
ABSTRACT 
 

 
WOOLLEY, DONALD PATRICK. Perceptions of the Presidency: Civil Religion and the 
Public’s Assessment of Candidates and Incumbents.   (Under the direction of Ronald C. 
Wimberley.) 
 
 Robert Bellah introduced the concept of American civil religion more than thirty year 

ago.  While interest has waxed and waned over time, there has been an increase in the level of 

attention paid to civil religion in the United States since the beginning of the 21st Century.  Much 

of this interest has been rhetorical however, and very little actual research has taken place.  This 

study examines the relationship between the civil religious beliefs of the American public and 

the public’s perception of the presidency.  Randomly selected subjects from stratified samples in 

Raleigh, North Carolina were collected during two separate, yet similar, studies in 1984 and 

1998.  Data from then 1984 Reagan-Mondale presidential contest are used to examine 

presidential electoral preference for candidates who are seen as more civil religious.   It is 

contended that the candidate who is seen as more civil religious will have an electoral advantage. 

Further data collected during the fall of 1998 are used to look at the relationship between civil 

religious beliefs and feelings of outrage or betrayal at the perceived actions of President Clinton 

leading to his impeachment trial are explored.  In this case it is contended that the stronger a 

member of the public’s feelings of civil religiosity, the greater their feelings of outrage.  It would 

appear from the results of these studies that the lens of civil religion is used by the public in their 

perception of the presidency.  It would also appear that the traditional view of American civil 

religion has changed since Bellah’s original thesis.  The implications of these findings, in terms 

of theory methodology and policy are discussed. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

 INTRODUCTION 
  
Prologue  

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 have led to a renewal of discourse about 

civil religion in the United States, due partly to the use of civil religious imagery by the 

White House to appeal to the American public for support.  Another part of this renewal 

comes from our basic human need for social solidarity and emotional comfort as a nation in a 

time of emergency.   

With few exceptions, the bulk of this discourse has been just that—conversations and 

articles using civil religion as a backdrop (Silk, 1999; Adams 2003; Will, 2004). 

Comparatively few of the works that make up this new wave of civil religious writings 

actually study civil religion on a theoretical or empirical level.  Instead, they take it as a 

given, without delving into its underlying mechanism. 

This is not historically unusual in the study of civil religion.  When Robert Bellah’s 

(1967) article “Civil Religion in America” first appeared, there were two different reactions 

from the scholarly world.  Some saw it as the discovery of a penetrating new element of 

American culture (Wimberley and Swatos, 1998:94).  Others, especially political scientists 

and historians, had a reaction that Bellah later noted as: “We knew it all the time.  What 

Bellah says is nothing new” (Bellah, 1998:193).  David Adams (2003:20) states, “The latter 

reaction illustrates a common problem with discussions of civil religion: it all seems so self-

evident once you have heard it that it appears to be belaboring the obvious.”  In his original 

essay, Bellah (1967:19) himself said, “Why something so obvious should have escaped 

serious analytical attention is in itself an interesting problem.” 
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Now, as in the past, most discussion of American civil religion tends to be 

philosophical rather than analytical.  The analytical work that has been done is rarely 

empirical in nature. 

This dissertation is intended to add to the empirical literature on civil religion in the 

United States.  It examines the relationship between civil religion and the public’s perception 

of the American presidency.  Specifically, the dissertation focuses two aspects of this 

relationship.  First, this study looks at the interaction of civil religion with presidential 

preference, testing the assumption that candidates perceived to be more civil religious have 

an electoral advantage.     

 The 1998 impeachment trial of President William Clinton provided a natural 

experiment in the public’s perception of the presidency.   In this trial by the United States 

Congress, the president was accused of perjury, obstruction of justice, and abuse of his 

office.  The second aspect of this study is an examination of how the American public 

regarded these impeachment proceedings in relation to their own civil religious feelings.  

Specifically, it looks at the relationship between civil religious beliefs and feelings of outrage 

or betrayal at the perceived actions of the president leading to his impeachment trial.  In both 

dimensions of this study, civil religion is seen as a lens through which the American public 

understands the workings of the presidency. 

 

Civil Religion Defined 

 Emile Durkheim ([1915] 1965) argued that as larger and more complex nation-states 

emerged in the world, the influence that religion had in society would decline as the 

influence of rationality increased.  At the same time, the society’s need for collectively held 
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beliefs and symbols that lead to social solidarity would remain.  Ways that modern states 

may accomplish this include state sponsored and naturally occurring secular functional 

alternatives to religion.  Robert Bellah (1967) used the phrase, “civil religion,” to describe 

the American functional alternative and distinguish it from church-oriented religions1:   

Although matters of personal religious belief, worship, and association are 
considered to be strictly private affairs, there are, at the same time, certain 
common elements of religious orientation that the great majority of Americans 
share.  These have played a crucial role in the development of American 
institutions and still provide a religious dimension for the whole fabric of 
American life, including the political sphere.  This public religious dimension 
is expressed in the set of beliefs, symbols and rituals that I am calling the 
American civil religion. (Bellah 1967:3-4) 

 
 A great deal of the civil religious literature that has been published has focused on the 

problem of definition.  In 1974, Russell Richey and Donald Jones found so many competing 

meanings that they offered a five-category typology for organizing civil religious literature.  

These categories included: 1) Folk Religion; 2) Transcendent Religion of the Nation; 3) 

Religious Nationalism; 4) Democratic Faith; and, 5) Protestant Civic Piety.  While they felt 

that all possible types of civil religion would fit into this typology, it became obvious that 

there were too many overlapping meanings between categories.  Even in the simplified three 

category typology noted by the anthropologist Michael Angrosino (2002), there is 

considerable overlap as himself he states.2  To add to the confusion, there are theologians 

such as Andrew Shanks (1995) who are purposely using the term civil religion in new ways, 

such as his concept of civil religion as the responsibility of those who are church religious to 

also maintain an identity as citizens. 

 
1 Hereafter referred to as “church religions.” 
2 Angrosino categorizes civil religion as culture religion, religious nationalism and as transcendent religion 
(Angrosino, 2000:246). 
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 While there do not seem to be any sweeping definitions, the phrase “transcendent 

universal religion of the nation” is used by Wimberley and Swatos (1998:94) in defining civil 

religion, and it often appears elsewhere in the literature.  The phrase refers to the set of 

societal beliefs and symbols held in common by the citizenry that aid in promoting social 

solidarity and political legitimacy in a society.  These beliefs, symbols, and even rituals are 

used to associate the values, history, and institutions of a country with divine favor or even 

with a national religious destiny.   Wimberley and Swatos (1998:94) note that, “Civil religion 

is unique in U. S. culture—and arguably in other cultures as well—in that it does not claim 

an identifiable social group short of the entire society itself.”  This society unifying aspect is 

part of the theoretical background of civil religion. 

   

Theoretical Framework of Civil Religion 

 If civil religion is defined as a set of quasi-religious beliefs and rituals regarding the 

polity that nurture social solidarity in society, it can be seen as a secular functional alternative 

to the church-oriented religions described by Durkheim in The Elementary Forms of 

Religious Life ([1915] 1965).  Durkheim (1965:62) describes religion as, “ . . . a unified 

system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred things, that is to say, things set apart and 

forbidden––beliefs and practices which unite into one single moral community . . . .” 

The structural functionalist theory of society that derives most closely from 

Durkheim, that of Talcott Parsons (Parsons 1951; Parsons and Shils 1951), notes three types 

of motives in the transition from the actions of individuals to the operation of an entire social 

system: the cognitive, the cathetic, and the evaluative (Parsons and Shils 1951:76-98). 

Originally put forth in Parsons’ The Social System (1951), these concepts were further 
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refined with Edward Shils in Towards a General Theory of Action (1951).  In their simplest 

forms, the three modes of motivations or needs can be defined as: 

1) The Cognitive Mode–the perception of objects in terms of the object’s   

  characteristics and possible consequences (i.e., the need for information); 

2) The Cathetic Mode–the perception of objects in terms of the actor’s emotional  

  needs (i.e., the need for emotional attachment); 

3) The Evaluative Mode–where the actor allocates their energy among the ends and 

  makes an attempt to optimize the outcomes.  (i.e., the need for assessment). 

Parsons saw actors as gaining their orientation to different situations in terms of these 

motives or needs.  When Parson’s three motives are applied respectively to religion, 

religion’s functions become apparent: 

 1) The provision of a central, unifying belief system; 

 2) The provision of ritual and ceremony, both of which are important contributors to 

nurturing social solidarity; 

 3) The articulation of ethical principles combined with the provision of positive and 

negative sanctions to support ethical values. 

 When this structural-functionalist theory is applied to American civil religion as a 

functional alternative to church religion, one can see civil religion as a set of beliefs created 

by combining Judeo-Christianity doctrines with documents from the American political 

system such as the Constitution, Bill of Rights, and the Declaration of Independence.  This 
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cognitive combination has led to beliefs that the United States is divinely chosen to take its 

role in the world––in what can be regarded as a modernized American Manifest Destiny3. 

 The cathetic mode is seen in national ceremonies such as presidential inaugurations 

and rituals such as Independence Day parades and fireworks displays.  Each of these is a 

focus of national attention, along with “sacred” objects like the flag or Liberty Bell and 

sacred places like the Mall in Washington, D.C. or the site of the former World Trade Center. 

 The evaluative mode’s articulation of ethical principles is seen in the mythology of 

civil religion, through the historical and folklore memories of American icons: the honesty of 

the young Abe Lincoln or George Washington; the proverbial wisdom of Benjamin Franklin; 

Theodore Roosevelt’s strength of conviction; or his cousin Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s 

compassion.  All of these elements combine to create a general concept of, “the American 

Way,” that is part of the cultural baggage of American citizens even if they do not recognize 

its existence. 

 This dissertation will deal with the evaluative aspect of the functions of civil religion 

in American society.  Specifically, it looks at the reaction of the populace to the perceived 

actions of a civil religious leader who breaks with the ethical principles that are implicit with 

the action of civil religion as an alternative to church religion. 

Civil Religion and the Presidency 

The American religious scholar David Adams (2003) notes that the public expression 

of civil religion in America has been shaped by three presidents, which he refers to as civil 

religion’s three greatest theologians,  

 
3 Manifest Destiny was an American belief that came about in the 1800s. It was based on the concept that the 
nation was divine in nature and its destiny was to spread democracy across the North American continent. 
(Hicks et al 1964, 538-558) 
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…Thomas Jefferson (the American Moses), Abraham Lincoln (the American 
Jesus), and Ronald Reagan (the American Paul).  It is perhaps not surprising 
that all three of these men share some significant similarities: they were all 
quite religious, but were not active adherents of any particular church body; 
they each had a strong moral sense of public duty; and they each had a 
significant role in shaping and articulating America’s national direction during 
their era (Adams, 2003:23). 

 
 Most people would probably not consciously think of Reagan as the  metaphorical 

successor to Lincoln’s American Jesus.  There was, however, something about Reagan that 

induced a large number of people to re-elect him to the presidency with nearly 60 percent 

 of the popular vote.  The term Reagan-Democrat (or more traditionally in the south, Boll 

Weevil Democrat) was used by the media to attempt to explain the reason for the size of the 

popular and electoral vote victories of Ronald Reagan in 1984.  In the years prior to this 

election, a large number of voters who had traditionally supported the Democratic Party 

began to defect to the Republicans in national elections while remaining registered as  

Democrats.   

An explanation for this may lay in Wimberley’s 1980 study of the 1972 presidential 

election. This study found that in the 1972 Nixon-McGovern presidential race, civil religious 

beliefs were better predictors of candidate support than political party loyalties.  However, 

the effect of civil religious beliefs in this study may be distorted due to the fact that one of 

the candidates, Nixon, was an incumbent president.  As such, he may have been regarded, 

even unconsciously, by the study population as having civil religious legitimation by being 

the holder of his office.  This may have diminished the public’s civil religious perception of 

George McGovern and given an advantage to Richard Nixon.  Similarly, as an incumbent, 

Ronald Reagan may have had a civil religious advantage over Walter Mondale in 1984. 
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In the months leading to the actual impeachment trial of President Clinton, it was 

sometimes said that it was not fair to hold the president to a higher standard of conduct.  

Various commentators noted that he was “elected president––not Pope”  (Burros, 1998).  Yet 

although not conscious of it, many people may have disagreed with this analysis.  Many of 

the presidential icons of American civil religion have had multiple roles.  The saintly 

Washington, the prophetic Jefferson and Wilson, and the martyred Lincoln and Kennedy are 

all remembered as such in the collective American memory.  But first and foremost, they 

were the elected leaders of the American people.  As such, they became the high priests of 

American civil religion’s amalgamation of Judeo-Christian and political beliefs.  As Robert 

Bellah (1966:4) notes, the religious legitimacy of their political authority is marked by the 

rituals of the inauguration. 

 Other researchers have noted the priestly aspect of the president in American civil 

religion.  Philip Hammond (1976:177) refers to the president as “ . . . the single most 

important symbol of all the people [who] feels compelled to describe his own action and that 

of the nation as ‘ordained’.”  In effect, the president acts as the flag bearer for American civil 

religion.   

 Martin Marty (1974:145) identifies both a priestly and a prophetic role for American 

presidents.  In the prophetic role, the president stands in judgement over the offenses of the 

American nation and people against the ideals for which they stand.  Marty (1974:147),  

notes, however, that “. . . the president is normally expected to play a priestly role.”  This role 

entails leading the more celebratory aspects of the nation’s achievement and superiority.  

 Bellah (1967:8) notes that “. . . the national magistrate, whatever his private religious 

views, operates under the rubrics of the civil religion as long as he is in his official capacity.”  
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American presidents have the official capacity of custodians of the “sacred” knowledge of 

civil religion––defenders of the Constitution and enforcers of the laws and ethics of society.  

The president, through the executive branch, provides the positive and negative sanctions 

within American society.  As such, presidents are held to a higher standard of conduct by 

many people, and this should be taken into account when analyzing the public’s reaction to 

the Clinton impeachment proceedings. 

 

Project Description 

 The empirical support of the existence of civil religion in the United States has been 

documented in such studies as Wimberley (1976), Wimberley et al (1976), and Christenson 

and Wimberley (1978). The findings of these studies support the idea that the majority of the 

American citizenry do affirm civil religious beliefs even if they themselves are not aware of 

it.  These beliefs exist across boundaries of race, ethnicity, and social class.  Later research 

shows the probable relationships between civil religious beliefs and presidential candidate 

preferences or national policy positions (Wimberley, 1980). 

 The purpose of this study is to extend the existing literature by examining the 

interaction of civil religion beliefs with the American public’s perception of both presidential 

candidates and presidential incumbents.   The civil religious advantage that incumbency 

entails may be difficult for a challenger to match and may help explain why sitting presidents 

have so rarely been defeated. 

 By looking at data that replicates elements of Wimberley’s (1980) study of the 1972 

Nixon/McGovern race, it is expected that support will be found to show both that the public 
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prefers candidates that they perceive as being more civil religious and that the incumbent has 

a civil religious advantage over his challenger. 

 In addition to affecting electoral politics, the public’s civil religious perception of the 

president affects how they view his actions.   The Clinton impeachment proceedings in the 

U.S. House of Representatives provides an excellent natural experiment to look at the public 

perception of the president’s actions through the lens of civil religion.4  Using data that can 

identify elements of civil religiosity along with a variety of expressions of outrage, it is 

expected that civil religious beliefs will have an effect on the levels of emotion felt by the 

public.  Less directly, the presence of these beliefs will have an effect on the level of 

punishment that the public feels is necessary to rebuke the president. 

  

Outline of Subsequent Chapters 

 The next chapter looks at the historical antecedents of the study of civil religion as 

defined by Robert Bellah. Next is an overview of the relatively few quantitative studies of 

American civil religion extant, many of which occurred in a burst of research in the years 

immediately after Bellah’s article. This is followed by an overview of the more recent 

writings about civil religion, those involving the application of Rational Choice theory.  This 

chapter will help explain the methodological choices made in analyzing the data in this study, 

along with the possible effect of Rational Choice theory on the results. 

 Chapter Three explains the sources of the two datasets used this study. Additionally, 

the measurement of the independent and control variables is specified, as well as the formal 

 
4 On Saturday, December 19, 1998, the United States House of Representatives voted on four articles of 
presidential impeachment.  Of these, they passed two. No articles of impeachment were passed by the United 
States Senate, rendering the House vote moot and acquitting President Clinton on all charges. 
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hypotheses relating to the public’s perception of the presidency through the lens of civil 

religion. 

The fourth and fifth chapters present findings from a variety of crosstabulations and 

multivariate regressions in regard to the hypotheses.  Chapter Four looks at the civil religious 

underpinnings of presidential candidate preference in the 1984 election, while Chapter Five 

looks at the effect of civil religion on the public’s perception of the Clinton impeachment of 

1998.   

Chapter Six summarizes the key findings of this dissertation and the conclusions in 

regard to the civil religious focus of the public’s perception of the American presidency. The 

implications of this research along with probable directions for further study are also 

included. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

 REVIEW OF RESEARCH 
 

Historical Antecedents  

 The inherent concept of civil religion is not new.  It predates Robert Bellah as far 

back as Jean-Jacques Rousseau.  Rousseau was one of the earliest proponents of civil religion 

as shown in The Social Contract ([1762] 1952).  He saw the apparent religious nature behind 

the interaction of law and society and coined the term civil religion to refer both to this 

dimension and to a belief system based around it. 

 Rousseau noted the dependence of states on the legitimizing influence of religion and 

thought that religion tended to be a threat to the state because of this dependence.  After 

studying the functions of religion in society, Rousseau proposed that these functions could be 

served just as well if a civil religion was created by the state.  This “top-down” civil religion 

would both legitimize the state itself and provide the social cohesion functions, both culture 

building and culture affirming, of more sacred, church-based religion without creating a 

power rival for the state.  As Rousseau described it, 

Now, it matters very much to the community that each citizen should have a 
religion. That will make him love his duty; but the dogmas of that religion 
concern the State and its members only so far as they have reference to 
morality and to the duties which he who professes them is bound to do to 
others. Each man may have, over and above, what opinions he pleases, 
without it being the Sovereign's business to take cognisance of them; for, as 
the Sovereign has no authority in the other world, whatever the lot of its 
subjects may be in the life to come, that is not its business, provided they are 
good citizens in this life. 

