
God Politics:

Religion, Attitudes, and Outcomes

Jeanet Sinding Bentzen∗1 and Lena Lindbjerg Sperling2

1University of Copenhagen, CEPR

2Thinktank DEA

December, 2020

Abstract
This paper identifies the consequences of religious influence in politics. We docu-

ment that a series of reforms in the USA have strengthened religiosity and associ-

ated social views and outcomes. The faith-based initiatives were initiated by a few

powerful evangelicals in the 1990s and have been argued to enhance cooperation

between church and state ever since. Exploiting the different uptake across states

in a difference-in-differences setup, we find that the initiatives increased church

attendance and beliefs. The result is not explained by rising religiosity or other

confounders prior to implementation. We proceed to document rising numbers of

faith-based organizations, churches, and religiosity levels of politicians as a result of

the initiatives. Next, we find that the initiatives increased skepticism towards ho-

mosexuality, working women, science, and abortion, and reinforced preferences for

prayer in public schools and altruism. We further document widened gender gaps,

bans on gay marriages, and no improvements in well-being. As the general trend

in the USA has been towards secularization and modernization of social views, the

results point to the faith-based initiatives and the associated movement as one ex-

planation for rising polarization in the USA. More generally, our results contribute

to our understanding of how religion impacts outcomes.
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1 Introduction
While religious participation has declined in many parts of the world, the USA stands out

as a Western country with high religious participation. Religion plays a central role in US

politics with most politicians being religiously affiliated and frequently mentioning religion

when campaigning. At the same time, religious doctrines may shape social views, in turn

impacting outcomes.1 Disentangling the nexus between politics, religion, and outcomes

may further our understanding of why religion persists to hold a strong position in many

societies across the globe and how this impacts outcomes.2

We propose a simple test of whether politics can change religious beliefs, attitudes

and outcomes: The introduction of faith-based initiatives in the USA. The initiatives

started in 1996 and involve a series of still ongoing executive orders with the stated mis-

sion to secure religious freedom and to improve conditions for faith-based organizations

whom were thought to provide better for the needy than the state.3 As a consequence,

many states now have faith-based liaisons, offices, and task forces within their bureaucra-

cies charged with bridging the gap between government and the faith-based community

(Chaves et al., 2004; Sager, 2010).

The initiatives raised concerns about proselytizing.4 Some argue that the ”first

decades of the twenty-first century have witnessed an increased use of religious liberty

as a warrant justifying conservative positions on social issues” (Jelen et al., 2018, 43).

Others emphasize that the initiatives were a cultural change enhancing religion’s visibility

and influence in American public life and strengthening the cooperation between church

and state.5 We set out to test these statements empirically. In our first analysis, we

test whether religiosity rose as a result of the initiatives. Religiosity is the intensity of

religious attendance or beliefs, independent of affiliation. The theory is based on two char-

acteristics of the initiatives. First, as the initiatives favor faith-based organizations, the

number of faith-based organizations may have risen. As the number of religious suppliers

1Research has documented correlations between religiosity and gender roles, crime rates, labour force
participation, education, health, innovation, and GDP per capita (Guiso et al., 2003; McCleary & Barro,
2006; Campante & Yanagizawa-Drott, 2015; Iannaccone, 1998; Iyer, 2016; Bénabou et al., 2015).

2Philosophers once predicted that religion would die out as societies modernize (Freud, 1927; Marx,
1844; Weber, 1905). This has not happened for all (Norris & Inglehart, 2011; Stark & Finke, 2000).

3Carlson-Thies (2001); Cnaan & Boddie (2002); Wineburg et al. (2007). What we term faith-based
initiatives include the Charitable Choice and the later faith-based initiatives. What we term faith-based
organizations include religious organizations (churches, mosques, synagogues, or temples), organizations
sponsored by religious organizations, or nonprofit organizations with a religious motivation.

4Wineburg et al. (2007), www.nytimes.com/2009/08/01/us/01beliefs.html, www.nytimes.com/
2009/03/01/opinion/01jacoby.html?_r=1&pagewanted=all

5Sager (2010, 5), Chaves & Wineburg (2010, 345), Wineburg et al. (2007).
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rises, the cost of accessing religion falls, potentially increasing attendance and beliefs.6

Also, since faith-based organizations often provide goods and services such as education

and health care, individuals consuming these services receive religion as a by-product

with potentially strengthened attendance and beliefs as a result, much like religious mis-

sions.7 Second, the initiatives encouraged policy makers to consider faith-based suppliers

in social service delivery and included the faith-based community directly in government

positions. This increased cooperation between church and state may have increased the

use of religion in politics, in turn impacting religious beliefs of the population, much like

symbolic policies influencing values.8

The second analysis tests whether the faith-based initiatives resulted in a change of

associated social views and outcomes. In addition to strengthening the role of religion, the

conservative-religious movement behind the initiatives had an interest in re-establishing

certain social views. If they were successful, we expect a direct impact of the faith-based

initiatives on these social views. Further, when exposed to religious doctrines, followers

may be more likely to agree with these and adopt associated values. We focus on val-

ues associated with conservative-religious teachings: Skepticism towards homosexuality,

modern gender roles, abortion, and science, and preferences for prayer in public schools,

conservatism, and altruism. We test whether these social views were reinforced among

the treated in the aftermath of the faith-based initiatives. Next, we test whether these

changes in social views impact real outcomes, such as gender gaps and charitable giving.

To identify the impact of the faith-based initiatives, we exploit the different implemen-

tation timing across states and years. From the database on legal and public records-

related information, LexisNexis, we have information on 332 executive orders passed

during the period 1996-2009. To measure religiosity and attitudes, we use the General

Social Survey (GSS), which has surveyed the US population since 1972. Our sample

period 1980-2010 covers 45,000 individuals. In a difference-in-differences model, we find

that the faith-based initiatives increased church attendance, strengthened religious be-

liefs, increased prayer intensity, beliefs in God, and beliefs that the Bible reflects the word

of God. The results are robust to including state and year fixed effects as well as various

controls. The estimated effects are substantial. Religious participation rose by 2.8 pct

6The mechanisms are described in the widely used religious market model by Azzi & Ehrenberg
(1975) (Iannaccone, 1998; Iyer, 2016).

7Other studies have found that missions increase religiosity in developing countries, e.g. Bryan et al.
(2018), Nunn (2010). In his history of Christian missions, Robinson (1915) explains how building schools
and hospitals was the most effective way for missionaries to convert locals to Christianity.

8Edelman (1985); Cobb & Elder (1972).
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points after states implemented the faith-based initiatives, more than double the average

fall in US church attendance since 1996. Without the faith-based initiatives, average US

church attendance would have fallen nearly twice as rapid.

As a simple illustration of the impact on church attendance, Table 1 shows that

7.1% of US states experienced rising average church attendance before 1996, while this

share had tripled in the period after 1996.9 The rise occurred exclusively among early-

implementers, defined as states that implemented their first faith-based initiative before

the median year (columns 2-3).

Table 1 about here

The faith-based initiatives were not an exogenous event that hit the American society

in isolation. They were part of a larger movement pushed forward largely by evangelical

Protestant lawyers, scholars, activists, and politicians in powerful positions in state and

federal governments.10 The initiatives are potentially the most visible (and measurable)

success of this movement. This explains the substantial estimated effects. However, a

concern for our empirical strategy is that rising religiosity determined the implementation

of faith-based initiatives instead of the other way around. A priori, we do not expect that

rising average religiosity explained implementation. Firstly, the initiatives were initiated

from above by a few dedicated individuals in the political elite as a ”quiet revolution” with

very little notice or oversight (Hein, 2014; Sager, 2010). In an interview with Sager (2010,

42) about a bill passed in 1997, a previous advisor to George Bush noted that ”it was done

very quietly, because we didn’t want to draw undue attention to it or spark a bitter church-

state separation debate.” Even if there were systematic differences prior to the reforms,

this would not explain our results since we rely on a difference-in-differences setup, where

only changes in characteristics can potentially explain results. We find no systematic

changes in religiosity or any other population characteristics prior to implementation,

which gives confidence in our identification strategy. Table 1 illustrates this point: Early-

implementers were no different from late-implementers before 1996 in terms of rising

churchgoing. The two groups started to differ only after 1996. Adding controls for

potential differing characteristics also does not alter the results.

We reduce potential unobserved differences along two additional lines: We compare

counties on either side of a common state-border, and we compare counterfactual and ac-

tual development in religiosity using the method of synthetic controls. For both methods,

9Before 1996, 14.3% of the states experienced falling church attendance, where a fall is defined as a
change larger than one standard deviation. After 1996, 10.7% experienced falling church attendance.

10Black (2004); Formicola et al. (2003); Sager (2010); Chaves et al. (2004)
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we compare groups with very similar characteristics, except that one group is treated with

the faith-based initiatives and the other not. The results remain: Religious attendance

and beliefs rise after implementing the faith-based initiatives, but not before. Further-

more, if not for the faith-based initiatives and the associated movement, one would have

to explain why religiosity rose fivefold among early-implementers after 1996 but not for

the late-implementers and not before 1996. We know of no such alternative explanation.

We proceed to investigate potential heterogeneity. The impact of the initiatives is

similar across the four major regions of the USA and across income - and education lev-

els. The rise in religiosity is larger for African-Americans, evangelicals, and Republicans,

in line with a literature arguing that African-Americans were most receptive to the initia-

tives and Republicans and evangelicals were the main responsible behind the initiatives

(Chaves, 1999; Sager, 2010). The initiatives did not raise the share of Republicans, evan-

gelicals, or religiously affiliated, indicating that the effects are due to increased religiosity

among existing believers, rather than a larger pool of religious or Republican individuals.

To identify the mechanism responsible for the impact on religiosity, we first use data

on one million US-based nonprofit organizations. We find that the initiatives resulted in

significantly more faith-based organizations. The faith-based initiatives may account for a

third of the overall rise in the share of religious organizations as a share of total nonprofit

organizations. Second, using data from ARDA.com, we document that the initiatives

increased the number of congregations and adherents. Third, combining information

on the religious affiliation of Governors and members of Congress with information on

average attendance and beliefs within affiliations, we find that the initiatives resulted in

higher religiosity among Governors and members of Congress. This may be understood

in the words of Putnam & Campbell (2012, 2) who noted that ”by the 2000s, how

religious a person is had become more important as a political dividing line than which

denomination he or she belonged to.” That flagging your religion may win you political

support is further illustrated with a recent Pew Research survey documenting that half

of Americans think a president should have strong religious beliefs and that the country’s

laws should reflect Bible teachings (PewResearch, 2020).

The first faith-based initiative, Charitable Choice, was introduced as part of the 1996

welfare reform. The reform came with welfare cuts, and one concern for our analysis

is whether this reduction in income is what increased religiosity, in keeping with the

secularization hypothesis. This does not explain our results. First, the 1996 reform was

introduced at the federal level, making it unlikely that the reform induced state-level

4



changes in religiosity.11 Second, our results are robust to controlling for public spending

and the impact of the initiatives does not vary with public spending. Third, the results

are robust to excluding the early years of the faith-based initiatives, thus eliminating the

variation from the welfare cuts.

We next turn towards identifying the impact of the initiatives on social views as-

sociated with the conservative-religious groups behind the initiatives. The faith-based

initiatives strengthened skepticism towards homosexuality, modern gender roles, science,

and abortion and raised preferences for prayer in public schools and altruism. The effects

are large. For instance, the initiatives raised the share of respondents favoring Bible

prayer in public schools by 6.2 percentage points. This amounts to more than double the

overall fall in these preferences during the period. We identify a counter-reaction among

the religiously unaffiliated and particularly among Democrats for some views: While

the faith-based initiatives strengthened conservative-religious social views for Republi-

can respondents, Democrats became less skeptical towards working women and abortion,

and rated themselves as less conservative in more general. These results are consistent

with arguments by Putnam & Campbell (2012) who note a rising religious polarization:

Religion is increasingly associated with the Republican Party and accordingly, the irreli-

gious and Democrats tend to vote in the opposite direction not to be associated with the

Republicans. Likewise, the faith-based initiatives strengthened the role of religion and

conservative social views for those who were already religious and conservative.

We further document that these changes in social views manifested themselves in

changes in real outcomes: Restrictions on homosexual marriage increased and gender

gaps in employment and education rose. We identify no impact on crime rates or average

giving, indicating that the change in altruism did not manifest itself in altered actual

behavior. Proponents of the faith-based initiatives argued that faith-based organizations

provide better for the needy than the government. In that case, we would expect increased

well-being as a result. We find no increases in various measures of poverty, health,

death rates by drugs or alcohol, employment, income, education, happiness, or trust. If

anything, the initiatives reduced general happiness, income, and trust, in line with other

research documenting lower innovation, education, and GDP growth with rising religiosity

(Bénabou et al., 2015; Squicciarini, 2020; Campante & Yanagizawa-Drott, 2015).

11The results are robust to controlling for population groups that were potentially more influenced
than others by the 1996 reform.

5



2 Related Research
A body of research has investigated the causes and consequences of types of religion,

comparing e.g., Muslims vs the rest or Protestants vs Catholics.12 Instead, this paper

concerns differences in the degree of religiosity mainly within Christianity, the main

denomination in the USA. We can divide existing research on differences in religiosity

into supply and demand side explanations (Finke & Iannaccone, 1993). Our research

relates primarily to the former.

Supply-side theories of religiosity link differences in religiosity to the supply of religion,

suppliers being faith-based organizations or the state. In Azzi & Ehrenberg (1975)’s

widely used model to analyze the supply-side of the religious market, individuals allocate

their time and resources among religious and secular usages to maximize their lifetime

and afterlife utility (Iannaccone, 1998; Iyer, 2016). A larger supply of religion - induced

by more churches, for instance - improves the match-rate between potential follower

and religion, because of increased variety or access to religion. This in turn increases

the intensity of attendance and believing among followers or pushes nonbelievers into

believing. Alternatively, since faith-based organizations often provide other services than

religion, the higher supply increases the likelihood that consumers seeking these services

will be treated with religion as well. This may strengthen their beliefs and attendance

rates, much like religious missions potentially do.

To identify the empirical impact of religious missions, Bryan et al. (2018) partnered

with an evangelical anti-poverty organization to randomly offer poor households in the

Philippines an education program based on ”theology and values”. The researchers found

significant increases in religiosity after the program.13 Across Africa, Nunn (2010) found

that descendants of people who experienced greater missionary contact are more likely

to identify themselves as Christians today. Exploiting the quasi-exogenous shock to the

supply of religion caused by the faith-based initiatives, we are able to identify the impact

of the supply of religion on religiosity and associated attitudes in a Western country.

Our methodology is similar to that by Gruber & Hungerman (2008), who identi-

fied the impact of another supply shock; increased competition in the religious market.

Exploiting the implementation of blue laws across US states, Gruber & Hungerman doc-

umented that increased secular competition, in the form of shops being allowed to be

open on Sundays, led to reduced church attendance. By granting advantages to faith-

12Reviews by Becker et al. (2016) and Kuran (2018).
13They also documented increases in income, but no significant changes in total labor supply, assets,

consumption, food security, or life satisfaction.
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based organizations, the faith-based initiatives reduced competition between secular and

faith-based organizations.

Empirical cross-country studies have documented a positive correlation between reli-

gious attendance and plurality of religions and lack of government regulation of churches.14

McCleary & Barro (2006) found that the presence of an official state religion raised reli-

giosity in a panel of 68 countries. They argue that subsidies flowing to organized religion

increase the supply of religion. The faith-based initiatives may have raised the supply of

religion in a similar manner by increasing the benefits for faith-based organizations.

Regarding theories linking religiosity to followers’ demand for religion, a predominant

theory is that religion acts as a buffer against psychological or economic distress.15 For

instance, the low degree of social security in the USA may have increased the demand

for religion and may be one reason for its high religiosity compared to other Western

countries. Studies have found that higher religiosity is associated with less public spending

(across countries and across counties in the USA) and lower individual preferences for

redistribution.16 If the faith-based initiatives were a substitute for social spending, our

results provide an alternative explanation for the negative association between public

spending and religiosity.

We are not the first to observe a link between religion and politics.17 Research exam-

ines the use of religion for political legitimacy, focusing primarily on Islam and is mainly

of historical nature.18 Others focus on the link between the state and religious freedom

in the past (Gill, 2008; Johnson & Koyama, 2019). Historically, religion and politics were

generally intertwined within for instance legal systems, religious persecution, and deci-

sions on religious vs. secular education. More recently, Wald & Calhoun-Brown (2014)

argue that to understand American political life fully, religion is a factor that needs to

be taken into account.19 We identify a direct association between politics and religion.

We are also not the first to document a link between religiosity and socio-economic

outcomes. Research has shown that religious individuals are on average more skepti-

cal towards women working and science, less inclined to commit economic crimes, and

less innovative (Bénabou et al., 2015; Guiso et al., 2003). Other research documents that

14McCleary & Barro (2006); Voas et al. (2002); Fox & Tabory (2008).
15Ager & Ciccone (2018); Bentzen (2019); Binzel & Carvalho (2017); Chen (2010); Clark & Lelkes

(2005); Dehejia et al. (2007); Norris & Inglehart (2011).
16Hungerman (2005) and Gill & Lundsgaarde (2004) investigate the impact of government spending

on church attendance. Scheve et al. (2006) and Benabou & Tirole (2006) argue for the reverse causation.
17Two notable contributions include Putnam & Campbell (2012) and Finke & Stark (2005).
18Starting with Marx (1844), recent research includes Djupe & Calfano (2013); Hertzke et al. (2018);

Jelen (2006); Bentzen & Gokmen (2020); Chaney (2013); Kuran (2012); Platteau (2017); Rubin (2017).
19See also Smidt et al. (2017) for an Oxford Handbook on religion and American politics.
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more religious societies in historic France developed schools with less technical curriculum

(Squicciarini, 2020), that more religious individuals are less likely to become depressed

(Miller et al., 2014), that happiness rises but GDP growth falls during Ramadan (Cam-

pante & Yanagizawa-Drott, 2015), and that there may be differential effects of religious

believing versus religious attendance (McCleary & Barro, 2006). We contribute to this

literature by examining a quasi-exogenous shock to religiosity and its’ impact on social

views and associated outcomes.

As with the rest of the Western world, the USA has experienced increased seculariza-

tion and increased modernization of social views towards more acceptance of for instance

homosexuals and abortion as well as strengthened beliefs in science. Since the impact

of the faith-based initiatives pulls in the opposite direction for the treated individuals

towards rising religiosity and conservative-religious social views, our results also inform

a growing literature on polarization. In particular, Putnam & Campbell (2012) argue

that a rising religious polarization has occurred since the 1960s with increasing religiosity

among the religious and a rising share of the population leaving religion altogether. They

point to the sexual libertine 1960s as the main catalyst giving rise to conservative religion,

particularly evangelicalism, increasingly entering the political arena on the one hand and

a growing number of Americans, especially young, leaving religion on the other.20 The

faith-based initiatives are a measurable part of this rise in evangelicalism and indeed we

document consequences in line with the arguments by Putnam and Campbell.

3 Background & Data on the Faith-Based Initiatives
The faith-based initiatives are a series of legislative changes implemented in the USA

since 1996. The first faith-based initiative, the Charitable Choice provision, was part

of the 1996 welfare reform and was based on a series of executive orders issued by then

Governor George W. Bush and signed into law by President Bill Clinton.21 Charitable

Choice required states to include faith-based organizations as eligible contractees if states

contract with nonprofit organizations for social service delivery (Chaves et al., 2004).

Several legislative changes regarding the relation between the faith community and

government followed and are still being implemented. These later initiatives were termed

”The Faith-Based Initiatives”, which is the term we use for all past and current initia-

tives. A large part of the initiatives included efforts to increase access for faith-based

20More generally, Poole & Rosenthal (1984, 2001); McCarty et al. (2016) document the rising polar-
ization in America along a liberal-conservative ideological dimension. A burgeoning literature links the
increasing polarizing to social media, e.g. review by Tucker et al. (n.d.).

21The cornerstone of the welfare reform was the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act (PRWORA) of which Charitable Choice was part.
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organizations (FBOs) to the government, resulting in government positions for faith-

based liaisons, offices and task forces charged with increasing faith-based organizations’

involvement in publicly funded social services (Chaves et al., 2004, 45). Based on inter-

views with liaisons in 30 states, Sager (2010) concludes that ”bridging the gap between

state government and FBOs was the focus of all liaisons.”22 The liaisons often worked

from an Office of Faith-Based Initiatives, such as the Centers for Faith-Based and Com-

munity Initiatives, established in year 2000 (U.S. General Accounting Office, 2002). The

purpose of the centers was to detect barriers to collaboration between government and

faith-based organizations. Generally, ”there is a continued and growing effort at the state

level to increase the presence of religious groups in the social services sector by specifi-

cally encouraging their participation and by encouraging government employees to work

toward the inclusion of such groups in government-funded programs” (Sager, 2010, 36).

Another component of the initiatives was reduced regulations on faith-based orga-

nizations. A salient example starts with the Teen Challenge, a program offering drug

rehabilitation through Christian scripture (Sager, 2010). Although the Teen Challenge

did not receive government funds, it offered treatment to drug users and therefore fell

under government regulations. In 1995, the Texas Commission on Alcohol and Drug

Abuse threatened to close down the Teen Challenge for violations of state regulations.

Opponents argued that this was discrimination against faith. In 1997, the Teen Chal-

lenge Bill was passed, which exempted religious treatment programs from state censure

and oversight. To qualify for exemption, the program and its proposed treatment had

to be religious. As a result, the exempt Teen Challenge facilities were not required to

have licensed counselors, conduct staff training or criminal background checks, adhere

to state health and safety standards, or report abuse, neglect, and medication errors as

was required of secular treatment programs (Sager, 2010). A related example, which

enters our dataset, is Executive Order 13199, which called for eliminating ”unnecessary

legislative, regulatory, and other bureaucratic barriers that impede effective faith-based

and other community efforts to solve social problems” (Sager, 2010, 32). The removal of

regulations included both publicly or privately funded faith-based organizations.23

22Examples of specific tasks were to provide technical assistance for grant writing, make faith-based
organizations aware of the government funds by mailings and gatherings of clergy, advocate the faith-
based language into state law, create government advisory boards with faith-based representatives on
board, and establish demonstration projects through which faith-based organizations received funds
(Chaves & Wineburg, 2010; Ragan et al., 2003; Sager, 2010).

