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Abstract: Clergy members are often important political actors. Yet, scholars
rarely distinguish among different types of clergy political activities. Here, I
argue for three disaggregated categories of clergy political activity: personal,
general congregation level, and election-specific congregation level. Data from
two sources—the Cooperative Clergy Study and the Little Rock Congregations
Study—demonstrate that important differences exist across these categories,
with the majority of model variables significantly influencing different clergy
political activities in different directions. For instance, a conservative ideology
and affiliation with a Black Protestant church both negatively influence
personal political activities, like donating to a campaign, while also positively
influencing election-related political activities in the congregation, like
distributing voter guides. Similarly, providential religious beliefs increase
general congregation-level political activities, while decreasing personal and
electoral activities. These relationships are obscured when political activity is
considered in the aggregate, suggesting that clergy political activities are
nuanced; different activities are driven by different motivations.

Clergy are often regarded by citizens and political leaders as trustworthy
and reliable sources of guidance (Djupe and Calfano 2009). As such, some
clergy may hesitate to enter the political fray and all clergy undertake
some risk when they do so. They risk alienating their congregants or
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losing their legitimacy if they are seen as inappropriately political (Olson
2009, p. 372) and they may even see a drop in offerings if their political
messages are not well received (Calfano 2010; Calfano, Oldmixon, and
Gray 2014). For many clergy, their congregants come first, with politics
coming second, if at all (Olson 2009; Smidt 2016). Yet, clergy do get
involved politically. Clergy from denominations across the United States
are active participants in politics (Djupe and Gilbert 2003; Putnam and
Campbell 2012), but there is a great deal of variance in both the type
and the amount of political activity clergy undertake. Whereas some
clergy engage in private political activities like voting (Smidt 2003),
others openly endorse candidates (Mayer 2009), distribute voter guides
(Wilcox and Sigelman 2001), or mobilize their congregants to vote
early after Sunday worship services (sometimes called “Souls to the
Polls”) (Herron and Smith 2012; Garrett 2015). Are these different polit-
ical activities driven by different motivations?
Although voting, delivering political sermons, and endorsing candidates

from the pulpit are all examples of clergy members engaging in politics,
there are important qualitative differences among them. Clergy likely
see very different costs and benefits to private political activities, com-
pared with political activities they might undertake as leaders of a religious
congregation. While the literature on clergy political activity does recog-
nize important differences in the types of political activities clergy
engage in (Olson 2009), few studies explicitly compare clergy motives
and the conditions that lead them to participate in one kind of political
activity over another. But if different political activities are driven by dif-
ferent considerations, disaggregation may reveal previously hidden
insights. I argue that different political activities have different meanings,
risks, and consequences for clergy and so are likely influenced by different
variables. Using national data from the Cooperative Clergy Study (CSS)
and local data from the Little Rock Congregations Study (LRCS), I disag-
gregate clergy political activity to look closely and comparatively at the
factors driving different types of clergy political engagement.
The results suggest that clergy do see important differences among the

types of political activities. Personal political activities, like donating to acam-
paign, are more likely when a clergymember has been with her or his congre-
gation longer; general congregation-level political activities, like giving
political sermons, are more likely in larger and more homogenous congrega-
tions; election-related political activities in the congregation, like distributing
voter guides at worship services, are more likely to be done by conservative
clergy and by Black Protestant clergy. Each of these findings is hidden
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whenclergy political activity is considered in the aggregate,making acompel-
ling case for distinguishing among categories of clergy political activity.

CLERGY POLITICAL ACTIVITY

The current literature on clergy political activities includes valuable typol-
ogies for understanding different political behaviors, but few explicit
quantitative comparisons across categories (Olson 2009), especially
when it comes to clergy motives. While there are a number of factors
that may influence a clergy member’s decision to engage politically,
they can be categorized into two main explanations: theology and context.
Theology influences political participation through the broader religious

