  

1960 Kennedy D Religion  

(JFK): …if I were elected 
president, would [I] be divided 
between two loyalties, my 
church and my state. Let me just 
say I would not. 

1960 Kennedy D Religion  

(JFK): The Constitution provides 
in the first amendment that 
Congress shall make no laws 
abridging the freedom of 
religion. 

1960 Kennedy D Religion  

(JFK): Many countries have unity 
between church and state. I 
would be completely opposed to 
it. 

1960 Kennedy D Religion  

(JFK): There is no article of my 
faith that would in any way 
inhibit – I think it encourages – 
the meeting of my oath of office. 

1960 Kennedy D Religion  

(JFK): …Article VI of the 
Constitution says there shall be 
no religious test for office. 

1964 Johnson D Accomplishments 

(LBJ): I will do my best. 
That is all I can do. I ask for 
your help, and God's.  

1968 Humphrey D E.G. Marshall 

(EM): I believe in Hubert 
Humphrey, and I trust him. 
And God willing, he will be 
our next president.  

1968 Humphrey D Civil Rights  

(HHH): We had no real religious 
or racial prejudice in our home… 
[Dad] used to rightly believe that 
people were basically good, and 
that you ought to look for the 
goodness in them. 

1968 Wallace I Vietnam  

(GW): I sincerely hope and pray 
that our political and diplomatic 
negotiations in Paris are 
successful and that an honorable 
peace can be achieved... 

1976 Ford R Leadership  

(GF): I am acutely aware that you 
have not elected me as your 
president by your ballots. So I 
ask you to confirm me as your 
president with your prayers. 

1976 Ford R Criswell: Carter  

(WAC): …with other men of 
faith I was invited to visit with 
the President... we asked him, 
"Mr. President,  if Playboy 
magazine were to ask you for an 
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interview, what would you do?" 
and [he] replied, "...I declined 
with an emphatic 'no.'" And I like 
that! 

1980 Carter D Lorraine  

(Woman): …I would like to 
express my personal prayers and 
gratitude for your role as 
peacemaker in the world today. 

1980 Carter D Bible  

(Announcer): Though he clearly 
observes our historic separation 
of church and state, Jimmy 
Carter is a deeply and clearly 
religious man. 

1980 Carter D Bible  

(Announcer): [Carter] takes the 
time to pray privately and with 
Roslyn every day. 

1980 Carter D Bible  

(Announcer): Under the endless 
pressure of the presidency, where 
decisions change and directions 
change, and even the facts 
change, this man knows that one 
thing remains constant: his faith. 

1996 Dole R The Story 

(Elizabeth Dole): His 
parents instilled values in 
him, like love of God, love 
of country, love of family, 
honesty.  

2000 Gore D Bean Counter 

(AG): …if you've got an 
HMO or an insurance 
company, a lot of times 
there's some bean counter 
behind a computer terminal 
who doesn't have the 
license to practice medicine 
and doesn't have the right to 
play God, [who] will 
override the doctor's orders.  

2004 Bush R Changing World  

(Announcer): The world is 
changing. Sometimes in ways 
that astound. And others that 
terrify. We depend more than 
ever on our values: family, faith, 
the freedom we celebrate. 
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Appendix B: 
God References in Presidential Nomination Acceptance Speeches, 1960-2008  

(By Reference and Party, Democrats in Italics) 
 

Name Year Reference Context 
McCain 2008 Creator All people are created equal and endowed by ou C with inalienable rights 
Goldwater 1964 Divine Earthly power can be substitued for D Will 
Reagan 1980 Divine can we doubt that D providence placed this land 
Nixon 1960 God with a renewed faith in the eternal ideals of freedom and justice under G 
Nixon 1960 God Whether [Lincoln] thought G was on his side 
Nixon 1960 God my concern is not whether G is on our side 
Goldwater 1964 God a government limited by… nature's G 
Goldwater 1964 God G as the author of freedom 
Goldwater 1964 God so help us G that is exactly what a Republican president will do 
Nixon 1968 God the great G which helped [Washington] must help me [Lincoln] 
Nixon 1972 God Lincoln was asked whether G was on his side 
Nixon 1972 God my concern is not whether G is on our side 
Nixon 1972 God with faith in G 
Ford 1976 God to do what is right as G gives me to see the right 
Ford 1976 God G helping me, I won't let you down 
Reagan 1980 God vast continent which G has granted as our portion of this creation 
Reagan 1980 God G bless America 
Reagan 1984 God tie us together as one nation under G 
Reagan 1984 God a robed chuch choir sang G Bless America as the torch went by 
Reagan 1984 God G bless you 
Reagan 1984 God G bless America 
Bush 1988 God one is that there is a G and He is good 
Bush 1988 God I thank G her parents chose life 
Bush 1988 God G bless you 
Bush 1992 God there are times in every young person's life when G introduces you to yourself 
Bush 1992 God may G bless you 
Bush 1992 God may G bless the United States of America 
Dole 1996 God just a man at the mercy of G 
Dole 1996 God do not abandon the great traditions… G, family, honor, duty, country  
Dole 1996 God one must never compromise in regard to G and family 
Dole 1996 God I put my faith in you and in the G who loves us all 
Dole 1996 God may G bless you 
Dole 1996 God may G bless America 
Bush 2000 God [your feet] must carry you a long way in this world, and then all the way to G 
Bush 2000 God I will swear to uphold the honor and dignity of the office… so help me G 
Bush 2000 God I believe in a G who calls us not to judge their neighbors but to love them 
Bush 2000 God G bless you 
Bush 2004 God a prayer for G to bless America 
Bush 2004 God G bless you 
Bush 2004 God may G continue to bless our great country 
McCain 2008 God For reasons known only to G, I’ve had quite a few tough [fights] in my life 

McCain 2008 God 
everyone has something to contribute and deserves the opportunity to reach  
their G-given potential 

McCain 2008 God I’ve never lived a day… that I didn’t thank G for the privilege 
McCain 2008 God And I will fight for her as long as I draw breath, so help me G 
McCain 2008 God I’m going to fight to make sure every American has every reason to thank G 
McCain 2008 God G bless you 
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Humphrey 1968 God one nation under G indivisible 
McGovern 1972 God may G grant each one of us the wisdom to cherish this good land 
Mondale 1984 God for sense and sanity in control of these G awful weapons? 
Dukakis 1988 God G willing our first grandchild will reach the age… 
Clinton 1992 God one nation, under G, indivisible, with liberty and justice for all 

Clinton 1992 God 
I was overcome with the thought that G had given me a blessing my own 
 father never knew 

Clinton 1992 God that child has the chance to live to the fullest of her G-given capacities 
Clinton 1992 God G bless you 
Clinton 1992 God G bless America 
Clinton 1996 God to make the most of their G-given potential 

Clinton 1996 God 
this decision should be left to a woman, her conscience, her doctor, 
 and her G 