23The Charitable Choice provision also permitted faith-based organizations to discriminate on faith
when hiring. It was not allowed, however, to discriminate against recipients of services based on their
religion (Sager, 2010; Jacobson et al., 2005).
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Proponents of the faith-based model argued that the initiatives secured religious free-

dom by allowing faith-based organizations to compete for government money without

having to give up their religious character.24 The faith-based initiatives were intended

to guarantee that small religious groups were not discriminated against in government

funding decisions. Further political support built on the idea that faith-based organiza-

tions provide better for the needy than their secular counterparts.25 A public opinion

poll from 1999 revealed that the majority of the public believed that social problems of

the USA were better solved by a closer collaboration between government and religious

associations.26 Supporters of the initiatives argue that they have been beneficial insofar

as they brought the faith-based voice back into the public sphere (Sager, 2010). Oppo-

nents of the initiatives fear it will result in discrimination against lesbian, gay, bisexual,

and transgender Americans, for instance.27

State governments were not required to adapt policies supporting the faith-based ini-

tiatives as long as they did not directly discriminate against faith-based organizations

(Sager, 2010). Implementation across states therefore varies in terms of timing and ex-

tent. For the main analysis, we rely on data collected by Rebecca Sager on the timing and

number of legislative changes and executive orders issued by state governments between

1996 and 2009 related to Charitable Choice or the subsequent faith-based initiatives.28

The data source is LexisNexis, the world’s largest electronic database for legal and public

records related information. For robustness, we use state-level data on the main in-

stitutions of the faith-based initiatives: The faith-based liaisons, offices of faith-based

initiatives, as well as the budgets and appropriations (Tables A.30 and A.31). The fed-

eral law changes potentially also impacted religiosity and social views, in which case our

results are lower bounds of the true impact. We focus on state-level changes instead of

federal changes to ensure that our results are not caused by general tendencies or simple

differences across states.

Table 2 shows the legislative changes retrieved from LexisNexis divided into two gen-

eral types: concrete institutional changes to improve conditions for faith-based orga-

nizations and less concrete laws that encourage a friendly environment for faith-based

organizations. We will term the latter Symbolic laws. The former can be further di-

vided into Program laws that involve providing government welfare through faith-based

24Chaves (1999); Sager (2010); Formicola et al. (2003); Monsma (2000).
25Carlson-Thies (1999); Cnaan & Boddie (2002); Sherwood (2000).
26U.S. General Accounting Office (2002), Carlson-Thies (2001).
27E.g., https://www.nbcnews.com/feature/nbc-out/civil-rights-groups-wary-trump-s-latest-faith-based-initiative-n872031.
28Further details on the data collection are provided in Appendix A.1 and in Sager (2010).
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organizations and Concrete laws that improve conditions for faith-based organizations

and increase their access to government in general.29 The majority of the program laws

relegate government welfare through faith-based organizations operating in prisons. The

majority of the concrete laws allocate positions in state advisory boards to faith-based

representatives. Examples are advisory boards for prisons or foster care agencies. An-

other group of concrete laws allocate appropriations to the faith-based organizations or

to the offices that help these organizations obtain funding. For instance, Florida passed

appropriation bills for teenage pregnancy prevention, Ohio for alleviating child poverty

and reducing out of wedlock births. The majority of the symbolic laws include encour-

aging government officials to partner with faith-based organizations. An example of a

symbolic law, passed in Wyoming in 2004 proclaimed that ”The Department of Family

Services shall develop a comprehensive plan to improve the lives and future of all children

and families in Wyoming. In developing the plan, the Department shall collaborate with

the business councils, state and local agencies, and private groups, services providers and

businesses, including FBOs.” (Sager, 2010, 99). The words of a liaison describing the

situation before the faith-based initiative indicate that these laws may have led to real

changes: ”The state has not worked with a large number of FBOs. [...] these organiza-

tions were just not part of the general process, unless they were a large faith organization”

(Sager, 2010, 99).

Table 2 about here

While the implementers of faith-based initiatives initially promised money to faith-based

organizations, this part of the initiatives has been heavily criticized since not much money

up in the church coffers. The largest stream of federal money was the Compassion Capital

Fund (CCF) with an annual budget of $30 million in 2002, increasing to $57.8 million

in 2007, distributed as hundreds of mini-grants (up to $50,000 per grant, Chaves &

Wineburg (2010)). Chaves & Wineburg found that congregational involvement in social

services, government funding, or collaborations did not increase between 1998 and 2007,

consistent with the critique. Instead, scholars have argued that the majority of the faith-

based initiatives were laws, policies, and practices that involved changing government

culture and creating a new ”faith-based bureaucracy” that links state governments and

faith-based organizations and legitimizes a new role for religion in politics.30 Consistent

with this argument, laws that ”Encourage the state to partner with FBOs” constitute

more than a third of the laws in our sample.

29The different types of laws are described by (Sager, 2010, ch.4).
30Lindsay (2008); Sager (2010); Wineburg et al. (2007); Flowers (2005).
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The states gradually implemented faith-based initiatives, until 44 states had imple-

mented at least one initiative by 2009 (Figure A.1).31 Figure 1 shows the spatial distri-

bution of the first year of implementation (panel a) and the total number of initiatives

implemented during the period 1997-2009 (panel b).

Figure 1 about here

The first state to implement Charitable Choice policies was Texas in 1997 under the

governance of George W. Bush, who believed in the power of religious groups when

helping the needy (Sager, 2010, 47). Texas also implemented most faith-based initiatives

over the period. Another front-runner state was Florida, governed by Jeb Bush, who

had a similar political preference for the initiatives as his brother, George W. Bush. The

implementation in these two states most likely differs from the rest of the USA. Also,

these front-runner states were potentially influenced by their two Governors in ways that

could impact religiosity later on, which would alter the interpretation of our results.

We therefore exclude Texas and Florida throughout the paper (the results are robust

to including the two states, cf. Table A.6). The Texas liaisons, offices, and legislative

requirements were the precursors to similar policies and practices now found across the

country. By removing Texas and Florida, we restrict analysis to a sample with more

homogeneous implementation strategies and with inspiration to be more likely to stem

from factors outside state borders.

Nevertheless, some states may have been more likely than others to implement faith-

based policies. Of particular concern to our econometric analysis is whether changes in

religiosity among the US population influenced decisions on whether or not to implement

the initiatives. In that case, the changes in religiosity that we identify are not necessarily

caused by the initiatives, but are rather a continuation of a trend. The initiatives may also

have been influenced by changes in other population characteristics, in turn explaining

the change in religiosity. Note that since we include state fixed effects throughout, the

levels of all confounders are accounted for. Instead, our identification strategy relies

on the absence of systematic differences in changes in religiosity and other potentially

important confounders before implementation. The literature does not point to such

population-wide systematic drivers of the initiatives and we do not identify such pre-

trends econometrically.32

31States that had not implemented any faith-based initiatives by 2009 were Delaware, Nebraska, New
York, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, and the District of Columbia.

32A priori, it is not obvious whether more or less religious states were more likely to implement the
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Instead, the initiatives were implemented from above by ”a few dedicated individuals

who strongly believe in the role of religion in social services” (Sager, 2010, 52). The

initiatives ”were pushed forward largely by evangelical Protestant lawyers, scholars, ac-

tivists, and politicians” (Chaves et al., 2004, 45). These evangelical activists were in

powerful positions in state and federal government, pursuing the mission of including

religion as an integral part of public policy and political life (Black, 2004; Formicola

et al., 2003; Sager, 2010; Bartkowski & Regis, 2003; Conger & Green, 2002). On the

floor, the faith-based liaisons held the ”primary responsibility for shaping the faith-based

initiatives” (Sager, 2010, 52). Based on interviews of liaisons in 30 states, Sager (2010)

found that they were very dedicated and religious, had self-selected into the position, had

preexisting ties to particular religious communities (mainly conservative Christian), and

had personal contact with the White House and faith-based leaders in various federal

sectors. Based on the interviews, Sager identified one main reason why states adopted

the faith-based initiatives: ”faith-based policies appealed to the deep desire of many to

help the poor, coupled with the belief that the best way to do this is through faith-based

groups” (Sager, 2010, 136). The liaisons also indicated that faith-based policies were

”smart politics” to get fiscal resources particularly after the welfare cuts envisaged in

the 1996 welfare reform. Further, some politicians simply found the idea of reintegrat-

ing religion into the public sphere appealing. Sager further documented that states with

evangelical Republicans among their politicians and states with higher poverty rates were

more likely to implement the faith-based initiatives. In addition, the literature notes that

African-American congregations were more familiar with the faith-based initiatives than

others.33 To the extent that any of these confounders either do not change much over

time or do not change systematically before implementation, our methodology accounts

for them directly. Furthermore, we add control variables for all measurable potentially

relevant state- and individual level characteristics in our econometric analysis, such as

public spending, affiliation, and ethnicity. Further, the results are robust to excluding

states that implemented their first law in the early period, making it unlikely that the

initiatives. One conjecture could be that more religious states would be more eager to implement faith-
based initiatives. On the other hand, several scholars, starting with De Tocqueville (1835) noted that
cooperating with the secular state was not necessarily good for the church. In support for the latter,
research has found that many faith-based organizations were reluctant to seek government funding out of
fear of secularization (Chaves, 1999; Sager, 2010). We also find support for this in our pre-levels analysis.

33Other scholars have noted the evangelical and African-American roots of the initiatives (Lindsay,
2008; Monsma, 2006; Olasky, 1996; Smith & Emerson, 1998; Wright, 2009). Further, among congrega-
tions in Atlanta, Georgia, Owens (2006) found that the attitudes of the clergy towards entanglement
with the government and the ethnic composition of congregation members were the key predictors of
willingness to seek public funding.
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1996 welfare reform explains the results. Last, we limit the potentially omitted factors

further by restricting analysis to pairs of counties separated by a state border and by

employing the synthetic control method.

Another concern is that the legislative amendments went unnoticed by the public,

and thus should not influence their beliefs or other outcomes. However, the reason that

the initiatives may have gone rather unnoticed by the public was not necessarily their

lack of significance, but rather their discrete implementation. As a result, the faith-based

initiatives have been termed the “quiet revolution” (Hein, 2014). Sager (2010) argues

that this quiet revolution enabled state and federal institutions to create a myriad of

faith-based practices, policies, and promises, enlarging the role played by religion in the

public sphere. We set out to test whether this is borne out in the data and whether it

matters for outcomes.

The faith-based initiatives may have raised religious attendance through a set of

mechanisms. The program laws were meant to increase public welfare relegated through

faith-based organizations, and may have induced churchgoing through standard religious

market mechanisms: When the benefits from churchgoing rise, more people go to church,

and much like the impact of missionary work this may strengthen religious beliefs. The

concrete laws improved conditions for faith-based organizations through reduced regu-

lations, increased appropriations, and inclusion on government advisory boards. These

changes arguably raise the benefits involved with establishing faith-based organizations

relative to secular ones, potentially increasing the number of faith-based organizations.

This may impact attendance and beliefs like missionary work. The larger number of

churches may also simply make religion more readily available. The symbolic policies

may have further increased benefits for faith-based organizations by encouraging the

state to partner with them, and may also have influenced religiosity in the same manner

as other symbolic policies (Edelman, 1985; Cobb & Elder, 1972). The tighter cooperation

between church and state may have strengthened the role of religion for gaining political

support, thus increasing the likelihood that politicians openly flag their religiosity and

use religion as symbolic policies. When politicians openly praise religion, people who

tend to agree may be more inclined to choose religion, just like other politician identities,

such as gender or ethnicity, may influence outcomes (Bhalotra & Clots-Figueras, 2014;

Burgess et al., 2015; Bhalotra et al., 2014).
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4 Empirical Analysis
Our empirical analysis begins with modeling the impact of the faith-based initiatives

on religious attendance and beliefs. To undertake this analysis, we combine the data

on faith-based legislative changes with the General Social Survey (GSS). The GSS has

asked Americans about their socio-economic characteristics, social views, and practices,

including their religious attendance and beliefs since 1972.34 We restrict the period of

analysis to start in 1980 in order to have approximately equal pre and post treatment

lengths, following McKenzie (2012).

The measure of religious attendance is based on answers to the question ”How often

do you attend religious ceremonies?” Respondents can answer never, less than once per

year, about once or twice per year, several times a year, about once a month, two to

three times a month, nearly every week, every week, or several times a week. The original

variable assumes values between 0 and 8, which we recode to values between 0 and 1.

An attendance score of 0.5 corresponds to attendance once a month, for instance. The

GSS holds various measures of the intensity of religious beliefs, whereof one is available

for much more respondents than the rest: Individuals’ self-expressed strength of religious

affiliation, which will be our main measure of strength of religious beliefs.35 The question

reads ”Would you call yourself a strong [religious affiliation] or not a very strong [religious

affiliation]?” Respondents can answer not very strong, somewhat strong, or strong. We

bundle the answers ”not very strong” and ”somewhat strong” into one category, as these

are impossible to rank. For robustness, we use four additional measures of religious beliefs

available for at least 10,000 respondents in our sample. With these data, we estimate

models of the form:36

religiosityits = γlawt−1,s + κs + κt + δlawt+1,s + ωXits + λWt−1,s + εits (1)

where religiosityits is the frequency of attendance at religious services in Section 4.2 and

strength of religious affiliation in Section 4.4 for individual i at time t in state s. In Section

4.7, we replace religiosityits with various measures of conservative-religious social views.

In our baseline model, lawt−1,s is a dummy variable equal to one if state s implemented

34Since 1994, the GSS has only performed the survey in even years.
35Strength of religious affiliation is answered by 33,662 respondents, while the measure answered by

the second-largest number of respondents is beliefs in an afterlife answered by 25,386 respondents. The
particular GSS questions are described in Appendix A. Table A.4 shows the pairwise correlations.

36Throughout, we use appropriate survey weights. We cluster our standard errors at the state level,
following Bertrand et al. (2004) and Gruber & Hungerman (2008). The results are unchanged if standard
errors are clustered at the state-by-year level, cf. Table A.6. Throughout, we estimate the equation using
OLS. The results are robust to using ordered logit or probit, cf. Table A.11. The sample is unbalanced.
Results are robust to restricting to a balanced sample, cf. Table A.5.
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one or more faith-based initiatives at time t − 1 or previously, zero otherwise.37 The

dummy takes on the value one in the year after implementation and forever thereafter.

We investigate dynamics in Tables A.9 and A.10 and Figures A.2 and A.3.

κ are state and time fixed effects. This difference-in-differences equation assesses

whether implementing a faith-based initiative causes a deviation from the state mean

of religious attendance or beliefs relative to other states at the time. This deviation is

captured in γ.

lawt+1,s is a dummy equal to one in the year before the first implementation and forever

thereafter, zero in years before. States do not differ systematically before implementing

their first initiative in terms of changes in religiosity if δ = 0. This suggests that there

are no pre-trends and is important for our identification strategy.

Xits are individual-level controls. In the baseline specification, these include respon-

dents’ age and dummies for their marital status and gender. In robustness checks, we

add dummies for whether the respondent adheres to evangelicalism, votes Republican, is

Protestant, Catholic, African-American, foreign born, employed, and measures of respon-

dent’s real income, education, and number of children (Tables 4, 5, A.12-A.13). Wt−1,s

are time-varying characteristics of state s at time t − 1, including public spending per

capita, the poverty rate, real GSP per capita, region-specific trends, state-specific trends,

share of African-Americans, share of evangelicals, share of Republicans, mean respondent

income, mean respondent education, and shares of Republican or evangelical Governors

(Tables 4, 5, A.14-A.17). To avoid problems of mean reversion we also include initial val-

ues of the dependent variables, interacted with time. To avoid problems of endogenous

controls, we include the initial levels of our main control variables, interacted with time.

The results are robust to these additions (Tables A.18-A.21).

The faith-based initiatives did not induce the unaffiliated to go more often to church

(Table A.2).38 This reduces the set of explanations to those involving strengthened reli-

giosity among existing believers (the intensive margin). To homogenize our comparison

group, we focus our attention on the intensity of beliefs and attendance rates for existing

believers. In practice, we exclude respondents without a stated religious affiliation in

37The choice of a dummy variable instead of the actual number of laws is based on the fact that the
individual legislative changes vary greatly in strength and it is not clear whether ten small laws should
have a larger impact than one large one. The choice follows Gruber & Hungerman (2008) and Autor
(2003). The results are robust to using the number of laws instead (Table A.6). The year of interview is
the most detailed timing information available.

38Other shocks such as earthquakes have been shown to increase religiosity, but even these large shocks
also do not persuade nonbelievers into believing, cf. Bentzen (2019).
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the main analysis.39 Including the unaffiliated does not change conclusions, cf. Table

A.6. Our measure of strength of affiliation is not available for those without a religious

affiliation and this measure is therefore not affected by the decision. The finding that the

initiatives influence only the intensive margin is reproduced in Table A.43 for alternative

religiosity measures. We will later allow the impact of the initiatives to vary with whether

or not respondents are religiously affiliated as consistency checks (Section 4.7).

We do find some switching occurring across affiliations (Table A.2): Rare-attending

Protestants - evangelicals in particular - switch to being (rare-attending) Catholics. No

switching occurs among those attending monthly or more often. The rationale may be

that the faith-based initiatives are pushing out the moderate evangelicals who disagree

with the social views of this movement in line with arguments by Putnam & Campbell

(2012), something to which we will return in section 4.7.

4.1 Analysis of Pre-Trends
If we were to interpret γ in Equation (1) as the isolated impact of the faith-based ini-

tiatives, our identifying assumption would be that nothing else changed at the time of

implementation that also influenced church attendance or beliefs. We present various

tests designed to check this assumption. They all explore more formally what Table 1

illustrated: whether changes in the confounders are similar before the legislative amend-

ments. Equation (1) demonstrated one way to test these pre-trends by including the lead

of the variable measuring the legislative changes, done in Tables 4, 5, and A.3. This

method has the caveats of potential multicollinearity and falsely identifying spillover ef-

fects between neighbor states as pre-trends.40 Instead, this section checks for pre-trends

following the procedure used by Hornbeck & Naidu (2014), where we check for pre-trends

before 1996, the year of the first federal faith-based initiative.

We first test how states that implemented faith-based legislation earlier differed prior

to implementation (1980-1994) compared to the states with late or no implementation:41

Yits = γlawyearss + κt + κr + ωXits + εits (2)

where Yits is the characteristic being analyzed for individual i in state s measured at time t

in the pre-period. We include four groups of variables: i) the two main outcome variables,

religious attendance and beliefs, ii) what we found to be the most obvious confounders in

39These comprise 10 pct. of our sample. Excluding them results in an insignificant reduction in the
variation in church attendance (from 0.115 to 0.106), suggesting that we are still explaining the main
part of the variation in church attendance.

40Table A.32 documents that the initiatives raised attendance and beliefs in neighboring states sig-
nificantly by approximately half the size of the impact of the initiatives in the home-state.

41As the GSS was not sampled in year 1995, the pre-period ends in 1994.
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the literature examining attendance and beliefs, iii) the social views and associated out-

comes that we will examine later, and iv) additional state-level characteristics that have

been argued to impact implementation: States with Republican or evangelical Governors

and poorer states.42 lawyearss is the number of years since state s implemented its first

faith-based initiative until 2009. The results are similar if the total number of laws im-

plemented over the period are used instead. We choose the number of years since this is

the variation used in the main analysis. κt are time fixed effects. κr are fixed effects for

the four regions of the USA, included instead of state fixed effects since lawyearss does

not vary over time.43 Xits are included when analyzing characteristics Y that vary at

the individual level and comprise our baseline individual-level controls for respondent’s

age and dummies for their marital status and gender. A value of γ different from zero

indicates that states that implemented faith-based initiatives earlier differ systematically

from the late-implementers in terms of the levels of examined characteristics.

Each row of Table 3 represents one characteristic Y . Columns (1) and (2) show

the mean and number of observations for the full period 1980-2010, columns (3) and

(4) restrict the sample to the pre-treatment period, 1980-1994. The estimate of γ from

Equation (2) is shown in column (5) without controls and in column (6) including baseline

controls for respondents’ age, gender, marital status, and time and region fixed effects.

We find that early-implementers have lower rates of church attendance or strength of

affiliation, consistent with the literature documenting that many faith-based organizations

were reluctant to cooperate with the state in the early phase of the initiatives. Next,

consistent with the faith-based initiatives being an evangelical and Republican movement,

the share of evangelicals and Republicans are higher among early-implementers. The

differences vanish once controls are included, though. Early-implementers have higher

average incomes (based on the GSS measure of family incomes), which seems to contradict

the argument that the initiatives were implemented to help the needy, something also

indicated by the analysis of Sager (2010). Early implementers were also more educated,

but this result vanishes when adding controls and is mainly due to the early-implementers

42The four groups of variables examined are i) the outcome variables in Tables 4 and 5, ii) the control
variables included in these tables, iii) the social views and associated outcomes examined in Tables 9
and 10, except for two of the outcomes investigated in the latter table, which are not available before
1996: Charitable giving and gay marriage laws. We find no pre-trends in these variables when comparing
changes in the year before implementation, cf. Table A.3. Data on the religion of Governors is from the
Notable Names Database, described in Appendix A.9, data on their political affiliation is from Kaplan
(2018), data on GSP per capita is from Bureau of Economic Analysis, and data on poverty rates is
from the US Census Bureau, described in Appendix A.11. The rest of the variables are from the GSS,
described in the text and in Appendix A.4.

43The regions are North East, Midwest, South, and West.
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in the West. More African-Americans inhabit early implementing states after accounting

for the baseline controls, consistent with the literature. Early- and late-implementers do

not differ in terms of the age, marital status, or gender distribution of their populations.

Next, implementation timing does not correlate with most of the social views examined.

If anything, early implementers were states with more modern social views, in line with

arguments that the initiatives were an attempt to re-insert traditional values that the

conservative-religious found had been lost in modern society.

Table 3 about here

Turning to state-level characteristics in Panel B, the poverty rate is higher among the

early-implementers and public spending is lower, consistent with findings by Sager (2010).

The difference is accounted for by the controls, though (column 6). The gross-state prod-

uct per capita is higher among early-implementers after accounting for region-fixed effects,

mimicking the individual-level results. After adding controls, the early-implementers are

also more favourable states in terms of higher public spending, although this variable is

difficult to interpret (high public welfare could indicate higher needs or higher wealth).

Next, we note that implementation timing is independent of prior levels of the share of

Republican Governors or whether Governors were evangelical. Last, turning to some of

the outcomes examined in Section 4.7, we find that the faith-based initiatives were more

likely to be implemented in states with lower gender gaps in education. This contributes

to the picture drawn by the majority of the results that implementation was more likely

in richer, more educated states, and less religious states.

Since our baseline specification is a difference-in-differences model, our identification

strategy does not hinge on similarity in the presented levels of the characteristics. Instead,

our method requires that changes in the characteristics do not vary systematically with

the legislative changes, i.e. that there are no pre-trends. To investigate changes over

time, we aggregate the data to the state-year level and estimate the following equation:44

Ȳts − Ȳt−1,s = γlawyearss + κt + κr + ωX̄ts + εts (3)

where Ȳ and X̄ are state-year averages of the particular variables. Ȳts − Ȳt−1,s is the

change in the investigated characteristics from year t − 1 to year t, all measured over

the period 1980-1994. Column (7) of Table 3 shows that implementation timing does

not correlate with changes in any of the included characteristics prior to 1996, except

44The same individuals are not surveyed over time. Instead we treat the state as the panel dimension
in a so-called synthetic panel setup.
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that public spending fell slightly prior to implementation and the share of Republican

Governors rose slightly. This is consistent with the literature arguing that the initiatives

were implemented mainly by Republicans and that the first initiatives in the 90s were

proposed politically as an alternative to social welfare provision. Column (8) documents

that the systematic differences in public spending are accounted for when including the

baseline controls.45 Econometrically, the significance of Governors’ party affiliation poses

a threat to our identification strategy if having a Republican Governor in itself explains

the entire rise in religiosity or the rise in associated views and outcomes that we identify.