tradition in which a clergy member ministers, but also through the per-
sonal religious beliefs that a clergy member holds. For instance, Guth
et al. (1997) point to the importance of social theology, which connects
religious beliefs to public affairs (p. 8). Similarly, some religions have a
historic tradition of political activism that might lead clergy to be more
engaged (Harris 1999), others may have a truth-speaking worldview that
lends itself to political pronouncements (Jelen 2001), and still others
may have a more “otherworldly” focus (Stark et al. 1971; Calhoun-
Brown 1998; McAdam 2010) that pulls away from politics, or may
require such a large commitment (Campbell 2004) as to leave limited
resources for political participation. Some may see specific theological
reasons to engage in political activity on particular issues. For instance,
the Catholic Church’s activism on abortion, religious freedom, and
nuclear war has been directly tied to theological imperatives (Goldzwig
and Cheney 1984; Tamney, Johnson, and Burton 1992; Meyer and
Staggenborg 1996; Holman and Shockley 2017).
In addition to the theology of a clergy member’s religious tradition, per-

sonal religious beliefs can also influence political activity. Survey research
on religious belief in the general public indicates that belief is a highly pre-
dictive measure (Bader and Froese 2005; Guth et al. 2006; Finke and
Adamczyk 2008; Friesen and Wagner 2012). One could reasonably
expect it to be even more predictive among clergy. Providential religious
belief—the belief in a divine plan that one can help bring about (Glazier
2017)—may be particularly influential among clergy members, many of
whom come to their role in the clergy through what they view as a
divine calling and who then dedicate their entire lives to serving God’s
will (Christopherson 1994; Grey 2012).
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The theological explanation for clergy political activity both stands
alone and influences the second major explanation: that a clergy
member may be motivated to engage in politics at church by the
broader context in which she or he works and ministers (Djupe and
Gilbert 2002). In this explanation, the clergy-congregant relationship
can be seen almost as a representative–constituent relationship (Djupe
and Gilbert 2003), with the clergy member addressing social and neigh-
borhood problems that matter to the congregants. Thus, low-income
neighborhoods tend to have more politically active clergy as they
address pressing poverty in the community (Olson 2000; Crawford and
Olson 2001). Clergy may also feel pressure from congregants or from
denominational leaders to deliver political sermons (Calfano 2009),
perhaps for theological reasons. Clergy often carefully consider the
dynamics of their congregations before engaging in any potentially contro-
versial activities—political or otherwise (Calfano and Neiheisel 2009).
Some clergy may shy away from political activity because they hold polit-
ical views that are significantly different from their congregation (Guth
et al. 1997). Simple propriety may also come into play: does the clergy
member think talking about a particular political topic is appropriate for
her or his congregation (Guth et al. 1997; Djupe, Olson, and Gilbert
2005)?
Thus, the current literature can tell us a lot about what drives clergy

political activity. What we do not know is whether the influence of reli-
gious tradition, personal religious belief, or congregational unity (among
many other factors) is the same across all types of clergy political activity.
Is there a difference between those factors that motivate clergy to engage
in personal political activities, like donating to a campaign or writing a
letter to the editor, compared with political activities undertaken in the
role of a religious leader, like giving a sermon on a political topic or dis-
tributing voter guides at worship services? Why do some religious leaders
get involved, for instance, in electoral politics while others stick to more
general political activities?
There are some studies that lead us to expect that different clergy polit-

ical activities may be driven by different motivations. For instance, Djupe
and Gilbert (2002) find that clergy speech on moral issues like abortion is
more common (compared with clergy speech on social justice issues like
the environment) when clergy feel that their religious community is iso-
lated from the surrounding community. McDaniel (2003) distinguishes
between “pulpit activism” and direct political activism among Black
clergy, with education significantly predicting participation in the latter.
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Looking at American rabbis in particular, Djupe and Sokhey (2003)
compare direct participation in electoral politics (like voting or attending
a rally) and indirect participation in electoral politics (like displaying a
campaign sticker or encouraging the congregation to vote) and find that
direct participation by rabbis is predicted by newspaper reading, where
indirect participation is not.
The current literature has a lot to say about what influences clergy polit-

ical activity, but it is likely that these influences come into play to different
extents depending on the type of political activity clergy engage in. In the
following section, I argue that different clergy political activities are likely
driven by different factors, depending on the visibility, and therefore risk,
associated with the activity.