Clinton 1996 God G bless you, and good night 
Gore 2000 God bean counters ar HMOs… don't have a right to play G 
Gore 2000 God G bless you 
Gore 2000 God G bless America 
Kerry  2004 God every worker has an equal shot at living up to their G-given potential 
Kerry  2004 God I don't want to claim that G is on our side 
Kerry  2004 God G bless you 
Kerry  2004 God G bless America 
Obama 2008 God G bless you 
Obama 2008 God G bless the United States of America 
Nixon 1960 God's Whether we are on G side 
Nixon 1968 God's Without G help and your help we will surely fail 
Nixon 1968 God's with G help and your help we shall surely succeed 
Nixon 1972 God's but whether we are on G side 

Bush 1992 God's 
America will always have a special place in G heart as long as He has 
 a special place in ours 

Bush 2004 God's [freedom] is the almighty G gift to every man and woman in this world 
Kerry  2004 God's I want to pray humbly that we are on G side 
McCain 2008 God’s We’re all G children and we’re all Americans 
Bush 1988 He one is that there is a God and H is good 

Bush 1992 He 
America will always have a special place in G's heart as long as H has 
 a special place in ours 

Kennedy 1960 He and ask that H renew our strength 
McCain 2008 Him thank God, as I thank H, that I’m and American  
Dole 1996 higher power we were placed here for a purpose by a h 
Bush 1988 His H love, while free, has a self imposed cost: we must be good to one another 
Goldwater 1964 Lord the good L raised this mighty Republic to be a home for the brave 
Reagan 1984 Lord Maybe we could get the L back in school classrooms 
Kennedy 1960 Lord they that wait upon the L 
Kennedy 1960 Lord we too shall wait upon the L 

Clinton 1992 Lord 
he taught me more about equality in the eyes of the L than all my professors at  
Georgetown 
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Appendix C: 
Biblical References in Presidential Nomination Acceptance Speeches, 1960-2008  

(By Biblical Book in Alphabetical Order, Democrats in Italics) 
 

Name Year 
Biblical 
Reference(s)  Speech Context 

McGovern 1972 1 Cor 13:2  a faith that can literally move mountains 

Clinton 1992 1 Cor 2:9 Isa 64:5 
our eyes have not yet seen, nor ours ears heard, nor minds 
 imagined what we can build 

Dukakis 1988 1 Pt 1:22  We must... love one another with a pure heart fervently 
Carter 1976 1 Pt 1:7  we have been tempered in the fire 

Obama 2008 2 Cor 4:18  
that makes us fix our eye not on what is seen, but what is 
 unseen 

Johnson 1964 Deut 15:7-8  
thou shalt open thine hands unto thy brother, to thy poor, and 
 to thy needy in the land 

McGovern 1972 Ecc 3:1  
To everything there is a season and a time to every purpose 
 under heaven 

Bush 2004 Ecc 3:1  
To everything we know there is a season -- a time for sadness,  
a time for struggle, a time for rebuilding 

Kerry  2004 Ex 20:12 Deut 5:16 honor thy father and thy mother 
Gore 2000 Ex 20:12 Deut 5:16 honoring our fathers and mothers 
Obama 2008 Gen. 4:9  I am my brother’s keeper 

Kennedy 1960 Gen 41  
seven lean years of drought and famine have withered a field 
 of ideas 

Obama 2008 Heb. 10:23  hold firmly, without wavering, to the hope that we confess 

Kennedy 1960 Isa 40:31  
they that wait upon the Lord shall renew their strength; they shall 
 mount up with wings as eagles; they shall run and not be weary 

Kennedy 1960 Josh 1:9  
be strong and of good courage; be not afraid, neither be thou  
dismayed 

Dukakis 1988 Jud 20:11  we must, he said, be knot together as one 
Bush 1992 Lev 19:18 Mt 19:19 love their neighbors 
Bush 2000 Lev 19:18 Mt 19:19 not to judge our neighbors but to love them 
Ford 1976 Lev 19:18 Mt 19:19 we do love our neighbors 
McGovern 1972 Lk 4:23  we must respond to that ancient command: Physician, heal thyself 
Goldwater 1964 Lk 8:16  hiding freedom's light under a bushel of mistaken humility 
Reagan 1984 Mt 5:19  America would be a shining city on a hill 
Johnson 1964 Mt 5:39 Lk 6:29 we have turned the other cheek 
Ford 1976 Mt 6:12  we do forgive those who have tresspassed against us 
Clinton 1992 Prov 29:18  where there is no vision, America will perish 
Clinton 1992 Prov 29:18  where there is no vision, the people parish 
Clinton 1992 Prov 29:18  where there is no vision, the people parish 

Carter 1980 Ps 82:3  
defend the poor and the fatherless; give justice to the afflicted 
 and needy 

Dukakis 1988 Rom 12:15  
we must... delight in each other, make each other's condition our 
 own, rejoice together, mourn together, and suffer together 
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Appendix D: 
Terms for “Other Religious References” in Presidential Acceptance Speeches 

 
The following is a list of the words that were coded as “other religious references” in 
Figure 1.1 and Table 1.1: 
 
anointed faiths prayer sacredness 
angels grace prayers saint 
Bible heaven praying saints 
biblical hell preach sanctity 
cathedral hellish preacher scriptural 
cathedrals holy preaching scripture 
Catholic Isaiah priest Sin 
christening Jewish Promised Land soul 
Christians Jews prophet spiritual 
church minister prophets St. Francis of Assisi 
churches ministry providence Sunday 
commandments missionaries purity synagogues 
covenant mosques Quaker unholy 
crusade Old Testament religion worship 
faith parochial religious  
faithful pray sacred  
 
Note that I do not include more general terms like character, ideals, (im)moral, 
principle, spirit, value, vice, and virtue even though such terms are often used 
interchangeably with terms specific to religion. 
 
This list is similar to Domke & Coe (2008b) in their analysis of “faith terms.” For their 
complete list see http://www.thegodstrategy.com/documents/AppendixB.pdf (2008a). 
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Appendix E: 
Closing Sentences of Presidential Inaugural Addresses, 1789-2009  

(References to Deity in Boldface) 
 
Washington 
1789 

…I shall take my present leave; but not without resorting once more to the benign Parent of the 
Human Race in humble supplication that, since He has been pleased to favor the American people 
with opportunities for deliberating in perfect tranquillity, and dispositions for deciding with 
unparalleled unanimity on a form of government for the security of their union and the advancement 
of their happiness, so His divine blessing may be equally conspicuous in the enlarged views, the 
temperate consultations, and the wise measures on which the success of this Government must 
depend. 

Washington 
1793 

This oath I am now about to take, and in your presence: That if it shall be found during my 
administration of the Government I have in any instance violated willingly or knowingly the 
injunctions thereof, I may (besides incurring constitutional punishment) be subject to the upbraidings 
of all who are now witnesses of the present solemn ceremony. 

Adams 
1797 

And may that Being who is supreme over all, the Patron of Order, the Fountain of Justice, and 
the Protector in all ages of the world of virtuous liberty, continue His blessing upon this nation and 
its Government and give it all possible success and duration consistent with the ends of His 
providence. 