 
There is therefore a purely civil profession of faith of which the Sovereign 
should fix the articles, not exactly as religious dogmas, but as social 
sentiments without which a man cannot be a good citizen or a faithful subject. 
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While it can compel no one to believe them, it can banish from the State 
whoever does not believe them — it can banish him, not for impiety, but as an 
anti-social being, incapable of truly loving the laws and justice, and of 
sacrificing, at need, his life to his duty. If any one, after publicly recognizing 
these dogmas, behaves as if he does not believe them, let him be punished by 
death: he has committed the worst of all crimes, that of lying before the law 
([1762] 1952:307). 
 

 Alexis de Tocqueville ([1835] 1969), in his book, Democracy in America, describes a 

concrete public religion that contrasts with the abstract civil religion of Rousseau.  In 

America, de Tocqueville found a naturally occurring “bottom-up” civil religion.  Through 

observations and interviews while he traveled in the United States in the early 1830s, he 

created a descriptive framework that he called “Republican Religion.”  In this version, the 

civil religion is not created by the state to legitimize itself.  Instead, the society creates its 

own folk religion with moral laws that affect American political life.  As Gail Gehrig 

(1979:8) phrases it, “. . . the various American religious denominations might disagree about 

specific matters of denominational doctrine, but all agreed on general Christian mores.”  

 While many other researchers have dwelled on the themes of American civil religion 

(Niebuhr, 1937; Mead, 1963; Marty, 1959), most of them did so in terms of religious history.  

It was not until W. Lloyd Warner’s (1961) discussion of a civic folk religion (which he called 

Americanism), based specifically on the pre-World War II Memorial Day celebrations of a 

Massachusetts community, that a purely theoretical model is shown in contrast to the 

descriptive studies of those made prior.  However, the true basis of modern sociological 

models of civil religion, American or otherwise, comes from one of Talcott Parson’s 

students, Robert Bellah, in his 1967 essay “Civil Religion in America.”  

 Bellah’s essay notes that there is a distinct religious dimension not only to the 

American polity, but also to all of American life.  Americans, regardless of their church 
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religion background, share civil religious beliefs and principles that serve to unify them into 

a single nation.  Bellah uses the texts of presidential inaugural addresses, along with the 

Constitution, Declaration of Independence, and the Gettysburg Address, to show the 

symbolic manifestation of civil religion in American society.  Most notable is the existence 

of a transcendent God that guides America to its destiny.  Bellah’s concept of civil religion 

has been extremely influential in the sociology of religion field and is striking for its almost 

universal and quick acceptance.  Thomas and Flippen (1970:218) note: “The most 

remarkable feature of the response of sociologists of religion to Bellah’s thesis is their almost 

complete acceptance of it. . . . Of the 6 major texts and readers in the sociology of religion 

published since 1967, . . . only Robertson (1970:216-218)  gives a negative response.  

Robertson offers no specific criticism of Bellah’s civil religion thesis but criticizes Bellah’s 

sociology of religion in general.” 

 

First Wave of Civil Religion Studies 

 Despite this easy acceptance––or perhaps because of it––there was very little early 

quantitative study of civil religion to empirically investigate Bellah’s thesis.  This was to 

change in the 1970s with studies such as those of Thomas and Flippin (1972), Wimberley 

(1976) and Wimberley et al. (1976). 

 Michael Thomas and Charles Flippen’s study, “American Civil Religion: an 

Empirical Study,” was a content analysis of a nationwide sampling of newspaper editorials 

from the 1970 Independence Day weekend.  The authors thought that such an event would be 

a catalyst for self-generated expression of American civil religious elements as defined by 

Bellah.  Their study seems inconclusive, but the more empirically rigorous studies of 
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Wimberley and Wimberley et al, found support for the existence of civil religious beliefs in 

the United States as a separate dimension from church religion. 

 Instead of the less direct content analyses of the previous study, the Wimberley et al. 

study, “The Civil Religious Dimension: Is It There?” created an instrument containing 

statements on civil religious and church religious beliefs.  This instrument was included as 

part of a mailed survey of participants in a Billy Graham crusade.  Factor analysis of 

responses returned found four first order factors that were distinct from each other: civil 

religion, religious belief, religious behavior, and religious experience.  Second order 

factoring found that while the civil religious dimension was positively correlated with church 

religious experience and belief, it was in fact distinct from them. 

 The second Wimberley study of 1976, “Testing the Civil Religion Hypothesis,” used 

a larger, less homogenous sample, and its measure included statements on political beliefs as 

well as civil religious and church religious beliefs.  While factor analysis found civil 

religious and church religious beliefs to be more closely related in the second study, the basic 

findings of the first study were supported.  The factor analysis also showed that the civil 

religion items were in fact distinct from various political dimensions. 

 Later research by Christenson and Wimberley (1978) looked at what parts of the 

population were likely to hold civil religious beliefs.  This study found that civil religious 

views were widely observed across most segments of the population.  The major exceptions 

to this being college graduates or those with liberal political or religious views, all of whom 

appeared to have a lesser level of civil religious beliefs. The work of Arnold Bell and Eric 

Woodrum (Bell and Woodrum, 1985; Woodrum and Bell, 1989) found that southern blacks 
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are less civil religious than whites, at least in terms of the priestly civil religion as described 

by Martin Marty (1974), but they still hold civil religious beliefs. 

 On the topic of the political implications of civil religion specifically are the studies 

of Wimberley (1980) regarding the 1972 presidential election and that of Wimberley and 

Christenson (1982) which looked at the effect of civil religion on public policy opinions.  

Perhaps more germane to the study of the American public’s perceptions of the presidency is 

Wimberley’s 1980 work.  In this study, it was found that the civil religious beliefs were of 

greater importance overall in forecasting support for either Nixon or McGovern than even 

political party affiliation.  In this case, civil religious beliefs correlated with increased 

support for Nixon.  The study notes the merit of civil religion as a behavioral predictor 

regarding opinion. 

 In looking at public policy preferences on the other hand, Wimberley and Christenson 

(1982) could not find any strong independent social indicators.  Of the weak effects found 

however, only occupational status was superior to civil religion in predictive ability. 

 The work of Cynthia Toolin (1983) was among the last of the empirical studies of 

what can be thought of as the first wave of civil religious research. She undertook a content 

analysis of all (up to 1981) presidential inaugural addresses. Toolin (1983:47) found that 

presidents-elect used civil religious imagery speaking to the American public, “…in much 

the same way as a priest addresses his parish.”  

 Toolin also found two major recurring themes in these addresses, that of American 

Destiny under God and that of International Example.  These were often combined into 

concepts of  American-style government is the best type ever created and it is America’s 

destiny to serve as an example of what other governments should strive to be.  As Toolin 
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(1983:46) states it, “…American civil religion is a self congratulatory religion—we have the 

supreme government and as such we are a shining example to other nations.” 

 These two themes can also be seen as being identifiable with Martin Marty’s (1974) 

concept of both priestly and prophetic roles for American presidents.  The theme of 

American Destiny parallels the priestly role and the prophetic is paralleled by the theme of 

International Example. 

 

Second Wave of Civil Religion Studies 

 After this initial outburst, those in the sociological study of religion seemed to turn 

away from American civil religion, though other fields of academia did not.  Two events 

occurred in the sociology of religion that changed much of its focus.   The first was the rise 

of Christian fundamentalism (or the Religious Right) in the 1980s.  Much of the attention that 

has been placed on civil religion was shifted to this new example of political-religious 

interaction. 

 The second event was commented on by R. Stephen Warner (1993) in his article 

“Work in Progress Toward a New Paradigm for the Sociological Study of Religion in the 

United States.”  Warner noted that there had been a slow theoretical shift in the study of 

religion in America, a shift toward increased use of Rational Choice theory.  Derived from 

the writings of Adam Smith and later economists, rational choice theorists have argued that 

the general principles of the marketplace can be used to understand social interactions.  

Individuals determine what courses of action will be best for them.  In each case, they 

attempt to maximize profit and minimize loss. 
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Rational Choice theory made its first major appearance in the study of religion in 

Stark and Bainbridge’s “A Theory of Religion” (1987). Stark and Bainbridge describe how 

religious people purposely and rationally work to have their spiritual needs met at as little 

cost to themselves as possible.  This is opposed to the traditional view of religion being 

essentially non-rational.  In later works (Finke and Stark, 1992; Stark, 1994), effort was made 

toward a “market” theory of religion and religious pluralism and toward explaining 

secularization.  In each case, individuals make rational choices in relation to the available 

supply of religion. 

 While not immediately obvious, the rise of the Religious Right and an increased use 

of Rational Choice theory do in fact seem to have had an influence on the creation of a 

second wave of the study of civil religion, not just in sociology, but throughout the social 

sciences. Some researchers, like the Soviet social scientist Dimitrii Furman (1981) saw the 

rise of groups representing the Religious Right as revivalism, attempting to strengthen the 

foundations of American civil religion. 

 From Furman’s Marxist point of view, the rise of the religious right is actually the 

death knell of civil religion in America.  As he (1981: 240) states, “The process of 

secularization and collapse of the system of values are irreversible processes…The present 

successes of the Protestant right can not turn these processes back.” 

 Others like Robert Wuthnow (1988a; 1988b) see the rise of the right not as a sign of 

the impending destruction of American civil religion, but merely of its division.  Wuthnow 

views American civil religion as having split into two individual sides, conservative and 

liberal.  Just as the rise of the religious right can be seen as a reaction to the increasing 

liberalization of mainstream religion that came out of the social protests of the 1960s and 
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‘70s, the conservative branch of American civil religion came out of the analogous 

liberalization of mainstream civil religion. 

 It would seem that there are also parallels that can be drawn between Wuthnow’s 

conservative and liberal branches of civil religion and Martin Marty’s (1974) identification of 

respective priestly and prophetic roles of the presidency.  As previously stated, Marty 

described how in the prophetic role, the American president stands in judgement over the 

offenses of the American nation and people against the ideals for which they stand. Similarly, 

Robert Wuthnow’s concept of liberal civil religion is based on America’s perceived role in 

summoning social justice through out the world––using the country’s resources to prevent or 

lessen the effects of hunger, war, and poverty.  

 Wuthnow’s conservative version of American civil religion does not take the 

spreading of social compassion as America’s goal.  Instead it sees the need to spread 

America’s divinely inspired institutions of democracy and free enterprise capitalism.  Bases 

for this spread include resisting socialist economic forms and quite often, an insistence on the 

need for advocating American values of morality around the world. In this view, the 

president would represent the purest form of American ideals. 

 Wuthnow’s concept of conservative and liberal civil religion has been accepted by 

many as a framework for studying American civil religion (Bulman, 1991; Kent and 

Spickard, 1994; Davis, 1997; Coles, 2002).  The question remains, how did it split?  The 

explanation for this dichotomy may lay in Rational Choice theory—specifically in 

secularization. The secularization of religion usually refers to the replacement of a church 

religion’s spiritual or other-worldly concerns with concerns about this world—the mundane.  

When a religion becomes secularized, it may no longer meet the needs of all of its members.  
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It is no longer spiritually profitable.  These members see secularization as a desertion of the 

fundamental truths of the group, leading to a splintering of the group into fundamentalist and 

mainstream factions as the members attempt to have their level of spiritual needs met at the 

least cost (Newman and Halvorson, 2000; Henslin, 2003).  

 While American civil religion does not truly have other-worldly concerns, it does 

have a considerable mythology of America’s divinely inspired nature—of its being 

Winthrop’s “shining city on the hill.” 6  Michael Angorosino states that the elements of this 

mythology may have become something of a joke in the cynicism of the 1970s and later 

(2002:239).  America changed and American civil religion changed with it.  American civil 

religion now challenged “…Americans to act on behalf of all humanity rather than their own 

interests alone.” (Wuthnow, 1988b:398). 

 In some ways, Furman (1981) may be right, the Religious Right was an attempt at 

revivalism—an attempt to bring American civil religion back to its senses.  When this failed, 

American civil religion splintered. 

"The civil religion to which we so blithely pay homage has . . . become deeply 
divided. Like the fractured communities found in our churches, our civil 
religion no longer unites us around common ideals. Instead of giving voice to 
a clear image of who we should be, it has become a confusion of tongues. It 
speaks from competing traditions and offers partial visions of America's 
future. Religious conservatives offer one version of our divine calling; 
religious liberals articulate one that is radically different." (Wuthnow, 
1988a:256) 

 

 
6 Governor John Winthrop, a founder of the Massachusetts colony, is said to have described the American 
colony as "We shall be as a City upon a Hill, the eyes of all people are upon us."  The phrase was also used by 
Ronald Reagan in his presidential farewell address to describe the United States. 
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Summary 

 This chapter has looked at the past and present derivations of civil religion theory and 

has included a majority of the empirical work published at present.  Past studies have shown 

support both for the existence of civil religion as described by Robert Bellah (1967) and for 

the influence of civil religion in political situations.  Newer theoretical works have indicated 

that civil religion may be splintering into conservative and liberal factions.  Much empirical 

research needs to be done to test this assumption. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
 

Datasets Used 

 Datasets from two different projects from a series of political and religious surveys 

initiated by Wimberley beginning in 1972 (Wimberley 1976).   Both datasets use similar sets 

of questionnaire items and parallel research methodologies.  

 Data for the Reagan-Mondale hypotheses are from the 1984 political and religious. 

These data were collected in Raleigh, North Carolina, during October of 1984, prior to the 

elections of that year.  A total of 348 respondents make up this dataset.  

 Data relating to the Clinton impeachment hypothesis were collected in the Fall of 

1998 in Raleigh, North Carolina, during the six weekends prior to the final House 

impeachment vote regarding President William Jefferson Clinton.  A total of 257 

questionnaires were accepted by residents from this data collection and 123 were returned by 

mail, giving a return rate of 48 percent.  While a larger sample size would have been 

desirable, further sampling would have biased the research due to the occurrence of the 

impeachment. 

 

1984 Sample and Data Collection 

 In drawing the 1984 sample, the 1980 U.S. Census tracts for Raleigh were each 

assigned a rank based on their percentage of high school graduates.  A starting point was 

randomly selected on this rank list and eleven tracks were selected systematically.  These 

eleven selected tracts were the basis for random samples of city blocks.  Volunteer data 
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collectors worked their ways around each of these blocks, starting at one corner and stopping 

at every third residence to drop off a questionnaire.  The data collectors returned at a later 

time to pick up the questionnaires. Along with this drop-off and pick-up method of 

distribution, efforts were made to match the race of the volunteer data collectors with the 

predominant race residing in each tract (Bell ,1989:7).  These two actions may help account 

for the excellent return rate (approximately 98 percent) reported for the 1984 project. 

 

1998 Sample and Data Collection 

 Essentially the same procedures were used for the 1998 sample.  Using 1990 U.S. 

Census data, the census tracts of Raleigh were categorized by median income levels.  Once 

stratified this way, a probability proportionate to size (PPS) random sample was taken, 

maintaining the proportions of the population income categories in the sample.  The census 

blocks of each of the ten selected tracts were then listed in an order selected at random. 

Starting at the first block listed, teams of two volunteer data collectors each started at the 

Northwestern-most corner of the block for distribution of the questionnaires. They traveled 

around each block clockwise, stopping at every third residence to deliver a questionnaire and 

an explanatory letter.  Questionnaires were only given to residents over 18 years of age. At 

residences where the questionnaire was accepted, a self-addressed stamped envelope was 

included with each questionnaire for its return. Only teams of male/male or female/male 

spokespersons were used for instrument drop-off.  The acceptance rate was substantially 

higher (35 percent) when female members of the data collections teams were the primary 

spokespersons. 

 



 24  

Instruments 

 The questionnaires for both studies are closely related both to each other and to 

questionnaires used in earlier civil religion studies (Wimberley, 1976; Wimberley and 

Christensen, 1980). Each questionnaire was constructed to draw on the religious and political 

dispositions of the respondents along with basic demographic and socioeconomic 

information.  Political variables covered such things as party affiliation and preference, 

political inclinations, and voting behavior.  These variables were mirrored in the religious 

items (Wimberley, 1978), which covered religious affiliation, preference, inclinations, and 

behaviors.  The demographic and socioeconomic data collected included gender, race, 

occupation, age, marital status, geographic history, income, and education. 

 An example of the 1984 instrument can be seen in Appendix 1, and an example of the 

1997 instrument is shown in Appendix 2.  In each case, it should be noted that while each 

questionnaire takes four pages of appendix to be seen in its entirety, the actual instrument 

was printed front and back on a single legal sized sheet, giving it a far less onerous 

appearance to the respondents. 

 

Representativeness of the Samples 

 A comparison of the demographic characteristics of the samples with those of the 

appropriate U.S. Census data of Raleigh, North Carolina shows that the samples are 

representative of the population of the city in terms of age and gender.  The 1984 sample is 

representative in terms of race as well, but the 1998 sample has a disproportionately high 

number of whites.  This information is shown in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3.1.  Comparison of Sample Demographic Data to U.S. Census Data for Raleigh,  
 North Carolina. 

 

  1980 
Census 

1984 
Sample 

 2000 
Census 

1998 
Sample 

% Male  48 50  49.5 48.0 

% Female  52 50  50.5 52.0 

% White  73.1 71.9  63.2 81.8 

% Black  25.1 26.4  27.8 11.6 

Median age of 
citizens 18yrs+ 

 33.4 35.0  30.9 38.0 

1984 sample figures from Bell (1989:7-8). 

 

Civil Religious Measurement 

 Among the questions on the surveys were a series of Likert-type items that had been 

found to be useful indicators of civil religious belief in past studies (Wimberley 1976; 

Wimberley and Christensen 1980).   The items used were: 

• The flag of the United States is a sacred symbol. 

• God can be known through the historical experiences of the American people. 

• We should respect a president’s authority since it comes from God. 

• In this country, people have equal, divinely given rights to life, freedom, and a search for 

happiness  

• In America, freedom comes from God through our system of government by the people.  

A sixth item was created for the 1984 study: 

• The creation of our laws has been guided by God. 
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In each of the statements, the values were coded as 1- Strongly Disagree, 2- Disagree, 3- 

Uncertain, 4- Agree, and 5- Strongly Agree 

 In the 1984 dataset, these items are to be analyzed individually, but items for the 1998 

dataset are to be summed to create a civil religious index running from 6 (lowest civil 

religious beliefs) to 30 (highest civil religious beliefs).  In the case of both datasets, principal 

axis factor analyses showed that the items in fact converge to suggest a single dimension.  In 

each dataset, this single dimension is interpretable as civil religion.  The loadings are shown 

in Table 3-2 below.  Since there was only one factor extracted from each group of statements, 

the solutions could not be rotated. 