DIFFERENT ACTIVITIES, DIFFERENT MOTIVATIONS

Clergy are politically active in a variety of ways. Even when clergy stay
away from political activities as congregation leaders, they are still often
politically active in their personal lives—donating to campaigns, voting,
and advocating for issues they care about (Smidt 2003). These activities
are not performed in front of a congregation and are thus generally low-
visibility and low-risk activities for clergy. On the other hand, communi-
cating a political message directly to congregants is riskier. We know
clergy are attuned to how their political messages are received (Calfano
2010); similar considerations are likely brought to bear when clergy are
deciding whether and how to act politically. Congregations are rarely
completely homogenous and any political statement or action by a
clergy member may alienate some congregants (Wald, Owen, and Hill
1990; Dougherty et al. 2009). But some political activities are less risky
than others. Clergy members may not be willing to risk alienating large
sections of their congregation by bringing in one candidate over another
in tight race for elected office, but hosting a non-partisan discussion
group—where homogeneity is also more likely (Djupe and Gilbert
2006)—could be seen as a safer option.
Currently, scholars often pool all clergy political activity into a single

measure. The index that Guth et al. (2003) use contains 28 different polit-
ical acts and the one that Smidt et al. (2003) use has 26. Even the more
narrow measure of clergy political speech that Djupe and Gilbert (2002)
use includes both publicly taking a stand on a political issue and taking
a stand while preaching. The former type of political speech is one that
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members of a congregation may not hear, potentially changing the calcu-
lus for the clergy member.
Here, I argue that because the types of political activities available to

clergy members have different levels of risk, we should disaggregate polit-
ical activity and analyze similar activities together. Disaggregating clergy
political activity can reveal important differences that were previously
hidden. Comparable work has been successfully done for other political
measures. For instance, research on the gender gap in political interest
that disaggregates political interest measures finds that women are not
less interested in politics in general, but are actually more interested in
local politics, but less interested in national and international politics,
compared with men (Coffé 2013). Similarly, research that distinguishes
between private and collective activism (among other forms of political
participation) demonstrates that women are actually more likely than
men to engage in private political acts like boycotts (Coffé and
Bolzendahl 2010). In another example, DiGrazia (2014) finds that differ-
ent factors predict low- and high-risk political protest behaviors and rec-
ommends examining them separately.
An equivalent process may elucidate clergy political activity. By disag-

gregating activity measures, we can test whether different factors influence
clergy participation in different ways across political activities. I propose
three basic categories of clergy political activity, which can be aggregated
into broader categories, as illustrated in Figure 1.
In the first category are personal political activities. These include activ-

ities like contributing to a candidate or signing a petition. These activities
tend to happen in private and are thus not visible to a clergy member’s
congregation. In this category of political activities, clergy members are
not acting in an official capacity as religious leaders and so their behaviors
are less relevant to their professional positions.
Next are general congregation-level political activities, which are

engaged in by a clergy member in his or her role as the congregation
leader. These political activities are visible to congregants but are not
related to an election. They include activities like taking a stand on a polit-
ical issue in a sermon or organizing a political discussion group. These
activities are political, but do not necessarily reveal partisan preferences,
and are therefore less risky for clergy (Smidt 2016). Because these
types of activities are done directly in the leadership of a congregation,
clergy are likely to carefully consider their religious context when decid-
ing whether or not to engage in them, including the extent to which they
see their own political views as similar to their congregations or the extent
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to which there is a tradition of political engagement in their congregation
or denomination (Guth et al. 1997; Djupe and Gilbert 2002; McDaniel
2003).
Third are election-specific congregation-level political activities. These

are activities like inviting candidates to attend or speak at worship ser-
vices, distributing voter guides, or holding voter-registration drives.
Similar to the way personal political activities might be less risky for
clergy than those undertaken as a religious leader, election-related political
activities are a special category of political activities that entail greater risk
for clergy because the stakes are so high. Whereas some clergy may
embrace electoral politics, other clergy may be uncomfortable with such
activities, or may believe that their congregations would be uncomfortable
with the direct connection of religion to an election. Electoral activity may
also put a religious organization’s tax-except status at risk. Activities in
this category may be more likely when congregation political views are
homogenous and clergy members are more partisan. Under such circum-
stances, clergy electoral activity as religious leaders might be better
received and even supported by congregants, and therefore less risky for
clergy.
The two congregation-level categories of political activities—general

and election specific—can be considered together and all three can be
pooled into an aggregate category of all clergy political activity.