Jefferson 
1801 

And may that Infinite Power which rules the destinies of the universe lead our councils to what is 
best, and give them a favorable issue for your peace and prosperity. 

Jefferson 
1805 

I shall need, too, the favor of that Being in whose hands we are, who led our fathers, as Israel of 
old, from their native land and planted them in a country flowing with all the necessaries and 
comforts of life; who has covered our infancy with His providence and our riper years with His 
wisdom and power, and to whose goodness I ask you to join in supplications with me that He will 
so enlighten the minds of your servants, guide their councils, and prosper their measures that 
whatsoever they do shall result in your good, and shall secure to you the peace, friendship, and 
approbation of all nations. 

Madison 
1809 

In these my confidence will under every difficulty be best placed, next to that which we have all been 
encouraged to feel in the guardianship and guidance of that Almighty Being whose power regulates 
the destiny of nations, whose blessings have been so conspicuously dispensed to this rising 
Republic, and to whom we are bound to address our devout gratitude for the past, as well as our 
fervent supplications and best hopes for the future. 

Madison 
1813 

If the reputation of our arms has been thrown under clouds on the other, presaging flashes of heroic 
enterprise assure us that nothing is wanting to correspondent triumphs there also but the discipline and 
habits which are in daily progress. 

Monroe 
1817 

… I enter on the trust to which I have been called by the suffrages of my fellow-citizens with my 
fervent prayers to the Almighty that He will be graciously pleased to continue to us that protection 
which He has already so conspicuously displayed in our favor. 

Monroe 
1821 

…with a firm reliance on the protection of Almighty God, I shall forthwith commence the duties of 
the high trust to which you have called me. 

JQ Adams 
1825 

…knowing that “except the Lord keep the city the watchman waketh but in vain,” with fervent 
supplications for His favor, to His overruling providence I commit with humble but fearless 
confidence my own fate and the future destinies of my country. 

Jackson 
1829 

And a firm reliance on the goodness of that Power whose providence mercifully protected our 
national infancy, and has since upheld our liberties in various vicissitudes, encourages me to offer 
up my ardent supplications that He will continue to make our beloved country the object of His divine 
care and gracious benediction. 

Jackson 
1833 

Finally, it is my most fervent prayer to that Almighty Being before whom I now stand, and who 
has kept us in His hands from the infancy of our Republic to the present day, that He will so 
overrule all my intentions and actions and inspire the hearts of my fellow-citizens that we may be 
preserved from dangers of all kinds and continue forever a united and happy people. 

Van Buren 
1837 

Beyond that I only look to the gracious protection of the Divine Being whose strengthening support 
I humbly solicit, and whom I fervently pray to look down upon us all. May it be among the 
dispensations of His providence to bless our beloved country with honors and with length of days. 
May her ways be ways of pleasantness and all her paths be peace! 

WH 
Harrison 
1841 

…to that good Being who has blessed us by the gifts of civil and religious freedom, who watched 
over and prospered the labors of our fathers and has hitherto preserved to us institutions far 
exceeding in excellence those of any other people, let us unite in fervently commending every 
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interest of our beloved country in all future time. Fellow-citizens, being fully invested with that high 
office to which the partiality of my countrymen has called me, I now take an affectionate leave of you. 
You will bear with you to your homes the remembrance of the pledge I have this day given to 
discharge all the high duties of my exalted station according to the best of my ability, and I shall enter 
upon their performance with entire confidence in the support of a just and generous people. 

Polk 
1845 

…humbly supplicating that Divine Being who has watched over and protected our beloved 
country from its infancy to the present hour to continue His gracious benedictions upon us, that we 
may continue to be a prosperous and happy people. 

Taylor 
1849 

In conclusion I congratulate you, my fellow-citizens, upon the high state of prosperity to which the 
goodness of Divine Providence has conducted our common country. Let us invoke a continuance of 
the same protecting care which has led us from small beginnings to the eminence we this day occupy, 
and let us seek to deserve that continuance by prudence and moderation in our councils, by well-
directed attempts to assuage the bitterness which too often marks unavoidable differences of opinion, 
by the promulgation and practice of just and liberal principles, and by an enlarged patriotism, which 
shall acknowledge no limits but those of our own widespread Republic. 

Pierce 
1853 

… I can express no better hope for my country than that the kind Providence which smiled upon 
our fathers may enable their children to preserve the blessings they have inherited. 

Buchanan 
1857 

I shall now proceed to take the oath prescribed by the Constitution, whilst humbly invoking the 
blessing of Divine Providence on this great people. 

Lincoln 
1861 

The mystic chords of memory, stretching from every battlefield and patriot grave to every living heart 
and hearthstone all over this broad land, will yet swell the chorus of the Union, when again touched, 
as surely they will be, by the better angels of our nature. 

Lincoln 
1865 

With malice toward none, with charity for all, with firmness in the right as God gives us to see the 
right, let us strive on to finish the work we are in, to bind up the nation's wounds, to care for him who 
shall have borne the battle and for his widow and his orphan, to do all which may achieve and cherish 
a just and lasting peace among ourselves and with all nations. 

Grant 
1869 

I ask the prayers of the nation to Almighty God in behalf of this consummation. 

Grant 
1873 

Notwithstanding this, throughout the war, and from my candidacy for my present office in 1868 to the 
close of the last Presidential campaign, I have been the subject of abuse and slander scarcely ever 
equaled in political history, which to-day I feel that I can afford to disregard in view of your verdict, 
which I gratefully accept as my vindication. 

Hayes 
1877 

Looking for the guidance of that Divine Hand by which the destinies of nations and individuals 
are shaped, I call upon you, Senators, Representatives, judges, fellow-citizens, here and everywhere, 
to unite with me in an earnest effort to secure to our country the blessings, not only of material 
prosperity, but of justice, peace, and union—a union depending not upon the constraint of force, but 
upon the loving devotion of a free people; “and that all things may be so ordered and settled upon the 
best and surest foundations that peace and happiness, truth and justice, religion and piety, may be 
established among us for all generations.” 

Garfield 
1881 

I shall greatly rely upon the wisdom and patriotism of Congress and of those who may share with me 
the responsibilities and duties of administration, and, above all, upon our efforts to promote the 
welfare of this great people and their Government I reverently invoke the support and blessings of 
Almighty God. 

Cleveland 
1885 

And let us not trust to human effort alone, but humbly acknowledging the power and goodness of 
Almighty God, who presides over the destiny of nations, and who has at all times been revealed 
in our country's history, let us invoke His aid and His blessings upon our labors. 

B Harrison 
1889 

And when the harvests from the fields, the cattle from the hills, and the ores of the earth shall have 
been weighed, counted, and valued, we will turn from them all to crown with the highest honor the 
State that has most promoted education, virtue, justice, and patriotism among its people. 

Cleveland 
1893 

Above all, I know there is a Supreme Being who rules the affairs of men and whose goodness and 
mercy have always followed the American people, and I know He will not turn from us now if we 
humbly and reverently seek His powerful aid. 