We do not find support for this: The impact of the faith-based initiatives on religiosity

and associated social views is unaltered after controlling for the party affiliation of the

Governors (Tables A.16-A.19 and A.40).

These analyses confirm what Table 1 illustrated and is promising for our identification

strategy: The faith-based initiatives were not implemented as a response to significant

changes in 23 of the 24 confounders measured. The only confounder that significantly

impacts implementation is the Governor’s party affiliation. This is consistent with the ar-

guments by most previous scholars that the policies were implemented by a few dedicated

individuals in powerful positions in the state; not by the broader population.

4.2 Church Attendance
We proceed to estimate the impact of the initiatives on church attendance over the

period from 1980 to 2010 in Table 4, i.e. estimation of Equation (1). All regressions

include year of survey and state fixed effects. Column (1) demonstrates that average

church attendance increased significantly after states implemented one or more faith-

based laws. The result is robust to including the standard individual-level controls for

respondents’ age and dummies for their marital status and gender (column 2).46 Having

implemented one or more laws increases church attendance by 2.8 percentage points.

This amounts to 5.4% of average state-level church attendance or twice the average fall

in church attendance over the period 1996-2010.47 Comparing the standardized betas,

45When instead investigating pre-trends using the lead of the law variable in Table A.3, we find
no pre-trends in 23 of the 26 variables (we include the two variables without information before 1996:
charitable giving and gay marriage laws). We do find reductions in conservatism, social views against
women, and in public welfare prior to implementation, in line with results in Table 3.

46The estimates on the control variables mimic what is otherwise found in the literature. For instance,
the well-documented higher religiosity for women is replicated here, cf. e.g. Trzebiatowska & Bruce
(2012).

47The change in church attendance from 1996 to 2010 is calculated for the 31 states that had data on
church attendance in both 1996 and 2010 and the sample includes both the affiliated and unaffiliated.
When excluding the unaffiliated, church attendance increased by 0.005 units over the period, indicating
that the fall in church attendance is exclusively explained by a fall among the unaffiliated and a loss of
affiliation and thus reduction in church attendance. The share of unaffiliated rose by 0.042 units.
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the difference in church attendance before and after states implement the faith-based

initiatives amounts to around a third of the difference in attendance rates for men and

women. Thus, the effects are large, but not unreasonably so.

Table 4 about here

If the laws were implemented as a substitute for declining welfare or incomes, this may

bias our results if changes in welfare or income impacts changes in church attendance.

Evidence in the previous section documented that indeed states with lower welfare spend-

ing per capita were more likely to implement, but crucial to our identification strategy

states were not more likely to implement depending on changes in prior welfare spending.

Apriori, we do not expect welfare to explain results, as the faith-based initiatives were

heavily criticized for not bringing the promised funding. Nevertheless, we add controls

for individual-level income (column 3), education (column 4), and public spending per

capita (column 5). The estimate on the faith-based laws remains unchanged.48 Further,

the results are robust to excluding the early years where the estimates are potentially

influenced by the 1996 welfare reform (Table A.28) and the impact is not larger for

population groups that were potentially affected more than others by the 1996 welfare

reform.49 Also, the rise in attendance and beliefs is not explained by the laws that involve

the relocation of public welfare through faith-based organizations (Table 6).

Columns (6) and (7) add controls for whether respondents belong to evangelical

churches or vote Republican. Both groups attend church more than average, but the

impact of the faith-based initiatives is unaltered. The result remains unchanged when

adding a control for whether the respondent was African-American, a population-group

singled out by the literature as more receptive towards the faith-based initiatives (col-

umn 8). Column (9) adds the significant controls simultaneously. The estimate on the

faith-based initiatives stays remarkably constant across specifications, signifying that the

faith-based initiatives were not implemented in response to factors that also impact av-

erage church attendance.

Nevertheless, a concern is that unobservable confounders are causing the implemen-

tation of the laws and church attendance simultaneously. To investigate, we add the

48Interestingly, richer and more educated individuals attend church more often. We are not the first
to show results contradicting the secularization hypothesis (Stark & Finke, 2000; Glaeser & Sacerdote,
2008; Iannaccone, 1998).

49Hungerman (2005) found that US foreign borns were more affected by the 1996 welfare reform. We
find that the faith-based initiatives did not increase religiosity more for states with more public spending
(Tables A.23-A.24) or for foreign borns (Table A.25).
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one-year lead of the measure of the faith-based initiatives in column (10). The parame-

ter on the lead (δ in Equation 1) captures the difference in changes in attendance rates

between states that will implement a faith-based initiative the following year and those

that will not. The estimate on the lead is highly insignificant and ten times smaller than

the lag. This means that church attendance did not change in a systematic way prior to

implementation, which further attests to the reliability of our identification strategy.

As a final check of potential differences prior to implementation and as an investigation

of the dynamics, we divided the law dummy into fifteen separate dummies depending

on when the first law was implemented and included them all (excluding year zero) in

Equation (1), allowing δ to vary with implementation timing (Figure A.2).50 There are

no systematic differences across states before implementation, which is comforting to our

identification strategy.51 The rise in churchgoing in response to the faith-based initiatives

turns significant at the 90% level 5 years after first implementation. We note that the

laws have rather long-lasting effects on church attendance, which is expected as most

laws induce a permanent institutional change. Table A.9 examines the dynamics further

by estimating the same equation but without the leads. The significant rise in church

attendance occurs already after two years and continues to rise in the following years.

Estimating the impact of the initiatives on the separate attendance categories, we

find that the initiatives reduce the share of individuals attending religious services never

or almost never and increase the share of those who attend weekly or annually (Table

A.7).52. The laws thus induce those who belong to a denomination, but who previously

did not attend church, to start going to church.

4.3 The size of the effect
To get a sense of the size of the effect, we decompose the change in church attendance

into treated and untreated effects: ∆C = ∆Ctreatedρtreated + ∆Cuntreated(1− ρtreated). The

idea is that we can estimate the aggregate change in church attendance, ∆C, the change

due to the treatment, ∆Ctreated, and the share of treated individuals, ρtreated. From those

components, we can back out ∆Cuntreated.

Information on church attendance in start and end year (1996 and 2010 +/− 2 years)

is available for 31 states. The average church attendance for these states was 0.471 in

50This procedure follows Autor (2003).
51Four of seven estimates before first implementation are negative (and insignificant), while all seven

estimates after first implementation are positive. Only three estimates are significant at the 90% level:
Those after (p-values in parenthesis) 5 (0.059), 6 (0.087), and 7 years (0.073). The unbalancedness of
the panel contributes to substantial imprecision of the estimates.

52The dependent variables are indicator variables equal to one for respondents attending religious
services at that particular frequency.
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1996 and 0.458 in 2010. That is, a fall of 0.013 units on average for the full sample,

including respondents without a religious affiliation. We can regard this as the actual

rate of secularization. According to our results, the faith-based initiatives increased

church attendance by 0.028 units for respondents with a religious affiliation in states that

implemented one or more initiatives. 88.2% of respondents reported a religious affiliation

at the beginning of the faith-based initiatives (1996). Throughout, we categorize a state

as being treated with faith-based initiatives in the first year of implementation and forever

thereafter. According to this definition, 54.3% of the state-years in the period 1996-2010

are treated. From this, we can back out the share of the change in church attendance

due to the untreated, ∆Cuntreated(1 − ρtreated) (for details, see Section C.1):

−0.013 = ∆Cuntreated(1 − ρtreated) + 0.028 × 0.543 × 0.882 (4)

which yields ∆Ctreatedρtreated = 0.013 and ∆Cuntreated(1 − ρtreated) = −0.026. This means

that church attendance fell by 0.050 units for the untreated group ( −0.026
1−0.543×0.882

). In

other words, while church attendance rose by 0.028 units for treated individuals (48% of

the sample), it fell by nearly double for the untreated individuals (52% of the sample),

illustrating the religious polarization.

4.4 Religious Beliefs
The increased attendance rates do not necessarily cover a change in personal beliefs.

To investigate, we replace the dependent variable in Equation (1) with measures of the

strength of religious affiliation. Table 5 documents that strength of religious affiliation

rose after states implemented one or more faith-based initiatives. The result is robust

to including controls for gender, marital status, age, income, education, public spending,

and dummies for whether the respondent adheres to an evangelical denomination, votes

Republican, and/or is African-American. Column (9) includes the significant controls

simultaneously. The estimate on the law changes stays significant and stable through-

out. Column (10) adds the one-year lead of the law changes and shows that states that

will implement a faith-based initiative in the following year are no different in terms of

changes in religious beliefs compared to states that will not. The estimate on the lead

is highly insignificant and ten times smaller than that on the lag, giving confidence in

our identification strategy: It is the implementation of the faith-based initiatives that

determines the rise in religiosity, and not the other way around.

Taking the estimate on the faith-based initiatives in column (2) at face value, im-

plementing one or more laws increases average strength of affiliation by 3.3 percentage

23



points. This amounts to 7.4% of the average strength of affiliation or nearly three times

the decline in strength of religious affiliation over the period 1996-2010.

Table 5 about here

The impact on personal beliefs is not restricted to the strength of affiliation measure.

The GSS contains four additional measures of religious beliefs answered by at least 10,000

respondents concerning beliefs in an afterlife, extent of prayer, beliefs regarding whether

or not the Bible reflects the word of God, and beliefs in God. First, we confirm the finding

that the extensive margin is not affected by the initiatives (Table A.43): The laws do not

persuade respondents who do not believe in an afterlife into believing in one, or those

who pray only annually or never into praying more often, or those who believe the Bible

is a book of fables recorded by men into believing it to be the word of God, or push

atheists or agnostics into believing in God. Instead, the laws increased the likelihood

that respondents pray daily (instead of weekly), believe the Bible to be the literal word

of God (instead of inspired word), and believe in God with certainty (instead of with

doubt). Overall, the initiatives strengthened the faith of existing believers.

The dynamics are again investigated by allowing the impact of the laws to vary

with implementation timing (Figure A.3). The estimate increases in the years after

first implementation, but at a slightly slower pace than church attendance, indicating

that church attendance is more easily influenced than personal beliefs. Again, none of

the estimates before first implementation are significant, providing further comfort to our

identification strategy.53

4.5 Heterogeneity & Further Robustness
The results are not driven by a particular group of individuals or states. Figure A.4

shows binned added-variable plots of the main regressions, where observations are binned

into 100 equally-sized bins. As a further indication of homogeneity across space, we

find that the laws increase churchgoing and strength of affiliation equally much in all

four major regions of the USA (Northeast, Midwest, West, South) and the Rust Belt,

except that beliefs do not strengthen in the Northeast and church attendance rises less

in the Rust Belt (Table A.27). We find significant heterogeneities for both attendance

and strength of affiliation along three dimensions: The rise in religiosity is larger for

53The imprecision is larger for affiliation strength due to fewer observations and the fact that affiliation
strength is a dummy variable. This means that only one estimate is significant at the 90% level: The
estimate on affiliation strength five years after first implementation. The timing of the rise in religious
beliefs is replicated in Table A.10.
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Republicans, evangelicals, and African-Americans (Tables A.23-A.26). As the persons

behind the initiatives were mainly Republicans and evangelicals, this comes as no surprise.

Also, the sociological literature emphasizes that African Americans were most affected

(Chaves, 1999; Sager, 2010). The initiatives did not raise the share of Republicans or

evangelicals, indicating that the effects are not due to relocation among the religious, but

rather intensified religiosity among the religious (Tables A.2 and A.34-A.35, and A.49).

The pre-trend analyses (Tables 3 and A.3) as well as the inclusion of a battery of

controls (described below Equation 1) provide confidence that the results are not ex-

plained by systematic variation in observables. We further checked whether systematic

variation in unobservables explains results by including leads in column (10) of Tables

4 and 5 and in Table A.3 as well as observing the dynamics in Figures A.2 and A.3.

To check for systematic variation in unobservables, we took two additional approaches.

First, we restricted the sample to counties that neighbor a state border and compared

counties in pairs on either side, following Dube et al. (2010), cf. Table A.22. Even in

this comparison between highly similar counties, we find that religious attendance and

beliefs increased significantly more in the county where the faith-based initiatives were

implemented earlier, compared to its close neighbor.

Second, we use the method of synthetic controls to compare the counterfactual devel-

opment in religiosity in the absence of the faith-based initiatives to the actual development

(described in more detail in Section C.2). We include the three baseline controls for age,

marital status, and gender as predictors. We find that the actual development in atten-

dance and strength of affiliation follows a relatively similar pattern in the treated and

untreated groups prior to treatment (Figure A.8). However, the curves start to diverge

around the time of treatment with the treated group experiencing increases in atten-

dance and beliefs, while the untreated group experiences falling religiosity. This provides

greater confidence that our results are not determined by unobserved characteristics.

The two main institutions involved in the faith-based initiatives were the faith-based

liaisons (FBL) and offices of faith-based initiatives (OFBCI). The FBL was the main

person responsible for the faith-based initiatives at the state level and the OFBCI were

offices to support their work. As a robustness check of our data, we use data on the

presence of FBLs and OFBCIs based on Rebecca Sagers interviews with officials in all

states (described in Appendix A.2).54 We find that religious attendance and strength of

54The legislative amendments used so far correlate significantly with the presence of a FBL (rho=0.70)
and with the presence of an OFBCI (0.55). They also correlate with all of the three different types of
laws presented in Table 2, slightly more with the concrete laws and the least with the program laws,
consistent with the contents of the laws.
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beliefs increased when states hired a faith-based liaison, although the estimate on strength

of beliefs is insignificant due to larger standard errors (Table A.30). The OFBCI increases

both religiosity measures further, but not significantly. Another measure of the extent

of the faith-based initiatives is their budgets. To our knowledge, comprehensive data on

the budgets do not exist. However, through interviews of the FBLs, Rebecca Sager has

collected data on the budgets of the FBLs and the appropriations relegated directly to

the faith-based organizations or to the OFBCIs. Both budget types increase attendance

rates and beliefs in addition to the impact of the legislative changes, but the impact on

beliefs is again insignificant (Table A.31).

A concern is whether the effects on religious attendance and beliefs is determined

by an influx of more religious individuals from neighboring states instead of increased

religiosity for existing citizen. That would question the impact on the overall level of

religiosity in the USA. The testable implication is that religiosity should fall in response

to the initiatives in neighboring states since the religious individuals move out of these

states. We do not find evidence for this. On the contrary, we find that laws implemented

in the neighboring state increase religious attendance and beliefs significantly by around

half the size of the rise in the home-state (Table A.32).

Another concern is whether the impact of the initiatives is counteracted by a reduction

in private contributions to the church in which case the impact on overall religiosity would

be ambiguous.55 A priori, the opposite could prevail: The more religious individuals

donate more as a way of honoring the church they now visit more often. If anything, we

find support for the latter: donations to faith-based organizations rise in the aftermath of

the faith-based initiatives, although the impact is only significant at the 15% level (Table

A.33).56 We conclude that there is no crowding out of religious donations.

4.6 Mechanisms
We proceed to investigate potential mechanisms through which the faith-based initia-

tives raised attendance and beliefs. First, we divide the faith-based initiatives into the

categories from Table 2: Program laws (public welfare through faith-based organiza-

tions), concrete laws (faith-based personel on state advisory boards, fewer regulations

for faith-based organizations), and symbolic laws (encouraging the state to partner with

faith-based organizations). Table 6 shows that program laws do not influence attendance

or beliefs, in line with the critique that the initiatives did not contribute with much ad-

55Hungerman (2005) finds evidence of crowding out between church attendance and contributions.
56We use the consumer expenditure survey (CEX) which is a survey of individuals asking how much

they donate to charitable organizations. Comparable data are only available for the period 1996-2000.
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ditional welfare. In line with this result, the faith-based initiatives also did not impact

religiosity more for lower income groups, which they should have if the impact was driven

by welfare benefits for the poor (Tables A.23, A.24 and Figure A.5). Instead, Table 6

documents that the main impact of the initiatives stems from the symbolic laws and to a

lesser extent the concrete laws, consistent with arguments by other scholars emphasizing

that the real impact of the faith-based initiatives was strengthened church-state relations.

Table 6 about here

The ease on regulations, increased appropriations, access for faith-based organizations to

the government, and strengthened ties between state and the faith-based community that

came with the faith-based initiatives may have raised the benefits from establishing faith-

based, rather than secular nonprofit organizations. This would increase their numbers.

This higher supply may explain the increased religiosity through either lower access costs

to religion or a mechanism more like missionary work: Individuals consuming the service

provided by the nonprofit organization are treated with religion as a by-product.

To investigate whether the number of faith-based organizations rose as a result of

the faith-based initiatives, we use data on the universe of nonprofit organizations in the

USA from the National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS). The dataset includes

information on whether an organization defined itself as a religious organization from a list

of 25 types. This information does not capture religiously grounded organizations with

the primary purpose of education, for instance. Therefore, we also construct an indicator

variable equal to one if the name includes religious terms, such as ”Christian” or ”church”

and a continuous variable equal to the number of religious terms in the name (details in

Appendix A.7). 3.3% of the nonprofit organizations categorize themselves as having a

religious primary purpose, 6.5% have a name consisting of one or more religious terms.

Examples of organizations that did not register as a religious organization but whose

name includes religious terms are ”Youth for Christ USA” (YFC) who teach youth about

Jesus in coffee shops and schools and ”Young Men’s Christian Association” (YMCA) who

aim to put Christian principles into practice through athletic activities or classes. Both

are examples of global organizations, present in 100 and 120 countries, respectively.

Table 7 documents that the number of organizations with a stated religious primary

purpose or a religious name rose significantly in the aftermath of the faith-based initiatives

(columns 1-6).57 In the bottom of the table, we see that the share of religious organizations

57The result is robust to excluding the ten most frequent religious terms one at a time (Table A.37).
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of the total number of nonprofit organizations rose during the period 1996-2010. To make

the parameter estimates more readable, we multiplied all dependent variables by 100.

Thus, taking the estimate in column (6) at face value, the faith-based initiatives raised

the likelihood of being a religious organization by 5.3% of the mean or nearly a third

of the rise in the share of religious organizations during the period. The impact is not

specific to a few nonprofit organizations, but is quite homogeneous across organizations

(Figure A.6). Columns (7)-(9) show that the rise is primarily caused by the concrete

laws, in line with the logic that the number of religious organizations rises as the benefits

of being a religious organization rise. Using alternative data from ARDA, we confirm

that the faith-based initiatives increased the number of churches and to a lesser extent

the number of adherents (Table A.36).

Table 7 about here

According to other scholars, a result of the faith-based initiatives was a strengthened role

of religion in the public. While an increased supply of faith-based organizations is one

step in this direction, we investigate an additional mechanism: The use of religion in

politics. Putnam & Campbell (2012, 2) noted a change in the importance of politicians’

religiosity: ”By the 2000s, how religious a person is had become more important as a

political dividing line than which denomination he or she belonged to.” In the same way

that symbolic policies and politician identity may impact outcomes, one could imagine

that as politicians more openly flag their religion, this may strengthen the role of religion

more generally, intensifying attendance rates and beliefs.

To obtain a proxy for the religiosity levels of state Governors, we combine information

on their religious affiliation with information from the GSS on the average attendance

and strength of affiliation within their religious affiliations.58 Using the GSS data, we

calculate average attendance and strength of affiliation within each of the 19 religious

affiliations of the Governors. We then take the average of the two to arrive at a proxy

for the religiosity level within each religious affiliation. For each Governor, we attach the

average religiosity level within their affiliation as a proxy for their level of religiosity.59

58For 67% of the Governors, information on their religious affiliations was downloaded from the
Notable Names Database, NNDB.com, for 25% we gathered information on religious affiliation from
other online sources, such as wikipedia, and for 8% we were not able to find affiliation information, cf.
Appendix A.8 for details. Results are robust to restricting the sample to Governors with information
from NNDB, cf. Table A.38.

59For instance, during the period 1980-2010, the average Baptist in the GSS sample had an attendance
rate of 0.536 and a strength of affiliation of 0.458. We appoint each of the Baptist politicians in the
sample with a religiosity level equal to the average of the two, 0.497.
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Column (1) of Table 8 documents that religiosity levels of Governors rose by 10% of

the mean as faith-based initiatives were implemented. Almost half of this effect, though,

is explained by the difference between the least religious (Atheist, one Governor) and

most religious (Mormon, seven Governors), which are controlled for by adding dummies

in column (2) and the remainder of the columns. Columns (3) and (4) document that

the main part of the effect is not explained by party affiliation or differences between

evangelicals and the rest. The result is robust to excluding each of the religious affiliations

one at a time, cf. Table A.39. Figure A.7 further shows that the impact of the faith-

based initiatives is homogeneous across Governors. Columns (5)-(8) document that the

main effect stems from the symbolic laws, which primarily include laws encouraging the

state to partner with faith-based organizations. This encouragement may have increased

the benefits for politicians of flagging their religion. Alternatively, the laws may have

increased the likelihood of election of Governors with religious affiliations associated with

higher commitment to religion. We also find increased religiosity of members of Congress,

cf. Tables A.41-A.42. The estimate sizes are much smaller for the Congressmen, the

rationale potentially being that the benefits for the federal politicians of flagging their

religion depends on many other factors than what is going on at the state level.

Table 8 about here

To sum up, the faith-based initiatives increased the supply of faith-based organizations

and politicians. One interpretation is that the initiatives increased the benefits from

establishing faith-based organizations and from using religion in politics.

4.7 Social Views and Outcomes
The strengthened role of religion in the aftermath of the faith-based initiatives may have

reinforced certain social views. In general, social movements may reframe debates and

shape perceptions, especially if they manage to penetrate government which was arguably

the case for the faith-based initiatives.60 At the same time, especially conservative reli-

gious groups see faith-based organizations as representing values that have been displaced

in the modern world (Sager, 2010, 137). The rise in the number of these organizations

may thus have further reinforced the same social views. We focus on a set of views

that are particularly pronounced among evangelicals, the main religious group behind

the initiatives. Restricting the choice to social views where measures are available in the

GSS for at least 20,000 respondents, we end up with social views against homosexuality,

60Andrews (2001); Giugni et al. (1999); Jenkins & Eckert (1986); McCammon et al. (2001); Piven &
Cloward (2012); Sager (2010); Tarrow (2011).
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gender roles, science, abortion, and preferences for conservatism, prayer in public schools,

and altruism, all of which are more pronounced among evangelicals on average, cf. Table

A.44.61 Next, we will relate these views to actual outcomes.

The particular social views were already changing before the faith-based initiatives

as part of a general movement towards greater equality between the sexes, for instance.

A concern for the empirical analysis is whether the results are caused by these pre-

trends. We do not find empirical support for this: Before the faith-based initiatives,

none of the social views in questions were trending in a systematic way relative to the

later implementation of the faith-based initiatives (Tables 3 and A.3). This means that

the following estimates can be interpreted as the causal impact of the initiatives on the

examined social views.

Panel A of Table 9 shows estimates of the impact of the faith-based initiatives on

the set of social views, using the same specification as used throughout. The initiatives

increased the share of respondents that regard homosexual sex relations as wrong (column

1), are against women in politics or in the workplace (2), are less confident in science (3),

and are in favor of Bible prayer in public schools (6) and helping others (7). Average

attitudes towards abortion (4) and conservatism (5) were not influenced. Results hold for

alternative questions and alternative permutations of the measures (Tables A.45-A.49).