FIGURE 1. Types of clergy political activities
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Although much of the literature utilizes the latter approach, I expect that
significant differences will be revealed through disaggregating clergy
political activities and analyzing them separately. Clergy political activi-
ties are varied enough that distinguishing among them is important.
Utilizing these three categories of clergy political activity will help
answer the question of whether different influences lead to clergy engag-
ing in different kinds of political activities.

DATA AND METHODS

The question of whether different clergy political activities are influenced
by different variables is best answered with clergy-level data. The best
source for clergy-level data is the CCS, which contains survey data col-
lected from 22 different denominations and 8,933 clergy members in
2000–2001. The CCS was conducted through a cooperative effort led
by the Henry Institute at Calvin College. In some cases, all clergy
members from a particular tradition were contacted and in others a
random sample was used. Response rates range from 11% to 59%. For
more information about the CCS, see the 2003 special issue of the
Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion (Volume 42, Issue 4). The
size and diversity of the CCS plus the breadth of questions included in
the study make it extremely valuable for analysis.
However, the CCS data do have some drawbacks. The study was con-

ducted in 2000–2001 and may not capture more recent developments in
clergy political behavior. Additionally, the dataset does not contain any
geographic markers and has a limited number of questions on personal
religious belief. Thus, the CCS data are supplemented with clergy
survey data from the LRCS.
The data from the LRCS were collected from clergy serving within the

city limits of Little Rock in two iterations: 2012 and 2016.1 In 2012, the
mail survey response rate was 15.9% and in 2016 it was 21.4%. Data from
both years are merged in the analysis below for a total sample of 149
clergy surveys.2 The two datasets complement one another in the analysis
that follows. The CCS provides a big-picture view of the political activity
of clergy from a broad national sample, while the LRCS provides a close-
up view of clergy political activity in a single, Southern city with a partic-
ular religious–political history. The LRCS also contains some questions
that the CCS does not and thus is able to point to some potentially impor-
tant variables whose influence we would otherwise miss.

8 Glazier

Cambridge Core terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048318000305
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Arkansas at Little Rock, on 27 Apr 2018 at 13:49:20, subject to the

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048318000305
https://www.cambridge.org/core


There are five key dependent variables of interest in the analyses that
follow. The first three are derived from the theoretical categories of clergy
political activity described above: personal political activity, general
congregation-level political activity, and election-specific congregation-
level political activity. The fourth dependent variable combines general
and election-specific congregation-level political activities in a single vari-
able, and the fifth pools all three of the described theoretical categories into
one aggregate variablemeasuring all clergy political activity. The dependent
variables used in the models for each sample are described in Table 1 and
more detailed statistics, including Cronbach’s α scores, are provided in
Appendix 1.
Clergy personal political activity is measured using a nine-item political

participation battery of questions. The questions include activities like par-
ticipating in a protest march or demonstration and being active in a
national political group. This summary measure is intended to capture
the clergy member’s political activity as a private citizen, not as a religious
leader. General congregation-level political activities are measured by a
battery of three questions, which capture preaching on political issues
and organizing a church study group to discuss public affairs. This is
the activity that congregation members will see and hear if they attend
worship services, but it is not explicitly connected to an election.
Election-specific congregation-level political activities are measured

through a battery of three or five election-related activities places of
worship might engage in. For the CCS sample, there are three questions,
including endorsing a political candidate while preaching and publicly
praying for a candidate. For the LRCS sample, there are five questions,
including holding meetings to discuss important issues in the election
and participating in voter registration drives. This is the most partisan, con-
sequential, and risky of the three categories of political activity.
Again, the two types of congregation-level political activities are com-

bined in a measure of clergy political activity as religious leaders and all
three political activity categories are combined to provide a measure of all
clergy political activity. Comparisons across all five models will reveal the
extent to which disaggregating clergy political activity reveals otherwise
hidden insights into the influences driving different activities.
Each of the models in each sample includes variables for gender (male