 

Table 3-2.  Principle Axis Factor Loadings of Civil Religious Items. 

 1984  
Dataset 

1998  
Dataset 

The flag of the United States is a sacred symbol. 
 

 
.587 

 
.411 

God can be known through the historical experiences 
of the American people. 

 
.649 

 
.470 

We should respect a president’s authority since it 
comes from God. 

 
.560 

 
.736 

In this country, people have equal, divinely given 
rights to life, freedom, and a search for happiness. 

 
.719 

 
.506 

In America, freedom comes from God through our 
system of government by the people. 

 
.653 

 
.888 

The creation of our laws has been guided by God. 
 

 
.295 

 
.761 

Controls 

 Questions in both measures were asked to provide corresponding political and 

religious backgrounds for the respondents.   These items included both behaviors and beliefs 

that can be used as controls in the models of the hypotheses to ensure that the perceived civil 
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religious effect is not due to other variables.  Voting behavior and church attendance are used 

as are categories of political and religious belief. 

 Rites and beliefs (along with a group sharing them) make up the basic elements of 

religion as defined by Durkheim ([1912] 1965:51-53).  The corresponding nature of political 

behaviors and beliefs to these religious rites and beliefs is supported in Wimberley (1978).

   

Hypotheses 

Using the measures presented in this chapter, five sets of hypotheses are offered in 

relation to the public’s perception of the presidency.  Researchers such as Bellah (1970) and 

Marty (1974) have noted the importance of civil religion in this perception. Wimberley 

(1980) observed that in the Nixon-McGovern presidential race of 1972, civil religious beliefs 

were the single most important factor in predicting greater voting preference for the 

incumbent, Richard Nixon.  Following this line of thought, the first hypotheses of this 

analysis are that civil religious respondents will prefer the presidential candidate who already 

occupies the civil religious role an opposed to the candidate who is trying to attain it, and that 

respondents in general will prefer a president who they see as having strong civil religious 

beliefs. Data from the 1984 Reagan-Mondale presidential contest will be used to look for 

support for these and two other candidate preference hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1a: Respondents will prefer a presidential candidate who is perceived as 
being civil religious. 
 
Hypothesis 1b: Respondents who are more civil religious will prefer the incumbent 

 presidential candidate who already occupies the civil religious role. 
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 The second hypothesis of this analysis looks specifically at respondents who 

themselves have civil religious beliefs as opposed to the general population.  It is posited that 

these respondents will prefer to vote for a president who they see as also having civil 

religious beliefs: 

 Hypothesis 2: Respondents who have civil religious beliefs themselves will prefer a 
presidential candidate whose civil religious beliefs are perceived to match 
their own.  

 
 Initially, it might appear that the opposite of Hypothesis 2 would be that respondents 

who do not have civil religious beliefs themselves will prefer to vote for a president who they 

see as also not having civil religious beliefs.  However, if a respondent does not have civil 

religious beliefs, this absence of civil religious beliefs would not necessarily be able to have a 

bearing on his or her presidential choice.  Hypothesis 3 follows this approach: 

 Hypothesis 3: The civil religiosity of respondents who do not have civil religious 
beliefs will have no bearing on their preference of a presidential candidate. 

  
 The final hypotheses of this study will use the dataset gathered in 1998.  The 

presidential impeachment of William Clinton gives a unique opportunity to look at a 

different aspect of the civil religious implications that come with the mantle of incumbency.  

As previously noted, some researchers have thought that the president of the United States 

can be considered the high priest of American civil religion.  Martin Marty’s (1974:146) 

identification of both priestly and prophetic roles for American presidents allows for different 

courses of action.  Respectively, the president both stands in judgement over the offenses of 

both the American nation and the citizenry against the ideals that they stand for, and leads the 

more celebratory aspects of the nation’s achievements and superiority.  Because of these dual 

priestly and prophetic roles of the presidency, it is predicted that those respondents that have 
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civil religious beliefs will have greater feelings of outrage or betrayal in their perception of 

the president’s actions.  Furthermore, as a result of these feelings of betrayal, these 

respondents want the president punished for his actions. Therefore the fourth and fifth 

hypotheses are that: 

Hypothesis 4: Those having civil religious beliefs themselves will have greater 
 feelings of outrage or betrayal in their perception of the president’s actions 
 than those who do not subscribe to civil religious beliefs. 

 
Hypothesis 5: Those who feel greater feelings of outrage or betrayal in their 
 perception of the president’s actions will want punitive sanctions taken 
 against the president.     
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 CANDIDATE PREFERENCE HYPOTHESES 
 
 
Introduction 
 

Data from the 1984 Reagan-Mondale presidential contest will be used to look for 

support for the candidate preference hypotheses. The first hypothesis of this analysis is that 

respondents in general will prefer a president who they see as having strong civil religious 

beliefs.  The second hypothesis to be examined here looks more specifically at respondents 

who themselves subscribe more to civil religious beliefs than others in the sample.  It is 

posited that these respondents will prefer to vote for a president who they also see as having 

civil religious beliefs.  

 The entire sample used in the first hypothesis  also includes people who do not 

identify with civil religious beliefs.  If a respondent did not have civil religious beliefs, it is 

predicted that civil religious beliefs would be less likely to have a bearing on his or her 

presidential choices.  Thus the third hypothesis asserts that civil religion may or may not 

have an effect on their presidential choices.  This is a far more open hypothesis than the other 

two. 

 

Civil Religious Advantage of Candidates (Hypotheses 1a and 1b) 

Hypothesis 1a: Respondents will prefer a presidential candidate who is perceived as 
being civil religious. 
 
Hypothesis 1b: Respondents who are more civil religious will prefer the incumbent 
presidential candidate who already occupies the civil religious role. 

 



 As previously mentioned in Chapter Three, the questionnaires contained a series of 

Likert-type items that were found to be useful indicators of civil religious beliefs in past 

studies (Wimberley 1976; Wimberley 1979; Wimberley and Christensen 1980).   As 

discussed in the methodology section, the items were coded along a five-point scale from 

“Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”  Also as previously discussed, principal axis factor 

analysis showed that the items were in fact defining the same concept of civil religion.  When 

each of these six items was asked, the respondents were not only asked their level of 

agreement, but also which of the two presidential candidates they personally thought would 

most agree with the statement, regardless of the respondent’s own opinions. This created a 

second variable for each statement, showing the respondents’ perceptions of the civil 

religiosity of the candidates.  Frequency tables for these variables are in Appendix C. 

 To test the first hypothesis, a series of simple logistic regressions were tested using 

each of the six civil religiosity statements.  The general outline of these regressions can be 

seen in Figures 4-1 and 4-2 below. 

Perception of Which
Candidate is More

Civil Religious

Candidate of
Choice

Model A

Aggreement with 
Civil Religious

Statement

Candidate of
Choice

Model B

. 

Figure 4-1. Models A and B, Hypotheses 1a and 1b: Bivariate Models of the Civil Religious 
 Advantage of Candidates  
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Perception of Which
Candidate is More

Civil Religious

Candidate of
Choice

Aggreement with 
Civil Religious

Statement

 
 
Figure 4-2. Model C, Combined Models A and B: The Effect of Civil Religiosity  on 
 Candidate Choice According to Respondent’s Civil Religiosity and Perceived Civil 
 Religiosity of the Candidates. 
 
 

Models A and B as shown in Figure 4-1 represent Hypotheses 1a and 1b respectively.  

Model C combines the two previous models.  In each case, the respondents’ perception of 

whether Reagan or Mondale is more civil religious is used to predict which candidate they 

are more likely to prefer.  The first two sets of regressions look at the effect of a single 

independent variable on candidate choice.  Model A looks at the respondents’ perception of 

the candidates’ civil religiosity in terms of the six civil religion item statements, while Model 

B looks at the respondent’s own civil religiosity in terms of the six civil religion item 

statements.   In Model C, each of these independent variables controls for the other. 

For simplicity, the six Likert-type items referring to a respondent’s own civil 

religiosity were recoded so that a response of “Agree” or “Strongly Agree” (old values “4" 

and “5”) were combined as “Agree” (new value of “1”) and the other three responses, 

“Strongly Disagree,” “ Agree,” and “Uncertain”  (old values “1,” “2,” and “3”) were 

 32  



 33  

                                                

combined into “Not Agree” (new value of “0”).   The other variables in each regression, 

those noting which candidate was perceived as being more likely to agree with each of the 

six statements ( i.e. as being more civil religious) and which candidate was favored for 

election, were already binomial. In both cases, the variables had the values of “1” for 

“Reagan” and  “0” for “Mondale.”  Respondents who preferred other candidates were 

removed from this analysis.  Results of this series of regressions are shown in Table  4-1 on 

the following page.  

The first two parts of Table 4-1 show the simple biavariate regression variations as 

shown in Models A and B in Figure 4-1.  The remaining part shows the regressions that 

combine the effects of the respondents’ own civil religiosity with their perception of the 

candidates’ civil religiosity as shown in Model C in Figure 4-2. 

Five of the Model A-type civil religious item regressions show models where the 

respondents’ perception of the candidates civil religiosity have a statistically significant 

effect on candidate choice.5 The “Flag is sacred” and “God can be known” models are the 

most powerful of these, and are both statistically significant at the .001 level.  Four of the 

Model B-type civil religious item regressions show models where the respondents’ own civil 

religious beliefs have a statistically significant effect on candidate choice 

It can be seen from Model C in Table 4-1 that Hypothesis 1a is supported for five of 

the six civil religious item regressions regardless of controls.  While there is some variation 

in the strengths of the probabilities describing the hypothesis that respondents will prefer a 

presidential candidate who is perceived as being civil religious, the levels of statistical  

 
5 Statistical significance defined as the probability that a result could be produced by chance alone. 
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Table 4-1.  Models of Candidate Choice According to Civil Religious Advantage of 
 Candidates for Each Civil Religious Statement  
 
 The flag 

of the 
United 
States is 
a sacred 
symbol. 

God can be 
known 
through 
the 
historical 
experiences 
…. 

We should 
respect a 
president’s 
authority 
since it 
comes from 
God. 

In this 
country, 
people 
have equal, 
divinely 
given 
rights …. 

In 
America, 
freedom 
comes from 
God …. 

The 
creation of 
our laws 
has been 
guided by 
God. 

 
Model A 

 
Hypothesis 1a 

Respondents’ 
perception of 
candidate’s 
civil 
religiosity 

1.624** 1.922** .359 .981** 1.095* 1.150* 

 
χ² 29.097** 25.814** .949 12.478** 6.964* 7.114* 

 
D.F. 1 1 1 1 1 1 

 
Cox & Snell 

R² .126 .180 .007 .056 .055 .059 

 
 
 
 

Model B 

 
 
 
 

Hypothesis 1b 
Respondents’ 
civil 
religiosity 

.646* .047 1.012* .855** .833* -.059 

 
χ² 6.530* .031 6.967* 10821** 6.373* .039 

 
D.F. 1 1 1 1 1 1 

 
Cox & Snell 

R² 
.025 .000** .028 .043 .035 .000 

                   *  .05 significance level 
    **.001 significance level 
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Table 4-1.  Models of Candidate Choice According to Civil Religious Advantage of 
 Candidates for Each Civil Religious Statement  (continued) 
 
 
 The flag 

of the 
United 
States is 
a sacred 
symbol. 

God can be 
known 
through 
the 
historical 
experiences 
… . 

We should 
respect a 
president’s 
authority 
since it 
comes from 
God. 

In this 
country, 
people 
have equal, 
divinely 
given 
rights … . 

In 
America, 
freedom 
comes from 
God … . 

The 
creation of 
our laws 
has been 
guided by 
God. 

 
Model C 

 
Hypotheses 1a and 1b Combined 

Respondents’ 
perception of 
candidate’s 
civil 
religiosity 

1.716** 1.980** .244 .970** 1.079* 1.111* 

Respondents’ 
civil 
religiosity 

.807* .136 .857 .734* 1.078* .353 

 
χ² 38.196** 23.547** 4.263 19.751** 13.123** 6.944* 

 
D.F. 2 2 2 2 2 2 

 
Cox & Snell 

R² 
.165 .190 .033 .089 .112 .062 

*  .05 significance level 
    **.001 significance level 
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significance remain unchanged. In two of the models, those representing the “Flag is sacred,” 

and the “God can be known” statements, the probabilities show a strong relationship that is 

statistically significant at the .001 level. The probabilities for the “Equal, divinely given 

rights,” “Freedom comes from God,” and the “Creation of our laws” statements are 

statistically significant, but do not show an effect of notable strength. Only the “President’s 

authority” statement does not show a statistically significant effect at all. 

 Among the probabilities showing the effect of the respondents’ own civil 

religious beliefs, only four have a statistically significant effect on candidate choice with or 

without controlling for the respondents’ perception of the candidates’ level of civil 

religiosity.  None of these odds ratios are significantly different from 1:1 and do not have any 

particular predictive use. 

An interpretation of these three sets of regression models is that people’s perception 

of a presidential candidate’s civil religiosity is relatively more important in their choice of the 

candidate than their own civil religious beliefs.  This interpretation would also support 

Hypothesis 1a.  Hypothesis 1b is not supported by this data. 

It should be noted that Wimberley’s 1980 study of the 1972 Nixon-McGovern 

presidential race used linear regressions with a dichotomous nominal dependent variable.  

This is generally thought to violate the assumptions of Ordinary Least Squares analysis, most 

notably the assumption of homoscedasticity (homogeneity of variances).  Some researchers, 

however, believe that this is possible to do when the frequencies of the dependent variable 

are distributed relatively equally across the values.  In order to ensure comparability with the 

previous study, a series of linear regressions were created following the same pattern as the 
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logistic regressions. The results of these linear regressions are shown in Table D-1 in 

Appendix D, and are similar to those shown in Table 4-1. 

 

Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement and Disagreement  
(Hypotheses 2 and 3) 
 

 Hypothesis 2: Respondents who have civil religious beliefs themselves will prefer a 
presidential candidate whose civil religious beliefs are perceived to match his 
or her own.  

 
 Instead of the general sample, the second hypothesis of this analysis looks more 

specifically at those who believe in civil religion.  The second hypothesis states that 

respondents who have civil religious beliefs will prefer to vote for a candidate who they 

perceive as having similar civil religious beliefs. This hypothesis can be tested most simply 

through a series of cross tabulations of levels of agreement with civil religious statements 

against the preferred presidential candidate of each respondent.  

 As noted both in the methodology section and in testing the previous hypothesis, the 

questionnaires contained a series of Likert-type items that were found to indicate civil 

religious beliefs in other studies.  The recoded agreement/disagreement values created in the 

first hypothesis for these statements were cross-classified with the respondent’s opinion on 

which of the two candidate’s attitudes would be more in agreement with each civil religiosity 

statement.  

An exception to the previous recodes of the responses to the civil religious items 

occurs when respondents had answered “(3) Uncertain” to the original civil religiosity 

statement or if they had not answered the question regarding their perception of which 

candidate would agree with the statement.  In either case, they were coded as missing in the 
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creation of the Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement variable for that particular 

statement.  This allows the sorting of respondents into agree/disagree categories, as opposed 

to the agree/not agree categories used in Hypothesis 1.   This allows clearer definition of the 

respondents’ reactions to each of the civil religious items as they are combined with the 

respondents’ view of which of the two major candidates are more likely to agree. 

With each statement the values for the new Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity 

Agreement variable were coded as: 

 (1) Respondent Agrees With Civil Religious Item / Reagan Agrees 

 (2) Respondent Agrees With Civil Religious Item / Mondale Agrees 

 (3) Respondent Disagrees With Civil Religious Item / Reagan Agrees 

 (4) Respondent Disagrees With Civil Religious Item / Mondale Agrees  

By way of example, value “(1)  Respondent Yes / Reagan Yes,” would refer to a 

variable condition where the respondent agrees with the civil religiosity statement and also 

thinks that Reagan is the candidate whose views are most in line with the same statement.  

The other values follow the same pattern.  Use of all four of these values will provide a 

glimpse into the substance of both Hypotheses 2 and 3.   

 The values of the Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement variable were 

then cross-tabulated with the respondent’s candidate of choice for the election.  The results of 

these cross-tabulations are shown both in Tables 4-2 through 4-7 and graphically in Figures 

4-3 through 4-8.   Logistic regressions looking at these relationships when controlling for 

political and religious factors will follow these figures and tables.  These tables and figures  

also contain the statistical and graphic findings for Hypothesis 3. 

   



Table 4-2. Agreeing that the Flag of the United States Is a Sacred Symbol, Cross-Tabulations 

  Hypothesis 2 
Respondent Agrees with 

Civil Religious Item 

Hypothesis 3 
Respondent Disagrees 

with Civil Religious Item 

  

 

Candidate 
Preference 

 Respondent 
Agrees/ 
Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Agrees/ 

Mondale 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 

Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 
Mondale 
Agrees 

  
 

Total 

Mondale  19.0% 90.6% 56.3% 69.8%  53.0%

Reagan  81.0% 9.4% 43.8% 30.2%  47.0%

Total N  63 32 64 43  202 

 χ²  44.319 p < .0001 1.988 p < .159  

r  -.683 -.136   
Majority highlighted in each column.        
 

Prefer for President

ReaganMondale

P
er

ce
nt

100

80

60

40

20

0

R yes/ Reagan yes

R yes/ Mondale yes

R no / Reagan yes

R no / Mondale yes

30

70

44

56

9

91

81

19

 
 
 
Figure 4-3. Agreeing that the Flag of the United States Is a Sacred Symbol, Bar Graph of 
 Percentages 
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Table 4-3. Agreeing that God Can be Known Through the Historical Experiences of the 
 American People, Cross-Tabulations 
 
  Hypothesis 2 

Respondent Agrees with 
Civil Religious Item 

Hypothesis 3 
Respondent Disagrees 

with Civil Religious Item 

  

 

Candidate 
Preference 

 Respondent 
Agrees/ 
Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Agrees/ 

Mondale 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 

Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 
Mondale 
Agrees 

  
 

Total 

Mondale  21.6% 83.9% 47.1% 58.8%  51.0%

Reagan  78.4% 16.1% 52.9% 41.2%  49.0%

Total N  37 31 17 17  102 

 χ²  26.14 p < .0001 .472 p < .492  

r  -.620 -.118   
Majority highlighted in each column.        
 