The largest relative change is the rise in preferences for Bible prayer in public schools

(column 6). 58% of the sample prefer Bible prayer as part of public schools. This share

fell by 2.7 percentage points during the period 1996-2010. The faith-based initiatives led

to a rise equal to 6.2 percentage points among the affected states, i.e. more than twice

the overall fall during the period. This means that the overall fall in preferences for Bible

prayer in public schools covers a rise of 3 percentage points62 among treated individuals

and a fall of 5.67 percentage points among the rest. The second-largest change (relative

to the general trend) occurred for skepticism towards science. 7.1% of the respondents

in the sample have hardly any confidence in science. This share fell by 3.3 percentage

points during the period, but this average fall covers that the faith-based initiatives led

to a rise of 2.3 percentage points in the impacted states. Decomposing the overall fall

61More generally, Guiso et al. (2003) document that more religious individuals in general tend to be
less favorable with respect to working women, less willing to commit economic crimes, less likely to trust
people from other religions, and more likely to have what they term ”good” economic attitudes. Table 9
identifies the impact on the former type of values, while Tables 10 and 11 investigate effects on economic
outcomes. The GSS also has measures on social views on contraceptive pills, hard work, and alcohol and
drug use, but these were available for less than 20,000 respondents.

626.2 × .543 × .882 = 2.97, where 54.3% of the state-years in the sample after 1995 were treated with
faith-based initiatives and 88.2% had a religious affiliation, cf. Section 4.3.
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indicates that social views against science strengthened by 1.1 percentage points among

treated individuals, but continued to modernize by 4.4 percentage points for the rest.

Table 9 about here

The sample in Panel A of Table 9 excludes respondents without a stated religious affil-

iation mimicking the remaining samples in the paper using individual-level data. As a

consistency check, Panel B exploits the full sample and allows the impact of the faith-

based initiatives to vary across individuals with or without a stated religious affiliation.

The results reveal that the rise in skepticism towards homosexuals, modern gender roles,

science, as well as preferences for Bible prayer in public schools is explained exclusively by

a rise among those with a stated religious affiliation. This is consistent with the finding

that religiosity did not rise among the unaffiliated. The larger sample of Panel B further

increases the precision of the estimates, now documenting a rise in the share of respon-

dents with a religious affiliation ranking themselves as conservative. Respondents without

a religious affiliation do not experience a significant rise in six out of seven attitudes.

For two of the social views, there seems to be a counter-reaction among the unaffil-

iated: Average skepticism towards homosexuals and the likelihood of viewing oneself as

conservative fell for this group. Putnam & Campbell (2012) document a general polariza-

tion between the religiously affiliated and the unaffiliated, arguing that a growing number

of Americans leave religion due to an unease with the association between religion and con-

servative politics. One could interpret the results in documenting a shift from moderate

Protestants to moderate Catholics (Table A.2) in the same manner: These individuals

may have shifted to not be associated with the increasingly religious and conservative

evangelicals. Some individuals may experience changing social views as an opposition

to the strengthened role of religion instigated by the initiatives. This polarization be-

comes more clear when allowing the impact of the faith-based initiatives to vary with

the political party affiliation of the respondent, cf. Table A.51: The faith-based initia-

tives increased skepticism towards homosexuals, women, science, and abortion and raised

conservatism and preferences for Bible prayer in public schools among Republicans (and

partly for independents). At the same time, skepticism towards homosexuals, women, and

abortion fell and conservatism fell among Democrats.63 The faith-based initiatives had

similar opposing effects on political ideology measured by the DW-NOMINATE scores

from the Poole & Rosenthal (2001) project, cf. Table A.52 (data explained in more detail

63For the analysis on religiosity, we find that religiosity increases for all party affiliations, but more
for Republicans, less for democrats, and even less for independents (Table A.26).
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in Section A.10). The faith-based initiatives raised conservatism among the Republican

members of Congress and raised liberalism among Democrats.

Skepticism towards abortion did not change on average, but rose om among Republi-

cans (Table A.51). When further allowing the impact of the initiatives to vary with the

age of respondents, we find that skepticism towards abortion rose significantly among

respondents below 30 years (Table A.48).64

We proceed to identify whether the change in social views was accompanied by a

change in real outcomes. For four of the views - skepticism towards homosexuality, gen-

der roles, conservatism, and altruism - we found direct measurable outcomes. These are

presented in Table 10. During the period from 1998 to 2009, 29 states changed their

constitutions in order to ban gay marriages (data description in Appendix A.11). We

construct a dummy variable equal to one in the year the state implemented a constitu-

tional ban on gay marriage and thereafter, zero otherwise. Column (1) documents that

states were 12 percentage points more likely to ban gay marriages after having imple-

mented one or more faith-based initiatives. This is what we would expect if the rise in

skepticism towards homosexuals impacts real outcomes.

Next, using data on respondents’ education and income from the GSS, we calculate

gender gaps based on the share of respondents with incomes or educational attainment

above the first quartile (this amounts to family incomes of appr. 11,000 US$ or higher and

educational attainment of 12 years or more). The gender gap is the male share (income or

education) divided by the female share. The faith-based initiatives raised gender gaps in

income by 15 percentage points and education by 7.5 percentage points. For comparison,

15% more men than women had incomes above the first quartile and 3% more men had an

education above the first quartile. The results are robust to using alternative measures of

the gender gap (Table A.53). In general, the gender gap fell during the period 1996-2010

with 4.7 and 2.0 percentage points respectively. Decomposing this change, the gender gap

in incomes fell by 17 percentage points among the untreated, but rose by 12 percentage

points among the treated individuals.

Consistent with the finding of minor effects on conservative social views, the likelihood

of voting Republican is not impacted by the faith-based initiatives (column 4) (also doc-

umented in Tables A.34 and A.35). Finally, using data from the Consumer Expenditure

Survey (CEX), column (8) shows no impact on charitable giving.65 However, these data

64The conclusion is unaltered when allowing the impact to vary with both age and party affiliation.
The impact on most of the remaining views do not depend on age (Table A.50).

65The result is unchanged if using instead a dummy equal to one for any charitable giving.
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are available only until 2000, and the result may be driven by the short time-period.

Table 10 about here

We investigate an additional group of factors mentioned by proponents of the initiatives.

They argued that faith-based organizations are more effective in providing social services.

As a result, we would expect the conditions for the poor to improve in the aftermath of

the initiatives. To investigate, we first exploit individual-level indicators of well-being

from the GSS, available for at least 20,000 respondents. Again, we exclude unaffiliated

respondents in Panel A and include them in Panel B, allowing the impact of the initiatives

to vary with whether or not the respondent reported a religious affiliation.

Table 11 shows no significant improvement in respondents’ self-reported health (based

on a categorical variable in column 1 and a dummy equal to one if the respondent reports

a good or perfect health in column 2), likelihood of working (weekly hours or a dummy

equal to one if the respondent is currently employed), real family income (level or a

dummy equal to one if the respondent earns more than the bottom quartile of appr.

11,000 US$), or educational attainment (level or a dummy equal to one if the respondent

has an education level above the bottom quartile of 12 years or more). Neither do we find

increases in whether respondents report being happy or trusting (columns 9 and 10). On

the contrary, we identify a slight fall in the share of respondents earning more than the

lowest quarter, a slight fall in the share of respondents who report being happy, and a fall

in the share of respondents who find that other people can be trusted.66 While Table 11

documents lack of rises in well-being for the average respondent, Table A.55 documents

that well-being also did not rise if restricting to the poorest 10%. If anything, the fall in

income is larger for the poorest 10%.

We also find no increases in the share of respondents that reports fair or better health,

owns a home, works more than 20 hours, earns incomes above the tenth percentile, has

an education longer than 8 years, is happy based on a categorical measure, or is satisfied

with their financial situation or their job (Table A.54). Among the religiously affiliated,

all impacts are negative, two significantly so. We also find no significant effects on state-

level measures of GSP per capita, poverty rates, crime rates, death rates by overdosis,

alcohol, drugs, or other deaths (Table A.56).

In sum, the initiatives did not improve well-being. The result is consistent with re-

search documenting that social service provision by congregations did not increase in

66The p-values in columns (6), (9), and (10) remain smaller than 0.1 when correcting for multiple
hypothesis testing using the Reif (2018) procedure.
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the aftermath of the faith-based initiatives (Chaves et al., 2004). The finding of a slight

negative impact is consistent with the findings of Table 10 of increased gender gaps and

consistent with previous research documenting negative effects of religiosity on innova-

tion (Bénabou et al., 2015), trust (Guiso et al., 2003), school curriculum (Squicciarini,

2020), GDP growth (Campante & Yanagizawa-Drott, 2015), science (Chaney, 2016), and

democracy (Belloc et al., 2016; Chaney, 2013; Bentzen & Gokmen, 2020).67

Table 11 about here

5 Conclusion

The faith-based initiatives were implemented across the USA since 1996 and were part of

a broader conservative religious movement attempting to strengthen the role of religion in

the USA. We document that religious attendance and beliefs increased as a result as well

as the number of religious non-profit organizations or churches and the publicly known

religiosity levels of Governors and members of Congress.

Next, we document a rise in a set of social views that are over-represented among

the conservative-religious. We find that skepticism towards homosexual sex relations,

modern gender roles, science, and abortion rose as well as preferences for prayer in public

schools and altruism. This translated into real outcomes, such as banning gay marriages

and larger gender gaps in education and incomes.

The proponents of the initiatives argued that faith-based organizations provide better

for the needy. However, we find no improvements in general well-being as a result of the

faith-based initiatives. If anything, we find that some measures of well-being have fallen,

such as income shares above the bottom quartile, happiness, and trust. It seems that the

political argument of providing for the needy did not materialize. Instead, the initiatives

managed to alter the beliefs and practices of the American population towards stronger

religious beliefs and associated attitudes.

The general trend in religiosity and social views in the USA is towards rising secular-

ization, equality between the sexes, and generally modernized social views. However, this

average trend covers increasing polarization. The faith-based initiatives have strength-

ened religiosity and conservative social views among the treated, but religiosity continued

to fall and social views continued to modernize among the untreated. While rising po-

larization surely started before the faith-based initiatives, Putnam & Campbell (2012)

67Other research has found positive effects of religiosity on economic attitudes (Guiso et al., 2003),
happiness (Campante & Yanagizawa-Drott, 2015), stress-relief (Bentzen, 2019; Miller et al., 2014; Parga-
ment, 2001), and positive effects of some types of religion (Becker & Woessmann, 2009).
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noted a change visible around year 2000, where religious evangelicals and Catholics have

found common political cause and where voters who are not religious have found common

cause with one another, but on the other end of the political spectrum. The faith-based

initiatives and the associated movement may help explain this development.

In more general, our results further our understanding of the consequences of the

inter-linkages between religion and politics and how politics can influence the personal

values and beliefs of individuals to an extent that impacts real outcomes. Since some of

the larger religious nonprofit organizations operate internationally, the results may help

explain the rise in religiosity in other parts of the world, which could form the basis for

future research.
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Tables and Figures

Figure 1: The spatial spread of the faith-based initiatives 1997-2009

(a) Year of first faith-based initiative (b) Total number of faith-based initiatives

Table 1: Share of states with rising church attendance

(1) (2) (3)

All Early Late

implementers

Before 1996 7.1 7.1 7.1

After 1996 21.4 35.7 7.1

Note: Each cell shows the share of states with rising church attendance in that category, where a rise is defined as an
increase larger than one standard deviation. Early implementers are defined as states that implemented their first faith-
based initiative before the median year, while late implementers implemented their first initiative after this year.

Table 2: The number of faith-based initiatives by type

Concrete laws creating government access and opportunities for FBOs

Program laws 45

Prison 30

Youth/school 6

Drug/alcohol 9

Concrete laws 136

Allocate positions in state advisory boards to faith-based representatives 70

Appropriations to FBOs 58

Exempt FBOs from standard regulations 6

Assist FBOs with grant writing process 2

Less concrete laws encouraging a friendly environment for FBOs (Symbolic laws) 151

Office of Faith Based Initiative 11

Encourage the state to partner with FBOs 132

Create a faith-based advisory board 8

Total 332

Note: Data on faith-based initiatives retrieved from LexisNexis for the period 1996-2009 by Sager (2010).
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Table 3: Balancing checks of pre-trends and pre-levels
1980-2010 1980-1994

Correlates with laws

Levels Changes

Characteristic, Y Sample mean N Sample mean N Raw Controls Raw Controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Panel A. Individual characteristics

Attendance 0.520 36,304 0.529 17,826 -0.003*** -0.003*** -0.002 -0.001

(0.326) (0.323) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Strength of affiliation 0.435 35,228 0.430 17,212 -0.003*** -0.004*** -0.003 -0.003

(0.496) (0.495) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Evangelical 0.297 26,307 0.308 17,787 0.003*** 0.001 -0.000 0.000

(0.457) (0.462) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Republican 0.281 36,444 0.282 17,889 0.002* -0.000 -0.000 -0.001

(0.449) (0.450) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003)

Income 0.316 32,743 0.297 16,333 -0.000 0.002*** -0.001 -0.001

(0.297) (0.259) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Educational level 12.948 36,519 12.531 17,924 0.014** -0.001 -0.009 -0.007

(3.090) (3.117) (0.007) (0.007) (0.022) (0.023)

Black 0.150 36,597 0.150 17,954 -0.005*** -0.003*** -0.000 0.001

(0.357) (0.357) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Age 46.786 36,480 45.927 17,893 -0.026 0.032

(17.575) (17.575) (0.037) (0.095)

Married 0.521 36,584 0.552 17,954 0.000 -0.000

(0.500) (0.497) (0.001) (0.002)

Male 0.420 36,597 0.416 17,957 0.002 -0.000

(0.494) (0.493) (0.001) (0.002)

Against homosexuality 0.792 23,087 0.858 12,684 -0.000 -0.002* -0.001 -0.002

(0.406) (0.349) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Against women 0.274 22,852 0.267 11,449 0.000 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002

(0.335) (0.331) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003)

Against science 0.073 22,002 0.071 12,394 -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

(0.260) (0.256) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Against abortion 0.689 26,291 0.679 14,131 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001 -0.001

(0.463) (0.467) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Prayer in school 0.627 20,477 0.623 10,708 -0.004** 0.001 -0.001 -0.001

(0.484) (0.485) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004)

Conservative 0.195 32,266 0.178 16,519 0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001

(0.397) (0.383) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Help others 0.752 34,649 0.724 17,479 -0.005*** -0.004*** -0.001 -0.000

(0.432) (0.447) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002)

Panel B. State characteristics

Poverty rate 12.618 882 13.336 147 0.122* -0.057 -0.026 0.0311

(3.331) (3.860) (0.073) (0.064) (0.056) (0.037)

GSP per capita 30,082.73 1,395 24,960.68 720 -36.276 170.062** -4.057 1.541

(13,013.22) (10,036.99) (49.404) (83.660) (7.062) (5.163)

Public spending per cap 0.667 1,406 0.371 771 -0.006* 0.003** -0.001* -0.000

(0.467) (0.230) (0.003) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000)

Republican Governor 0.471 255 0.468 139 -0.018 0.010 0.022 0.044*

(0.500) (0.501) (0.012) (0.013) (0.022) (0.026)

Evangelical Governor 0.164 232 0.164 116 0.011 0.015 0.019 0.026

(0.371) (0.372) (0.009) (0.013) (0.017) (0.021)

Gender gap in income 1.149 761 1.178 469 -0.001 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004

(0.366) (0.404) (0.006) (0.006) (0.009) (0.009)

Gender gap in education 1.026 762 1.048 469 -0.016** -0.017** -0.002 -0.003

(0.368) (0.423) (0.008) (0.007) (0.013) (0.011)

Columns (1) and (3) show sample means, columns (2) and (4) show number of observations. Each of the estimates in columns (5)-(8)

represent the outcome of one OLS regression of the particular characteristic regressed on the number of years with faith-based initiatives.

The unit of analysis in columns (1)-(6) of Panel A is individuals. The unit of analysis in columns (7)-(8) and Panel B is states. Controls

added in columns (6) and (8) include region and year fixed effects, and in Panel A also measures of age, marital status, and gender.

Robust standard errors, clustered at the state level, in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: None of the 24 main individual or state characteristics changed systematically before the faith-based initiatives were imple-

mented, except that the initiatives were marginally more likely to be implemented in states with rising shares of Republican Governors.
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Table 4: The impact of faith-based initiatives on church attendance
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Church attendance

Law t-1 0.027*** 0.028*** 0.026*** 0.028*** 0.028** 0.028*** 0.028*** 0.025** 0.025** 0.025**

(0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Real family income 0.032** -0.0073 -0.0056

(0.015) (0.012) (0.011)

Educational level 0.011*** 0.012*** 0.012***

(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Public Spending per cap t-1 -0.0082

(0.015)

Evangelical 0.034*** 0.022*** 0.021***

(0.007) (0.006) (0.006)

Republican 0.063*** 0.070*** 0.069***

(0.007) (0.007) (0.008)

African-American 0.083*** 0.10*** 0.10***

(0.005) (0.008) (0.008)

Law t+1 0.0046

(0.014)

R-squared 0.024 0.056 0.058 0.065 0.056 0.058 0.064 0.063 0.085 0.085

Observations 34729 34617 31059 34549 31855 34338 34490 34617 30698 29403

MeanDepVar 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52

Controls no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

Change in church attendance 1996-2010: -0.013

OLS estimates across GSS individuals. All regressions include a constant and year of survey and state fixed effects. Controls indicates whether or not

controls for age, gender, and marital status are included. Columns (9)-(10) add the significant controls simultaneously. Column (10) adds the lead of

the law variable to measure pre-trends. The overall change in church attendance in the bottom of the table is calculated for the full sample including

the unaffiliated. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased churchgoing. States did not differ in terms of changes in attendance prior to implementation.

Table 5: Impact of faith-based initiatives on the strength of religious beliefs

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Strength of religious affiliation

Law t-1 0.030*** 0.033*** 0.025* 0.033*** 0.029** 0.032*** 0.031** 0.028** 0.025** 0.023*

(0.010) (0.011) (0.013) (0.012) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012)

Real family income -0.020

(0.013)

Educational level 0.0069*** 0.0072*** 0.0071***

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Public Spending per cap t-1 -0.024

(0.021)

Evangelical 0.043*** 0.022** 0.019**

(0.009) (0.008) (0.008)

Republican 0.058*** 0.073*** 0.070***

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

African-American 0.13*** 0.15*** 0.15***

(0.014) (0.015) (0.016)

Law t+1 0.0022

(0.018)

R-squared 0.015 0.042 0.039 0.044 0.042 0.044 0.045 0.050 0.056 0.056

Observations 33660 33554 30136 33490 30892 33284 33432 33554 33101 31713

MeanDepVar 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43

Controls no yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes

Change in affiliation strength 1996-2010: -0.011

OLS estimates across GSS individuals. All regressions include a constant and year of survey and state fixed effects. The overall change in strength

of affiliation in the bottom of the table is calculated for the full sample including the unaffiliated. Robust standard errors clustered at the state

level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives strengthened religious beliefs. States did not differ in terms of changes in beliefs prior to implementation.
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Table 6: The impact of different types of faith-based initiatives
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dep var: Church attendance Strength of affiliation

Program law t-1 0.0053 -0.0038 -0.012 -0.020

(0.011) (0.011) (0.013) (0.013)

Concrete law t-1 0.019* 0.015 0.010 0.0094

(0.011) (0.011) (0.016) (0.015)

Symbolic law t-1 0.023*** 0.021*** 0.019* 0.021**

(0.007) (0.008) (0.011) (0.010)

R-squared 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042

Observations 34617 34617 34617 34617 33554 33554 33554 33554

OLS estimates across GSS individuals. All regressions include a constant, year of survey - and state fixed

effects, and individual baseline controls. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses.

*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The main impact on attendance and beliefs stems from symbolic and to a lesser extent concrete

laws.

Table 7: The impact of faith-based initiatives on the number of faith-based organizations
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dep var: Religious purpose Religious words in name Religious words in name dummy

Law t-1 0.17** 0.16** 0.37*** 0.36*** 0.31*** 0.30***

(0.068) (0.071) (0.076) (0.079) (0.064) (0.066)

Program law t-1 0.089 0.010

(0.194) (0.208)

Concrete law t-1 0.21** 0.18**

(0.079) (0.078)

Symbolic law t-1 0.17 0.12

(0.122) (0.128)

R-squared 0.0053 0.0066 0.0038 0.0056 0.0040 0.0061 0.0061 0.0061 0.0061 0.0061

Observations 7876691 7876691 8147402 8147402 8147402 8147402 8147402 8147402 8147402 8147402

MeanDepVar 3.27 3.27 6.46 6.46 5.66 5.66 5.66 5.66 5.66 5.66

Control for Private N Y N Y N Y Y Y Y Y

Change 1996-2010 1.196 1.196 1.219 1.219 0.960 0.960 0.960 0.960 0.960 0.960

OLS estimates across nonprofit organizations. The dependent variables (all multiplied by 100) are: A dummy equal to one if the organization

has reported itself as having a religious primary purpose (columns 1-2), number of religious words in the organization’s name (3-4), and a

dummy equal to one if the name includes one or more religious words (5-9). The law dummy captures all faith-based initiatives in columns

1-6, but only program laws, concrete laws, or symbolic laws respectively in columns 7-9. All regressions include a constant and time - and

state fixed effects. The variable Private is equal to one if the organization is private, zero otherwise. Robust standard errors clustered at the

state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased the number of faith-based organizations, primarily due to the concrete laws.

Table 8: The impact of faith-based initiatives on Governors’ religiosity
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Average religiosity of Governor

Law t-1 0.048*** 0.026** 0.026** 0.021*

(0.015) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Republican 0.0039

(0.007)

Evangelical 0.031**

(0.013)

Program law t-1 0.022 0.0087

(0.014) (0.014)

Concrete law t-1 0.0091 0.0043

(0.013) (0.013)

Symbolic law t-1 0.030*** 0.026**

(0.011) (0.011)

R-squared 0.38 0.71 0.71 0.73 0.71 0.70 0.71 0.71

Observations 188 188 188 188 188 188 188 188

MeanDepVar 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45

Max min controlled for No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

OLS estimates across state Governors. The dependent variable is a measure of religiosity based on the religious

affiliation of the Governor. All regressions include time and state fixed effects. Columns (2)-(8) also includes

controls for whether the Governor is atheist or Mormon. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in

parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased the religiosity of Governors, mainly due to the symbolic laws.
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Table 9: The impact of faith-based initiatives on social views
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Dependent variable: Social views against Con- Bible prayer Help

Panel A Homosex Women Science Abortion servative in schools others

Law t-1 0.032** 0.022** 0.023*** 0.0058 0.016 0.062*** 0.032***

(0.015) (0.010) (0.008) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016) (0.011)

R-squared 0.10 0.075 0.0075 0.032 0.024 0.061 0.046

Observations 22004 21760 20926 25148 30673 19432 33000

MeanDepVar 0.80 0.27 0.071 0.70 0.20 0.62 0.75

Panel B

Law x Rel denom 0.031* 0.023*** 0.023*** 0.0015 0.018* 0.052*** 0.027**

(0.016) (0.008) (0.008) (0.013) (0.010) (0.016) (0.010)

Law x No rel denom -0.054* 0.010 0.011 -0.0099 -0.044*** 0.035 0.047**

(0.028) (0.017) (0.014) (0.022) (0.012) (0.028) (0.020)

R-squared 0.14 0.075 0.0075 0.058 0.032 0.10 0.045

Observations 24736 24613 23559 28305 34660 21894 37242

MeanDepVar 0.77 0.26 0.071 0.67 0.18 0.58 0.76

Change in views 1996-2010 -0.147 0.042 -0.033 -0.036 -0.042 -0.027 0.099

OLS estimates across GSS individuals. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects and individual

controls for gender, marital status, and age. Panel B also includes a control for whether the respondent reported having

a religious affiliation. Panel A excludes respondents without a religious affiliation. Panel B includes the full sample, but

allows the impact of the faith-based initiatives to vary with whether or not the respondent reports having a religious

affiliation or not. The dependent variable is a dummy equal to one if the respondent finds homosexual sex relations

wrong (1), a categorical variable equal to 1 if the respondent finds either working women or women in politics wrong, 2 if

the respondent finds both wrong, zero otherwise (2), a dummy equal to one if the respondent has hardly any confidence

in science (3), is against abortion (4), regards him/herself as conservative (5), favors Bible prayer in public schools

(6) or helping others (7). Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate

significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives raised skepticism towards homosexuals, working women, and science, and increased

preferences for Bible prayer in schools and helping others.