McKinley 
1897 

This is the obligation I have reverently taken before the Lord Most High. To keep it will be my 
single purpose, my constant prayer; and I shall confidently rely upon the forbearance and assistance of 
all the people in the discharge of my solemn responsibilities. 

McKinley 
1901 

May it end without further bloodshed, and there be ushered in the reign of peace to be made 
permanent by a government of liberty under law! 

T 
Roosevelt 
1905 

To do so we must show, not merely in great crises, but in the everyday affairs of life, the qualities of 
practical intelligence, of courage, of hardihood, and endurance, and above all the power of devotion to 
a lofty ideal, which made great the men who founded this Republic in the days of Washington, which 
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made great the men who preserved this Republic in the days of Abraham Lincoln. 
Taft 
1909 

…I invoke the considerate sympathy and support of my fellow-citizens and the aid of the Almighty 
God in the discharge of my responsible duties. 

Wilson 
1913 

I summon all honest men, all patriotic, all forward-looking men, to my side. God helping me, I will 
not fail them, if they will but counsel and sustain me! 

Wilson 
1917 

The shadows that now lie dark upon our path will soon be dispelled, and we shall walk with the light 
all about us if we be but true to ourselves—to ourselves as we have wished to be known in the 
counsels of the world and in the thought of all those who love liberty and justice and the right exalted. 

Harding 
1921 

I have taken the solemn oath of office on that passage of Holy Writ wherein it is asked: “What doth 
the Lord require of thee but to do justly, and to love mercy, and to walk humbly with thy God?” This 
I plight to God and country. 

Coolidge 
1925 

The higher state to which [America] seeks the allegiance of all mankind is not of human, but of divine 
origin. She cherishes no purpose save to merit the favor of Almighty God. 

Hoover 
1929 

I ask the help of Almighty God in this service to my country to which you have called me. 

F Roosevelt 
1933 

In this dedication of a Nation we humbly ask the blessing of God. May He protect each and every one 
of us. May He guide me in the days to come. 

F Roosevelt 
1937 

While this duty rests upon me I shall do my utmost to speak their purpose and to do their will, seeking 
Divine guidance to help us each and every one to give light to them that sit in darkness and to guide 
our feet into the way of peace. 

F Roosevelt 
1941 

As Americans, we go forward, in the service of our country, by the will of God. 

F Roosevelt 
1945 

The Almighty God has blessed our land in many ways. He has given our people stout hearts and 
strong arms with which to strike mighty blows for freedom and truth. He has given to our country a 
faith which has become the hope of all peoples in an anguished world. So we pray to Him now for the 
vision to see our way clearly—to see the way that leads to a better life for ourselves and for all our 
fellow men—to the achievement of His will to peace on earth. 

Truman 
1949 

With God's help, the future of mankind will be assured in a world of justice, harmony, and peace. 

Eisenhower 
1953 

This is the work that awaits us all, to be done with bravery, with charity, and with prayer to Almighty 
God. 

Eisenhower 
1957 

May the turbulence of our age yield to a true time of peace, when men and nations shall share a life 
that honors the dignity of each, the brotherhood of all. 

Kennedy 
1961 

With a good conscience our only sure reward, with history the final judge of our deeds, let us go forth 
to lead the land we love, asking His blessing and His help, but knowing that here on earth God's work 
must truly be our own. 

Johnson 
1965 

For myself, I ask only, in the words of an ancient leader [Solomon]: “Give me now wisdom and 
knowledge, that I may go out and come in before this people: for who can judge this Thy people, that 
is so great?” 

Nixon 
1969 

…let us go forward, firm in our faith, steadfast in our purpose, cautious of the dangers; but sustained 
by our confidence in the will of God and the promise of man. 

Nixon 
1973 

Let us go forward from here confident in hope, strong in our faith in one another, sustained by our 
faith in God who created us, and striving always to serve His purpose. 

Carter 
1977 

These are not just my goals, and they will not be my accomplishments, but the affirmation of our 
Nation's continuing moral strength and our belief in an undiminished, ever-expanding American 
dream. 

Reagan 
1981 

…to believe that together, with God's help, we can and will resolve the problems which now 
confront us. And, after all, why shouldn't we believe that? We are Americans. God bless you, and 
thank you. 

Reagan 
1985 

And may He continue to hold us close as we fill the world with our sound—sound in unity, 
affection, and love—one people under God, dedicated to the dream of freedom that He has placed 
in the human heart, called upon now to pass that dream on to a waiting and hopeful world. God 
bless you and may God bless America. 

GHW Bush 
1989 

And so today a chapter begins, a small and stately story of unity, diversity, and generosity—
shared, and written, together. Thank you. God bless you and God bless the United States of 
America. 

Clinton 
1993 

And now, each in our way, and with God's help, we must answer the call.  Thank you and God 
bless you all. 

Clinton From the height of this place and the summit of this century, let us go forth. May God strengthen our 
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1997 hands for the good work ahead—and always, always bless our America. 
GW Bush 
2001 

This work continues. This story goes on. And an angel still rides in the whirlwind and directs this 
storm. God bless you all, and God bless America. 

GW Bush 
2005 

Renewed in our strength—tested, but not weary—we are ready for the greatest achievements in the 
history of freedom. May God bless you, and may He watch over the United States of America. 

Obama 
2009 

…with eyes fixed on the horizon and God’s grace upon us, we carried forth that great gift of 
freedom and delivered it safely to future generations. Thank you. God bless you. And God bless 
the United States of America. 
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Appendix F:  
Time1 Survey97 

 
Thank you for taking our survey! Please answer the following questions with the answer that 
best reflects your opinions and experiences. All answers you provide will be anonymous and 
confidential. You may skip any questions that you do not wish to answer, but it is helpful to us 
that you answer every question. 
 
Please read the directions for each section carefully. 
 
For the federal programs listed below, please indicate the degree to which you would like to see 
spending increased, decreased, or kept the same as it is now (please circle the number that best 
reflects your opinion): 
 

 Spending 
should be 
decreased 

a lot 

  Spending 
should be 
kept the 

same 

  Spending 
should be 
increased 

a lot 
1.Environmental 
protection 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. The war on 
terrorism 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Border 
security to 
prevent illegal 
immigration 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Poverty 
programs 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Public 
schools 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
There are different opinions about protecting the environment. Please indicate the degree to 
which you agree or disagree with the following statements (please circle the number that best 
reflects your opinion): 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Somewha
t disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Somewha
t agree 

Strongly 
agree 

6. This country worries too much 
about the future of the 
environment and not enough 
about prices and jobs today. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. In order to protect the 
environment, America needs 
economic growth. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Economic growth always 
harms the environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

                                                
97 Some of the formatting (e.g., font size and pagination) has been altered to save space. 
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9. Many of the claims about 
environmental threats are 
exaggerated. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. There are more important 
things to do in life than protect 
the environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. This country should accept 
cuts in its standard of living in 
order to protect the environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Protecting the environment 
promotes economic growth 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I would be willing to pay 
much higher taxes in order to 
protect the environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. I would be willing to pay 
much higher prices for goods and 
services in order to protect the 
environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
15. How important is the issue of the environment to you personally? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 
important 

Not too 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Very important Extremely 
important 

 
16. How much do you feel you know about environmental issues? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Very small 

amount 
Somewhat small 

amount 
Neither small 

nor large amount 
Somewhat large 

amount 
Very large 

amount 
 
17. In general, how interested are you in politics and public affairs? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all A little  Somewhat  Very Extremely 

 
In the next section, please answer some questions about political figures and processes.  
Not everyone knows the answers to these questions.  If you do not know the answer to 
the question, feel free to check the box labeled “Don’t know.” 
 