Prefer for President

ReaganMondale

P
er

ce
nt

100

80

60

40

20

0

R yes/ Reagan yes

R yes/ Mondale yes

R no / Reagan yes

R no / Mondale yes

41

59
53

47

16

84
78

22

 
 
Figure 4-4. Agreeing that God Can Be known Through the Historical Experiences of the 
 American People, Bar Graph of Percentages 
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Table 4-4. Agreeing that We Should Respect a President’s Authority Since it Comes From 
 God, Cross-Tabulations 
  
  Hypothesis 2 

Respondent Agrees with 
Civil Religious Item 

Hypothesis 3 
Respondent Disagrees 

with Civil Religious Item 

  

 

Candidate 
Preference 

 Respondent 
Agrees/ 
Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Agrees/ 

Mondale 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 

Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 
Mondale 
Agrees 

  
 

Total 

Mondale  21.1% 100.0% 62.7% 59.0%  56.6%

Reagan  81.0% 0.0% 37.3% 41.0%  43.4%

Total N  19 5 59 39  122 

 χ²  10.526 p < .001 .138 p < .710  

r  -.662 .038   
Majority highlighted in each column.        
 

Prefer for President

ReaganMondale

P
er

ce
nt

120

100

80

60

40

20

0

R yes/ Reagan yes

R yes/ Mondale yes

R no / Reagan yes

R no / Mondale yes

41

59

37
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100

79

21

 
 
Figure 4-5. Agreeing that We Should Respect a President’s Authority Since it Comes From 
 God, Bar Graph of Percentages 
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Table 4-5: Agreeing that in This Country, People Have Equal, Divinely Given Rights to 
 Life, Freedom, and a Search for Happiness, Cross-Tabulations 
 
  Hypothesis 2 

Respondent Agrees with 
Civil Religious Item 

Hypothesis 3 
Respondent Disagrees 

with Civil Religious Item 

  

 

Candidate 
Preference 

 Respondent 
Agrees/ 
Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Agrees/ 

Mondale 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 

Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 
Mondale 
Agrees 

  
 

Total 

Mondale  17.0% 84.4% 63.2% 61.0%  53.7%

Reagan  83.0% 15.6% 36.8% 39.0%  46.3%

Total N  53 32 57 59  201 

 χ²  37.118 p < .0001 .056 p < .812  

r  -.661 .022   
Majority highlighted in each column.        
 

Prefer for President

ReaganMondale

P
er

ce
nt

100
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R yes/ Mondale yes

R no / Reagan yes

R no / Mondale yes
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Figure 4-6: Agreeing that in This Country, People Have Equal, Divinely Given Rights to 
 Life, Freedom, and a Search for Happiness, Bar Graph of Percentages 
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Table 4-6. Agreeing that in America, Freedom Comes From God Through Our System of 
 Government by the People, Cross-Tabulations 
 
  Hypothesis 2 

Respondent Agrees with 
Civil Religious Item 

Hypothesis 3 
Respondent Disagrees 

with Civil Religious Item 

  

 

Candidate 
Preference 

 Respondent 
Agrees/ 
Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Agrees/ 

Mondale 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 

Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 
Mondale 
Agrees 

  
 

Total 

Mondale  21.9% 80.0% 60.0% 72.2%  52.0%

Reagan  78.1% 20.0% 40.0% 27.8%  48.0%

Total N  32 10 40 18  100 

 χ²  11.212 p < .001 .803 p < .370  

r  -.517 -.118   
Majority highlighted in each column.        
 
 

Prefer for President

ReaganMondale

P
er

ce
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22

 
 
Figure 4-7. Agreeing that in America, Freedom Comes From God Through Our System of 
 Government by the People, Bar Graph of Percentages 
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Table 4-7. Agreeing that the Creation of Our Laws Has Been Guided by God,  
 Cross-Tabulations 
 
  Hypothesis 2 

Respondent Agrees with 
Civil Religious Item 

Hypothesis 3 
Respondent Disagrees 

with Civil Religious Item 

  

 

Candidate 
Preference 

 Respondent 
Agrees/ 
Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Agrees/ 

Mondale 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 

Reagan 
Agrees 

Respondent 
Disagrees/ 
Mondale 
Agrees 

  
 

Total 

Mondale  37.0% 75.0% 63.9% 70.6%  58.7%

Reagan  63.0% 25.0% 36.1% 29.4%  41.3%

Total N  27 12 36 17  92 

 χ²  4.792 p < .029 .231 p < .631  

r  -.351 -.066   
Majority highlighted in each column.        
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Figure 4-8. Agreeing that the Creation of Our Laws Has Been Guided by God, Bar Graph 
 of Percentages 
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  Hypothesis 3: The civil religiosity of respondents who do not have civil religious 
beliefs will have no bearing on his or her preference of a presidential 
candidate. 

 
When respondents do not have civil religious beliefs, it would seem less likely that 

civil religious beliefs would have a bearing on their presidential choices.  Hypothesis 3 states 

that respondents who do not have civil religious beliefs themselves will prefer a presidential 

candidate who may or may not be perceived as civil religious.  This is a null hypothesis.  In 

other words, the most important factors in their presidential choices would be something 

other than civil religion. Along with the cross-tabulations of the Respondent-Candidate Civil 

Religiosity Agreement variable for those in agreement with the civil religious belief items 

with the respondent’s candidate of choice, results are also shown for the presidential choices 

of those who did not agree with the civil religious belief items.  The results of these cross-

tabulations are presented both in Tables 4-2 through 4-7 and graphically in Figures 4-3 

through 4-8 so they may be directly compared with the results from Hypothesis 2. As with 

Hypothesis 2, logistic regressions showing the strengths of these relationships when 

controlling for political and religious factors will follow the graphs and tables. 

In regard to Hypothesis 2, the predicted pattern of candidate preference occurs with 

each statement.  This hypothesis stated that respondents who themselves have civil religious 

beliefs will prefer to vote for a president who they see as also having civil religious beliefs.  

Respondents who agree with each of the six statements and think that Ronald Reagan was the 

candidate that was most likely to agree as well, tend to prefer Reagan as a candidate for 

whom they would vote.  Conversely, the respondents who agreed with the statements and 

thought that Walter Mondale was the candidate whose opinions were similar to their own, 

tended to prefer Mondale as a candidate for whom they would vote.  Those who agree 
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themselves with the statements tend to show a preference for whichever presidential 

candidate that they think will agree with that statement by ratio of 4:1 or greater, except in 

the final statement, “The creation of our laws has been guided by God.”  Even with the 

“Laws” statement, the same general pattern is followed,  and the civil religious respondents 

who thought that Reagan would agree with the statement preferred Reagan at a 2:1 ratio.   

Those who perceived Mondale as being the more civil religious preferred him at a 3:1 ratio. 

As previously stated, it would initially appear that the opposite of Hypothesis 2 would 

be that respondents who do not have civil religious beliefs themselves will prefer to vote for 

a presidential candidate who they see as also not having civil religious beliefs.  In fact, this 

pattern appears five times in the cross-tabulations as shown in the “Respondent 

Disagree/Reagan Agree” columns of Table 4-2 and Tables 4-4 through 4-7.  With the 

exception of the “God can be known through the historical experiences of the American 

people” statement, when the aggregate of respondents disagreed with the civil religious 

statement and thought that Reagan was the candidate that was most likely to agree, the 

respondents preferred Mondale.  However, none of these relationships are statistically 

significant and their correlations are fairly weak.  These findings support the null hypothesis 

predicted by Hypothesis 3. 

As also previously mentioned in regarding Hypothesis 3, it would logically seem that 

if a respondent did not endorse civil religious beliefs as indicated by the six items analyzed 

here, civil religious beliefs would not be as likely to have a bearing on their presidential 

choices. Respondents who disagree with the other statements and think that Mondale was the 

candidate that was most likely to agree as well, tend to still prefer Mondale as the candidate 

for whom they would vote.  Using statistical regression techniques, reasons for this will be 
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explored further in the next section by looking at expanded relationships among the variables 

that could have a causal effect on candidate preference.  

 

Hypotheses 2 and 3: Regression Models 

 Two separate series of logistic regressions were created to test the effect of the 

respondents’ perceptions of which candidate was most likely to agree with each of the six 

statements.  The regressions in each series were identical, save for the variable defining the 

respondents’ perception of which candidate was more civil religious (i.e. more likely to agree 

with each of the six civil religion item statements). The first series filtered out all of the 

respondents who disagreed with each civil religion item statement.  The second series was 

similar in format except, in it, those who agreed with the statements were filtered out. 

  Four types of variables are used as controls in the each model.  Employing 

factor analysis, Wimberley (1978) found parallels between religious and political beliefs and 

between religious and political behaviors.  Because of this, questions of political and 

religious behaviors and beliefs were asked in the 1984 study to provide corresponding 

political and religious backgrounds for the respondents.  Voting behavior and church 

attendance are used to indicate behavior; political and religious beliefs were assessed to 

indicate ideologies.  Frequency tables for these control variables and all other variables used 

in this analysis are shown in Appendix C. The values of the controls used are: 

 

Political Behavior 

Have you ever voted? 

 (0) No 

 (1)Yes  
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Political Ideology 

Politically, do you consider yourself: 

 (0) Liberal 

 (1) Moderate 

(2) Conservative  

 

Religious Ideology 

Concerning your religious beliefs, do you consider yourself: 

 (0) Liberal / Not religious 

(1) Moderate 

(2) Conservative 

 

Religious Behavior 

How often do you attend Sunday or Sabbath worship services? 

 (0) Never  

 (1) A few times each year  

 (2) At least once per month  

(3) Every week 

 (4) More than once a week 

 

These controls are used in concert with the previously analyzed variables that show 

the respondent’s perception of which of the candidates, Reagan or Mondale, is more likely to 

agree with each of the six statements.  Regression analyses showing the effects of these 

variables on candidate choice follow the form of the model shown in Figure 4-9 below.  

   

 



Candidate seen as more
civl religious

Candidate 
Preferred

Religious Behavior:
Church Attendence

Political 
Views

Religious 
Views

Political Behavior:
Voting

Figure 4-9.   General Model of Candidate Seen as More Civil Religious and Candidate  
 Preference 
 

Each of the control variables is given an equal opportunity to display its causal effect on the 

dependent variable of candidate preference, along with each of the six candidate civil 

religiosity statements in turn.  The resulting six regressions for each subsample are shown as 

follows: Table 4-8 contains only those who agreed with the statements as analyzed for 

Hypothesis 2, while Table 4-9 has all of the respondents that disagreed with each statement 

as analyzed for Hypothesis 3.  

It was previously noted that Wimberley’s 1980 study of the 1972 Nixon-McGovern 

presidential race used linear regressions with a dichotomous nominal dependent variable.  To 

avoid violating the assumption of homoscedasticity, these regressions are created using 

logistic instead of linear methods. In order to ensure comparability with the previous study,  

two separate series of linear regressions were created following the same pattern as the 

logistic regressions.  As before, the first series only included those who agreed with each 
 49  
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Table 4-8.  Hypothesis 2 Logistic Regressions of Candidate Choice: Respondents Agreeing 
With Civil Religious Items Only 
 
 The flag of 

the United 
States is a 
sacred 
symbol. 

God can  be 
known 
through the 
historical 
experiences 
of the 
American 
people. 

We should 
respect a 
president’s 
authority 
since it 
comes from 
God. 

In this 
country, 
people have 
equal, 
divinely 
given rights 
to life, 
freedom…. 

In America, 
freedom 
comes from 
God 
through our 
system of 
government 
by the …. 

The creation 
of our laws 
has been 
guided by 
God.  
 

Intercept  
-4.440* 

 
-2.096 

 
-2.643 

 
-4.959* 

 
16.948 

 
-6.856 

Candidate 
Seen as 
Being More 
Civil 
Religious 

 
 
 

4.732** 

 
 
 

2.688* 

 
 
 

17.848 

 
 
 

3.333** 

 
 
 

1.112 

 
 
 

-.902 

Political 
Behavior 

 
1.0115 

 
-.979 

 
---^

 
1.881 

 
-17.193 

 
-4.833 

Political 
Views 

 
.276 

 
1.405 

 
1.510 

 
1.993* 

 
1.886 

 
5.563* 

Religious 
Views 

 
2.190* 

 
.341 

 
37.511 

 
.493 

 
1.242 

 
-1.893 

Religious 
Behavior 

 
-.632 

 
-.078 

 
-18.075 

 
-.423 

 
-.935 

 
2.438 

 
χ² 

 
58.625** 

 
37.195** 

 
22.236** 

 
47.101** 

 
23.694** 

 
26.061** 

 
D.F. 

 
5 

 
5 

 
4 

 
5 

 
5 

 
5 

 
Cox & Snell 

R² 

 
.542 

 
.479 

 
.690 

 
.500 

 
.512 

 
.569 

Odds Coefficients Shown                               *  .05 significance level 
 **.001 significance level 

                                                 
^ For the model “We should respect a president’s authority since it comes from God,” the “Ever 
voted” variable representing Political Behavior is a constant.  It was deleted from the analysis 
automatically by the analysis program. 
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civil religion item statement and the second only included those who disagreed with the 

statements.  Results of these linear regressions are shown respectively in Tables D-2 and D-3 

in Appendix D. 

 

Candidate Preference Summary 

Hypothesis 2 Logistic Regressions 

 Mixed support for Hypothesis 2 is shown in Table 4-8.  Of initial note is the 

remarkably high Cox and Snell R² of all six of these models.7 All of the regressions have an 

R² of greater than .5, with the exception of the model for the “God can be known through the 

historical experiences of the American people” statement, although even this model has a 

value of .479.  Still, essentially half or more of the variation in the respondent’s preference 

between Mondale and Reagan can be explained by the five independent variables used in 

each model. 

 Greatest support for Hypothesis 2 is shown in the models for the statements, “The 

flag of the United States is a sacred symbol,” “God can be known through the historical 

experiences of the American people,” and “In this country, people have equal, divinely given 

rights to life, freedom, and a search for happiness.”  The estimated effect on candidate choice 

according to the respondents’ perceptions of which candidate would most likely agree with 

these statements is shown by odds ratios of 1:4.732, 1:2.688, and 1:3.333 respectively. All of 

these ratios are statistically significant at the .05 level or lower.  To illustrate these ratios with 

 
7 In regressions, the R² (or multiple coefficient of determination) is a measure of how well an entire 
model can predict the value of a dependent variable.  It ranges from 0 to 1, indicating a continuum of 
no predictive ability to perfect predictive ability respectively.   The R² can also be seen as a measure 
of the variation in the values of the dependent variable that can be explained by the action of the 
independent variables.   
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an example, a respondent who agrees with the statement “The flag of the United States is a 

sacred symbol,” is 4.732 times as likely to prefer the candidate who is perceived to also agree 

with this statement than the one who is not, controlling for the other factors in the model. 

 In contrast, in the other three civil religious item models, the respondent’s perception 

of which candidate is more civil religious has no statistically significant effect.  Instead, the 

Political Views and Religious Views variables have the greatest statistically significant 

effects on the dependent variable in those models.   Interestingly, neither religious nor 

political behavior shows a statistically significant impact on candidate choice when the other 

variables are controlled for in these civil religion item models. 

The more conservative the respondents’ political or religious beliefs, the more likely 

they were to prefer Reagan, regardless of the respondents’ civil religious beliefs.  Although 

the earlier analysis shows that a respondent’s civil religious views overwhelmingly 

correspond with those of one’s preferred presidential candidate in support of Hypothesis 2, as 

previously shown in graph Figures 4-2 through 4-7 and cross-tabulation Tables 4-2 through 

4-7, less support is shown when controlling for other political or religious variables.  This 

may be due to relationships that may exist between the traditionalist nature of conservative 

political and religious ideologies and those of civil religion.  These two variables have a 

correlation coefficient of .527.  Notably, these same results are shown in the linear 

regressions that were created for comparison with the previous study and are shown in Table 

D-1 in the appendices. 
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Table 4-9.  Hypothesis 3 Logistic Regressions of Candidate Choice: Respondents 
Disagreeing With Civil Religious Items Only  
  
 
 The flag of 

the United 
States is a 
sacred 
symbol. 

God can  be 
known 
through the 
historical 
experiences 
of the 
American 
people. 

We should 
respect a 
president’s 
authority 
since it 
comes from 
God. 

In this 
country, 
people have 
equal, 
divinely 
given rights 
to life, 
freedom, 
and…. 

In America, 
freedom 
comes from 
God 
through our 
system of 
government 
by the 
people. 

The creation 
of our laws 
has been 
guided by 
God.  
 

Intercept  
-2.204* 

 
-17.828 

 
-1.298 

 
-964 

 
-1.380 

 
-1.004 

Candidate 
Seen as 
Being 
More Civil 
Religious 

 
 

 
.676 

 

 
 
 

.810 

 
 
 

-.713 

 
 
 

.079 

 
 
 

.327 

 
 
 

.436 

Political 
Behavior 

 
-.020 

 
-16.545 

 
.192 

 
-.580 

 
-.721 

 
-1.399 

Political 
Views 

 
1.745* 

 
35.307 

 
2.131* 

 
1.228* 

 
1.797* 

 
2.305* 

Religious 
Views 

 
-.258 

 
-.229 

 
-.131 

 
-.707 

 
.332 

 
1.235 

Religious 
Behavior 

 
.063 

 
-.402 

 
-.320 

 
.096 

 
-.315 

 
-.534 

 
χ² 

 
15.047* 

 
40.615** 

 
32.486** 

 
9.766 

 
22.958** 

 
33.917** 

 
D.F. 

 

 
5 
 

 
5 
 

 
5 
 

 
5 
 

 
5 
 

 
5 
 

Cox & Snell 
R² 

 
.136 

 
.549 

 
.309 

 
.086 

 
.327 

 
.454 

                *  .05 significance level 
    **.001 significance level 
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Hypothesis 3 Logistic Regressions 

 Support for Hypothesis 3 is shown in Table 4-9.  Unlike the Hypothesis 2 models, 

only one of the models have a Cox and Snell R² of greater than .5, and none of them show a 

statistically significant estimated effect from the respondent’s perception of which candidate 

would most likely agree with the civil religious statements.  Instead, among the statistically 

significant effects on the respondents’ presidential candidate choice, the greatest probability 

comes from their political views in five of the six models.  Political views are more important 

for those without civil religious views than any of the other variables in the models.  Indeed, 

the effects of political liberalism/conservatism are quite strong in the candidate preferences 

of those who do not endorse the civil religious statements. 