Table 10: The impact of faith-based initiatives on outcomes

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Dependent variable: Laws restricting Gender gap in Voted Charitable

gay marriages income education republican giving

Law t-1 0.12* 0.16** 0.075* -0.031 2.82

(0.068) (0.070) (0.043) (0.021) (9.469)

R-squared 0.49 0.070 0.066 0.059 0.0025

Observations 1519 761 762 21181 90617

MeanDepVar 0.098 1.15 1.03 0.50 33.6

Change in DepVar during 1996-2010a 0.593 -0.047 -0.020 0.018 27.803

OLS estimates across states in columns 1-3 and individuals in columns 4-5. All regressions include year of

survey and state fixed effects. The regressions in columns 2-4 also include controls for gender, marital status,

and age. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance

at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.
a The period is 1996-2000 for charitable giving.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased bans on gay marriages and widened gender gaps, but had no

effects on voting Republican or charitable giving.

Table 11: The impact of faith-based initiatives on individual well-being
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Health Work Income per capita Education Happy General

Panel A Level Good hours dummy level >25pct level >25pct dummy trust

Law t-1 -0.031 0.0017 -0.092 0.019 0.012 -0.018* -0.075 -0.016 -0.018* -0.046**

(0.023) (0.012) (0.608) (0.013) (0.015) (0.010) (0.108) (0.011) (0.010) (0.019)

R-squared 0.084 0.072 0.073 0.23 0.13 0.14 0.097 0.085 0.028 0.052

Observations 25178 25178 20952 34895 31283 31283 34826 34826 31392 22449

Mean 2.04 0.77 41.1 0.65 0.35 0.80 12.9 0.80 0.89 0.40

Panel B

Law x Rel denom -0.024 0.0064 -0.11 0.014 0.0050 -0.012 -0.040 -0.011 -0.017 -0.039**

(0.025) (0.011) (0.595) (0.014) (0.012) (0.010) (0.114) (0.011) (0.010) (0.016)

Law x No rel denom -0.0047 0.019 0.41 0.0097 0.015 -0.021 -0.029 0.0035 0.0028 -0.045

(0.034) (0.016) (0.737) (0.024) (0.022) (0.022) (0.212) (0.018) (0.021) (0.036)

R-squared 0.077 0.066 0.066 0.22 0.13 0.14 0.091 0.077 0.028 0.050

Observations 28491 28491 24098 39472 35418 35418 39403 39403 35363 25426

Mean 2.04 0.78 41.2 0.67 0.35 0.80 13.0 0.80 0.89 0.40

OLS estimates across GSS individuals. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and the controls for age, marital

status, and gender. Panel B also includes a control for whether the respondent reported having a religious affiliation. Panel A

excludes respondents without a religious affiliation (as the rest of the tables in this paper). Panel B includes the full sample, but

allows the impact of the faith-based initiatives to vary with affiliation or not. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in

parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives did not improve individual well-being. If anything, happiness, trust, and income shares above

the bottom-quartile fell slightly.
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Appendix
Potentially For Online Publication

A Data Description

A.1 The faith-based initiatives

Rebecca Sager collected data on nine types of legislation passed over the period 1996-2007,

using key words such as “faith-based” and “Charitable Choice” to determine how many

such practices had become incorporated into legislation (Sager (2010), p. 24). Data for

each piece of legislation included the date of passage, its sponsor, and the complete text of

the bill. Sager coded legislative acts by category and year of passage. LexisNexis was also

a source of information on liaison positions that were created by law or an executive order

from the Governor. This data included the date of appointment, an official description

of the position, and the means by which each FBL was appointed. Sager continuously

updates the data and we received our version in April 2017.

A.2 The faith-based institutions

The information on FBL and OFBCI used in Table A.30 is based on interviews of officials

in all states performed by Rebecca Sager in 2004/2005 revealing whether the state had

an FBL and/or an OFBCI at the time of interview, the year of establishment of the

FBL, and details on their operations (Sager (2010)). The majority of states had an FBL

and an OFBCI at the time of interview, but the timing of their implementation varies

across states and a few did not have one yet. We exclude data without information on

the year of establishment. The dataset also includes information on their budgets, but

unfortunately these data are not comparable: Some FBLs state that their budget is zero,

some that the budget includes their salary, and some state an amount. Whether the

latter amount includes funding in addition to their salary is not evident from the budget.

A.3 Appropriations

The data on appropriations was gathered by Sager (2010) from the LexisNexis database.

The dates are the dates of passage, not necessarily the dates of funding. Sager identified

16 states that were granted a total of 42 grants over the period 1998-2007, summing to

$70 million.

A.4 The GSS variables

The variables from the GSS used in the main analyses in the text are presented below.

The GSS variables used for the appendix tables are described in the respective table

notes.

Afterlife: GSS variable: postlife. Question: ”Do you believe there is a life after death?”
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Answers: no, yes. We construct an indicator variable equal to one if the answer is yes,

zero otherwise.

Against abortion: GSS variable: abany. Question: ”Please tell me whether or not you

think it should be possible for a pregnant woman to obtain a legal abortion if the woman

wants it for any reason?” Answers: no, yes. We converted the variable into a dummy

equal to one if yes, zero if no.

Against homo: GSS variable: homosex. Question: ”What about sexual relations be-

tween two adults of the same sex - do you think it is always wrong, almost always wrong,

wrong only sometimes wrong, or not wrong at all?” We converted this into a dummy

equal to one if the answer is any degree of wrong.

Against science: GSS variable: consci. Question: ”I am going to name some insti-

tutions in this country. As far as the people running these institutions are concerned,

would you say you have a great deal of confidence, only some confidence, or hardly any

confidence at all in them? Scientific Community” We coded a dummy variable equal to

one if the answer is hardly any confidence, zero otherwise.

Against women. GSS variables: fework and fepol. Question, fework: ”Do you approve

or disapprove of a married woman earning money in business or industry if she has a

husband capable of supporting her?” Answers: disapprove, approve. We converted the

variable into a dummy equal to one if yes, zero if no. Question, fepol: Tell me if you

agree or disagree with this statement: Most men are better suited emotionally for politics

than are most women. Answers: agree, disagree. We coded a variable equal to two if

the respondent disapproves of women working and agrees that men are better suited for

politics, one if the respondent answered either, zero otherwise.

Believe in God: GSS variable: god. Question: ”Which statement comes closest to

expressing what you believe about God?” Answers: ”I don’t believe in God”, ”I don’t

know whether there is a God and don’t believe there is a way to find out”, ”I don’t be-

lieve in a personal God, but I do believe in a Higher Power of some kind”, ”I find myself

believing in God some of the time, but not at others”, ”While I have doubts, I feel that

I do believe in God”, ”I know God really exists and I have no doubt about it”. From

this, we construct three indicators: One is equal to one if respondents answer anything

but no, another is equal to one if respondents either believe with certainty or with doubt,

and the third indicator is equal to one if respondents are certain that God exists, zero

otherwise.

Bible: GSS variable: bible. Question: ”Which of these statements comes closest to de-

scribing your feelings about the Bible?” Answers: ”The Bible is the actual word of God

and is to be taken literally, word for word”, ”The Bible is the inspired word of God but

not everything in it should be taken literally, word for word”, ”The Bible is an ancient

book of fables, legends, history, and moral precepts recorded by men”. From this, we

construct two indicators: One is equal to one if respondents believe the Bible to be the

48



literal or inspired word of God, zero otherwise, another is equal to one if respondents

believe the Bible to be the literal word of God, zero otherwise.

Bible prayer in public schools: GSS variable: prayer. Question: ”The United States

Supreme Court has ruled that no state or local government may require the reading of

the Lord’s Prayer or Bible verses in public schools. What are your views on this–do

you approve or disapprove of the court ruling?” We code a dummy equal to one if the

respondent approves, zero if he/she disapproves.

Conservative: GSS variable: polviews. Question: ”We hear a lot of talk these days

about liberals and conservatives. I’m going to show you a seven-point scale on which

the political views people might hold are arranged from extremely liberal–point 1–to ex-

tremely conservative–point 7. Where would you place yourself on this scale?” We code

a dummy variable equal to one if answer is conservative or extremely conservative, zero

otherwise.

Education: GSS variable: educ. Categorical variable based on the following range of

questions: What is the highest grade in elementary school or high school that you finished

and got credit for? If finished 9th-12th grade: Did you ever get a high school diploma or

a GED certificate? Did you complete one or more years of college for credit–not including

schooling such as business college, technical or vocational school? IF YES: How many

years did you complete? Do you have any college degrees? (IF YES: What degree or

degrees?) Answer: Integers between 0 - 20.

Education > 25%: GSS variable name: educ. Converted to a dummy equal to one if

respondent replies having completed 12th grade (the top-25th percentile in the US wide

distribution of education) or above, zero otherwise.

Evangelical: Defined using variable denom, which asks for the specific affiliation of the

respondent and spother, which asks respondents to specify Protestant affiliations. The

main churches that we define as evangelical are Baptist churches (except the American

Baptist Church), the Presbyterian Church in the USA, the Wisconsin Evangelical Church,

Pentecostal churches, congregational churches, churches of God, and Adventist churches.

When these variables are missing, we supplement with information from variables de-

nom16 and oth16, which ask for the religious affiliation of the respondent when he/she

was 16.

Gender gap in education: Based on our Education dummy variable equal to one if

respondent completed 12th grade or higher (the 25th percentile in the US wide distribu-

tion of education). For each year and state, we calculate the average shares of men and

women that completed 12th grade or higher. Next, we divide the male shares with the

female shares to obtain the gender gap in education.

Gender gap in income: Based on our Income dummy variable equal to one if re-

spondent’s income is equal to or above 11781 US$ (the 25th percentile in the US wide

distribution of income). For each year and state, we calculate the average shares of men
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and women that earn these incomes. Next, we divide the male shares with the female

shares to obtain the gender gap in income.

Happy: GSS variable: happy. Question: ”Taken all together, how would you say things

are these days - would you say that you are very happy, pretty happy, or not too happy?”

We coded a dummy equal to one if the respondent answers he/she is very happy or pretty

happy.

Health: GSS variable: health. Question: ”Would you say your own health, in general,

is excellent, good, fair, or poor?” We code a variable equal to 0 if the answer is poor, 1

if fair, 2 if good, 3 if excellent.

Health Good: GSS variable: health. We code a dummy equal to one if the respondent

answers that his/her health is good or excellent, zero otherwise.

Help others: GSS variables: nataid and natfare. Question: ”We are faced with many

problems in this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going

to name some of these problems, and for each one I’d like you to tell me whether you

think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right amount.”

We code a dummy equal to one if the respondent answers that we are spending too little

on foreign aid (nataid) or on welfare (natfare), zero otherwise.

Income: GSS variable: realinc. Family income in constant dollars (base = 1986).

Income > 25%: GSS variable: realinc. We code a dummy equal to one if the respon-

dent’s family income equals or exceeds 11781 US$ (the 25th percentile in the US wide

distribution of income).

Pray: GSS variable: pray. Question: ”How often do you pray?” Answers: several times

a day, once a day, several times a week, once a week, less than once a week, never. From

this, we construct two indicators: One indicator is equal to one if respondents pray weekly

or more often and zero otherwise, another is equal to one if respondents pray daily and

zero otherwise.

Religious affiliation: GSS variable: relig. Question: ”What is your religious prefer-

ence?” Main answers: Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, Some other religion, No religion.

Religious attendance: GSS variable: attend. Question: ”How often do you attend

religious services?” Respondents can answer never, less than once per year, about once

or twice per year, several times a year, about once a month, two to three times a month,

nearly every week, every week, or several times a week. The original variable assumes

values between 0 and 8, which we recode to values between 0 and 1. Thus, the variable

takes on values 0, 0.125, 0.25, ..., 1.

Strength of religious affiliation: GSS variable: reliten. Question: ”Would you call

yourself a strong (PREFERENCE NAMED IN RELIG) or a not very strong (PREFER-

ENCE NAMED IN RELIG)” Respondents can answer somewhat strong, not very strong,

somewhat strong, or no religion. We code a dummy equal to one if the respondent an-

swers that his/her religious affiliation is strong, zero if it is not very strong or somewhat
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strong, and missing for respondents without a religious affiliation.

Republican Variable name: partyid. Question: ”Generally speaking, do you usually

think of yourself as a Republican, Democrat, or Independent?” (converted to a dummy

equal to one if Republican)

Trust: GSS variable: trust. Question: ”Generally speaking, would you say that most

people can be trusted or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with people?” Possible

answers are ”Most people can be trusted”, ”Can’t be too careful”, or ”It depends”. We

code a variable equal to one if the respondent answers that most people can be trusted,

0.5 if he/she answers ”It depends”, zero if they answer that you can’t be too careful.

Voted Republican: Variable name: presXX. Question: ”Did you vote for YY, WW, or

ZZ?” We coded a dummy equal to one if the answer is the Republican candidate in each

of the elections, zero otherwise.

Work hours: GSS variable: hrs1 measuring the number of hours worked last week.

Work dummy: GSS variable: wrkstat. Question: ”Last week were you working full

time, part time, going to school, keeping house, or what?” We coded a dummy equal to

one if the respondent answered working full time, part time or in school, zero otherwise.

A.5 Additional individual level data

Charitable giving. The Consumer Expenditure Survey (CEX) collects data on a na-

tionally representative set of households on their expenditures. The data includes expen-

diture on charitable giving, among which religious donations have a separate category.

The data is collected at the household level and the respondents are asked how much

they have donated during the past year. There are considerable breaks in the data and

we therefore restrict the time period to 1996-2001. The data is in current value USD.

Voting behavior. The American National Election Studies (ANES) provide data on

voting behavior at the past presidential elections including socio-economic characteristics

such as age, marital status, gender, race, and self-identified political opinion. There was

however a data break in 1992, which means that our period of analysis starts in 1992 for

these data (Ansolabehere et al., 2006).

A.6 Congregations and membership

The state level data on religious congregations and memberships are provided by the

Association of Religion Data Archives (ARDA). We use the longitudinal data set covering

the years 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010. The data covers 302 religious groups, and includes

information on total population, religious tradition, number of adherents, and number of

congregations.
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A.7 Nonprofit organizations

The data on nonprofit organizations is from the National Center for Charitable Statistics

(NCCS). The dataset contains the universe of nonprofit organizations in the US. Organi-

zations report their purpose on a A-Z scale, including groups such as ”Arts, Culture, and

Humanities”, ”Education”, and ”Religion Related, Spiritual Development”. We code the

latter as a faith-based organization. As additional indicators of a faith-based organiza-

tion, we count the number of religious terms in the name of the organization. These

religious terms are listed in Table A.1, sorted by their frequency. ”ministr”, ”christ”, and

”church” are the most frequent religious terms included in the names of nonprofit organi-

zations. 1.4% of all nonprofit organizations in the USA are given a name where ”ministr”

enters, 1.3% have ”christ” in their name, while 0.5% have ”church” in their name. A

concern is that the terms ministry or ministries may refer to non-religious endeavours.

However, 64% of the organizations with ”ministr” in their name, also categorize them-

selves as primarily a religious organization. We exclude the top-ten religious terms one

at a time in Table A.37. The results are unchanged.
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Table A.1: List of religious words included in the names of nonprofit organizations

Term Obs Mean SD Term Obs Mean SD

ministr 11195646 0.01402 0.1176 shalom 11195646 0.00019 0.0137

christ 11195646 0.01364 0.1160 adventis 11195646 0.00018 0.0136

church 11195646 0.00540 0.0733 orthodox 11195646 0.00017 0.0128

hope 11195646 0.00351 0.0591 cristo 11195646 0.00014 0.0120

jew 11195646 0.00304 0.0551 muslim 11195646 0.00013 0.0116

evangel 11195646 0.00214 0.0462 pentecostal 11195646 0.00011 0.0104

faith 11195646 0.00200 0.0446 prophe 11195646 0.00010 0.0100

catholic 11195646 0.00182 0.0426 tao 11195646 0.00010 0.0099

baptis 11195646 0.00174 0.0417 protestant 11195646 0.00010 0.0098

templ 11195646 0.00163 0.0404 calvin 11195646 0.00009 0.0097

lutheran 11195646 0.00160 0.0400 believe 11195646 0.00009 0.0096

grace 11195646 0.00127 0.0356 witnes 11195646 0.00009 0.0095

bibl 11195646 0.00125 0.0354 sikh 11195646 0.00007 0.0086

methodist 11195646 0.00119 0.0345 hindu 11195646 0.00007 0.0085

saint 11195646 0.00112 0.0334 dharma 11195646 0.00006 0.0080

presbyterian 11195646 0.00106 0.0325 holiness 11195646 0.00006 0.0075

holy 11195646 0.00072 0.0269 jain 11195646 0.00005 0.0072

episcopal 11195646 0.00068 0.0260 messiah 11195646 0.00005 0.0070

god 11195646 0.00068 0.0260 judais 11195646 0.00004 0.0061

gospel 11195646 0.00063 0.0251 zen 11195646 0.00004 0.0061

chapel 11195646 0.00051 0.0226 preach 11195646 0.00004 0.0060

jesus 11195646 0.00047 0.0217 anglican 11195646 0.00003 0.0059

religio 11195646 0.00046 0.0214 taoist 11195646 0.00003 0.0051

missionary 11195646 0.00044 0.0209 bautist 11195646 0.00002 0.0049

worship 11195646 0.00039 0.0198 jehova 11195646 0.00002 0.0045

testament 11195646 0.00038 0.0194 oracle 11195646 0.00002 0.0045

buddh 11195646 0.00036 0.0191 mormon 11195646 0.00002 0.0044

islam 11195646 0.00036 0.0189 martyr 11195646 0.00002 0.0042

pray 11195646 0.00035 0.0187 mosque 11195646 0.00001 0.0035

minister 11195646 0.00034 0.0183 catolic 11195646 0.00001 0.0034

praise 11195646 0.00032 0.0180 puritan 11195646 0.00001 0.0031

congregation 11195646 0.00032 0.0178 muhammad 11195646 0.00001 0.0030

sacred 11195646 0.00030 0.0172 sunni 11195646 0.00001 0.0029

torah 11195646 0.00027 0.0164 quran 11195646 0.00001 0.0029

spiritual 11195646 0.00026 0.0160 shia 11195646 0.00001 0.0026

crusade 11195646 0.00023 0.0153 belief 11195646 0.00000 0.0016

bethlehem 11195646 0.00023 0.0151 apocalyp 11195646 0.00000 0.0010

bless 11195646 0.00022 0.0150 scientolog 11195646 0.00000 0.0010

disciple 11195646 0.00022 0.0149 almighty 11195646 0.00000 0.0008

allah 11195646 0.00021 0.0145 hadith 11195646 0.00000 0.0003

lord 11195646 0.00021 0.0145 muhammed 11195646 0.00000 0.0003

iglesi 11195646 0.00021 0.0144

Sorted by the share of the total number of nonprofits.

A.8 Religiosity of Governors

The measure of religiosity levels of Governors is constructed by combining two pieces of

information. First, the religious affiliation of the majority of the Governors is downloaded

from the Notable Names Database, NNDB.com, an intelligence aggregator that tracks

biography information of people they define as being noteworthy, both living and dead.

NNDB includes information on the religious affiliation of 67% of the Governors in the

sample. We were able to find the religious affiliation for another 25% through other

sources, such as wikipedia. For a residual of 8% we were not able to find their religious
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affiliation.

Second, we use the GSS to calculate the US wide average religiosity level within each

of the religious affiliations. For the period 1980-2010, we calculate the average religious

attendance and strength of affiliation and take the average of the two to arrive at an av-

erage level of religiosity within each affiliation, cf. Table A.2. For each Governor, we then

attach the religiosity level within his or her religious affiliation. Some of the affiliations

overlap. For instance, categories ”Christian” and ”Protestant” indicate that this was

the most detailed information on the Governor’s affiliation available. For Atheists, we

calculate the average religiosity for respondents that did not indicate an affiliation in the

GSS. The results are robust to instead appointing these Governors a religiosity level of 0.

For Governors with a Non Denominational affiliation, we use the average for evangelicals,

as non-denominationals typically adhere to evangelical Protestantism (Anderson, 2013).

The average religiosity level for the group of Governors with affiliation information

in NNDB (standard error of ttest of equal mean in parenthesis) is 0.4489 (0.005) and

0.4454 (0.007) for the group without affiliation information in the NNDB. These averages

are both economically and statistically identical. This increases our confidence that

there is no selection bias in terms of whether or not the NNDB included information

on Governors’ affiliation. Nevertheless, we document that results hold independent of

whether we restrict the sample to that where affiliation information comes exclusively

from the NNDB, cf. Table A.38.

We merge the information on Governors’ religiosity levels with the measure of faith-

based initiatives in the year before their period of office starts.

Table A.2: Average religiosity levels across affiliations of Governors

Affiliation Attendance Affiliation strength Average

Atheist .107 .107

Baptist .536 .458 .497

Born-Again Christian .313 .216 .264

Catholic .523 .37 .446

Christian .531 .431 .481

Christian Science .56 .627 .593

Congregational .626 .546 .586

Eastern Orthodox .472 .483 .477

Episcopalian .457 .365 .411

Evangelical .562 .483 .523

Jewish .354 .405 .38

Lutheran .492 .406 .449

Methodist .477 .345 .411

Mormon .698 .777 .738

Non Denomination .562 .483 .523

Presbyterian .478 .34 .409

Protestant .536 .456 .496

Unitarian .425 .315 .37

Average attendance and affiliation levels are calculated across GSS re-

spondents during the period 1980-2010.
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A.9 Religiosity of members of Congress

The measure of religiosity levels of members of Congress is constructed by combining

two pieces of information. First, the religious affiliation of state officials in the Senate or

the House of Representatives is from http://www.adherents.com/adh_congress.html.

This dataset holds information between 1993 and 2004 on the party, faith, chamber for

the individual state officials.