18. What job or political office is now held by Condoleezza Rice? 

 Vice President      
 Secretary of State      
 U.S. Senator        
 Ambassador to the United Nations 
 Secretary of Defense 
 Don’t Know 
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19. What job or political office is now held by John Roberts? 
 Secretary of Labor      
 Supreme Court Justice      
 U.S. Senator        
 National Security Advisor 
 Secretary of State 
 Don’t Know 

 
20. Whose responsibility is it to determine if a law is constitutional or not? 

 President 
 Congress 
 Supreme Court  
 State Legislatures 
 Don’t Know 

 
21. How much of a majority in each house is required to override a presidential veto? 

 1/2 (a simple majority) 
 3/5 
 2/3 
 3/4 
 Unanimity 
 Cannot override a presidential veto 
 Don’t Know 

 
22. Which party has the most members in the House of Representatives in Washington 
D.C.? 

 Republicans 
 Democrats 
 Tie 
 Don’t Know 

 
Some people like to have the responsibility for handling situations that require a lot of 
thinking and other people don’t like to have responsibility for such situations. For each 
of the statements below, please indicate to what extent the statement is characteristic of 
you (please circle the number that best reflects your opinion): 

 Extremely 
uncharacter-

istic 
 

Somewhat 
uncharacter-

istic 

Uncertain Somewhat 
character-

istic 

Extremely 
character-

istic 

23. I like tasks that require 
little thought once I’ve 
learned them. 

1 2 3 4 5 

24. I like to have the 
responsibility of handling a 
situation that requires a lot of 
thinking. 

1 2 3 4 5 
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25. I would prefer complex 
to simple problems. 

1 2 3 4 5 

26. It’s enough for me that 
something gets the job done; 
I don’t care how or why it 
works. 

1 2 3 4 5 

27. I find satisfaction in 
deliberating hard and for 
long hours. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
28. How disorganized are the rooms that you personally live and work in most? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Extremely 

disorganized 
Very 

disorganized 
Moderately 
disorganized 

Slightly 
disorganized 

Not disorganized 
at all 

 
29. How many of your important decisions do you make quickly and confidently? 

1 2 3 4 5 
All Most About half A few None 

 
30. When you don’t understand the reason something happens in your life, how 
uncomfortable does that make you feel? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Extremely 

uncomfortable 
Very 

uncomfortable 
Moderately 

uncomfortable 
Slightly 

uncomfortable 
Not uncomfortable 

at all 
 
31. How much do you like unpredictable situations? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Like them a  
great deal 

Like them a 
moderate 
amount 

Neither like nor 
dislike them 

Dislike them a 
moderate 
amount 

Dislike them a 
great deal 

 
32. In situations when you see two people in conflict with one another, how often can 
you see how both sides could be right? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Always Most of the 

time 
About half the 

time 
Once in a while Never 

 
The next set of questions deal with your views on some religious issues.  Please read 
each statement carefully and circle the number that best corresponds with your view: 

 Strongly 
disagree 

 

Disagree Don’t 
know 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

33. There is a God. 1 2 3 4 5 
34. There is no such thing as the 
devil. 

1 2 3 4 5 

35. There is life after death. 1 2 3 4 5 
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36. The Bible is the inspired 
word of God. 

1 2 3 4 5 

37. There are no absolute 
standards for what is right and 
wrong. 

1 2 3 4 5 

38. All the major religions of the 
world are equally true. 

1 2 3 4 5 

39. If enough people were 
brought to religious faith, social 
problems would take care of 
themselves. 

1 2 3 4 5 

40. Religion is a private matter 
that does not belong in public 
discourse. 

1 2 3 4 5 

41. It is important for elected 
officials to be people of strong 
religious beliefs. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
Below you will find a list of common sayings. For each saying, please indicate whether 
or not it is found in the Bible. Not everyone knows the answers to these questions.  If 
you do not know the answer, feel free to circle “Don’t know.” 

 Is found 
in the 
Bible 

Is not 
found  
in the 
Bible 

Don’t 
know 

42. “many hands make light work” 1 2 3 
43. “a shining city on a hill” 1 2 3 
44. “love your neighbor as yourself” 1 2 3 
45. “where there is no vision the people parish” 1 2 3 
46. “all that glitters is not gold” 1 2 3 
47. “God helps those who help themselves” 1 2 3 
48. “love is blind” 1 2 3 
49. “the truth will set you free” 1 2 3 
50. “my brother’s keeper” 1 2 3 
51. “to everything there is a season” 1 2 3 
 
52. How much guidance does religion play in your day-to-day living? 

1 2 3 4 
No guidance Some guidance Quite a bit of 

guidance 
A great deal of 

guidance 
 
53. Aside from occasional weddings and funerals, how often do you attend worship services? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never A few times a 

year 
Once a month Once a week More than once 

a week 
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54. How often do you pray outside of worship services? 
1 2 3 4 5 

Never Once a week or 
less 

A few times a 
week 

Once a day Several times a 
day 

 
55. How often do you read the Bible outside of worship services? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never Once a week or 

less 
A few times a 

week 
Once a day Several times a 

day 
 
56. How often do you volunteer with a religious organization (including your place of 
worship)? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never A few times a 

year 
Once a month Once a week More than once 

a week 
 
57. About what percentage of your income do you give to religious organizations 
(including your place of worship) in an average year? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Nothing 1 to 5 % 6 to 9 % 10 % More than 10 

% 
 
For each of the issues below, please indicate how often you hear the issue discussed by 
anyone at your place of worship: 

 Never 
 

A few times 
a year 

Once a 
month 

Once a week  

58. The environment 1 2 3 4 
59. Poverty 1 2 3 4 
60. Abortion 1 2 3 4 
61. Racism 1 2 3 4 
62. The War in Iraq 1 2 3 4 
 
63. With which of the following religious traditions do you most closely identify? 

 Christian: Catholic 
 Christian: Protestant 
 Jewish 
 Muslim 
 Other (please list) _____________ 
 Agnostic 
 Atheist 
 Nothing in particular 

 
If you selected “CHRISTIAN: PROTESTANT” please answer Question 64 on the next 
page. If you selected “CHRISTIAN: CATHOLIC” please skip to Question 73. If you 
selected anything else, please skip to Question 79. 
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IF YOU SELECTED “CHRISTIAN: PROTESTANT” FOR QUESTION 63: 
64. Please check the box next to the denomination with which you most closely 
identify: 
 