 In any event, the original third hypothesis is supported.  Respondents who do not 

have civil religious beliefs themselves will prefer a presidential candidate based on criteria 

other than the candidate’s perceived as civil religious beliefs.  More specifically, the surmise 

in the introduction to this chapter that if a respondent did not hold civil religious beliefs, as 

measured by the six items used here, civil religious beliefs are unlikely to have a significant 

bearing on their presidential choice, is supported as well.  Instead political views, which do 

have strong and significant effects, are brought forward as an important predictor of 

candidate choice in all of these civil religious item models. 

 As with Hypothesis 2, similar results are shown in the linear regressions that 

were created for comparison with Wimberley’s previous 1980 study and are shown in Table 

D-2 in the appendices. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 IMPEACHMENT HYPOTHESES 
 

Introduction 

The fourth and fifth hypotheses of this analysis are based on Martin Marty’s (1974) 

concept of a dual role within American civil religion, identifying respective priestly and 

prophetic roles.   Marty (1974:147),  notes that “. . . the president is normally expected to 

play a priestly role.”  The public’s perception of this priestly role is observed in these 

hypotheses. 

The hypotheses are that those who have civil religious beliefs will have greater 

feelings of outrage or betrayal in their perception of the president’s actions, and as a result of 

these feelings of betrayal, will want sanctions taken against the president. The underlying 

model describing these two related hypotheses has four parts.  The first part shows the effects 

of variables for political and religious beliefs and actions on civil religion.  The second part 

shows the effects of civil religion on variables describing different levels or forms of outrage 

over President Clinton’s actions, controlling for these same political and religious beliefs and 

actions.  The third and fourth part of each model show the effect of civil religion on a desire 

for impeachment. The third part controls for the different forms of outrage, while the fourth 

has additional controls for political and religious beliefs and actions.  This basic model is 

tested with seven different measures for feelings of outrage.  Standardized regression 

coefficients are used to test the models.  The four regression tests of this model follow the 

pattern of Figure 5-1. 

 



Political Behavior

Politcal Ideology

Religious Ideology

Religious Behavior

Desired Action 
from Congress

Civil Religiosity Index

Feelings of
Outrage

 

Figure 5-1. Impeachment Hypotheses Model 

 

Respondent’s Civil Religiosity Index 

The six civil religious Likert-type items used in the 1984 dataset were also collected 

in the 1998 dataset. As previously mentioned in the methodology section, the Likert-type 

items had their values  coded as 1- Strongly Disagree, 2- Disagree, 3- Uncertain, 4- Agree, 

and 5- Strongly Agree. This created a simple ordinal scale items that could be summed to 

create a civil religious index running from 6 (low civil religious beliefs) to 30 (high civil 

religious beliefs) in the dataset.   The basis for this index was established through factor 

analysis with other types of items in previous research by Wimberley (1976).  For the 1998 

sample, a Cronbach’s Alpha of  .7956 suggests that the items in the civil religious index are 

measuring the same thing. 
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Controls 

 Four types of variables are used as controls in the first half of each model.  Using 

factor analysis, Wimberley (1978) found parallels between religious and political beliefs and 

between religious and political behaviors.  Because of this, questions of political and 

religious behaviors and beliefs were asked in the 1998 study to provide corresponding 

political and religious backgrounds for the respondents.  Voting behavior and church 

attendance are used to indicate behavior; political and religious beliefs were assessed to 

indicate ideologies.  The frequencies and percentages of these and other variables used in this 

analysis are shown in Appendix C. The coded values of the controls used are: 

 

Political Behavior 

Did you vote in the November elections this year? 

 (1) No 

 (2)Yes  

 

 

Political Ideology 

Politically, do you consider yourself: 

 (1) Liberal 

 (2) Moderate 

(3) Conservative  
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Religious Ideology 

Concerning your religious beliefs, do you consider yourself: 

 (1) Liberal/Not religious 

(2) Moderate 

 (3) Conservative  

 

Religious Behavior 

How often do you attend Sunday or Sabbath worship services? 

 (1) Never  

 (2) A few times each year  

 (3) At least once per month  

(4) Every week 

 (5) More than once a week 

 

 A regression analysis showing the effect of these variables on the Civil Religiosity 

Index is notable in that it is only the religious variables that have a statistically significant 

effect on civil religiosity. (See Figures 5-2 through 5-8 and Tables 5-1 through 5-7.)  

Increased religious conservatism and increased worship service attendance both lead to 

increased scores on the Civil Religiosity Index.  

 



 59  

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable is based on the respondent’s view of what level of penalty President 

Clinton deserved, and it is stated below.  The response categories are listed and scored in 

order of increasing level of punishment: 

 

Desired Action by Congress 

“Given things that you have heard and seen about President Clinton over the past few  

weeks regarding the Monica Lewinsky situation, what do you think is the best course  

of action for Congress? “ 

 (1) Drop the matter 

 (2) Censure  

 (3) Impeachment 

 

Indicators of Feelings of Outrage 

 Seven separate indicators are used to measure feelings of outrage.  They are: Broken 

Faith; Bar of Divine Judgement; Third Term; Capable to Lead; Public Trust; Resignation; 

and, Told the Truth.   These indicators reflect a variety of levels and feelings of outrage that 

are political, religious, or civil religious in nature.  The coded values of each of these 

variables follow, along with discussion of the model that goes with each feeling of outrage.  

Frequency tables for these variables are in Appendix C. 
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  Broken Faith (see Table 5-1 and Figure 5-2)     

“Whether or not the president has broken any laws, he has broken faith with those who 

elected him.” 

 (1 ) Strongly Disagree 

 (2 ) Disagree 

 (3 ) Uncertain  

 (4 ) Agree 

 (5 ) Strongly Agree 
 
 
 The “Broken Faith” model is one of the most overtly civil religious of any of the 

outrage variables.  The item comes from an October 1998 speech by former President Gerald 

Ford (Ford, 1998) and is used here as a Likert-type item.  As shown in the first half of this 

model, this particular outrage variable is affected more by religious factors than by political 

factors or by the Civil Religiosity Index.  This is predominantly due to the influence of 

religious ideology.  Looking at the standardized regression coefficients, it is notable that only 

the religious ideology ($ = .304) and the Civil Religiosity Index ($ = .216) are statistically 

significant at the .05 level or less.  Increased conservative religious ideology leads to 

increased levels of agreement with the statement of broken faith, as does increasing civil 

religious feeling. 

 In the last part of this model, only the outrage variable ($ = .451) is significant in the 

simplified model.  When the controls of the full model are included, political ideology also 

has an effect, though it is much weaker than the outrage variable.  The stronger the 

agreement with the statement of broken faith and/or the more conservative one’s political 

ideology, the more likely one is to desire impeachment of President Clinton by Congress. 



Political Behavior

Politcal Ideology

Religious Ideology

Religious Behavior

Desired Action 
from Congress

Civil Religiosity Index

Broken 
Faith

              .262*           .411**    .110      -.094                        
                                                                                          .216* *.05 level of significance

**.001 level of significance
Standardized Coefficients Shown

.105

.220*

.210

-.189

      .387**          450**               .
                          
                                 .037      127

-.042

.107

.304*

.017

 

Figure 5-2. Whether or Not the President Has Broken Any Laws, He Has Broken Faith With 
 Those Who Elected Him 
 
 
Table 5-1. Whether or Not the President Has Broken Any Laws, He Has Broken Faith With 
 Those Who Elected Him 
 

 Civil 

Religiosity  

Broken  

Faith  

Simple  

Action  

Full        

Action 

CR Index —  .216* .127 .037 

Political Behavior -.094 -.042 —  .105 

Political Ideology .110 .107* —  .220* 

Religious Ideology .411** .304* —  .210 

Religious Behavior .262* .017 —  -.189 

Broken Faith —  —  .450** .387** 

Adjusted R² .404 .263 .258 .388 

Model F       20.678** 9.212** 21.902** 13.055** 

Standardized Coefficients                                  *  .05 significance level     **.001 significance level 
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Bar of Divine Judgement     (see Table 5-2 and Figure 5-3) 

The president stands before the bar of divine judgement for his personal misdeeds while in 

office. 

 1 ) Strongly Disagree 

 2 ) Disagree 

 3 ) Uncertain  

 4 ) Agree 

 5 ) Strongly Agree 

 

 A second Likert item from the October 1998 speech by former President Gerald Ford 

(1998), this one has an even stronger civil religious tone.  While religious ideology ($ = .311) 

has a significant effect on the response, the greatest effect that is statistically significant 

comes from the Civil Religiosity Index ($ = .486).  In this model, the religious ideology and 

Civil Religiosity Index variables work in the same fashion as the previous model.  In the 

religious beliefs variable, more conservative beliefs lead to greater agreement with the bar of 

divine judgement statement, as does an increase in the Civil Religiosity Index. 

 In the second half of this model, neither the Civil Religiosity Index nor the bar of 

divine judgement statement has an effect significant at the .05 level in the simplified model. 

In the full model, it is the religious variables and political ideology that have the greatest 

effect.  

 



Political Behavior

Politcal Ideology

Religious Ideology

Religious Behavior

Desired Action 
from Congress

Civil Religiosity Index

Bar of Divine
Judgement

              .262*           .411**    .110      -.094     
                                                                                         .486** *.05 level of significance

**.001 level of significance
Standardized Coefficients Shown

.080

.261*

.275*

-.204*

              .134                201   

                                             .061          190

-.004

-.083

.311*

.069

 

Figure 5-3.  President Stands Before the Bar of Divine Judgement. 

 

Table 5-2.  President Stands Before the Bar of Divine Judgement.  

 Civil 

Religiosity  

Bar of Divine 

Judgement 

Simple  

Action  

Full        

Action 

CR Index —  .486** .190 .061 

Political Behavior -.094 -.004 —  .080 

Political Ideology .110 -.083 —  .261* 

Religious Ideology .411** .311* —  .275* 

Religious Behavior .262* .069 — -.204* 

Bar of Divine 
Judgement 

—  —  .201 .134 

Adjusted R² .404 .492 .112 .264 

Model F       20.678** 23.448** 8.602** 7.872** 

Standardized Coefficients                                  *  .05 significance level     **.001 significance level 
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Third Term     (see Table 5-3 and Figure 5-4) 

“If President Clinton was legally allowed to run for a third term, would you vote for him?” 

 1 ) Yes  

 2 ) No  

 
A milder measure of outrage that the other variables used, and probably the most 

political, the model for hypothetically electing President Clinton to a third term is notable for 

the strength of the political dimensions.  Those with a more conservative political outlook 

were least likely to vote for President Clinton for a third term, as were those who had not 

voted at all in the midterm congressional elections a few weeks earlier.  Either case is not 

particularly surprising as they are representative of those who either probably would not vote 

for President Clinton in most circumstances or possibly not vote at all.  

 In the simplified model that tests Hypothesis 5, both of the independent variables are 

significant at either the .001 level (Third Term item) or at the .05 level (Civil Religiosity 

Index). The outrage variable ($ = .539) is much stronger than the Civil Religiosity Index ($ = 

.193). Those who would have voted for Clinton for a third term were least likely to want 

Congress to take any action. As in the previous models, the greater the Civil Religious score, 

the more likely the respondent is to desire more punitive action by Congress.  

 In the full model that tests Hypothesis 5, civil religion no longer has a significant 

effect, though political behavior does ($ = .170).  However, the outrage variable is much 

stronger in effect ($ = .474) than political behavior. 

 



Political Behavior

Politcal Ideology

Religious Ideology

Religious Behavior

Desired Action 
from Congress

Civil Religiosity Index

   Third
   Term

              .262*           .411**    .110      -.094     
                                                                                             .071 *.05 level of significance

**.001 level of significance
Standardized Coefficients Shown

.170*

.075

.217

-.120

                         .474**      .539**

     .092           .193*    

-.183*

.324*

.211

-.161

 
 
Figure 5-4. If President Clinton was legally allowed to run for a third term, would you vote 
 for him? 
 
 
Table 5-3.  If President Clinton was legally allowed to run for a third term, would you vote 

for him? 
 

 Civil 

Religiosity  

Third Term 

Vote 

Simple  

Action  

Full        

Action 

CR Index —  .071 .193* .092 

Political Behavior -.094 -.183* —  .170* 

Political Ideology .110 .324* —  .075 

Religious Ideology .411** .211 —  .217 

Religious Behavior .262* -.161 —  -.120 

Third Term —  —  .539** .474** 

Adjusted R² .404 .208 .358 .411 

Model F       20.678** 6.720** 32.782** 13.549 

Standardized Coefficients                                  *  .05 significance level     **.001 significance level 
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Capable to Lead  (see Table 5-4 and Figure 5-5) 

Do you think that President Clinton is personally capable to continue leading the country? 

 1 ) Yes  

 2 ) No  
 
 

The Capable to Lead variable measures the respondent’s perception of President 

Clinton’s personal leadership abilities. Only Political Ideology and the Civil Religiosity 

Index have a statistically significant effect at the .05 level (Standardized regression 

coefficients of  .238 and .320 respectively).  Increased civil religiosity and conservative 

views both led to an increased perception that the president was not capable of leading the 

country. 

 In the simplified version of the second half of this model, civil religion does not have 

a statistically significant direct effect, though the outrage variable does ($ = .472).  The less 

the respondents believe that President Clinton has the personal capability to lead the country, 

the more likely they are to desire impeachment by Congress.  Once the controls of the full 

model are added, it is seen that Religious Ideology also has an effect, though the effect of the 

outrage variable is stronger. 

 



Political Behavior

Politcal Ideology

Religious Ideology

Religious Behavior

Desired Action 
from Congress

Civil Religiosity Index

  Capable
  to Lead

              .262*           .411**    .110      -.094    
                                                                                         .320* *.05 level of significance

**.001 level of significance
Standardized Coefficients Shown

.085

.151

.256*

-.122

                    .385**       .475**
   
                                      .026             .161

.040

.238*

.103

-.195

 
 
Figure 5-5. Do you think that President Clinton is personally capable to continue leading the 
 country? 
 
 
Table 5-4. Do you think that President Clinton is personally capable to continue leading the 
 country? 
 

 Civil 

Religiosity  

Capable to 

Lead 

Simple  

Action  

Full        

Action 

CR Index —  .320* .161 .026 

Political Behavior -.094 .040 —  .085 

Political Ideology .110 .238* —  .151 

Religious Ideology .411** .103 —  .256* 

Religious Behavior .262* -.195 —  -.122 

Capable to Lead —  —  .475** .385** 

Adjusted R² .404 .207 .291 .370 

Model F       20.678** 7.000** 25.649** 12.158** 

Standardized Coefficients                                  *  .05 significance level     **.001 significance level 
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Public Trust   (see Table 5-5 and Figure 5-6) 

Do you think that President Clinton has the public trust to continue leading the country? 

 1 ) Yes  

 2 ) No  
 
 

The Public Trust variable measures the respondent’s perception of how others see 

President Clinton’s leadership abilities. While ostensibly measuring different aspects of the 

respondent’s perception of President Clinton’s leadership abilities (personal and public 

respectively), the “Capable to Lead” model and the “Public Trust” models are similar in 

respect to significant effects from Political Ideology at the .05 level (Standardized regression 

coefficients of  0.238 in the “Capable to Lead” model and .242 in the “Public Trust” model).  

However, unlike the Capable to Lead model, there is not a civil religious effect significant at 

the .05 level or lower in the Public Trust model.  The statistically significant effect that is the 

strongest in this model comes from Religious Ideology ($ = .271).  The more conservative 

the respondent’s political or religious views, the less likely they thought that President 

Clinton had the public trust to continue leading the country. 

 In the third part of this model civil religion also does not have a statistically 

significant effect at the .05 level.  The outrage variable has a large significant effect in the 

model ($ =  .519).  The less the respondents believe that President Clinton has the public 

trust to lead the country, the more likely they are to desire his impeachment by Congress. 

Including the controls of the full model, it is seen that Religious Ideology also has an effect 

here as well, though the effect of the outrage variable is stronger.



Political Behavior

Politcal Ideology

Religious Ideology

Religious Behavior

Desired Action 
from Congress

Civil Religiosity Index

Public
Trust

              .262*           .411**    .110      -.094    
                                                                                          .184 *.05 level of significance

**.001 level of significance
Standardized Coefficients Shown

.111

.120

.243*

-.116

                        .441**        .519**

                                           .007              .114

-.059

.242*

.271

-.144

 

 
Figure 5-6. Do you think that President Clinton has the public trust to continue leading the 

 country? 
 
 
Table 5-5. Do you think that President Clinton has the public trust to continue leading the 

 country? 
 

 Civil 

Religiosity 

Public 

Trust 

Simple  

Action  

Full        

Action 

CR Index — .184 .114 .007 

Political Behavior -.094 -.059 — .111 

Political Ideology .110 .242* — .120 

Religious Ideology .411** .271* — .243* 

Religious Behavior .262* -.144 — -.116 

Public Trust — — .519** .441** 

Adjusted R² .404 .250 .313 .398 

Model F 20.678** 8.596** 28.105** 13.470 

Standardized Coefficients                                  *  .05 significance level     **.001 significance level 
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Resignation   (see Table 5-6 and Figure 5-7) 

Do you think that President Clinton should resign from office?  

 1 ) No 

 2 ) Yes 

 
 

 Two of the independent variables in this model have statistically significant effects on 

the outrage variable: Religious Ideology ($ = .436); and the Civil Religiosity Index ($ = 

.195).  Having more conservative religious views leads to an increased desire for President 

Clinton to resign.  Likewise, an increase in the Civil Religiosity Index score led to an 

increased desire for resignation.  

 In the simplified action model, the Civil Religiosity Index does not have a statistically 

significant effect when controlling for the outrage variable.  This particular outrage variable 

is also the strongest seen in any of the models ($ = .707).  A desire for President Clinton to 

resign also leads to an increasing desire for him to be impeached.  Adding the control 

variables of the full action model lowers the strength of the outrage variable ($ =.621), but it 

is still the only statistically significant variable that has an effect on the respondents’ desired 

action from Congress. 