Second, we again use the GSS to calculate the US wide average religiosity level of

each of the religious affiliations in the dataset from adherents.com in a similar manner

as done for the Governors. The average religiosity levels for each of the affiliations in

the datasets are shown in Table A.3. For each member of Congress, we then attach the

religiosity level within his or her religious affiliation.

Table A.3: Average religiosity levels across affiliations of members of Congress

Affiliation Attendance Affiliation strength Average

African Methodist Episcopal .603 .51 .556

Assemblies of God .726 .635 .681

Baptist .537 .459 .498

Catholic .523 .37 .447

Christian .531 .431 .481

Christian Reformed .792 .658 .725

Christian Scientist .56 .627 .593

Church of Christ .708 .645 .676

Congregational .464 .353 .409

Eastern Orthodox .472 .483 .477

Episcopal .456 .365 .411

Evangelical .562 .483 .523

Jewish .354 .405 .38

Lutheran .492 .405 .449

Methodist .471 .337 .404

Mormon .698 .777 .738

Nazarene .678 .491 .584

Presbyterian .478 .34 .409

Protestant .536 .456 .496

Quaker .632 .708 .67

Seventh-day Adventist .585 .497 .541

Unitarian .425 .315 .37

United Church of Christ .614 .497 .556

Average attendance and affiliation levels are calculated across GSS respondents

during the period 1980-2010.

A.10 Political ideology

Data on political ideology is from the DW-NOMINATE project by Poole & Rosen-

thal (2001). The two dimensions dimension 1 and 2 measure the degree of liberalism-

conservatism in votes on roll-calls by members of Congress on economic issues (dimension

1) social issues (dimension 2). The scores are aggregated into a scale ranging from -1

(most liberal) to +1 (most conservative). Dimension 1 is the familiar left-right dimension

and dimension 2 is issues related to family, lifestyle, race, and attitudes on cultural issues

in more general. We downloaded the data from https://voteview.com/, which also

includes more detailed data description.
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A.11 Additional state level variables

GSP per capita: Gross state product per capita. Annual data in constant chained 1997

USD. Source: the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA).

Poverty rate: Available in the years 1989, 1993, 1995-2010. The variable used is the

percent of population in poverty using all ages. Source: the US Census Bureau, Small

Area Income and Poverty Estimates (SAIPE)

Public spending per capita: Covers direct welfare expenditure per capita at the state

level. Source: US Census Bureau, Annual Survey of State Government Finances and

Census of Governments.

Cause of death: State level cause of death data is provided by the Centers for Disease

Control and Prevention, U.S: Department of Health and Human Services. The data in-

cludes the underlying cause of death in the years 1999-2017: Deaths by overdosis, deaths

by alcohol, general drug deaths, and other deaths. We divide the data by state-level

population.

Crime rates: The data on state level crime rates (reported offenses per 100,000) are

provided by FBI, Uniform Crime Reports, prepared by the National Archive of Criminal

Justice Data. We use the variable measuring the violent crime rate.

Gay marriage laws: In the period from 1998 to 2009 29 states changed their consti-

tutions in order to ban gay marriages. In 2015 the U.S. supreme court ruled all the

state bans unconstitutional. Before the constitutional bans several states had statutes

defining marriage as between a man and a woman. The variable on restricting gay

marriages is a dummy equal to one in the year the state implements a constitutional

ban on gay marriage and thereafter, zero otherwise. Data downloaded from https:

//www.pewforum.org/2009/07/09/state-policies-on-same-sex-marriage/.

Governors’ party affiliation: Data on the political affiliation of Governors from Ka-

plan (2018), downloaded from https://doi.org/10.3886/E102000V2-43196.

B Additional Data Description

B.1 The budgets of the faith-based initiatives

The Charitable Choice provision initially encompassed the Temporary Assistance for

Needy Families (TANF), the main federal welfare money which the state can spend on

a variety of services. In 2000, Charitable Choice was included in the Substance Abuse

and Mental Health Services Administration’s (SAMHSA) block grant. Eventually, the

provision was expanded to other programmes and block grants, like Welfare-to-Work and

the Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) (Carlson-Thies (2001)). The Department

of Health and Human Services was established in 2001 offering funding specifically to

small faith- and community-based organizations through its Compassion Capital Fund

(CCF) established in 2002 with an annual budget of $30 million in 2002, increasing
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to $57.8 million in 2007 (Kramer et al., 2005; Chaves & Wineburg, 2010). The CCF

has awarded hundred of mini-grants (up to $50,000) directly to local faith-based and

community organizations.

C Additional Methodology

C.1 Calculating the size of the effect

To decompose the size of the estimated impact of the faith-based initiatives on church

attendance (and the remaining outcomes), we start by decomposing the average change

in church attendance into changes for the religiously affiliated (A) and the religiously

unaffiliated (U):

∆C = ∆CAγA + ∆CU(1 − γA) (5)

where ∆C is the change in church attendance for the full sample of affiliated and unaf-

filiated individuals, ∆CA the change for the religiously affiliated and ∆CU the share for

the religiously unaffiliated. γA is the share of affiliated individuals at the start of the

faith-based initiatives (1996), 1 − γA the share of unaffiliated. Next, we split the change

in church attendance for the religiously affiliated into treated and untreated effects:

∆C = (∆CAT δT + ∆CAUT (1 − δT ))γA + ∆CU(1 − γA) (6)

where ∆CAT is the change in church attendance for the religiously affiliated and treated

individuals, ∆CAUT is the change for the untreated. δT is the share of treated states.

Reallocating yields

∆C = ∆CAT δTγA︸ ︷︷ ︸
∆Ctreatedρtreated

+ ∆CAUT (1 − δT )γA + ∆CU(1 − γA)︸ ︷︷ ︸
∆Cuntreated(1−ρtreated)

(7)

where ∆treated and ∆untreated are the components referred to in Section 4.3.

C.2 Synthetic controls method

The synthetic control estimation is implemented using the synth runner procedure by

Galiani & Quistorff (2017) enabling several treatment units and times. The treated

states are compared to a synthetic control group, which consists of states before they

implement or states that never implemented. When calculating average religiosity of the

control group, the states that are most similar to the treated states before implementation

gain larger weights. To construct a synthetic control group, we restrict the sample to

a balanced panel, which implies reducing the sample to 29 states over the period 1993-

2010. As a result, the pre- and post periods consist of two years each. The three baseline

controls for age, marital status, and gender are included as predictors.
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D Additional tables and figures

Figure A.1: Number of states that implemented a faith-based initiative

Figure A.2: Difference in churchgoing before and after the first law

OLS regression of churchgoing on seven leads and lags of the law dummy. Each estimate indicates the impact of imple-
menting the first law in that particular lead or lag only, except for the first and last estimates, which measure the impact
on churchgoing seven years or more before or after the first law. The omitted category is year zero. The estimation includes
baseline controls for age, marital status, gender, and year - and state fixed effects. The vertical bands represent the 90
percent confidence interval based on robust standard errors clustered at the state level.
Result: The faith-based initiatives increased churchgoing five years or more after implementation. States did not differ
systematically prior to implementation.
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Figure A.3: Difference in strength of religious beliefs before and after the first law

OLS regression of affiliation strength on seven leads and lags of the law dummy. Each estimate indicates the impact of
implementing the first law in that particular lead or lag only, except for the first and last estimates, which measure the
impact on churchgoing seven years or more before or after the first law. The omitted category is year zero. The estimation
includes baseline controls for age, marital status, gender, and year - and state fixed effects. The vertical bands represent
the 90 percent confidence interval based on robust standard errors clustered at the state level.
Result: The faith-based initiatives strengthened religious beliefs after five years. States did not differ in terms of changes
in beliefs prior to implementation.

Figure A.4: Binned added-variable plots of the impact of the laws on religiosity

(a) Church attendance (b) Strength of affiliation

Note: OLS regressions corresponding to column (2) of Tables 4 and 5. Individuals binned into 100 equally sized bins.
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Figure A.5: The impact of the faith-based initiatives across income groups

(a) Church attendance (b) Strength of affiliation

Note: The estimate on lawst−1 for each income group. Corresponds to column (3) of Tables 4 and 5 including an interaction
term with family income.
Result: No significant impact differences across income groups.

Figure A.6: Binned added-variables plot of the impact of the faith-based initiatives on the
number of religious non-profits

Note: OLS regression corresponding to column (6) of Table 7. Observations are binned into 100 equally sized bins.
Result: The result is homogeneous across observations.
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Figure A.7: Added-variables plot of the impact of the faith-based initiatives on the religiosity
of Governors

(a) Full sample (b) Ex high and low religiosity

Note: OLS regression corresponding to column (1) and (2) of Table 8.
Result: The result is homogeneous across observations.

Figure A.8: The impact of faith-based initiatives in a synthetic control panel

(a) Church attendance (b) Strength of affiliation

Note: Averages are taken across states without missing years. Included states are Alabama, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Connecticut, District of Columbia, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. The dependent variable is normalized to 1 in period 0.
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Table A.1: Number of faith-based laws implemented by state over time
96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 Total

Alabama 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 2 2 3 1 13

Alaska 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 6

Arizona 0 2 0 2 3 0 1 2 3 4 3 4 1 2 27

Arkansas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 1 5

California 0 1 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 7

Colorado 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 6

Connecticut 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Delaware 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

District of Columbia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Florida 0 1 2 1 7 6 4 3 4 3 1 3 1 0 36

Georgia 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2

Idaho 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2

Illinois 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 2 5

Indiana 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 2 1 1 0 4 13

Iowa 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 2 7

Kansas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 4

Kentucky 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 2 7

Louisiana 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 1 2 0 2 0 2 1 12

Maine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

Maryland 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 1 2 2 0 0 9

Massachussetts 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 8

Michigan 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 7

Minnesota 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 4

Mississippi 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 1 2 1 3 11

Missouri 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 5

Montana 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

Nebraska 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

New Jersey 0 0 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 2 2 1 1 4 21

New Mexico 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 5

New York 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

North Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 1 6

North Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 5

Ohio 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 1 9

Oklahoma 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 1 0 0 5 2 0 15

Oregon 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 5

Pennsylvania 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Rhode Island 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 0 5

South Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tennessee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 2 8

Texas 0 1 0 4 0 2 0 3 0 3 0 6 0 7 26

Utah 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 4 2 1 1 12

Washington 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 5

West Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Wisconsin 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 0 6 5 11 19 32 17 34 28 38 29 45 28 40 332

Notes. The table includes the 50 states and the District of Columbia. The main sample used throughout the

paper excludes Texas and Florida.

Table A.2: The impact of faith-based initiatives on the size of religious groups
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dep var: Prot LowProt HighProt Evan LowEvan HighEvan Cath LowCath HighCath NoDenom

Law t-1 -0.038*** -0.050*** 0.011 -0.021** -0.027*** 0.0049 0.020* 0.016** 0.0048 0.0068

(0.011) (0.009) (0.012) (0.009) (0.007) (0.007) (0.012) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008)

R-squared 0.16 0.030 0.11 0.14 0.048 0.088 0.100 0.062 0.049 0.062

Observations 38994 38658 38658 39348 38947 38947 38994 38658 38658 39477

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects and individual baseline controls. The sample includes the full

sample of respondents with or without a reported religious affiliation. The dependent variable is a dummy equal to one if the respondent is

protestant in column (1), evangelical in column (4), and catholic in column (7). We set the particular affiliation dummies equal to zero if

respondents attend church monthly or more frequently in columns (2), (5), and (8) and equal to zero if respondents attend less frequently

than monthly in columns (3), (6), and (9). The dependent variable is equal to one if the respondent has reported no religious affiliation in

column (10). Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%

level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives reduced the share of low-attending protestants, evangelicals in particular; increased the share of low-

attending catholics, and did not impact the share without a religious affiliation.
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Table A.3: Check of pre-trends using leads
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Panel A Attendance Affiliation Evan Income Educ Black Age Male Married

Law t+1 0.017 0.0016 -0.0071 -0.0084 0.011 0.0032 0.52 0.0015 0.0046

(0.012) (0.017) (0.014) (0.011) (0.115) (0.014) (0.600) (0.015) (0.013)

Panel B Homosex Women Science Abortion Cons Schoolpray Help Giving

Law t+1 -0.0057 -0.026* 0.0052 0.0012 -0.029* -0.027 -0.0018 -12.7

(0.013) (0.015) (0.013) (0.014) (0.016) (0.018) (0.012) (12.078)

R-squared 0.094 0.080 0.0078 0.033 0.023 0.063 0.047 0.0025

Observations 21116 20740 19966 24222 29239 18455 31541 90617

Panel C Gay GenderInc GenderEdu Charity Poverty GSP PubWelfare GovRepub GovEvan

Law t+1 0.017 0.037 0.054 1.86 -0.050 0.00054 -0.093*** -0.018 -0.072

(0.054) (0.044) (0.038) (4.405) (0.169) (0.000) (0.034) (0.224) (0.107)

R-squared 0.46 0.049 0.045 0.20 0.94 0.95 0.93 -0.014 0.015

Observations 1421 724 724 152 784 1305 1406 218 195

OLS estimates. The unit of analysis in Panels A and B is individuals in the GSS, except for column (8) of Panel B which is individuals in

the CEX. The unit of analysis is state-years in Panel C, except for columns (8)-(9) where the unit of analysis is Governors. All regressions

include year of survey and state fixed effects, main measure of the lagged laws, Lawt− 1, as well as controls for gender, marital status, and

age. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: There are no pre-trends in 15 out of 17 individual characteristics. Faith-based initiatives were slightly more likely in states with

falling conservatism in terms of gender roles and political views. There are no pre-trends in 8 out of 9 state-level characteristics. Faith-based

initiatives were more likely in states with falling welfare spending.

Table A.4: Pairwise correlation between the measures of religiosity

Church Strength Afterlife Pray Pray Bible Bible Believe Believe Believe

Church attendance 1.000

Strength of affiliation 0.531 1.000

Believe in afterlife 0.164 0.137 1.000

Pray weekly or more often 0.393 0.296 0.217 1.000

Pray daily or more often 0.388 0.355 0.178 0.584 1.000

Bible is the inspired word of God 0.215 0.141 0.197 0.253 0.191 1.000

Bible is the literal word of God 0.232 0.223 0.056 0.200 0.240 0.289 1.000

Believe in God 0.120 0.089 0.197 0.227 0.153 0.231 0.089 1.000

Believe in God, but in doubt 0.270 0.209 0.229 0.349 0.282 0.352 0.233 0.455 1.000

Certain God exists 0.337 0.318 0.207 0.377 0.386 0.314 0.366 0.275 0.603 1.000

Note: All correlation coefficients are significant at the 1% level.

Table A.5: Main results for a balanced sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dependent variable: Attendance Affiliation

Law t-1 0.028*** 0.027*** 0.027** 0.033*** 0.034*** 0.026*

(0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.014)

R-squared 0.056 0.056 0.053 0.042 0.042 0.037

Observations 34617 34404 24977 33554 33189 23242

FewObsExcluded No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Balanced No No Yes No No Yes

All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual baseline controls.

Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate

significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

63



Table A.6: Main results for different measures, samples and clustering levels
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Attendance at religious services Strength of religious affiliation

Number of laws t-1 0.0046*** 0.0027*

(0.001) (0.001)

Law t-1 0.028*** 0.026*** 0.019* 0.028*** 0.033*** 0.027** 0.033*** 0.033***

(0.010) (0.008) (0.010) (0.008) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.013)

R-squared 0.056 0.056 0.055 0.082 0.056 0.042 0.042 0.039 0.042 0.042

Observations 34617 34617 38770 39227 34617 33554 33554 37587 33556 33554

Sample includes Texas and Florida No No Yes No No No No Yes No

Sample includes nonaffiliated No No No Yes No No No No Yes No

Clustered standard errors State State State State Stateyear State State State State Stateyear

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual baseline controls. The dependent variable is attendance at religious

services in columns (1)-(5) and strength of religious affiliation in columns (6)-(10). The independent variable is a dummy variable equal to one if one or more

laws have been implemented (the standard measure used throughout the paper), except columns (1) and (6) where the number of laws implemented are used.

The sample excludes Texas and Florida (the standard), except in columns (3) and (8) that include the two states. The sample excludes respondents without a

religious affiliation (the standard), except columns (4) and (9) that include the non-affiliated. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses

(the standard), except columns (5) and (10) where standard errors are clustered at the state-by-year level. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%,

5%, and 1% level.

Result: The main results are robust to using the number of laws, including Texas and Florida, including the non-affiliated, and to clustering at the state-by-year

level.

Table A.7: The impact of faith-based initiatives by attendance level

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

Dep var: Dummy equal to one if respondent attends... Never Annually Monthly Weekly

Law t-1 -0.055*** 0.032*** -0.0021 0.025**

(0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.010)

R-squared 0.023 0.024 0.010 0.049

Observations 34617 34617 34617 34617

MeanDepVar 0.18 0.27 0.24 0.31

OLS estimates across GSS individuals. All regressions include a constant, year of survey - and state fixed

effects, and respondent controls for age, marital status, and gender. Robust standard errors clustered at

the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives pushed never-goers into attending weekly or annually.

Table A.8: The impact of faith-based initiatives on alternative measures of intrinsic religiosity

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dep var: Afterlife Prayer Bible is... Believe in God

weekly or daily inspired literal or not but in certain

more often word of God doubt God exists

Law t-1 -0.012 -0.00095 0.051*** 0.012 0.037* -0.0013 0.051** 0.045*

(0.019) (0.017) (0.019) (0.011) (0.022) (0.009) (0.024) (0.023)

R-squared 0.019 0.065 0.099 0.025 0.066 0.011 0.033 0.055

Observations 22554 20479 20479 20391 20391 11542 11542 11542

MeanDepVar 0.84 0.82 0.60 0.88 0.36 0.97 0.86 0.68

OLS estimates. The dependent variables are dummy variables that are equal to one if the respondent believes

in an afterlife (column 1), prays weekly or more often (col 2), prays daily (col 3), believes the Bible to be the

literal or inspired word of God (col 4), believes the Bible to be the literal word of God (col 5), believe in any

type of god or higher power of any level of certainty (col 6) (a personal God, a higher power of some kind,

believe in God sometimes, believe but in doubt, believe in God without doubt), believes with certainty or with

doubt (col 7), is certain that God exists (col 8). All regressions include a constant and year of survey and state

fixed effects, and respondent controls for age, marital status, and gender. Robust standard errors clustered at

the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives strengthened the faith of believers, but did not change beliefs of non-

believers.
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Table A.9: Dynamics of impact on church attendance
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Church attendance

Law t-1 0.028*** 0.021+ 0.021+ 0.021+ 0.021+ 0.021+ 0.021+ 0.021+ 0.022+ 0.021+

(0.010) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

Law t-2 0.032*** 0.036** 0.037** 0.036** 0.036** 0.036** 0.036** 0.035** 0.037**

(0.009) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)

Law t-3 0.031*** 0.027** 0.028** 0.028** 0.028** 0.028** 0.029** 0.029**

(0.009) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Law t-4 0.034*** 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.018 0.021

(0.010) (0.020) (0.019) (0.019) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

Law t-5 0.036*** 0.037*** 0.037*** 0.036*** 0.037*** 0.036***

(0.009) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010) (0.010)

Law t-6 0.036*** 0.044*** 0.043** 0.040** 0.046**

(0.009) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.018)

Law t-7 0.034*** 0.038** 0.040*** 0.044***

(0.009) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014)

Law t-8 0.031*** 0.0019 0.0093

(0.010) (0.022) (0.023)

Law t-9 0.037*** 0.023**

(0.011) (0.011)

Law t-10 0.071***

(0.017)

R-squared 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056

Observations 34617 34617 34617 34617 34617 34617 34617 34617 34617 34617

All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual controls for age, marital status, and gender. Each lag is equal

to one in the particular lag year, zero otherwise, except for the last lag in each column, which is equal to one in the particular year and

all earlier years. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. +, *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 15%,

10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Table A.10: Dynamics of impact on affiliation strength
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 0.033*** 0.027+ 0.028+ 0.030* 0.031* 0.032* 0.031* 0.031* 0.032* 0.031*

(0.011) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

Law t-2 0.036*** 0.0068 0.010 0.0096 0.0078 0.0081 0.0081 0.0073 0.0093

(0.011) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)

Law t-3 0.041*** 0.025 0.026+ 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.025+ 0.025+

(0.010) (0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.017)

Law t-4 0.054*** 0.032 0.028 0.028 0.028 0.028 0.031

(0.012) (0.024) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.024)

Law t-5 0.057*** 0.067*** 0.066*** 0.066*** 0.067*** 0.066***

(0.013) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015)

Law t-6 0.045*** 0.054* 0.054* 0.052* 0.058**

(0.015) (0.029) (0.029) (0.027) (0.028)

Law t-7 0.042** 0.042* 0.044* 0.050*

(0.016) (0.024) (0.025) (0.025)

Law t-8 0.043** 0.016 0.024

(0.016) (0.031) (0.029)

Law t-9 0.049** 0.033**

(0.019) (0.016)

Law t-10 0.087***

(0.032)

R-squared 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042

Observations 33554 33554 33554 33554 33554 33554 33554 33554 33554 33554

All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual controls for age, marital status, and gender. Each lag is equal

to one in the particular lag year, zero otherwise, except for the last lag in each column, which is equal to one in the particular year and

all earlier years. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. +, *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 15%,

10%, 5%, and 1% level.
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Table A.11: Main results using different estimation techniques

(1) (2)

Dependent variable Attendance at religious services Strength of religious affiliation

Estimation technique Ordered logit Probit

Law t-1 0.162*** 0.086***

(0.054) (0.031)

Pseudo R2 0.0142 0.033

N 34617 33554

All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual baseline controls.

Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate

significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The main result is robust to using different estimation techniques.

Table A.12: The impact of the faith-based initiatives on church attendance, additional
individual-level controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dependent variable: Church attendance

Law t-1 0.027*** 0.028*** 0.027*** 0.026*** 0.028*** 0.029***

(0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010)

Employed 0.0090**

(0.004)

Highest degree 0.029***

(0.003)

Protestant -0.011

(0.009)

Catholic 0.042***

(0.007)

Number children 0.012***

(0.002)

Foreign born 0.044***

(0.013)

R-squared 0.056 0.066 0.056 0.059 0.059 0.058

Observations 34615 34555 34137 34137 34549 33441

MeanDepVar 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual

baseline controls. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **,

and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including additional individual level controls.
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Table A.13: The impact of faith-based initiatives on strength of affiliation, additional individual-
level controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dependent variable: Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 0.033*** 0.033*** 0.032*** 0.032*** 0.032*** 0.029**

(0.011) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011)

Employed -0.020**

(0.008)

Highest degree 0.022***

(0.004)

Protestant 0.014

(0.009)

Catholic -0.038***

(0.012)

Number children 0.013***

(0.002)

Foreign born 0.032***

(0.010)

R-squared 0.042 0.044 0.043 0.044 0.044 0.043

Observations 33553 33493 33094 33094 33491 32378

MeanDepVar 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual

baseline controls. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **,

and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including additional individual level controls.