 Apostolic Faith 
 Assembly of God 
Baptist:  
 American Baptist Association 
 American Baptist Churches (USA) 
 Missionary Baptist 
 National Baptist Convention of America 
 National Baptist Convention (USA) 
 Southern Baptist Convention 
 Other (please list) _____________ 
 Baptist, don’t know which 

 Brethren 
 Christian/Central Christian 
 Christian Reformed 
 Christian Science 
 Church of Christ 
 Churches of God 
 Church of God in Christ 
 Congregationalist 
 Disciples of Christ 
 Episcopal 
 Evangelical/Evangelist 
 First Christian 
 Full Gospel 
 Holiness/Church of Holiness 
 Jehovah’s Witnesses 
 Latter Day Saints/Mormons 
Lutheran:  
 Evangelical Lutheran Church in America 
 Lutheran Church, Missouri Synod 
 Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod 
 Other (please list) _____________ 

    Lutheran, don’t know which 

 Mennonite 
Methodist:  
 African Methodist Episcopal 
 African Methodist Episcopal Zion 
 United Methodist Church 
 Other (please list) _____________ 
 Methodist, don’t know which 

 Nazarene 
 Nondenominational 
 Pentacostal 
 Pentacostal Holiness 
Presbyterian:  
 Presbyterian Church (USA) 
 Presbyterian Church in America 
 Presbyterian, Merged 
 United Presbyterian Church (USA) 
 Other (please list) _____________ 
 Presbyterian, don’t know which 

 Quaker 
 Reformed 
 Religious Science 
 Seventh Day Adventist 
 Unitarian/Universalist/Unity 
 United Brethren/United Brethren in Christ 
 United Church of Christ 
 Wesleyan 
 
 Other denomination: (please list) 
 ______________ 

 
IF YOU SELECTED “CHRISTIAN: PROTESTANT” FOR QUESTION 63: 
Besides their denomination, some people think of themselves as belonging to other 
religious groups. Please indicate whether or not you identify with the following groups: 

 Yes  No  
65. Do you consider yourself to be an evangelical Christian? 1 2 
66. Do you consider yourself to be a liberal Christian? 1 2 
67. Do you consider yourself to be a charismatic Christian? 1 2 
68. Do you consider yourself to be a mainline Christian? 1 2 
69. Do you consider yourself to be an ecumenical Christian? 1 2 
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70. Do you consider yourself to be a pentacostal Christian? 1 2 
71. Do you consider yourself to be a progressive Christian? 1 2 
72. Do you consider yourself to be a fundamentalist Christian? 1 2 
 
IF YOU SELECTED “CHRISTIAN: CATHOLIC” FOR QUESTION 63: 
Besides their church, some people think of themselves as belonging to another religious 
groups. Please indicate whether or not you identify with the following groups: 

 Yes  No  
73. Do you consider yourself to be an evangelical Catholic? 1 2 
74. Do you consider yourself to be a progressive Catholic? 1 2 
75. Do you consider yourself to be a conservative Catholic? 1 2 
76. Do you consider yourself to be a social justice Catholic? 1 2 
77. Do you consider yourself to be a liberal Catholic? 1 2 
78. Do you consider yourself to be a traditionalist Catholic? 1 2 
 
Finally, please tell us a little more about yourself.  Please check the box that best 
corresponds with your characteristics. 
79. What is your gender? 

 Male 
 Female 

80. Which racial or ethnic group or groups best describes you? 
 White 
 Black 
 Hispanic or Latino/Latina 
 Asian 
 Native American 
 Other 

81. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 
 Some high school 
 High school graduate 
 1-2 years of college 
 More than 2 years of college 
 College graduate 
 Graduate/Professional degree 

 
82. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself a Democrat, Independent, or 
Republican? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strong 

Democrat 
Democrat Leaning 

Democrat 
Independent Leaning 

Republican 
Republican Strong 

Republican 
 
83. Which point on this scale best describes your political views? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strong liberal Liberal Leaning 

liberal 
Moderate Leaning 

conservative 
Conservative Strong 

conservative 
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84. What is your birth date (MM/DD/YY)? 
 
 

     

Month  Date  Year  
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Appendix G: 
Time2 Survey and Stimulus Articles 

 
Thank you for taking our survey! Please answer the following questions with the 
answer that best reflects your opinions and experiences. All answers you provide will be 
anonymous and confidential. You may skip any questions that you do not wish to 
answer, but it is helpful to us that you answer everything. 
 
Please read the directions for each section carefully. 
 
Please read the news article on the next page and answer the questions that follow. 
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When you hear or read about environmental protection, what kinds of things do you 
think about? Please list as many thoughts as you have. Write your answers in the boxes 
below. List only one thought in each box. Use as many boxes as you need. Please 
state your thoughts as concisely as possible; a phrase is sufficient. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 

  

 
For the federal programs listed below, please indicate the degree to which you would 
like to see spending increased, decreased, or kept about the same as it is now (please 
circle the number that best reflects your opinion): 
 

 Spending 
should be 
decreased 

a lot 

  Spending 
should be 
kept the 

same 

  Spending 
should be 
increased 

a lot 
1.Environmental 
protection 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. The war on 
terrorism 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. Border 
security to 
prevent illegal 
immigration 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Poverty 
programs 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Public 
schools 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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There are different opinions about protecting the environment. Please indicate the 
degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

Somewha
t disagree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Somewha
t agree 

Strongly 
agree 

6. This country worries too much 
about the future of the 
environment and not enough 
about prices and jobs today. 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. In order to protect the 
environment, America needs 
economic growth. 

1 2 3 4 5 

8. Economic growth always 
harms the environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

9. Many of the claims about 
environmental threats are 
exaggerated. 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. There are more important 
things to do in life than protect 
the environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. This country should accept 
cuts in its standard of living in 
order to protect the environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. Protecting the environment 
promotes economic growth 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. I would be willing to pay 
much higher taxes in order to 
protect the environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

14. I would be willing to pay 
much higher prices for goods and 
services in order to protect the 
environment. 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
15. How important is the issue of the environment to you personally? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 
important 

Not too 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Very important Extremely 
important 

 
16. How much do you feel you know about environmental issues? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Very small 

amount 
Somewhat small 

amount 
Neither small 

nor large amount 
Somewhat large 

amount 
Very large 

amount 
 



    162 

 

Finally, please tell us a little more about yourself.  Please check the box that best 
corresponds with your characteristics. 
 
17. What is your gender? 

 Male 
 Female 

 
18. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself a Democrat, Independent, or 
Republican? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strong 

Democrat 
Democrat Leaning 

Democrat 
Independent Leaning 

Republican 
Republican Strong 

Republican 
 
19. What is your birth date (MM/DD/YY)? 
 
 
 

     

Month  Date  Year  
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Article text: 
 
Facing a competitive reelection bid next fall, U.S. Representative Jerry Scott reached 
out to potential new voters in an on-campus forum on environmental protection.  
Congressman Scott gave his talk, “The Environment: A View From Capitol Hill,” to 
about 100 University of Arizona students on Friday night in Benson Hall.  
 