Political Behavior

Politcal Ideology

Religious Ideology

Religious Behavior

Desired Action 
from Congress

Civil Religiosity Index

Resignation

              .262*           .411**    .110      -.094    
                                                                                           .195* *.05 level of significance

**.001 level of significance
Standardized Coefficients Shown

.111

.120

.243*

-.116

                        .441**        .519**

                                           .007              .114

-.056

.160

.436**

-.119

 

Figure 5-7. Do you think that President Clinton should resign from office?  

 

Table 5-6. Do you think that President Clinton should resign from office?  

 Civil 

Religiosity  

Resignation  Simple  

Action  

Full        

Action 

CR Index —  .195* -.011 .000 

Political Behavior -.094 -.056 —  .121 

Political Ideology .110 .160 —  .152 

Religious Ideology .411** .436** —  .044 

Religious Behavior .262* -.119 —  -.107 

Resignation —  —  .707** .621** 

Adjusted R² .404 .365 .486 .502 

Model F       20.678** 14.203** 56.692** 20.141** 

Standardized Coefficients                                  *  .05 significance level     **.001 significance level 
 
 

 71  



 72  

Told the Truth     (see Table 5-7 and Figure 5-8) 

Based on what you have seen or heard of the president's grand jury testimony, do you  

believe that President Clinton told the whole truth in his grand jury testimony?  

 1 ) Yes  

 2 ) No  

 
  

None of the variables in the Told the Truth model had a significant effect on whether 

or not the respondents thought that the president had lied. The adjusted R² for the Told the 

Truth model is .028, meaning that less than three percent of the variance in the outrage 

variable is explained by the combination of these five variables. However, both this outrage 

variable ($ = .243) and the Civil Religiosity Index ($ = .376) had a statistically significant 

effect on the subsequent desire for impeachment in the simplified action model.   Neither of 

these variables have a statistically significant effect once the religious and political ideology 

and behavior variables of the full model are used.  It is the religious and political ideology 

variables that have the effect then. 

 



Political Behavior

Politcal Ideology

Religious Ideology

Religious Behavior

Desired Action 
from Congress

Civil Religiosity Index

Told the 
Truth

              .262*           .411**    .110      -.094    
                                                                                           ..037 *.05 level of significance

**.001 level of significance
Standardized Coefficients Shown

.085

.268*

.273*

-.096

                            .111     ..376**

                                           ..156          .243

.052

.211

.080

-.090

 
 
Figure 5-8. Based on what you have seen or heard of the president's grand jury testimony, do 
 you believe that President Clinton told the whole truth in his grand jury testimony? 
 
 
Table 5-7. Based on what you have seen or heard of the president's grand jury testimony, do 
 you believe that President Clinton told the whole truth in his grand jury testimony?  
 

 Civil 

Religiosity 

Told the  

Truth 

Simple  

Action  

Full        

Action 

CR Index —  .037 .243* .156 

Political Behavior -.094 .052 —  .085 

Political Ideology .110 .211 —  .268* 

Religious Ideology .411** .080 —  .273* 

Religious Behavior .262* -.090 —  -.096 

Told the Truth —  —  376** .111 

Adjusted R² .404 .028 .202 .326 

Model F       20.678** 1.565 13.788** 8.724** 

Standardized Coefficients                                  *  .05 significance level     **.001 significance level 
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Impeachment Hypotheses Summary 
 
 In each of these models, three things are found repeatedly. First, in each model, civil 

religion tends to have a positive effect on the dependent variable, though the results vary in 

statistical significance.  But, overall, this supports the fourth hypothesis of this analysis, that 

those having stronger civil religious beliefs will have greater feelings of outrage or betrayal 

in their perception of the president’s actions. 

 The second finding of particular interest is that with the exception of the “Public 

Trust” model, the Civil Religiosity Index always has either a direct positive effect on the 

desire for sanctions and/or a positive indirect effect by way of the outrage variable.   Only in 

the “Public Trust” model, does the Civil Religiosity Index not have a statistically significant 

effect on either the outrage variable or on the desire for impeachment. 

 The third finding of note is that in each of the models, the indicators of outrage have a 

positive effect on punitive action desired of Congress.  In all of the models other than the full 

“Told the Truth” and both the simplified and full “Bar of Divine Judgement” examples, it is 

the outrage variable that has the strongest effect on this desire.  This supports the fifth 

hypothesis that as a result of these feelings of betrayal, outraged individuals will want 

sanctions taken against the president.   
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CHAPTER SIX 

 CONCLUSIONS AND 
IMPLICATIONS  

 

Summary of Findings 

 The intent of this study has been to look at if and how the American public perceives 

the presidency through the lens of civil religion.  This observation was done through 

hypotheses involving the analysis of two datasets.  The first group of hypotheses and their 

related dataset were used to look at the interaction of civil religion and the public’s choice of 

candidates in an election.  The second group examined the public’s perception of the 

president’s action once he was in office. 

 

Candidate Preference Hypotheses 

 Support was found for only one of the civil religious advantage hypotheses.  

Respondents preferred the candidate that they thought was more civil religious.  The 

hypothesized advantage that incumbency grants a sitting president in an election could not be 

supported with this analysis.  This may be due to the sample available.  Table C-13 in 

Appendix C shows the frequency and percentage distributions of answers for the question, 

“Whether you plan to vote or not, who do you prefer for president.  This table indicates a 

respondent preference for Walter Mondale over Ronald Reagan in a 54 percent to 46 percent 

ratio. Actual voting percentage ratios for the 1984 election show a preference for Ronald 

Reagan both nationally (Mondale 41 percent, Reagan 59 percent) and statewide in North 

Carolina (Mondale 38 percent, Reagan 62 percent).  
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 Admittedly, these latter figures are based on actual voting behavior instead of a 

hypothetical preference for a candidate among respondents who may or may not actually 

vote.  Additionally, many more of the voters who would support a candidate such as Reagan 

tended to be in the Western Piedmont area of North Carolina as opposed to the Research 

Triangle area where Raleigh is located (Luebke, 1998:185).  In either case, the sample used 

may not be truly representative of the sampling frame. 

 The second hypothesis was that respondents who have civil religious beliefs 

themselves would prefer a presidential candidate whose civil religious beliefs match their 

own.  This hypothesis was repeatedly supported in each of the crosstabulations shown in 

Tables 4-2 through 4-7.  In almost every case, approximately four out of every five 

respondents who held civil religious beliefs stated a preference for whichever of the 

candidates that they believed had similar beliefs. 

 The major exception to this highlights a second finding brought out by the 

crosstabulation tables.  In the case of the statement “The creation of our laws has been guided 

by God,” the candidate preference ratios go down somewhat.  Specifically, while a majority 

of respondents with civil religious beliefs still prefer the candidate that they think has similar 

beliefs, the ratios have gone from 4:1 to only 2:1 in the case of Reagan supporters and 3:1 in 

the example of those who see Mondale as the most civil religious candidate.  What is 

highlighted here is the increased level of support for Mondale preference as opposed to 

Reagan among the respondents who think of the respective candidates as having similar 

beliefs to their own. 

 While smaller numbers of respondents thought of Walter Mondale as the more civil 

religious of the two candidates, a greater percentage of these respondents had a preference 
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for Mondale’s candidacy than those who thought of Reagan as the most civil religious.  That 

greater numbers of respondents saw Reagan as the most civil religious overall is not 

surprising.  He is considered to be among the most civil religious of all presidents by 

common folklore, some even referring to him as the American Paul (Adams, 2003).  The 

higher candidate preference rates among those who thought of Mondale as the most civil 

religious is surprising.  This effect may be due to the split in American civil religion 

described by Wuthnow (1988a, 1988b).  This will be discussed further in this chapter. 

 While Hypotheses Two is supported by the crosstabulations, it is not as strong when 

variables representing political and religious behaviors and beliefs are controlled.  According 

to the Cox and Snell R² shown in Table 4-8, approximately 50 to 70 percent of the variance 

in the respondent’s candidate preference can be explained by the five independent variables 

used in the logistic regressions. While this is quite impressive in itself, in only three of the six 

models are the respondents’ perception of which candidate is more civil religious statistically 

significant.  Political and/or religious views tend to have a statistically significant effect in 

three of the models, including two of the ones where the respondents’ candidate perceptions 

are strong.  The effect of the controls is stronger, however, in the “Creation of Our Laws” 

model where the respondents’ civil religious perceptions of the candidate has little power.   A 

respondent who agrees with any of the three statements that have a statistically significant 

civil religious item variables is 2.7 to 4.7 times more likely to prefer the candidate that the 

respondent perceives as being the most likely to agree with the statement. 

 The exception to this is in the regression models based on the, “Freedom comes from 

God,” and, “We should respect a president’s authority,” statements.  None of the five 
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independent variables appear to have a statistically significant effect on candidate preference 

in these models.  

 As a whole, while support is still shown for Hypothesis Two, less support is evident 

when controlling for religious and political beliefs and behaviors.  As previously stated in 

Chapter Four, this may partially be due to the overlapping relationships that may exist 

between the traditionalist nature of conservative religious and political ideologies and those 

of civil religion. 

 The third hypothesis of this study was that among the respondents who do not have 

civil religious beliefs themselves there would be no relationship between civil religion and 

candidate preference.  In other words other factors will be more likely to determine their 

preference. The cross-tabulations described in Tables 4-2 through 4-7 show the first 

indication of this.  As a whole, if respondents do not have civil religious beliefs, but believed 

that Ronald Reagan did, they preferred Walter Mondale as their candidate of choice, two to 

one.  In contrast, those respondents who did not have civil religious beliefs but thought that 

Mondale did, still preferred Mondale by at least a 2:1 margin. 

 The explanation for this is more easily seen in the logistic regression models when the 

variables for political and religious views and behaviors are introduced.  These six models 

(shown in Table 4-9) tend to explain less of the variance in candidate choice when compared 

to the tests used in Hypothesis Two.  This may be due to the fact that in five of the six 

models there is only one variable that has a statistically significant effect.  In each case, 

political views that tend to have the greatest effect on candidate preference.  The more 

conservative the respondent’s personal political views, the more likely they were to prefer 



 79  

Ronald Reagan for president.  None of the independent variables had a statistically 

significant effect in the, “God can be known,” model 

 

Impeachment Hypotheses 

 The second group of hypotheses is more complex than the previous set, since they are 

intertwined with each other.  Hypothesis Four stated that those respondents who have 

stronger civil religious beliefs themselves would have greater feelings of outrage or betrayal 

in their perceptions of President Clinton’s actions than those with weaker civil religious ties.  

Closely related to this statement is Hypothesis Five: That those who feel greater feelings of 

outrage or betrayal in their perception of President Clinton will want more punitive sanctions 

taken against him. 

 Four of the seven regression models shown in Tables 5-1 through 5-7 support 

Hypothesis Four.  Of the models for the remaining three items, political and/or religious 

ideology have the greatest statistically significant effect, within two of them.  In the final 

model––that based around the respondent’s belief of whether President Clinton had told the 

whole truth in his Grand Jury testimony––none of the independent variables had a 

statistically significant effect. 

 Support for the fifth hypothesis is found in all of the models except for the one 

defined by the statement, “The President stands before the bar of divine judgement for his 

personal misdeeds while in office.”  In all of the other models, the respondent’s feelings of 

outrage have a positive, statistically significant effect on the respondent’s increased desire for 

more punitive sanctions to be taken.  That the model based on the, “Bar of divine 

judgement,” statement does not show a statistically significant effect is not so surprising.  
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The very nature of this statement suggests that it is not up to Congress or any other earthly 

court to decide his fate. 

 When a full model of the “Bar of divine judgement” relationship is created that 

controls for political and religious ideology and behavior in addition to civil religiosity, it can 

be seen that political ideology and religious ideology and behavior are the variables that have 

the greatest effect.  The only major change that the use of a full model to otherwise test 

Hypothesis 5 is that the civil religion and outrage effects become non-significant in the, 

“Told the truth,” model.  Instead, it is political and religious ideology that have the greatest 

effect. 

 It would appear from the data collected from these two groups of hypotheses, that the 

lens of civil religions is used by the public to view the presidency.  However, it would seem 

that traditional American civil religion might not have the effect that it has had in the past, to 

the extent that it can be known. 

 

Sociological Implications of this Study 

During the past 20 years, the scientific study of civil religion has first slowed 

considerably and is now beginning to gain speed again.  The original decline was due to a 

shift in interest among those who studied the interaction of politics and religion toward the 

religious right in the early 1980s (Wimberley and Swatos, 1998).  As previously described in 

Chapter Two, some social scientists thought that the rise of fundamentalist religion 

represented an attempt at reviving civil religion in America, and was a signal of its 

impending end (Furman, 1981).  Some like Robert Wuthnow (1988a, 1988b) saw the rise of 

the religious right in the United States as a sign of the division of American civil religion into 
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conservative and liberal factions.  From this point of view, the rise of the religious right was 

as Furman thought an attempt at revival.  However, the failure of the conservatives to move 

civil religion back to its fundamental roots was not a sign of the end of civil religion in 

America.  Instead, much as in the case of splits in church type religions, this failure may have 

been the first step of an evolution within civil religion. 

 As described by Wuthnow and others (Bulman, 1991; Kent and Spickard, 

1994; Williams and Alexander, 1994; Davis, 1997; Coles, 2002), conservative civil 

religionists concentrate on the “chosen nation” idea in their conception of America.  They 

consecrate the capitalist economic system, the Declaration of Independence, and the 

Constitution as all having sacred significance to the nation.  Subscribers to the conservative 

view of American civil religion would tend toward the “priestly” role described by Marty 

(1974). 

The liberal civil religionists tend to “…see America not so much as chosen, but rather 

as blessed” (Coles, 2002:407).  The liberal faction sees America as needing to use these 

blessings to promote social justice around the world. 

 I believe that this comparatively recent evolution of American civil religion into 

conservative and liberal sides has had an effect on the results of this study.  The six Likert-

type items used as the basis of measuring civil religious belief have been found to be useful 

indicators in the past, notably those of 1972 (Wimberley, 1976) and 1975 (Wimberley and 

Christenson, 1981).  While these studies are within a decade of the 1984 study, they took 

place 23 to 26 years before the 1998 study. The division of American civil religion suggested 

by Wuthnow and others took place in the interim and may have had an effect on responses to 

the indicators. 
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 I would have expected civil religion to have a greater impact on the models relating to 

the Broken Faith, Public Trust and Resign from Office statements.  However, this is based on 

a traditional conception of American civil religion.  If Wuthnow’s division of civil religion 

was a factor, then in a case where a respondent had strong civil religious feelings but they 

were of the type that Wuthnow described as conservative, then the feelings of outrage could 

have been stronger.  The president would have been seen as violating his priestly role.  If on 

the other hand, the respondent had strong civil religious beliefs but they were of the liberal 

branch, civil religion may not have had as much of an effect on the outrage variables.  The 

president is not seen as a priest by this branch; he is an arbitrator.  He does not necessarily 

represent the purest form of American ideals; he is only an arbitrator of them.  

A person whose civil religious beliefs follow this liberal path may not believe that 

President Clinton broke faith with those who elected him, because they may have a different 

conception of why he was elected.  Similarly, their belief in whether the president had the 

public trust to run the country or whether they would vote for him for a third term may not be 

effected by their civil religious beliefs in the same way those who are conservatively civil 

religious.  This would be true regardless of how strong these beliefs are. 

 This split within American civil religion would not have been as distinct in 1984, the 

year of the Reagan-Mondale contest.  However, it may have still affected the respondents' 

reaction to the civil religious indicators used, most notably, “We should respect a president’s 

authority since it comes from God.” 

 The most obvious course of study is to determine if this alleged split within American 

civil religion can be measured quantitatively.  While the indicators used in this project have 

been shown to measure civil religiosity, they may do so only generally.  Indicators must be 
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created that do not only measure civil religious beliefs in respondents, but also determine the 

type of civil religious beliefs that they hold––liberal or conservative.  The perceived roles of 

the president could be a starting point for this distinction, as could the perceived role of the 

United States as a country.  If the split described by Wuthnow can be described 

quantitatively, it could be a first step in the further development of the empirical study of 

civil religion in the social sciences. 

 

Methodological Implications 

 The primary methodological implication is discussed in the previous section, the need 

to find a way to empirically support the theoretical splintering of American civil religion.  

The second methodological implication involves the regressions used to analyze the 

candidate choice hypotheses.  As previously stated in Chapter Four, the use of a dichotomous 

nominal dependent variable (i.e., the preference for Mondale or Reagan) in a linear 

regression is generally thought to violate the assumptions of Ordinary Least Squares analysis.  

The most obvious violations are that of the assumption of the dependent variable being 

normally distributed within categories of the independent variable and that of the assumption 

that the variance in the dependent variable is equal across categories of the independent 

variable (homoscedasticity). 

 Unpublished research by Ronald Wimberley, however, supports the use of a 

dichotomous nominal dependent variable in a linear regression under certain circumstances.  

When the frequencies of the dependent variable are distributed relatively equally across the 

two values, it should be possible to use a dichotomous nominal dependent variable.  Ideally, 

the ratios of the distributions should be close to 50:50, but it is not until the distributions 
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reach a ratio of 25:75 that the linear regression becomes non-predictive due to violations of 

the assumptions. 

 Knowledge of this is what allowed Wimberley (1980) to use a dichotomous nominal 

dependent variable in his study of the 1972 Nixon-McGovern presidential race.  To ensure 

comparability between the 1980 study and the analysis of the candidate preference 

hypotheses, several series of linear regressions were created in addition to the logistic 

regressions used in Chapter Four.  These linear regressions are shown in Appendix D in 

Tables D-1, D-2, and D-3, which match the logistic regressions shown in Tables 4-1, 4-2, and 

4-3 respectively. 

 Of substantive interest is that support for Hypotheses 1a, 2, and 3 are found in both 

sets of regressions.  The exception is Hypothesis 1b.  Support is found for Hypothesis 1b in 

the linear regressions, but not in the logistic regressions.  The linear regressions can be 

discounted in this case, since the distribution ratios of the values of the dependent variable 

stray as far from the 50:50 ratio as 10:90. 

 At one time, linear regressions were easier to calculate than logistic regression.  

However, statistical analysis programs and the computers that run them have changed 

radically in the past 25 years, and now it is just as easy to calculate either.  Linear regressions 

have the advantage of being easier to interpret in many cases than logistic regressions, 

especially when standardized coefficients are used.  As noted before though, they can have 

assumption-violation problems when a dichotomous nominal dependent variable is used.  