Table A.14: The impact of faith-based initiatives on church attendance, lagged controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Church attendance

Law t-1 0.026** 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.026*** 0.027*** 0.027***

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.010)

Share male t-1 -0.037

(0.024)

Mean age t-1 0.00082

(0.001)

Mean married t-1 -0.038

(0.028)

Mean family income t-1 -0.025

(0.023)

Mean educational level t-1 -0.0011

(0.003)

Share evangelical t-1 -0.023

(0.026)

Share republican t-1 -0.036

(0.027)

Share black t-1 0.011

(0.023)

R-squared 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056

Observations 33146 33146 33146 33042 33042 33042 33042 33042

IndividualControls No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

ymean 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and columns (4)-(8) also include the individual

baseline controls for male, age, and marital status. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **,

and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including lagged individual level controls.
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Table A.15: The impact of faith-based initiatives on church attendance, lagged controls
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 0.030*** 0.030*** 0.032*** 0.034*** 0.033*** 0.032*** 0.033*** 0.035***

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Share male t-1 -0.065

(0.045)

Mean age t-1 -0.00012

(0.001)

Mean married t-1 -0.067**

(0.033)

Mean family income t-1 -0.082

(0.064)

Mean educational level t-1 0.0046

(0.006)

Share evangelical t-1 -0.077

(0.048)

Share republican t-1 -0.022

(0.044)

Share black t-1 -0.083*

(0.044)

R-squared 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042

Observations 32097 32097 32097 31998 31998 31998 31998 31998

IndividualControls No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

ymean 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and columns (4)-(8) also include the individual

baseline controls for male, age, and marital status. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **,

and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including lagged individual level controls.

Table A.16: The impact of faith-based initiatives on church attendance, additional state controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dependent variable: Church attendance

Law t-1 0.025*** 0.030*** 0.024** 0.025** 0.020 0.028***

(0.009) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010) (0.012) (0.010)

Poverty rate t-1 0.0061***

(0.002)

GSP t-1 -0.23

(1.208)

Republican Governor t-1 -0.0023

(0.006)

Evangelical Governor t-1 -0.00056

(0.008)

R-squared 0.053 0.058 0.055 0.054 0.057 0.056

Observations 20295 30907 28555 27290 34617 34617

StateTimeTrends Yes

RegionTimeTrends Yes

MeanDepVar 0.51 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.52

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual

baseline controls. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and

*** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including additional state-level controls.
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Table A.17: The impact of faith-based initiatives on strength of affiliation, additional state
controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dependent variable: Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 0.033*** 0.036*** 0.030** 0.029** 0.022 0.030**

(0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.011) (0.016) (0.012)

Poverty rate t-1 0.0092**

(0.004)

GSP t-1 0.69

(1.979)

Republican Governor t-1 0.0074

(0.008)

Evangelical Governor t-1 0.0098

(0.013)

R-squared 0.034 0.043 0.039 0.040 0.042 0.042

Observations 19778 29930 27628 26411 33554 33554

StateTimeTrends Yes

RegionTimeTrends Yes

MeanDepVar 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual

baseline controls. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and

*** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including additional state-level controls.

Table A.18: The impact of faith-based initiatives on church attendance, initial-level individual
controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Dependent variable: Church attendance

Law t-1 0.028*** 0.028*** 0.028*** 0.029*** 0.028*** 0.028*** 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.028***

(0.009) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Mean attendance 1980 X year -0.0085***

(0.003)

Share male 1980 X year -0.0056*

(0.003)

Mean age 1980 X year -0.00012

(0.000)

Mean married 1980 X year -0.0047**

(0.002)

Mean family income 1980 X year 0.0027

(0.003)

Mean educational level 1980 X year 0.000098

(0.000)

Share evangelical 1980 X year 0.00068

(0.001)

Share republican 1980 X year -0.0044

(0.003)

Share black 1980 X year 0.0028

(0.003)

R-squared 0.057 0.024 0.024 0.024 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056

Observations 34617 34729 34729 34729 34617 34617 34617 34617 34617

IndividualControls Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and columns (1) and (5)-(9) also include the individual baseline controls

for male, age, and marital status. All confounders are measured in the earliest year possible, except the share of Republican and evangelical Governors,

which are measured as an average across the period before 1996. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and ***

indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including initial-level individual controls.
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Table A.19: The impact of faith-based initiatives on strength of affiliation, initial-level individual
controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Dependent variable: Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 0.033*** 0.030*** 0.030*** 0.031*** 0.032*** 0.033*** 0.034*** 0.033*** 0.033***

(0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.011) (0.011)

Mean affiliation strength 1980 X year -0.0084***

(0.002)

Share male 1980 X year -0.0093**

(0.004)

Mean age 1980 X year -0.000095

(0.000)

Mean married 1980 X year -0.0036

(0.003)

Mean family income 1980 X year 0.0036

(0.004)

Mean educational level 1980 X year 0.00010

(0.000)

Share evangelical 1980 X year -0.0014

(0.002)

Share republican 1980 X year -0.0011

(0.004)

Share black 1980 X year 0.0013

(0.003)

R-squared 0.042 0.015 0.015 0.015 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042

Observations 33554 33660 33660 33660 33554 33554 33554 33554 33554

IndividualControls Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and columns (1) and (5)-(9) also include the individual baseline controls for

male, age, and marital status. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%,

and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including initial-level individual controls.

Table A.20: The impact of faith-based initiatives on church attendance, initial-level state-
controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Dependent variable: Church attendance

Law t-1 0.027*** 0.031*** 0.026*** 0.025** 0.026**

(0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010)

Public spending 1980 X year 0.0012

(0.003)

GSP 1980 X year 0.052

(0.035)

Poverty rate 1989 X year 0.00019

(0.000)

Share Republican Governors <1996 X year 0.00063

(0.001)

Share evangelical Governors <1996 X year 0.0012

(0.001)

R-squared 0.056 0.058 0.052 0.056 0.056

Observations 34522 32357 24084 34522 34522

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and the individual baseline

controls for male, age, and marital status. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in

parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including initial-level state controls.
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Table A.21: The impact of faith-based initiatives on strength of affiliation, initial-level state-
controls

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Dependent variable: Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 0.032*** 0.037*** 0.029** 0.033** 0.032***

(0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.013) (0.012)

Public spending 1980 X year 0.0014

(0.004)

GSP 1980 X year 0.081*

(0.042)

Poverty rate 1989 X year 0.00028

(0.000)

Share Republican Governors <1996 X year -0.00040

(0.001)

Share evangelical Governors <1996 X year -0.00037

(0.002)

R-squared 0.042 0.043 0.035 0.042 0.042

Observations 33462 31361 23421 33462 33462

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and the individual base-

line controls for male, age, and marital status. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in

parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Results are robust to including initial-level state controls.

Table A.22: The impact of faith-based initiatives in pairs of contiguous counties

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

Dependent variable: Church attendance Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 0.065*** 0.069** 0.059* 0.060*

(0.023) (0.027) (0.033) (0.031)

R-squared 0.065 0.074 0.039 0.043

Observations 16110 16110 15717 15717

Contiguous county pair FE No Yes No Yes

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects,

and the individual baseline controls for male, age, and marital status. In ad-

dition, columns (2) and (4) also include contiguous county pair fixed effects.

Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and

*** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased religiosity, even when restrict-

ing comparison to pairs of neighboring counties.
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Table A.23: Heterogeneous effects for church attendance across characteristics I
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Dependent variable: Church attendance

Law t-1 0.019** 0.032 0.017 0.030** 0.084** 0.042 0.0030 0.017 0.019*

(0.009) (0.020) (0.014) (0.013) (0.037) (0.029) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010)

Male X Law t-1 0.020**

(0.008)

Age X Law t-1 -0.000091

(0.000)

Married X Law t-1 0.018*

(0.010)

Income X Law t-1 -0.0100

(0.020)

Educational level X Law t-1 -0.0042*

(0.002)

Public spending t-1 X Law t-1 -0.014

(0.021)

Republican X Law t-1 0.086***

(0.009)

Evangelical X Law t-1 0.041***

(0.011)

Black X Law t-1 0.047***

(0.013)

R-squared 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.058 0.065 0.056 0.062 0.059 0.064

Observations 34617 34617 34617 31059 34549 31855 34212 34338 34617

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and the individual baseline controls for male, age, and

marital status. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%,

and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives raised church attendance more for males, married, Republicans, evangelicals, and blacks and less for

more educated. The entire rise in church attendance occurred for Republicans.

Table A.24: Heterogeneous effects for strength of affiliation across characteristics I
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Dependent variable: Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 0.028** 0.077*** 0.030* 0.015 0.016 0.029 0.0034 0.022* 0.021*

(0.012) (0.024) (0.016) (0.016) (0.035) (0.044) (0.013) (0.013) (0.012)

Male X Law t-1 0.0100

(0.013)

Age X Law t-1 -0.00096**

(0.000)

Married X Law t-1 0.0050

(0.013)

Income X Law t-1 0.027

(0.024)

Educational level X Law t-1 0.0013

(0.002)

Public spending t-1 X Law t-1 0.00010

(0.036)

Republican X Law t-1 0.090***

(0.014)

Evangelical X Law t-1 0.040***

(0.014)

Black X Law t-1 0.062***

(0.020)

R-squared 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.039 0.044 0.042 0.045 0.044 0.050

Observations 33554 33554 33554 30136 33490 30892 33163 33284 33554

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and the individual baseline controls for male, age, and

marital status. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%,

and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased affiliation strength more for younger respondents, Republicans, evangelicals, and blacks.
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Table A.25: Heterogeneous effects across characteristics II

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Attendance at religious services Strength of religious affiliation

Law t-1 0.019 0.0036 -0.0040 0.027*** 0.029** 0.033 -0.070 0.033***

(0.012) (0.023) (0.046) (0.010) (0.013) (0.038) (0.057) (0.012)

Number of laws t-1 0.0038** 0.0014

(0.002) (0.001)

State GSP X Law t-1 0.79 0.078

(0.647) (1.148)

Povertyrate X Law t-1 0.0020 0.0071*

(0.003) (0.004)

Foreign X Law t-1 0.017 -0.037**

(0.013) (0.017)

R-squared 0.056 0.058 0.053 0.058 0.042 0.043 0.034 0.043

Observations 34617 32357 19408 33441 33554 31361 18845 32378

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual baseline controls.

Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%,

5%, and 1% level.

Table A.26: Heterogeneous effects for party affiliation

(1) (2)

Dependent variable Religious attendance Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 x Republican 0.048*** 0.059***

(0.015) (0.018)

Law t-1 x Democrat 0.022* 0.019

(0.011) (0.016)

Law t-1 x Independent 0.013 0.015

(0.013) (0.011)

R-squared 0.066 0.048

Observations 34105 33071

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed

effects, the individual baseline controls for male, age, and marital status,

as well as controls for whether respondents are Republicans or democrats.

The impact of the faith-based initiatives is split into three: The impact

for Republicans, democrats, and independents (GSS variable partyid=5-

6, 0-1, and 2-4). Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in

parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1%

level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased attendance and affiliation

strength more for Republicans, less for democrats, and least for moder-

ately affiliated respondents.
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Table A.27: Heterogeneous effects across regions
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Attendance at religious services Strength of religious affiliation

Law t-1 0.030*** 0.031*** 0.024** 0.025** 0.034*** 0.036*** 0.033** 0.030** 0.030*** 0.033**

(0.010) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.013)

Law t-1 X Northeast -0.015 -0.031**

(0.022) (0.014)

Law t-1 X Midwest -0.011 -0.0015

(0.009) (0.013)

Law t-1 X West 0.012 0.010

(0.009) (0.014)

Law t-1 X South 0.0085 0.0088

(0.014) (0.016)

Law t-1 X Rustbelt -0.020* -0.00054

(0.011) (0.013)

R-squared 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.056 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042 0.042

Observations 34617 34617 34617 34617 34617 33554 33554 33554 33554 33554

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual baseline controls. Robust standard errors

clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Church attendance and strength of affiliation rise in all regions of the US, except for the Northeast, where strength of affiliation

does not rise significantly.

Table A.28: The impact of faith-based initiatives on attendance excluding years
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Church attendance

Law t-1 0.030*** 0.025** 0.021** 0.018* 0.028*** 0.028*** 0.027** 0.029***

(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011)

R-squared 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.059 0.056 0.054 0.053 0.054

Observations 29020 27302 26695 24971 34552 34368 34136 33359

ExcludedYears 1997 1997 − 1998 1997 − 1999 1997 − 2000 2009 2008 − 2009 2007 − 2009 2006 − 2009

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects and individual baseline controls. The sample excludes

states that implemented their first faith-based initiative in 1997 (col 1), 1997 or 1998 (col 2), 1997, 1998, or 1999 (col 3), 1997, 1998,

1999, or 2000 (col 4), 2009 (col 5), 2008 or 2009 (col 6), 2007, 2008, or 2009 (col 7), or 2006, 2007, 2008, or 2009 (col 8). Robust

standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The main result is robust to excluding various years.

Table A.29: The impact of faith-based initiatives on strength of affiliation excluding years
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Strength of affiliation

Law t-1 0.034*** 0.034** 0.030** 0.030** 0.034*** 0.034*** 0.032*** 0.034***

(0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.011) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012)

R-squared 0.045 0.046 0.045 0.046 0.042 0.040 0.040 0.040

Observations 28147 26486 25892 24227 33490 33315 33093 32352

ExcludedYears 1997 1997 − 1998 1997 − 1999 1997 − 2000 2009 2008 − 2009 2007 − 2009 2006 − 2009

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects and individual baseline controls. The sample excludes

states that implemented their first faith-based initiative in 1997 (col 1), 1997 or 1998 (col 2), 1997, 1998, or 1999 (col 3), 1997, 1998,

1999, or 2000 (col 4), 2009 (col 5), 2008 or 2009 (col 6), 2007, 2008, or 2009 (col 7), or 2006, 2007, 2008, or 2009 (col 8). Robust

standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The main result is robust to excluding various years.

Table A.30: The impact of central faith-based institutions on religious attendance and beliefs

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

Dependent variable: Attendance at religious services Strength of religious affiliation

Faith-based liaison t-1 0.028*** 0.021** 0.020 0.013

(0.007) (0.008) (0.016) (0.016)

Office faith-based initiative t-1 0.016 0.017

(0.012) (0.019)

R-squared 0.055 0.055 0.042 0.042

Observations 24626 24626 23839 23839

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual level

controls age, male, married. The data period is from 1980 to 2006. Robust standard errors clustered

at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Church attendance and strength of affiliation rose in response to other measures of faith-based

initiatives, although strength of affiliation not significantly.
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Table A.31: The impact of FBL budgets and appropriations on attendance and strength of
affiliation

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Attendance at religious services Strength of religious affiliation

FBL budget t-1 (mio. dollars) 0.0094*** 0.0068*** 0.0037 0.00086

(0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004)

Law t-1 0.031** 0.012 0.036** 0.0094

(0.011) (0.017) (0.014) (0.031)

Approprations t-1 (mio. dollars) 0.060*** 0.055*** 0.017 0.013

(0.015) (0.012) (0.035) (0.040)

R-squared 0.054 0.055 0.046 0.046 0.042 0.042 0.037 0.037

Observations 24626 24626 3887 3887 23839 23839 3801 3801

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and individual level controls age, male, married.

The data period is from 1980 to 2006. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate

significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Church attendance and strength of affiliation rose with increased budgets for the faith-based initiatives, although

strength of affiliation did not rise significantly.

Table A.32: The impact of faith-based initiatives implemented in neighboring states

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

Dependent variable: Attendance Affiliation

Law t-1 0.028*** 0.025*** 0.033*** 0.029***

(0.010) (0.009) (0.011) (0.010)

Law neighbors t-1 0.0100** 0.014**

(0.004) (0.005)

R-squared 0.056 0.056 0.042 0.042

Observations 34617 34617 33554 33554

MeanDepVar 0.52 0.52 0.43 0.43

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed

effects, and individual level controls age, male, married. The variable

Lawneighborst − 1 measures the number of neighbor states with one

or more faith-based initiatives. Robust standard errors clustered at

the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at

the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Church attendance and strength of affiliation rose even more

in states where faith-based initiatives were implemented in neighbor

states.

Table A.33: The impact of faith-based initiatives on religious donations

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dependent variable: Religious charity dummy Religious charity amount

Law t-1 0.0065+ 0.0065+ 0.0048 10.8 10.8 4.69

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (9.383) (9.410) (9.989)

Number of adults in CU 0.00075 -0.0015 7.64+ -0.58

(0.002) (0.002) (5.085) (4.383)

CU income 0.00050*** 1.78***

(0.000) (0.344)

R-squared 0.015 0.015 0.020 0.0095 0.0096 0.015

Observations 90617 90617 90617 90617 90617 90617

MeanDepVar 0.081 0.081 0.081 103.2 103.2 103.2

OLS estimates across individuals. The dependent variable is a dummy equal to one if the house-

hold donates above zero to faith-based organizations in columns (1)-(3) and the total amount

donated to faith-based organizations in columns (4)-(6). All regressions include year and state

fixed effects, and the controls for age, marital status, and gender. Robust standard errors clus-

tered at the state level in parentheses. +, *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 15%, 10%,

5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives raised religious donations, but not significantly.
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Table A.34: Impact of faith-based initiatives on voting behavior using GSS

(1) (2) (3)

Dep. var: Party Voted republican Voted

Law t-1 -0.010

(0.015)

Law election year -1 -0.031 0.0056

(0.021) (0.015)

R-squared 0.029 0.059 0.072

Observations 34763 21181 31586

OLS estimates. The dependent variable is a dummy equal to

one if the respondent ranked him or herself as Republican in col-

umn (1), voted Republican in the last election (2), and voted

in the last election (3). The law dummy is the baseline mea-

sure in column (1) and is lagged one year relative to the last

election in columns (2-3). All regressions include year of survey

and state fixed effects, and respondent controls for age, marital

status, and gender. The laws are lagged one year compared to

the last election year. Robust standard errors clustered at the

state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance

at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives had no impact on vote-

shares for Republicans or general voter turnout.

Table A.35: Impact of faith-based initiatives on voting behavior using ANES
(1) (2) (3)

Dependent variable Voted republican Conservative Voted

Lawelectionyear−1 0.00059 -0.036 -0.014

(0.045) (0.035) (0.041)

Adj. R2 0.084 0.045 0.063

N 8251 9887 12772

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed

effects, and individual baseline controls. Robust standard errors

clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate

significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives had no impact on vote-shares

Republicans or general voter turnout using ANES data.
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Table A.36: Impact of faith-based initiatives on the number of churches and adherents

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Number of churches Number of adherents

All Evangelical All Evangelical

Law t-1 1.07*** 1.52*** 0.34 0.64** 53.3* 61.8 10.2** 18.0**

(0.392) (0.519) (0.203) (0.251) (28.604) (37.735) (4.384) (6.850)

State population 0.25*** 0.17*** 4.62* 4.26***

(0.086) (0.008) (2.625) (0.387)

R-squared 0.88 0.90 0.94 0.97 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.97

Observations 196 196 196 196 196 196 196 196

MeanDepVar 6.09 6.09 2.56 2.56 266.6 266.6 66.1 66.1

OLS estimates across state-years. All regressions include a constant and year and state fixed effects. Robust

standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%,

and 1% level.

Data: Longitudinal state-level data on churches and church membership in 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010. De-

scribed in Appendix A.6.

Result: The number of congregations and adherents rose in the aftermath of the faith-based initiatives. Par-

ticularly evangelical congregations and adherents.
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Table A.37: Impact of faith-based initiatives on the share of religious nonprofits

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dep var: Name includes religious terms, except:

ministr christ church hope jew evangel faith catholic baptis templ

Lawt−1 0.170*** 0.254*** 0.262*** 0.249*** 0.288*** 0.290*** 0.272*** 0.266*** 0.285*** 0.284***

(0.055) (0.064) (0.058) (0.058) (0.068) (0.068) (0.064) (0.060) (0.068) (0.069)

R2 0.003 0.005 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006

N 8044850 8044850 8044850 8044850 8044850 8044850 8044850 8044850 8044850 8044850

Mean DV 4.689 4.570 5.459 5.417 5.392 5.540 5.545 5.518 5.593 5.544

OLS estimates across nonprofit organizations. All regressions include a constant, year and state fixed effects, and a control for whether

the organization is private. The dependent variable is a dummy equal to one if the name of the organization includes either of the terms

listed in A.1, except the particular term listed in the column title. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses.

*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.78



Table A.38: The impact of faith-based initiatives on Governors’ religiosity using only NNDB
data

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Average religiosity of Governor

Law t-1 0.083*** 0.049*** 0.048*** 0.036*

(0.024) (0.016) (0.016) (0.018)

Republican 0.0024

(0.014)

Evangelical 0.039**

(0.017)

Program law t-1 0.046** 0.026

(0.019) (0.018)

Concrete law t-1 0.014 0.011

(0.019) (0.019)

Symbolic law t-1 0.057*** 0.046***

(0.014) (0.014)

R-squared 0.46 0.75 0.74 0.77 0.74 0.72 0.75 0.75

Observations 132 132 132 132 132 132 132 132

MeanDepVar 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45

Max min controlled for No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

OLS estimates across state Governors. The dependent variable is a measure of religiosity based on the religious affiliation

of the Governor. All regressions include time and state fixed effects. Columns (2)-(8) also includes controls for whether

the Governor is atheist or Mormon. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and ***

indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased the religiosity of Governors, mainly due to the symbolic laws. Robust to

using only the NNDB data.

Table A.39: The impact of the faith-based initiatives on the religiosity of Governors excluding
affiliations

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Excluded affiliation Atheist Baptist Born-Again Catholic Christian Christian Science Congregational Eastern Orth Episcopal

Law t-1 0.038** 0.045** 0.043*** 0.087*** 0.049*** 0.049*** 0.043** 0.048*** 0.043**

(0.014) (0.020) (0.015) (0.024) (0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.017)

R-squared 0.45 0.40 0.40 0.45 0.37 0.38 0.47 0.37 0.37

Observations 187 171 187 116 182 186 185 186 162

Excluded affiliation Evangelical Jewish Lutheran Methodist Mormon Non Denom Presbyterian Protestant Unitarian

Law t-1 0.048*** 0.051*** 0.049*** 0.061*** 0.036** 0.049*** 0.044** 0.045*** 0.050***

(0.015) (0.018) (0.016) (0.017) (0.014) (0.015) (0.016) (0.015) (0.016)

R-squared 0.37 0.37 0.36 0.34 -0.10 0.38 0.37 0.37 0.39

Observations 187 178 179 160 181 187 170 184 186

Regressions correspond to column (1) of Table 8, excluding one religious affiliation in each column.

Result: The result is robust to excluding one religious affiliation at a time.

Table A.40: The impact of faith-based initiatives on social views controlling for Governors’
party affiliation

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Dependent variable: Social views against Con- Bible prayer Help

Homosex Women Science Abortion servative in schools others

Law t-1 0.033** 0.022** 0.024** 0.0079 0.022* 0.060*** 0.031**

(0.016) (0.009) (0.009) (0.018) (0.013) (0.014) (0.012)

Republican Governor t-1 -0.0099 0.0031 -0.014** -0.0025 0.0041 -0.011 0.017**

(0.009) (0.008) (0.006) (0.011) (0.007) (0.011) (0.007)

R-squared 0.10 0.072 0.0079 0.030 0.024 0.062 0.025

Observations 18092 18341 16431 20035 25840 16200 27556

OLS estimates across GSS individuals. Table 9 including controls for Governors’ party affiliation.