Scott, a(n) (opponent/supporter) of stronger environmental regulations said that the 
issue comes down to a question of (economic/religious) values. “QUOTE HERE,” said 
Scott. “REST OF QUOTE.” 
 
He added that Arizonans who go to the polls next fall will decide what kind of values 
they want represented in Washington. “Your member of Congress ought to share not 
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only your attitudes, but also the values that form the foundation for those attitudes,” he 
said. 
 
Rep. Scott’s 45-minute presentation was followed by an hour of questions and 
comments from the student audience.  The forum was sponsored by the UA Politics and 
Life Committee, in cooperation with the College Democrats and College Republicans.  
 
PRO ENVIRONMENT/ECONOMIC CONDITION: 
“Protecting the environment makes economic sense. It is much cheaper to prevent 
pollution today than it is to clean it up tomorrow.” 
 
ANTI ENVIRONMENT/ECONOMIC CONDITION: 
“Protecting the environment does not make economic sense.  Environmental 
regulations are too costly; they raise taxes and cost jobs.” 
 
PRO ENVIRONMENT/RELIGIOUS CONDITION: 
“Protecting the environment makes biblical sense.  God made human beings stewards 
of creation, and we have a sacred duty to protect it.” 
 
ANTI ENVIRONMENT/ECONOMIC CONDITION: 
“Protecting the environment does not make biblical sense.  God does want humans to 
be subject to nature. Rather, we should fill the Earth and subdue it.”  
 
The CONTROL CONDITION (for the thought-listing exercise) did not contain any 
quote from Congressman Scott. 
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Appendix H: 
Pilot survey (2007) 

 
Thank you for agreeing to take our survey!  Please answer the following questions with the 
answer that best reflects your opinions and experiences.  All answers you provide will be 
anonymous and confidential.  You may skip any questions that you do not wish to answer, but it 
is helpful to us that you answer everything.  
 
Please read the directions for each section carefully. 
 
For each of the following items, please circle the number that best reflects your opinion: 
 
1. Generally speaking, do you consider yourself a Democrat, Independent, or 
Republican? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strong 

Democrat 
Democrat Leaning 

Democrat 
Independent Leaning 

Republican 
Republican Strong 

Republican 
 
2. Which point on this scale best describes your political views? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strong liberal Liberal Leaning 

liberal 
Moderate Leaning 

conservative 
Conservative Strong 

conservative 
 
3. In general, how interested are you in politics and public affairs? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all A little Somewhat Very Extremely 

 
 
In the next section, please answer some questions about political figures and processes.  
Not everyone knows the answers to these questions.  If you do not, feel free to check the 
box labeled “Don’t know.” 
 
4. What job or political office is now held by Condolezza Rice? 

 Vice President      
 Secretary of State      
 U.S. Senator        
 Supreme Court Justice     
 Secretary of Defense 
 Don’t Know 

 
5. What job or political office is now held by Norm Coleman? 

 State Representative      
 Secretary of State      
 U.S. Senator        
 Mayor of St. Paul 
 Governor of Minnesota 
 Don’t Know 
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6. Whose responsibility is it to determine if a law is constitutional or not? 
 President 
 Congress 
 Supreme Court  
 State Legislatures 
 Don’t Know 

 
7. How much of a majority in each house is required to override a presidential veto? 

 1/2 (a simple majority) 
 3/5 
 2/3 
 3/4 
 Unanimity 
 Cannot override a presidential veto 
 Don’t Know 

 
8. Which party has the most members in the House of Representatives in Washington? 

 Republicans 
 Democrats 
 Tie 
 Don’t Know 

 
 
The next set of questions deal with your views on some religious issues.  Please read 
each statement carefully and circle the number that best corresponds with your view: 
 

 Strongly 
disagree 

 

Disagree Don’t 
know 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

9. There is a God 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

10. There is no such thing as the 
devil 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

11. There is life after death 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

12. The Bible is the inspired 
word of God 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

13. There are no absolute 
standards for what is right and 
wrong 
 

1 2 3 4 5 
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 Strongly 
disagree 

 

Disagree Don’t 
know 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

14. All the major religions of 
the world are equally good and 
true 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

15. If enough people were 
brought to religious faith, social 
problems would take care of 
themselves 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

16. Religion is a private matter 
that does not belong in public 
discourse 
 

1 2 3 4 5 

17. It is important for elected 
officials to be people of strong 
religious beliefs 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
18. How much guidance does religion play in your day-to-day living? 

1 2 3 4 
No guidance Some guidance Quite a bit of 

guidance 
A great deal of 

guidance 
 
19. Aside from weddings and funerals, how often do you attend worship services? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never A few times a 

year 
Once a month Once a week More than once 

a week 
 
20. How often do you pray outside of worship services? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never Once a week or 

less 
A few times a 

week 
Once a day Several times a 

day 
 
21. How often do you volunteer with a religious organization (including your place of 
worship)? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never A few times a 

year 
Once a month Once a week More than once 

a week 
 
22. About what percentage of your income do you give to religious organizations 
(including your place of worship) in an average year? 

1 2 3 4 5 
Nothing 1 to 5 % 6 to 9 % 10 % More than 10 % 
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23. With which of the following religious traditions do you most closely identify? 
 Christian: Catholic 
 Christian: Protestant 
 Jewish 
 Muslim 
 Other (please list) _____________ 
 Agnostic or atheist 
 Nothing in particular 

 
If you selected “Christian: Protestant” for Question 23, please answer Question 24 
below.  If you selected something else, please skip this question and go to Question 25. 
 
24. Please check the box next to the denomination with which you most closely 
identify: 
 

(see page 146 of Appendix F for list of denominations) 
 
 
Now we are going to ask you about your familiarity with religious groups within 
Catholic and Protestant churches. Please indicate whether or not you have ever heard 
anyone (in person or in the news media) use the following categories to describe groups 
within Catholic and Protestant churches: 
 

 Yes,  
I have heard of this 

group 

No,  
I have not heard of this 

group 
 

25. Liberal Catholics 
 

1 2 

26. Progressive Catholics 
 

1 2 

27. Cultural Catholics 
 

1 2 

28. Traditionalist Catholics 
 

1 2 

29. Dynastic Catholics 
 

1 2 

30. Conservative Catholics 
 

1 2 

31. Charismatic Catholics 
 

1 2 

32. Fundamentalist Protestants 
 

1 2 

33. Evangelical Protestants 
 

1 2 
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34. Pentacostal Protestants 
 

1 2 

35. Charismatic Protestants 
 

1 2 

36. Mainline Protestants 
 

1 2 

37. Pluralistic Protestants 
 

1 2 

38. Ecumenical Protestants 
 

1 2 

39. Liberal Protestants 
 

1 2 

40. Progressive Protestants 
 

1 2 

 
 
In the next section, you will read several statements in boxes on protecting the 
environment.  For each of the statements, you will be asked to answer three questions.  
Please circle the response that most closely corresponds with your opinion. 
 