While it certainly appears that linear regressions using a dichotomous nominal dependent 

variable can be used under certain conditions, it is less obvious whether there are still 

circumstances were they still need to be used. 
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Policy Implications 

 The samples used to study both sets of hypotheses are demographically comparable to 

the sampling frame of Raleigh, North Carolina.  However, there are previously mentioned 

problems with the generalizability of the candidate preference sample, notable the disparities 

between the respondents’ choices for president in 1984 and the actual percentages of votes 

cast. 

 That said, there are definite indications the American public’s perceptions of the 

presidency are strongly shaped by civil religion, be it of a conservative or liberal inclination.  

The difference is what view of America’s purpose in the world is held by each of these 

blocks.  Perhaps the presidencies of Kennedy, Carter, and Clinton were prophetic or liberal in 

nature—appealing to feelings of a need for America to bring worldwide social justice.  In 

contrast, the presidencies of Nixon, Reagan, and the Bushes may have been more toward the 

conservative, priestly concept of America as a nation chosen to be an example to others.  The 

ideas behind these concepts have consequences in the public’s perception of the presidency.  

It is easy to conclude that the conservative and liberal divisions of American civil religion 

parallel any conservative and liberal divisions of American politics or even the Republican 

and Democratic parties.  To avoid this sort of oversimplified conclusion, Coles (2002) has 

begun to use Marty’s (1972) original terms of  “priestly” and “prophetic” instead of 

“conservative” and “liberal” respectively.   

 The tensions between the different depictions of American civil religion are not 

mutually exclusive.  While it is not supported by this study, it is likely that Ronald Reagan 

was able to make prophetic civil religion appeals in his campaign.  This argument has face 
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validity in view of the large number of “Reagan Democrats” that voted for him in 1984.  Due 

to the limitations of the measures used, it cannot be told if any of the respondents that were 

considered to not be civil religious were actually just not civil religious in a priestly form.  

They may have in fact supported a prophetic version of civil religion.  It suspected that a 

presidential candidate who could appeal to both factions within American civil religion could 

do quite well in an election, particularly in view of the increasingly centristic political views 

otherwise espoused by candidates.  A possible way to test this would be to follow up on 

Toolin (1983) work and do a content analysis of inaugural addresses since 1985, as well as 

an analysis of available campaign speeches. 

 An implication of the impeachment analysis is that once in office, a president can not 

depend on only one component of civil religion to legitimate his administration.  This may 

have had an effect on the divisive reaction of the public to the Clinton sex scandals.  Civil 

Religion is supposed to be unifying and integrative to a nation, yet the cleavages between the 

different concepts of America can divide it instead.  A sitting president would have to 

achieve some degree of balance between the priestly and prophetic views of American civil 

religion, both to maintain wider ranging support for his administration and to reduce tensions 

among the public.  The American public cannot just perceive the president as a priest or 

prophet.  He must be both, for both are components of the transcendent, interpretive 

American civil religion in its seminal conceptualization. 
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APPENDIX A: 1984 ELECTION QUESTIONNAIRE8

Politics ‘84 
 

Thank you for offering your reactions on these matters. 

 
8 The actual survey was printed front and back on a single legal sized sheet of paper. 

 
Do you think of yourself as a: 
(   ) Strong Republican 
(   ) Not so strong Republican 
(   ) Strong Democrat 
(   ) Not so strong Democrat 
(   ) Other Party?______________________ 
(   ) Independent 
(   ) Not political in any way 
 
Are you registered to vote? 
(   ) No 
(   ) Yes, as a Republican 
(   ) Yes, as a Democrat 
(   ) Yes, as an independent 
(   ) Yes, as 
___________________________________ 
 
Did you vote in the November elections this 
year? 
(   ) Yes 
(   ) No.  If no, have you voted before?   
 (   ) Yes, in 19___ 
 (   ) No 
 
Politically, do you consider yourself: 
(   ) Liberal 
(   ) Moderate 
(   ) Conservative  
(   ) Uncertain 
 
Are you a member of a church? 
(   ) Yes, the 
__________________________________ 
 denomination or faith 
(   ) No.  If not, do you have a preference? 
 (   ) No(   ) Yes, the 
____________________________ 
 denomination or faith

How often do you attend Sunday or Sabbath 
worship services? 
(   ) More than once a week 
(   ) Every week 
(   ) At least once per month 
(   ) A few times each year 
(   ) Never 
 
Do you belong to any religious groups or 
organizations other than a local church or 
synagogue? 
(   ) No 
(   ) Yes, they are 
_____________________________________
____________________________________ 
 
How often do you listen to religious programs 
on television or the radio? 
(   ) Daily 
(   ) Several times each Week 
(   ) Occasionally 
(   ) Never 
 
Other than attending regular worship services, 
how often do you privately pray, study 
scripture, or have religious devotionals? 
(   ) Daily 
(   ) Several times each Week 
(   ) Occasionally 
(   ) Never 
 
Concerning your religious beliefs, do you 
consider yourself: 
(   ) Liberal 
(   ) Moderate 
(   ) Conservative  
(   ) Not religious 
(   ) Uncertain 
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Regardless of your own opinions, 
which candidates do you think 
would be more in line with these 
statements? 

 

How do you react to the following statements? 
 
_______________________Choose one______________________________________
 
Strongly                                                                                                                 Strongly 
Disagree  Disagree  Uncertain  Agree  Agree
The flag of the United States is a sacred symbol. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
God can be known through the historical experiences of the American people. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
We should respect a president’s authority since it comes from God. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
In this country, people have equal, divinely given rights to life, freedom, and a search for 
happiness. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
In America, freedom comes from God through our system of government by the people. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
The creation of our laws has been guided by God. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
Organized prayer should be a regular part of public school activities. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
Pornography is harmful and should be outlawed. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
Sexual relationships outside marriage are immoral. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
Abortion should be outlawed except for rape, incest or threat to the mother’s life. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
Homosexuality is immoral and should be prosecuted by law. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 

Choose one
Reagan  Mondale
 
   (   )       (   ) 
 
   (   )       (   ) 
 
   (   )       (   ) 
 
   
 
   (   )       (   ) 
  
   (   )       (   ) 
   
   (   )       (   ) 
 
   (   )       (   ) 
 
   
   (   )       (   ) 
 
   (   )       (   ) 
 
   (   )       (   ) 
 
   (   )       (   ) 
   

Choose one
Hunt Helms  
  
 (   )    (   ) 
 
  (   )    (   ) 
 
  (   )    (   ) 
 
 
  
 (   )    (   ) 
 
 (   )    (   ) 
 
  (   )    (   ) 
 
  (   )    (   ) 
 
  
 (   )    (   ) 
 
  (   )    (   ) 
 
  (   )    (   ) 
 
  (   )    (   ) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(End of First Page) 
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Are you in any political groups or 
organizations other than a political party? 
(   ) No 
(   ) Yes.  How many? _____ 
 
How often do you talk about politics? 
(   ) Daily 
(   ) Weekly 
(   ) Seldom  
(   ) Never 
 
When you talk about politics, do you talk 
about: 
(   ) Mondale/Reagan 
(   ) Hunt/Helms 
(   ) Martin/Edminsten 
(   ) local elections 
 
When you talk about politics, do you talk 
about: 
(   ) Issues 
(   ) Leadership 
(   ) Politician’s personalities 
(   ) Other things such as 
____________________________ 
Who do you talk about politics with? 
(   ) Friends 
(   ) Neighbors 
(   ) Co-workers 
(   ) Others you think know about politics 
 
How much do you think talking with 
people has influenced your views on 
political matters? 
(   ) A lot 
(   ) Some 
(   ) Not very much 
(   ) None 
 
Which people do you think have the most 
influence on your views on political 
matters? 
(   ) Friends 
(   ) Neighbors 
(   ) Co-workers 
(   ) Others you think know about politics 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Which candidate do you think most of 
your five closest friends favor in this 
election? 
(   ) Mondale 
(   ) Reagan 
(   ) No one 
(   ) Don’t know 
 
If you have talked with others who know 
about politics, which candidate do you 
think they favor? 
(   ) Mondale 
(   ) Reagan 
(   ) No one 
(   ) Don’t know  
 
If married, do you and your spouse 
support the same political candidate?  
(  ) not married  
(  ) married, we agree politically  
(  ) married, we disagree politically 
 
 
Which of the following do you feel are the 
most important in deciding who you prefer 
for President? (Write a “1" by the most 
important, a “2" by the second most, a “3" 
by the third, a “4 by the fourth, and a “5" 
by the least.) 
___ News from papers, TV, radio, etc. 
___ Remarks made by my close friends. 
___ Campaign ads and commercials 
___ My own political views 
___ Information from others 
 
Whether you plan to vote or not, who do 
you favor for President and senator in the 
election this November? 
Choose one    Choose one 
(   ) Mondale                  (   ) Hunt  
(   ) Reagan    (   ) Helms 
(   ) neither    (   ) neither 
(   ) I haven’t decided    (   ) I haven’t                    

decided  
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Finally, here are some background items for use in comparisons.  As we said earlier, all 
information is confidential. 
 
 
1. I am: (   ) Male       (   ) Female 
 
2. I am: (   ) White    (   ) Black     (   ) 
Other 
 
3.  What is your major occupation?  (Be as 
specific as possible) 
 
 
 
4. What is the major occupation of the 
head of your household?  (If the same as 
above, write “same”.) 
__________________________________
________________ 
 
5. When were you born?  Year ______ 
 
6. Are you:   
(   ) Single       
(   ) Married     
(   ) Separated       
(   ) Divorced       
(   ) Widowed 
 
7.  In what state did you grow up? 
__________________________________
________________ 
 

 
8. In what state have you lived most? 
 
 
9.  Have you lived more in the: 
(   ) Country/Small Town  
(   ) City/Suburbs 
 
 
10.  What do you think your family 
income will be this year before taxes? 
(   ) Less than $15,000 
(   ) $15,000-$24,999 
(   ) $25,000-$49,999 
(   ) $50,000-$74,999 
(   ) $75,000-$99,999 
(   ) $100,000 or more 
 
11.  Did you:   yes   no 
   A. Attend high school?       (   )  (   ) 
   B. Graduate from high   
        school?   (   )  (   ) 
   C. Study at a technical   
        or vocational school? (   )  (   ) 
   D. Attend college?  (   )  (   ) 
   E. Graduate from college? (   )  (   ) 
   F. Attend graduate school?  (   )  (   )
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 APPENDIX B: 1998 IMPEACHMENT QUESTIONNAIRE9 
Perceptions of the Presidency 

 
Thank you for offering your reactions on these matters.  All information given is confidential and 
remains anonymous.

 
9 9The actual survey was printed front and back on a single legal sized sheet of paper. 

 
Please mark the appropriate response 
Do you think of yourself as a: 
(   ) Strong Republican 
(   ) Not so strong Republican 
(   ) Strong Democrat 
(   ) Not so strong Democrat 
(   ) Other 
Party?__________________________ 
(   ) Independent 
(   ) Not political in any way 
 
Are you registered to vote? 
(   ) No 
(   ) Yes, as a Republican 
(   ) Yes, as a Democrat 
(   ) Yes, as an independent 
(   ) Yes, as _________________________ 
 
Did you vote in the November elections this 
year? 
(   ) Yes 
(   ) No.  If no, have you voted before?   
 (   ) Yes, in 19___ 
 (   ) No 
 
Politically, do you consider yourself: 
(   ) Liberal 
(   ) Moderate 
(   ) Conservative  
(   ) Uncertain 
 
Are you a member of a church? 
(   ) Yes, the 
__________________________________ 
 denomination or faith 
(   ) No.  If not, do you have a preference? 
 (   ) No 
 (   ) Yes, the ____________________________
  denomination or faith

 
How often do you attend Sunday or Sabbath 
worship services? 
(   ) More than once a week 
(   ) Every week 
(   ) At least once per month 
(   ) A few times each year 
(   ) Never 
 
Do you belong to any religious groups or 
organizations other than a local church or 
synagogue? 
(   ) No 
(   ) Yes, they are 
_____________________________________
_____________________________________ 
 
How often do you listen to religious programs 
on television or the radio? 
(   ) Daily 
(   ) Several times each Week 
(   ) Occasionally 
(   ) Never 
 
Other than attending regular worship services, 
how often do you privately pray, study 
scripture, or have religious devotionals? 
(   ) Daily 
(   ) Several times each Week 
(   ) Occasionally 
(   ) Never 
 
Concerning your religious beliefs, do you 
consider yourself: 
(   ) Liberal 
(   ) Moderate 
(   ) Conservative  
(   ) Not religious 
(   ) Uncertain 
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How do you react to the following statements? 
 
_______________________Choose one______________________    
Strongly        Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Uncertain Agree  Agree
The flag of the United States is a sacred symbol. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
God can be known through the historical experiences of the American people. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
We should respect a president’s authority since it comes from God. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
In this country, people have equal, divinely given rights to life, freedom, and a search for happiness. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
In America, freedom comes from God through our system of government by the people. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
The creation of our laws has been guided by God. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
Whether or not the president has broken any laws, he has broken faith with those who elected him. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
The president stands before the bar of divine judgement for his personal misdeeds while in office. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
Organized school prayer should be regular part of public school activities. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
Sexual relationships outside marriage are immoral. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
Abortion should be outlawed except for rape, incest or threat to the mother’s life. 
   (   )     (   )       (   )     (   )     (   ) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(End of First Page) 
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Are you in any political groups or organizations 
other than a political party? 
(   ) No 
(   ) Yes.  How many? _____ 
 
How often do you talk about politics? 
(   ) Daily 
(   ) Weekly 
(   ) Seldom  
(   ) Never 
 
When you talk about politics, do you talk about: 
(   ) Issues 
(   ) Leadership 
(   ) Politician’s personalities 
(   ) Other things such as 
____________________________ 
 
Who do you talk about politics with? 
(   ) Family 
(   ) Friends 
(   ) Neighbors 
(   ) Co-workers 
(   ) Others you think know about politics 
 
How much do you think talking with people has 
influenced your views on political matters? 
(   ) A lot 
(   ) Some 
(   ) Not very much 
(   ) None 
 
Which people do you think have the most influence 
on your views on political matters? 
(   ) Family 
(   ) Friends 
(   ) Neighbors 
(   ) Co-workers 
(   ) Others you think know about politics 
 
Did you vote in the 1996 presidential election? 
(   ) No 
(   ) Yes, for Clinton. 
(   ) Yes, for Dole 
(   ) Yes, for 
_______________________________________ 
Did you vote in the 1992 presidential election? 
(   ) No 
(   ) Yes, for Bush 
(   ) Yes, for Clinton. 
(   ) Yes, for Perot 
(   ) Yes, for 
_______________________________________ 
 
 

If President Clinton was legally allowed to run for 
a third term, would you vote for him? 
(  ) Yes  
(  ) No  
 
Based on what you have seen or heard of the 
president's grand jury testimony, do you believe 
that President Clinton told the whole truth in his 
grand jury testimony?  
(  ) Yes  
(  ) No  
(  ) Not sure 
 
Do you think that President Clinton is personally 
capable to continue leading the country? 
(  ) Yes 
(  ) No 
 
Do you think that President Clinton has the public 
trust to continue leading the country? 
(  ) Yes 
(  ) No 
 
Given things that you have heard and seen about 
President Clinton over the past few weeks 
regarding the Monica Lewinsky situation, what do 
you think is the best course of action for Congress?  
(   )Impeachment 
(  ) Censure 
(  ) Drop the matter 
 
Do you think that President Clinton should resign 
from office?  
(  ) Yes  
(  ) No  
 
For what reason do you feel Congress released the 
information in the Monica Lewinsky matter? 
(  ) Because the public has the right to know 
(  ) For partisan reasons 
 
Do you believe that President Clinton is guilty of  
(  ) Adultery? 
(  ) Perjury? 
(  ) Abuse of power? 
(  ) All of the above? 
(  ) None of the above?  
 
Of your five closest friends, how many do you 
think have the same opinions of President Clinton 
that you do?  
(Circle one)    
 0    1    2    3    4    5 
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Finally, here are some background items 
for use in comparisons.  As we said 
earlier, all information is confidential. 
 
1. I am: (   ) Male       (   ) Female 
 
2. I am: (   ) White      (   ) Black      
             (   ) Other 
 
3.  What is your major occupation?  (Be as 
specific as possible) 
__________________________________ 
 
4. What is the major occupation of the 
head of your household?  (If the same as 
above, write “same”.) 
__________________________________ 
 
5. When were you born?  Year ______ 
 
6. Are you:  (   ) Single      (   ) Married     
(   ) Separated      (   ) Divorced      (   ) 
Widowed 
 
7.  In what state did you grow up? 
__________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8.  In what state have you lived most? 
__________________________________ 
 
 
9.  Have you lived more in the: 
(   ) Country/Small Town  
(   ) City/Suburbs 
 
10.  What do you think your family 
income will be this year before taxes? 
(   ) Less than $15,000 
(   ) $15,000-$24,999 
(   ) $25,000-$49,999 
(   ) $50,000-$74,999 
(   ) $75,000-$99,999 
(   ) $100,000 or more 
 
11.  Did you:   yes   no 
   A. Attend high school?        (   )  (   ) 
   B. Graduate from high   
        school?   (   )  (   ) 
   C. Study at a technical   
        or vocational school? (   )  (   ) 
   D. Attend college?  (   )  (   ) 
   E. Graduate from college? (   )  (   ) 
   F. Attend graduate school?  (   )  (   )
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APPENDIX C: FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF VARIABLES USED 
 
 

Candidate Preference Hypotheses 
 
Respondents perception of which candidate is more civil religious, by statement. 
 