Result: The impact of the faith-based initiatives on conservative-religious social views is robust to controlling for

Governors’ party affiliation.

79



Table A.41: The impact of faith-based initiatives on the religiosity of members of Congress

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Dependent variable: Average religiosity of member of Congress

Law t-1 0.029** 0.029* 0.029** 0.029**

(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Republican 0.012

(0.012)

Evangelical 0.014*

(0.007)

Program law t-1 0.0077 -0.020

(0.010) (0.023)

Concrete law t-1 0.023* 0.025+

(0.014) (0.016)

Symbolic law t-1 0.015 0.018

(0.013) (0.025)

R-squared 0.20 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22

Observations 1277 1277 1277 1277 1277 1277 1277 1277

MeanDepVar 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46

Chamber controlled for No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

OLS estimates across members of Congress. The dependent variable is a measure of religiosity based on the

religious affiliation of the politician. All regressions include time and state fixed effects. Columns (2)-(8) also

includes a control for the chamber. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. +, *, **,

and *** indicate significance at the 15%, 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased the religiosity of Congressmen.

Table A.42: The impact of the faith-based initiatives on the religiosity of members of Congress
excluding affiliations

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Excluded affiliation Afr Methodist Assemblies Baptist Catholic Christian Chr Reformed Chr Science Church of Christ Congregational

Law t-1 0.028* 0.031** 0.036** 0.050** 0.029** 0.032** 0.029** 0.023* 0.029**

(0.014) (0.013) (0.017) (0.020) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014)

R-squared 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.22 0.20 0.22 0.21 0.23 0.21

Observations 1270 1270 1113 894 1262 1272 1269 1258 1260

Excluded affiliation Eastern Orth Episcopal Evangelical Jewish Lutheran Methodist Mormon Nazarene Presbyterian

Law t-1 0.029** 0.024+ 0.029** 0.030** 0.031** 0.027* 0.018 0.029** 0.030*

(0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.014) (0.018)

R-squared 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.038 0.20 0.22

Observations 1267 1177 1274 1185 1225 1140 1237 1275 1148

Excluded affiliation Protestant Quaker Seventh-Day Unitarian United CoC

Law t-1 0.034** 0.025* 0.030** 0.029* 0.029**

(0.015) (0.013) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014)

R-squared 0.21 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.21

Observations 1220 1276 1272 1264 1266

Regressions correspond to column (1) of Panel B of Table 8, excluding one religious affiliation in each column.

Result: The result is robust to excluding one religious affiliation at a time, except when excluding the Mormons.
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Table A.43: The impact of faith-based initiatives on alternative measures of intrinsic religiosity

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Dep var: Church Daily Bible is Believe in God

attendance prayer literal in doubt certain

Law x Rel denom 0.023** 0.041** 0.037* 0.048** 0.043**

(0.009) (0.017) (0.019) (0.023) (0.021)

Law x No rel denom 0.012 0.025 -0.0094 0.0011 0.034

(0.012) (0.022) (0.016) (0.033) (0.026)

R-squared 0.20 0.16 0.094 0.21 0.16

Observations 39138 23272 23266 13337 13337

OLS estimates. The dependent variable is attendance at religious services (col

1) and dummy variables that are equal to one if the respondent prays daily (col

2), believes the Bible to be the literal word of God (col 3), believes in God but

in doubt (col 4), is certain that God exists (col 5). All regressions include a

constant and year of survey and state fixed effects, and respondent controls for

age, marital status, gender, and a dummy equal to one if the respondent has

reported a religious affiliation. The sample includes the religiously affiliated and

the unaffiliated. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses.

*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives strengthened the faith of the religiously affil-

iated, but did not change beliefs of the unaffiliated.

Table A.44: Evangelicals and social views

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Dependent variable: Attitudes against Con- Bible prayer Help

Homosex Women Science Abortion servative in schools others

Evangelical 0.059*** 0.053*** 0.046*** 0.092*** 0.031*** 0.12*** 0.037***

(0.010) (0.009) (0.006) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010)

R-squared 0.068 0.097 0.015 0.045 0.022 0.082 0.063

Observations 12514 11295 12239 13942 16321 10563 17254

OLS estimates across individuals in the GSS. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects as

well as individual controls for gender, marital status, and age. The dependent variable is equal to one if the

respondent adheres to affiliations defined as evangelical. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in

parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Evangelicals in the sample are on average more likely than others to be skeptical towards homosexuals,

working women, science, and abortion, and have preferences for Bible prayer in public schools and helping

others.
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Table A.45: The impact of faith-based initiatives on attitudes towards homosexuals

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Dependent variable: Homosexuals should not be allowed to Homosexual sex relations are wrong Continuous

Panel A Speak Write Teach Always AlmostAlways Sometimes variable

Law t-1 0.039*** 0.038*** 0.024** 0.019 0.017 0.032** 0.068+

(0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.014) (0.019) (0.015) (0.046)

R-squared 0.084 0.095 0.12 0.11 0.11 0.10 0.12

Observations 20991 20959 20826 22004 22004 22004 22004

MeanDepVar 0.23 0.33 0.31 0.69 0.74 0.80 2.23

Panel B

Law x Rel denom 0.026** 0.021+ 0.0095 0.017 0.013 0.031* 0.062

(0.013) (0.014) (0.011) (0.013) (0.017) (0.016) (0.044)

Law x No rel denom 0.013 0.055** 0.033 -0.028 -0.041+ -0.054* -0.12*

(0.019) (0.025) (0.024) (0.024) (0.025) (0.028) (0.073)

R-squared 0.089 0.10 0.13 0.15 0.16 0.14 0.17

Observations 23637 23589 23451 24736 24736 24736 24736

MeanDepVar 0.22 0.31 0.29 0.66 0.70 0.77 2.13

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects. Panel B also includes a control for whether

the respondent reported having a religious affiliation. Panel A excludes respondents without a religious affiliation (as the

rest of the tables in this paper). Panel B includes the full sample, but allows the impact of the faith-based initiatives to

vary with affiliation or not. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate

significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased the share of respondents who are against homosexual relations.

Table A.46: The impact of faith-based initiatives on attitudes towards gender roles

Dependent variable: Attitudes against women...

(1) (2) (3)

Panel A in politics working Both

Law t-1 0.024 0.018+ 0.044**

(0.024) (0.012) (0.019)

R-squared 0.053 0.085 0.075

Observations 19834 21597 21760

MeanDepVar 0.28 0.28 0.53

Panel B

Law x Rel denom 0.019 0.026* 0.046***

(0.021) (0.013) (0.016)

Law x No rel denom 0.043 -0.023 0.020

(0.031) (0.022) (0.035)

R-squared 0.054 0.082 0.075

Observations 22406 24426 24613

MeanDepVar 0.27 0.27 0.51

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and

state fixed effects. Panel B also includes a control for

whether the respondent reported having a religious affil-

iation. Panel A excludes respondents without a religious

affiliation (as the rest of the tables in this paper). Panel

B includes the full sample, but allows the impact of the

faith-based initiatives to vary with affiliation or not. Ro-

bust standard errors clustered at the state level in paren-

theses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%,

and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased the share of

respondents who prefer traditional gender roles.
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Table A.47: The impact of faith-based initiatives on attitudes towards science

(1) (2) (3)

Dependent variable: Confidence in science Continuous

Panel A OnlySome HardlyAny variable

Law t-1 0.029** 0.023*** 0.051***

(0.013) (0.008) (0.018)

R-squared 0.021 0.0075 0.022

Observations 20926 20926 20926

MeanDepVar 0.58 0.071 1.65

Panel B

Law x Rel denom 0.032** 0.023*** 0.055***

(0.012) (0.008) (0.017)

Law x No rel denom -0.042* 0.011 -0.031

(0.024) (0.014) (0.026)

R-squared 0.023 0.0075 0.023

Observations 23559 23559 23559

MeanDepVar 0.57 0.071 1.64

OLS estimates. All regressions include year of survey and state

fixed effects. Panel B also includes a control for whether the

respondent reported having a religious affiliation. Panel A ex-

cludes respondents without a religious affiliation (as the rest of

the tables in this paper). Panel B includes the full sample, but

allows the impact of the faith-based initiatives to vary with affil-

iation or not. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level

in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%,

5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased the share of re-

spondents who are against science.

Table A.48: The impact of faith-based initiatives on attitudes towards abortion
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Dependent variable: Against abortion for the following reason:

Panel A defect no more mother health poor rape not married any sum any

Law t-1 -0.000062 0.0061 -0.026** -0.015 0.012 0.0021 -0.0044 -0.036 0.0058

(0.022) (0.013) (0.012) (0.018) (0.016) (0.013) (0.014) (0.070) (0.014)

R-squared 0.068 0.039 0.012 0.041 0.021 0.038 0.039 0.059 0.032

Observations 24266 21986 22110 23129 21911 21987 21966 25148 25148

MeanDepVar 0.26 0.60 0.11 0.59 0.20 0.60 0.62 2.66 0.70

Panel B

Law x Rel denom 0.0020 0.0021 -0.023** -0.016 0.012 0.0020 -0.0096 -0.063 0.0015

(0.018) (0.015) (0.010) (0.017) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.073) (0.013)

Law x No rel denom -0.045** -0.035+ -0.052*** -0.024 -0.043** -0.043+ -0.041* -0.091 -0.0099

(0.020) (0.023) (0.010) (0.023) (0.017) (0.027) (0.023) (0.114) (0.022)

R-squared 0.079 0.067 0.015 0.066 0.031 0.064 0.066 0.084 0.058

Observations 27345 24682 24841 26008 24639 24689 24651 28305 28305

MeanDepVar 0.25 0.57 0.11 0.56 0.19 0.57 0.59 2.52 0.67

Panel C

Law x Above age 30 -0.025 -0.011 -0.041*** -0.026 0.0021 -0.011 -0.019 -0.12* -0.0056

(0.021) (0.014) (0.012) (0.019) (0.016) (0.015) (0.016) (0.072) (0.013)

Law x Below age 30 0.10*** 0.082*** 0.040* 0.027 0.052** 0.059*** 0.062*** 0.33*** 0.057***

(0.032) (0.019) (0.021) (0.028) (0.023) (0.019) (0.020) (0.095) (0.020)

R-squared 0.071 0.042 0.014 0.042 0.021 0.040 0.042 0.061 0.036

Observations 24266 21986 22110 23129 21911 21987 21966 25148 25148

MeanDepVar 0.26 0.60 0.11 0.59 0.20 0.60 0.62 2.66 0.70

OLS estimates across individuals. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and the controls for age, marital status,

and gender. Panel B also includes a control for whether the respondent reported having a religious affiliation. Panels A and C exclude

respondents without a religious affiliation (as the rest of the tables in this paper). Panel B includes the full sample, but allows the impact

of the faith-based initiatives to vary with affiliation or not. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and

*** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives had no impact on skepticism towards abortion for respondents above the age of 30. But skepticism

rose among respondents below the age of 30.
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Table A.49: The impact of faith-based initiatives on political views

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Republican Conservative Moderate Extreme

Panel A Rather Strong Slight Rather Strong Middle Slightly Indep Views Party

Law t-1 -0.010 -0.0021 0.0077 0.016 -0.0025 -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.0020 0.0028

(0.015) (0.009) (0.016) (0.013) (0.007) (0.017) (0.010) (0.011) (0.008) (0.009)

R-squared 0.029 0.020 0.024 0.024 0.0082 0.0063 0.0093 0.014 0.0066 0.031

Observations 34763 34763 30673 30673 30673 30673 30673 32784 30673 34377

MeanDepVar 0.29 0.11 0.36 0.20 0.034 0.39 0.68 0.67 0.057 0.27

Panel B

Law x Rel denom -0.0054 0.0021 0.0094 0.018* -0.0037 -0.017 -0.020** -0.021* -0.000051 0.0023

(0.013) (0.008) (0.014) (0.010) (0.007) (0.016) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010) (0.009)

Law x No rel denom -0.031** -0.034*** -0.041** -0.044*** -0.017* 0.024 0.036* 0.031* -0.0048 0.018

(0.013) (0.006) (0.018) (0.012) (0.009) (0.025) (0.020) (0.017) (0.011) (0.019)

R-squared 0.038 0.024 0.034 0.032 0.0088 0.0062 0.0087 0.013 0.0074 0.035

Observations 39319 39319 34660 34660 34660 34660 34660 37099 34660 38800

MeanDepVar 0.27 0.10 0.35 0.18 0.032 0.39 0.67 0.66 0.060 0.26

OLS estimates across individuals. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and the controls for age, marital status, and

gender. Panel B also includes a control for whether the respondent reported having a religious affiliation. Panel A excludes respondents

without a religious affiliation (as the rest of the tables in this paper). Panel B includes the full sample, but allows the impact of the

faith-based initiatives to vary with affiliation or not. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and ***

indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives had no impact on average political views, but they did make those without a religious affiliation turn

away from conservative views. There is a slight tendency that those with a religious affiliation turned away from moderate or independent

views towards conservative views.
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Table A.50: The impact of faith-based initiatives on social views across age groups

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Dependent variable: Attitudes against Con- Bible prayer Help

Homosex Women Science Abortion servative in schools others

Law x Below age 30 0.033 0.056*** 0.0035 0.057*** 0.018 0.064*** 0.028**

(0.025) (0.013) (0.010) (0.020) (0.019) (0.024) (0.011)

Law x Above age 30 0.032** 0.015 0.028*** -0.0056 0.016 0.061*** 0.030***

(0.016) (0.011) (0.009) (0.013) (0.012) (0.017) (0.009)

R-squared 0.10 0.079 0.0077 0.036 0.024 0.062 0.046

Observations 22004 21760 20926 25148 30673 19432 37379

MeanDepVar 0.80 0.27 0.071 0.70 0.20 0.62 0.76

OLS estimates across individuals in the GSS. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects as well

as individual controls for gender, marital status, and age. The impact of the faith-based initiatives is estimated

for age cohorts below and above 30 years. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *,

**, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Skepticism towards homosexuals and science rose mainly for cohorts above age 30, while skepticism

towards working women and abortion rose mainly for the young. Altruism and preference for Bible prayer in

public schools rose for both age groups.
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Table A.51: The impact of faith-based initiatives on social views split by party affiliation

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Dependent variable: Social views against Con- Bible prayer Help

Homosex Women Science Abortion servative in schools others

Law t-1 x Republican 0.067*** 0.077*** 0.021* 0.056*** 0.12*** 0.063*** 0.013

(0.019) (0.014) (0.012) (0.018) (0.016) (0.019) (0.017)

Law t-1 x Democrat -0.0095 -0.025** 0.014 -0.059*** -0.046*** 0.055*** 0.040***

(0.026) (0.011) (0.012) (0.021) (0.012) (0.017) (0.011)

Law t-1 x Independent 0.034** 0.020 0.023** 0.030* -0.0089 0.069** 0.048***

(0.017) (0.014) (0.010) (0.018) (0.015) (0.030) (0.012)

R-squared 0.11 0.081 0.0080 0.037 0.098 0.063 0.057

Observations 21664 21470 20620 24768 30268 19198 32525

OLS estimates across GSS individuals. The table replicates Panel A of Table 9, but estimates the impact of the

faith-based initiatives separately for Republicans, democrats, and independents as described in Table A.26. Robust

standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and

1% level.

Result: The change towards more conservative-religious social views was larger among Republicans for 5 of 7

views. There was a counter-reaction among the democrats for 4 of 7 views, 3 of which significantly so.
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Table A.52: The impact of faith-based initiatives on political ideology

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dep var [-1;1]: Conservative economic views Conservative social views

NOMINATE dim 1 NOMINATE dim 2

Law t-1 x Republican 0.034*** 0.035*** 0.035*** 0.066*** 0.057*** 0.056***

(0.012) (0.010) (0.010) (0.019) (0.017) (0.017)

Law t-1 x Democrat -0.064*** -0.057*** -0.058*** -0.068** -0.068*** -0.069***

(0.008) (0.009) (0.009) (0.027) (0.024) (0.024)

R-squared 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.43 0.48 0.49

Observations 7315 7312 7312 7315 7312 7312

MeanDepVar -0.013 -0.014 -0.014 -0.056 -0.056 -0.056

Birth year FE N Y Y N Y Y

Chamber FE N N Y N N Y

OLS estimates across members of Congress. The dependent variable is dimension 1 of the DW-

NOMINATE score in columns (1)-(3), measuring the how conservative politicians voted on economic

matters and the second dimension in columns (4)-(6), measuring how conservative politicians voted

on social matters. The impact of the faith-based initiatives is estimated separately for Republicans

and democrats. The controls include state and year fixed effects and a dummy equal to one if the

Congress Member was Republican, zero if Democrat throughout. In addition, columns (2-3) and

(5-6) add birth year fixed effects, and columns (3) and (6) add a dummy for the chamber of the

Congress Member. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and ***

indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives increased conservatism on Republican votes for economic and

social issues, but increased liberalism among Democrats on the same issues.
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Table A.53: The impact of faith-based initiatives on the gender gap

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dep var: Gender gap in... Income Education Working Own home

Level >25% Level >25%

Law t-1 0.11 0.16** 0.046** 0.075* 0.087 0.24

(0.113) (0.070) (0.019) (0.043) (0.096) (0.169)

R-squared 0.13 0.070 0.13 0.066 0.090 0.020

Observations 765 761 765 762 758 611

MeanDepVar 1.26 1.15 1.02 1.03 1.37 1.09

OLS estimates across state-years in the GSS. All regressions include year of survey and state

fixed effects. The dependent variable is the gender gap, measured by the relation between male

and female income (1 and 2), education (3 and 4), employment status (5), and whether or not the

respondent owns a home (6). Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses.

*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The gender gap in income, education, employment status, and home-owning rose in the

aftermath of the faith-based initiatives, although the latter two not significantly.
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Table A.54: The impact of faith-based initiatives on well-being

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Fair Owns a Work Income Education Happy Satisfied with situation

Panel A health home >20hrs >10pct >8years cont Very financial financial2 job

Law t-1 -0.030** -0.012 -0.018 -0.0040 -0.0076 -0.032 -0.014 -0.0047 0.0030 0.0014

(0.012) (0.024) (0.011) (0.008) (0.008) (0.020) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016) (0.008)

R-squared 0.034 0.16 0.022 0.075 0.096 0.051 0.040 0.029 0.030 0.018

Observations 25178 18136 20952 31283 34826 31392 31392 31506 31506 24845

Mean 0.31 0.70 0.90 0.92 0.92 1.23 0.34 0.74 0.29 0.86

Panel B

Law x Rel denom -0.027** -0.011 -0.010 -0.00091 -0.0037 -0.036* -0.019 -0.0089 -0.0047 -0.0028

(0.013) (0.020) (0.010) (0.008) (0.008) (0.020) (0.014) (0.013) (0.015) (0.009)

Law x No rel denom -0.023 -0.019 0.0041 -0.013 -0.0084 -0.021 -0.023 0.030 0.024 0.026

(0.020) (0.033) (0.014) (0.015) (0.011) (0.038) (0.020) (0.018) (0.015) (0.017)

R-squared 0.030 0.17 0.018 0.072 0.092 0.052 0.041 0.030 0.030 0.019

Observations 28491 20555 24098 35418 39403 35363 35363 35503 35503 28195

Mean 0.31 0.68 0.90 0.92 0.93 1.22 0.33 0.74 0.29 0.86

OLS estimates across individuals. All regressions include year of survey and state fixed effects, and the controls for age, marital status, and

gender. Panel B also includes a control for whether the respondent reported a religious affiliation. Panel A excludes respondents without

a religious affiliation. Panel B includes the full sample, but allows the impact of the faith-based initiatives to vary with affiliation or not.

The dependent variable is a dummy equal to one if the respondent reported fair, good or excellent health, zero otherwise (based on GSS

variable health) in column (1); owns a home, zero if the respondent rents or replied ”other” (based on GSS variable dwelown) in column (2);

works more than 20 hours a week, zero otherwise (based on GSS variable hrs1) in column (3); owns an income equal to or above the tenth

percentile of 5512 US$ (based on GSS variable realinc) in column (4); completed more than 8 years of education (based on GSS variable

educ) in column (5); a categorical variable equal to zero if the respondent reports being ”not too happy”, one if he/she is ”pretty happy”,

and two if he/she is ”very happy” (based on GSS variable happy) in column (6); a dummy equal to one if the respondent is very happy, zero

otherwise in column (7); is ”satisfied” or ”more or less satisfied” with his/her financial situation, zero otherwise (based on GSS variable

satfin) in column (8); is satisfied with his/her financial situation, zero otherwise in column (9); or is satisfied or moderately satisfied with

his/her job (based on GSS variable satjob) in column (10). Robust standard errors clustered at the state level in parentheses. *, **, and

*** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: The faith-based initiatives did not improve various measures of well-being. If anything, the initiatives reduced the share of

respondents reporting fair heath or better and slightly reduced happiness.
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Table A.55: The impact of faith-based initiatives on individual well-being for the poorest 10%

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Dependent variable: Health Work Income per capita Education Happy General

Level Good hours dummy level >25pct level >25pct dummy trust

Law t-1 x Poor 0.016 0.038 2.07 0.010 -0.042*** -0.028** -0.0033 0.0013 -0.040 -0.024

(0.057) (0.030) (2.223) (0.027) (0.011) (0.011) (0.218) (0.029) (0.024) (0.031)

Law t-1 x Not poor -0.028 0.0028 -0.060 0.026** 0.017 -0.014 -0.070 -0.018 -0.011 -0.054***

(0.028) (0.012) (0.599) (0.012) (0.016) (0.010) (0.144) (0.014) (0.011) (0.017)

R-squared 0.096 0.087 0.089 0.23 0.17 0.38 0.12 0.11 0.035 0.059

Observations 22652 22652 19421 31361 31362 31362 31315 31315 28273 20191

Mean 2.05 0.78 41.3 0.67 0.35 0.80 13.0 0.80 0.89 0.40

The Table replicates Table 11, Panel A, allowing the impact of faith-based initiatives to vary with very or not the respondent earns

lower than the 10% poorest individuals. The 10th percentile amounts to 5512 US$.

Result: The faith-based initiatives did not improve individual well-being of the 10% poorest individuals. If anything, the incomes fell

among the 10% poorest.

Table A.56: Impact of faith-based initiatives on state-level well-being measures

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

GSP Povertyrate Crime Deaths by OD Deaths by alcohol Deaths by drugs Other deaths All deaths

Law t-1 0.00076 0.015 -0.30 0.52 0.17 0.034 6.22 0.70

(0.001) (0.170) (45.877) (0.491) (0.302) (0.084) (5.146) (0.754)

R-squared 0.93 0.94 0.89 0.80 0.88 0.82 0.98 0.84

Observations 1395 882 1519 581 588 425 588 425

Mean 0.030 12.6 472.8 9.83 7.86 1.03 830.8 18.4

OLS estimates across states. All regressions include a constant, year and state fixed effects. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level

in parentheses. *, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level.

Result: Neither GSP per capita, poverty rates, nor deaths by OD, aclhol, drugs, or other causes changed significantly in the aftermath of the

faith-based initiatives.
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