“Protecting the environment makes biblical sense.  God made human beings 
stewards of creation, and we have a sacred duty to protect it.” 

 
41. Regardless how you personally feel about the issue, please evaluate the strength of 
this argument. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

strong 
Somewhat 

strong 
Strong Very strong Extremely 

strong 
 
42. How often have you ever heard anyone (in person or in the news media) make this 
argument? 

1 2 3 4 
Never Occasionally Frequently Always 

 
43. If you heard a political candidate make this argument, to which political party would 
you guess he or she belongs? 

1 2 3 4 
Democrat Independent Republican Don’t Know 
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“Protecting the environment makes generational sense.  We owe it to future 
generations to give them a better environment than the one we inherited.” 

 
44. Regardless how you personally feel about the issue, please evaluate the strength of 
this argument. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

strong 
Somewhat 

strong 
Strong Very strong Extremely 

strong 
 
45. How often have you ever heard anyone (in person or in the news media) make this 
argument? 

1 2 3 4 
Never Occasionally Frequently Always 

 
46. If you heard a political candidate make this argument, to which political party would 
you guess he or she belongs? 

1 2 3 4 
Democrat Independent Republican Don’t Know 

 
 

“Protecting the environment makes sense for self preservation.  Our lives depend 
on the environment, and by caring for it we care for ourselves.” 

 
47. Regardless how you personally feel about the issue, please evaluate the strength of 
this argument. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

strong 
Somewhat 

strong 
Strong Very strong Extremely 

strong 
 
48. How often have you ever heard anyone (in person or in the news media) make this 
argument? 

1 2 3 4 
Never Occasionally Frequently Always 

 
49. If you heard a political candidate make this argument, to which political party would 
you guess he or she belongs? 

1 2 3 4 
Democrat Independent Republican Don’t Know 
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“Protecting the environment makes economic sense. It is much cheaper to prevent 

pollution today than it is to clean it up tomorrow.” 
 
50. Regardless how you personally feel about the issue, please evaluate the strength of 
this argument. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

strong 
Somewhat 

strong 
Strong Very strong Extremely 

strong 
 
51. How often have you ever heard anyone (in person or in the news media) make this 
argument? 

1 2 3 4 
Never Occasionally Frequently Always 

 
52. If you heard a political candidate make this argument, to which political party would 
you guess he or she belongs? 

1 2 3 4 
Democrat Independent Republican Don’t Know 

 
 
“Protecting the environment makes spiritual sense.  We are intimately connected 
to the environment, and celebrating nature and its beauty helps us live fully.” 
 
53. Regardless how you personally feel about the issue, please evaluate the strength of 
this argument. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

strong 
Somewhat 

strong 
Strong Very strong Extremely 

strong 
 
54. How often have you ever heard anyone (in person or in the news media) make this 
argument? 

1 2 3 4 
Never Occasionally Frequently Always 

 
55. If you heard a political candidate make this argument, to which political party would 
you guess he or she belongs? 

1 2 3 4 
Democrat Independent Republican Don’t Know 
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“Protecting the environment does not make spiritual sense.  We are separate from 

the environment, and celebrating nature keeps us from caring for people.” 
 
56. Regardless how you personally feel about the issue, please evaluate the strength of 
this argument. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

strong 
Somewhat 

strong 
Strong Very strong Extremely 

strong 
 
57. How often have you ever heard anyone (in person or in the news media) make this 
argument? 

1 2 3 4 
Never Occasionally Frequently Always 

 
58. If you heard a political candidate make this argument, to which political party would 
you guess he or she belongs? 

1 2 3 4 
Democrat Independent Republican Don’t Know 

 
 

“Protecting the environment does not make economic sense.  Environmental 
regulations are too costly; they raise taxes and cost jobs.” 

 
59. Regardless how you personally feel about the issue, please evaluate the strength of 
this argument. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

strong 
Somewhat 

strong 
Strong Very strong Extremely 

strong 
 
60. How often have you ever heard anyone (in person or in the news media) make this 
argument? 

1 2 3 4 
Never Occasionally Frequently Always 

 
61. If you heard a political candidate make this argument, to which political party would 
you guess he or she belongs? 

1 2 3 4 
Democrat Independent Republican Don’t Know 
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“Protecting the environment does not make sense for self interest.  Environmental 
regulations keep us from enjoying the resources that are here for our enjoyment.” 
 
62. Regardless how you personally feel about the issue, please evaluate the strength of 
this argument. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

strong 
Somewhat 

strong 
Strong Very strong Extremely 

strong 
 
63. How often have you ever heard anyone (in person or in the news media) make this 
argument? 

1 2 3 4 
Never Occasionally Frequently Always 

 
64. If you heard a political candidate make this argument, to which political party would 
you guess he or she belongs? 

1 2 3 4 
Democrat Independent Republican Don’t Know 

 
 
“Protecting the environment does not make biblical sense.  God does want humans 

to be subject to nature. Rather, we should fill the Earth and subdue it.” 
 
65. Regardless how you personally feel about the issue, please evaluate the strength of 
this argument. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all 

strong 
Somewhat 

strong 
Strong Very strong Extremely 

strong 
 
66. How often have you ever heard anyone (in person or in the news media) make this 
argument? 

1 2 3 4 
Never Occasionally Frequently Always 

 
67. If you heard a political candidate make this argument, to which political party would 
you guess he or she belongs? 

1 2 3 4 
Democrat Independent Republican Don’t Know 
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Finally, please tell us a little more about yourself.  Please check the box that best 
corresponds with your characteristics. 
 
86. What is your gender? 

 Male 
 Female 

 
87. Which of the following races/ethnicities most closely describes you? 

 White 
 African American 
 Latino/Latina 
 Asian/Pacific Islander 
 Other 

 
88. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 Some high school 
 High school graduate 
 Some college 
 College graduate 
 Graduate/Professional degree 

 
89. What is your age? _____ 
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Appendix I: 
Demographic Frequency Tables 

 
Survey participants by party  
identification, in percents (n) 
Strong Democrat 10.4 (21) 
Democrat 26.7 (54) 
Lean Democrat 17.3 (35) 
Independent 15.3 (31) 
Lean Republican 12.9 (26) 
Republican 13.4 (27) 
Strong Republican 4.0 (8) 
 
Survey participants by ideology,  
in percents (n) 
Strong liberal 10.4 (21) 
Liberal  30.7 (62) 
Lean liberal  11.9 (24) 
Moderate 19.8 (40) 
Lean conservative 6.4 (13) 
Conservative 16.8 (34) 
Strong conservative 4.0 (8) 
 
Survey participants by gender,  
in percents (n) 
Male 54.1 (111) 
Female 45.9 (94) 
 
Survey participants by race,  
in percents (n) 
White 77.5 (158) 
Black 3.9 (8) 
Hispanic 3.4 (7) 
Asian 11.8 (24) 
Native 0.5 (1) 
Other 2.9 (6) 
  
 