Table C-1. Candidate Seen As More Civil Religious - Flag is Sacred 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Mondale 102 29.3 38.5 38.5 

Reagan 163 46.8 61.5 100.0 

Total 265 76.1 100.0   

Missing 83 23.9    

Total 348 100.0    

 
 
Table C-2. Candidate Seen As More Civil Religious - God can be known 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Mondale 62 17.8 40.3 40.3 

Reagan 92 26.4 59.7 100.0 

Total 154 44.3 100.0   

Missing 194 55.7    

Total 348 100.0    

 
 
Table C-3. Candidate Seen As More Civil Religious - President's Authority comes from God 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Mondale 57 16.4 37.5 37.5 

Reagan 95 27.3 62.5 100.0 

Total 152 43.7 100.0  

Missing 196 56.3  

Total 348 100.0    

 



 96

  
Table C-4. Candidate Seen As More Civil Religious - Equal Rights 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Mondale 135 38.8 47.9 47.9 

Reagan 147 42.2 52.1 100.0 

Total 282 81.0 100.0  

Missing 66 19.0  

Total 348 100.0  

 
 
 
Table C-5. Candidate Seen As More Civil Religious - Freedom comes from God 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Mondale 43 12.4 30.9 30.9 

Reagan 96 27.6 69.1 100.0 

Total 139 39.9 100.0  

Missing 209 60.1   

Total 348 100.0   

 
 
 
Table C-6. Candidate Seen As More Civil Religious - Laws guided by God 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Mondale 36 10.3 27.5 27.5 

Reagan 95 27.3 72.5 100.0 

Total 131 37.6 100.0   

Missing 217 62.4    

Total 348 100.0    
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Respondents’ agreement with civil religious statements. 
 
Table C-7. Respondents’ Civil Religiosity- Flag is Sacred 
 
  

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Strongly Disagree 96 27.6 29.2 29.2 

Agree 74 21.3 22.5 51.7 

Uncertain 15 4.3 4.6 56.2 

Agree 76 21.8 23.1 79.3 
Strongly Agree 68 19.5 20.7 100.0 

Total 329 94.5 100.0   

Missing 19 5.5    

Total 348 100.0    
 
 
 
 
Table C-8. Respondents’ Civil Religiosity - God can be known 
 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Strongly Disagree 62 17.8 20.8 20.8 

Agree 71 20.4 23.8 44.6 

Uncertain 52 14.9 17.4 62.1 

Agree 72 20.7 24.2 86.2 
Strongly Agree 41 11.8 13.8 100.0 

Total 298 85.6 100.0   

Missing 50 14.4    

Total 348 100.0    
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Table C-9. Respondents’ Civil Religiosity - President's Authority comes from God 
 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Strongly Disagree 185 53.2 60.1 60.1 

Agree 67 19.3 21.8 81.8 

Uncertain 18 5.2 5.8 87.7 

Agree 24 6.9 7.8 95.5 
Strongly Agree 14 4.0 4.5 100.0 

Total 308 88.5 100.0   

Missing 40 11.5  

Total 348 100.0  

 
 
 
Table C-10. Respondents’ Civil Religiosity - Equal Rights 
 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Strongly Disagree 114 32.8 36.1 36.1 

Agree 55 15.8 17.4 53.5 

Uncertain 20 5.7 6.3 59.8 

Agree 65 18.7 20.6 80.4 
Strongly Agree 62 17.8 19.6 100.0 

Total 316 90.8 100.0   

Missing 32 9.2   

Total 348 100.0   
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Table C-11. Respondents’ Civil Religiosity - Freedom comes from God 
 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Strongly Disagree 50 14.4 22.7 22.7 
Agree 81 23.3 36.8 59.5 
Uncertain 30 8.6 13.6 73.2 
Agree 39 11.2 17.7 90.9 
Strongly Agree 20 5.7 9.1 100.0 
Total 220 63.2 100.0   
Missing 128 36.8   
Total 348 100.0   

 
 
 
Table C-12. Respondents’ Civil Religiosity - Laws guided by God 
 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Strongly Disagree 36 10.3 15.7 15.7 

Agree 51 14.7 22.3 38.0 

Uncertain 48 13.8 21.0 59.0 

Agree 63 18.1 27.5 86.5 
Strongly Agree 31 8.9 13.5 100.0 

Total 229 65.8 100.0   

Missing 119 34.2   

Total 348 100.0   
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Respondents’ candidate of choice 
 
Table C-13.  Whether You Plan to Vote or Not, Who Do You Prefer for President? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Mondale 145 41.7 54.3 54.3 

Reagan 122 35.1 45.7 100.0 

Total 267 76.7 100.0   

Missing 81 23.3    

Total 348 100.0    

 
 
 
 
Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement 
 
Table C-14.  Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement - Flag is Sacred 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
R yes/ 
Reagan yes 70 20.1 28.1 28.1 

R yes/ 
Mondale yes 37 10.6 14.9 43.0 

R no / 
Reagan yes 84 24.1 33.7 76.7 

R no / 
Mondale yes 58 16.7 23.3 100.0 

Total 249 71.6 100.0   

Missing 99 28.4    

Total 348 100.0    
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Table C-15.  Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement - God can be Known 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
R yes/ 
Reagan yes 44 12.6 36.1 36.1 

R yes/ 
Mondale yes 34 9.8 27.9 63.9 

R no / 
Reagan yes 25 7.2 20.5 84.4 

R no / 
Mondale yes 19 5.5 15.6 100.0 

Total 122 35.1 100.0   

Missing 226 64.9    

Total 348 100.0    

 
 
 
 
Table C-16.  Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement - President's Authority 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
R yes/ 
Reagan yes 20 5.7 14.5 14.5 

R yes/ 
Mondale yes 5 1.4 3.6 18.1 

R no / 
Reagan yes 66 19.0 47.8 65.9 

R no / 
Mondale yes 47 13.5 34.1 100.0 

Total 138 39.7 100.0   

Missing 210 60.3    

Total 348 100.0    
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Table C-17.  Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement - Equal Rights 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
R yes/ Reagan yes 58 16.7 22.5 22.5 

R yes/ Mondale yes 42 12.1 16.3 38.8 

R no / Reagan yes 78 22.4 30.2 69.0 

R no / Mondale yes 80 23.0 31.0 100.0 

Total 258 74.1 100.0   

Missing 90 25.9    

Total 348 100.0    

 
 
 
Table C-18.  Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement - Freedom comes from God 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
R yes/ Reagan yes 35 10.1 31.0 31.0 

R yes/ Mondale yes 12 3.4 10.6 41.6 

R no / Reagan yes 46 13.2 40.7 82.3 

R no / Mondale yes 20 5.7 17.7 100.0 

Total 113 32.5 100.0   

Missing 235 67.5    

Total 348 100.0    
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Table C-19.  Respondent-Candidate Civil Religiosity Agreement - Laws guided by God 
 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
R yes/ Reagan yes 29 8.3 28.4 28.4

R yes/ Mondale yes 13 3.7 12.7 41.2

R no / Reagan yes 43 12.4 42.2 83.3

R no / Mondale yes 17 4.9 16.7 100.0

Total 102 29.3 100.0  

Missing 246 70.7   

Total 348 100.0   

 
 
 
Political Behavior 
 
Table C-20.  Have You Ever Voted? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
No 56 16.1 16.9 16.9 

Yes 276 79.3 83.1 100.0 

Total 332 95.4 100.0   

Missing 16 4.6    

Total 348 100.0    
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Political Ideology 
 
Table C-21.  Politically, Do You Consider Yourself: 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Liberal 78 22.4 25.2 25.2 

Moderate 181 52.0 58.4 83.5 

Conservative 51 14.7 16.5 100.0 

Total 310 89.1 100.0   

Missing 38 10.9    

Total 348 100.0    

 
 
 
Religious Behavior 
 
Table C-22.  How Often Do You Attend Sunday or Sabbath Worship Services? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Never 19 5.5 5.7 5.7

A few times a year 36 10.3 10.9 16.6

At least once per month 28 8.0 8.5 25.1

Every week 113 32.5 34.1 59.2

More than once a week 135 38.8 40.8 100.0

Total 331 95.1 100.0  

Missing 17 4.9    

Total 348 100.0    
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Religious Ideology 
 
Table C-23.  Concerning Your Religious Beliefs, Do You Consider Yourself: 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Liberal/Not Religious 142 40.8 47.3 47.3

Moderate 119 34.2 39.7 87.0

Conservative 39 11.2 13.0 100.0

Total 300 86.2 100.0  

Missing 48 13.8    

Total 348 100.0    
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Impeachment Hypotheses 
 
 
Political Behavior 
 
Table C-24.  Have You Ever Voted? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
no 32 26.0 26.0 26.0 

yes 91 74.0 74.0 100.0 

Total 123 100.0 100.0   

 
 
 
  
Political Ideology  
 
Table C-25.  Politically, Do You Consider Yourself: 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
liberal 19 15.4 16.0 16.0 

moderate 55 44.7 46.2 62.2 

conservative 45 36.6 37.8 100.0 

Total 119 96.7 100.0   

uncertain 3 2.4    

Missing  1 .8    

Total 4 3.3    

Total 123 100.0    
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Religious Ideology 
 
Table C-26.  Concerning Your Religious Beliefs, Do You Consider Yourself: 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
liberal/not religious 36 29.3 29.8 29.8 

moderate 49 39.8 40.5 70.2 

conservative 36 29.3 29.8 100.0 

Total 121 98.4 100.0   

Missing 2 1.6    

Total 123 100.0    

 
  
 
Religious Behavior 
 
Table C-27.  How Often Do You Attend Sunday or Sabbath Worship Services? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
never 19 15.4 15.4 15.4

a few times each year 38 30.9 30.9 46.3

at least once per month 13 10.6 10.6 56.9

every week 48 39.0 39.0 95.9

more than once a week 5 4.1 4.1 100.0

Total 123 100.0 100.0  
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Indicators of Feelings of Outrage 
 
Table C-28.  The President Has Broken Faith With Those Who Elected Him. 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
strongly disagree 7 5.7 5.7 5.7 
disagree 6 4.9 4.9 10.7 

uncertain 10 8.1 8.2 18.9 

agree 46 37.4 37.7 56.6 

strongly agree 53 43.1 43.4 100.0 
Total 122 99.2 100.0   

Missing 1 .8    

Total 123 100.0    

 
 
 
Table C-29.  President Will Stand Behind the Bar of Divine Judgement 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
strongly disagree 12 9.8 9.8 9.8 
disagree 12 9.8 9.8 19.5 

uncertain 18 14.6 14.6 34.1 

agree 42 34.1 34.1 68.3 

strongly agree 39 31.7 31.7 100.0 
Total 123 100.0 100.0   
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Table C-30.  Would You Vote for President Clinton For a Hypothetical Third Term? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
yes 27 22.0 23.3 23.3 

no 89 72.4 76.7 100.0 

Total 116 94.3 100.0   

Missing 7 5.7    

Total 123 100.0    

 
 
Table C-31.  Is President Clinton Personally Capable to Lead? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
yes 82 66.7 67.2 67.2 

no 40 32.5 32.8 100.0 

Total 122 99.2 100.0   

Missing 1 .8    

Total 123 100.0    

 
 
 
Table C-32.  Does President Clinton Have the Public Trust to Run the Country? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
yes 54 43.9 44.6 44.6 

no 67 54.5 55.4 100.0 

Total 121 98.4 100.0   

Missing 2 1.6    

Total 123 100.0    
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Table C-33.  Should President Clinton Resign? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
no 71 57.7 58.7 58.7 

yes 50 40.7 41.3 100.0 

Total 121 98.4 100.0   

Missing 2 1.6    

Total 123 100.0    

 
 
 
Table C-34.  Did President Clinton Tell the Whole Truth in His Testimony? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
yes 6 4.9 5.8 5.8 

no 97 78.9 94.2 100.0 

Total 103 83.7 100.0   

not sure 20 16.3    

Total 123 100.0    

 
 
 
Table C-35.  What Action Should Congress Take? 
 

 Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
drop the matter 42 34.1 34.4 34.4 

censure 39 31.7 32.0 66.4 

impeachment 41 33.3 33.6 100.0 

Total 122 99.2 100.0   

Missing 1 .8    

Total 123 100.0    
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APPENDIX D: HYPOTHESES 1, 2 AND 3 LINEAR REGRESSIONS 
 

Table D-1.  Models of Candidate Choice According to Civil Religious Advantage of  
         Candidates for Each Civil Religious Statement 
 
 The flag 

of the 
United 
States is 
a sacred 
symbol. 

God can be 
known 
through 
the 
historical 
experiences 
… . 

We should 
respect a 
president’s 
authority 
since it 
comes from 
God. 

In this 
country, 
people 
have equal, 
divinely 
given 
rights … . 

In 
America, 
freedom 
comes from 
God … . 

The 
creation of 
our laws 
has been 
guided by 
God. 

 
Model A 

 
 

Respondents’ 
perception of 
candidate’s 
civil religiosity 

 
.359** 

(.371**) 

 
.437** 

(.443**) 

 
.085 

(.088) 

 
.238** 

(.238**) 

 
.235* 

(.257*) 

 
.244* 

(.269*) 

Model F 31.695 30.227 .935 12.939 7.034 7.198 

Adjusted R² .125 .185 .000 .052 .048 .051 

       

Model B  
Respondents’ 
civil 
religiosity 

.159* 
(.160*) 

.011 
(.012) 

.169* 
(.246*) 

.209** 
(.210**) 

.188* 
(.205*) 

-.014 
(-.015) 

Model F 6.626 .031 7.080 11.159 6.524 .039 

Adjusted R² .025 .000 .025 .040 .030 -.005 

       

Model C  
Respondents’ 
perception of 
candidate’s 
civil religiosity 

 
.364** 

(.376**) 

 
.451** 

(.455**) 

 
.056 

(.058) 

 
.228** 

(.228**) 

 
.216* 

(.240*) 

 
.238* 

(.260*) 

Respondents’ 
civil 
religiosity 

.171 
(.171*) 

.027 
(.027) 

.165 
(.210) 

.169* 
(.172*) 

.240* 
(.250*) 

.080 
(.083) 

Model F 21.225 15.603 2.151 10.408 6.885 3.486 

Adjusted R² .161 .189 .018 .082 .097 .044 

            Standardized Coefficients                *  .05 significance level 
(Unstandardized Coefficients)     **.001 significance level 



 112  

Table D-2.  Hypothesis 2 Linear Regressions of Candidate Choice:   
         Civil Religious Respondents Only 
 
 The flag of 

the United 
States is a 
sacred 
symbol. 

God can  be 
known 
through the 
historical 
experiences 
of the 
American 
people. 

We should 
respect a 
president’s 
authority 
since it 
comes from 
God. 

In this 
country, 
people have 
equal, 
divinely 
given rights 
to life, 
freedom, 
and…. 

In America, 
freedom 
comes from 
God 
through our 
system of 
government 
by the 
people. 

The creation 
of our laws 
has been 
guided by 
God.  
 

Candidate 
Seen as 
Being More 
Civil 
Religious 

 
 
 

.605** 
(.643**) 

 
 
 

.460** 
(.466**) 

 
 
 

.043 
(.050) 

 
 
 

.480** 
(.496**) 

 
 
 

.140 
(.157) 

 
 
 

.003 
(.003) 

Political 
Behavior 

 
.046 

(.065) 

 
-.068 

(-.109) 

 
---6

 
.122 

(.176) 

 
-.025 

(-.068) 

 
-.191 

(-.323) 

Political 
Views 

 
.113 

(.076) 

 
.303 

(.201) 

 
.394 

(.243) 

 
.358* 

(.232*) 

 
.468 

(.270) 

 
.931** 

(.569**) 

Religious 
Views 

 
.287* 

(.180*) 

 
.097 

(.060) 

 
.503* 

(.327*) 

 
.075 

(.045) 

 
.222 

(.129) 

 
-.262 

(-.160) 

Religious 

Behavior 

 
-.150 

(-.053) 

 
-.011 

(-.005) 

 
-.062 

(-.027) 

 
-.099 

(-.036) 

 
-.116 

(-.047) 

 
.317 

(.162) 

Adjusted 

R² 

 
.598 

 
.499 

 
.707 

 
.510 

 
.520 

 
.546 

Model       F  
23.030** 

 
12.140** 

 
11.838** 

 
14.944** 

 
7.933** 

 
8.222** 

 
N 

 
144 

 
113 

 
38 

 
127 

 
59 

 
94 

            Standardized Coefficients                *  .05 significance level 
(Unstandardized Coefficients)     **.001 significance level

                                                 
6 For the model “We should respect a president’s authority since it comes from God,” the “Ever 
voted” variable representing Political Behavior is either a constant or has missing correlations.  It was 
deleted from the analysis automatically by the analysis program. 
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Table D-3.  Hypothesis 3 Linear Regressions of Candidate Choice:   
         Non-Civil Religious Respondents Only 
 
 The flag of 

the United 
States is a 
sacred 
symbol. 

God can  be 
known 
through the 
historical 
experiences 
of the 
American 
people. 

We should 
respect a 
president’s 
authority 
since it 
comes from 
God. 

In this 
country, 
people have 
equal, 
divinely 
given rights 
to life, 
freedom, 
and…. 

In America, 
freedom 
comes from 
God 
through our 
system of 
government 
by the 
people. 

The creation 
of our laws 
has been 
guided by 
God.  
 

Candidate 
Seen as 
Being 
More Civil 
Religious 

 
 
 

.141 
(.139) 

 
 
 

.138 
(.142) 

 
 
 

-.100 
(-.101) 

 
 
 

.016 
(.016) 

 
 
 

.046 
(.051) 

 
 
 

.063 
(.075) 

Political 
Behavior 

 
-.002 

(-.003) 

 
-.072 

(-.112) 

 
-.001 

(-.002) 

 
-.099 

(-.133) 

 
-.098 

(-.119) 

 
-.138 

(-.222) 

Political 
Views 

 
.362** 

(.351**) 

 
.717** 

(.528**) 

 
.558** 

(.379**) 

 
.269* 

(.260*) 

 
.532** 

(.333**) 

 
.542** 

(.354**) 

Religious 
Views 

 
-.058 

(-.053) 

 
-.012 

(-.009) 

 
-.040 

(-.027) 

 
-.175 

(-.154) 

 
.073 

(.047) 

 
.236 

(.159) 

Religious 
Behavior 

 
.025 

(.012) 

 
-.185 

(-.063) 

 
-.133 

(-.047) 

 
.040 

(.019) 

 
-.161 

(-.054) 

 
-.224* 

(-.075*) 

Adjusted 
R² 

 
.090 

 
.513 

 
.277 

 
.041 

 
.288 

 
.432 

Model       
F 

 
3.018* 

 
11.534** 

 
7.654** 

 
1.933 

 
5.604** 

 
9.352** 

 
N 

 
185 

 
185 

 
270 

 
189 

 
161 

 
135 

            Standardized Coefficients                *  .05 significance level 
(Unstandardized Coefficients)     **.001 significance level
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