= 1), education, the year the respondent was born, and ideology (higher
numbers more conservative). There is also a binary variable for the
clergy of Evangelical churches and a binary variable for the clergy of
Black Protestant churches, as some research indicates that certain
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Table 1. Question wording of dependent variables for the Cooperative Clergy
Study and the Little Rock Congregations Study

Variable name Question wording

Personal political activity Did you participate in any of the following activities in
(year)? Nine activities listed; yes (1) or no (0) for
each

Activities

• Publicly (not in a sermon) take a stand on a
political issue

• Publicly (not in a sermon) support a political
candidate

• Active in a local political or community group
• Active in a national political group
• Contribute to a candidate, party, or Political
Action Committee

• Contact public officials on a political or social
issue

• Actively campaign for a party or candidate
• Write a letter to a newspaper editor about a
political issue

• Participate in a protest march or demonstration.

Congregation-level general
political activity

Did you participate in any of the following activities in
the past two years? Three activities listed; yes (1) or
no (0) for each

CCS activities

• Preached a whole sermon on a controversial
political issue

• Took a stand from the pulpit on some political
issue

• Organized a study group in church to discuss
public affairs

LRCS activities

• In a sermon, took a stand on a political issue
• In a sermon, took a stand on a moral issue
• Organized a church study group to discuss public
affairs
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denominations may “specialize” in specific types of political activity
(Beyerlein and Chaves 2003). The last 40 years of scholarship on religion
and politics in the United States has focused a great deal of attention on
the Evangelical religious tradition (e.g., Green et al. 1996; Wilcox
1996; Smith and Emerson 1998). Additionally, the specific historical–
political experience and worship practices of Black Protestant churches
may lead to different political activities (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990;
Calhoun-Brown 1996; Pattillo-McCoy 1998; Harris 1999; Barnes 2005).
The models also include a dummy variable for Black ethnic identity
(Black = 1), as race may also influence Black clergy who may serve
diverse congregations not categorized within the Black Protestant religious

Table 1. Continued

Variable name Question wording

Congregation-level election-
specific political activity

CCS question wording
Have you participated in any of the following activities

in 2000? Three activities listed; yes (1) or no (0) for
each

• Urged your congregation to register and vote?
• Prayed publicly for political candidates?
• Endorsed a political candidate while preaching?

LRCS question wording
During elections, many churches provide materials to

help members make important choices. For the
(2012/2016) election, will your church? Five
activities listed; yes (1) or no (0) for each

• Make voter guides available?
• Hold a candidate forum for candidates for any
level of political office?

• Hold any meetings to discuss important issues in
the election?

• Be involved in a voter registration drive for the
2016 elections?

• Be involved in getting out the vote for the 2016
election?

Aggregate congregation-level
political activity

Congregation-level general political activity +
Congregation-level election-year political activity

Aggregate clergy political activity Aggregate congregation-level political activity +
personal political activity

Types and Motivations of Clergy Political Activity 11
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tradition (Dougherty and Huyser 2008). Race is thus accounted for at two
levels of analysis: the broad culture and practice of the Black Protestant
religious tradition and the personal experience of Black clergy
members. Black Protestant denomination and Black ethnic identity are dis-
tinct in the data—they are correlated at only 0.35 in the CCS and 0.69 in
the LRCS, a finding which supports including both variables in the
models.
The models also include a measure of connection to religious engage-

ment in politics (“Some religious leaders have argued that religious people
should withdraw from politics and dedicate themselves to non-political
pursuits. What is your view? Withdraw from politics or Stay engaged
with politics” for the CCS and agreement with the statement “political
activism is part of my church’s legacy and tradition” in the LRCS).
Agreement with the statement “religious leaders have a great potential
to influence the political and social beliefs of their congregations” is
included as a measure of professional political efficacy (Guth et al. 2003).
Each model also contains variables to account for the context in which

clergy members do their work as congregation leaders. Both surveys asked
clergy how similar their own political views are to their congregations
(higher numbers indicate more similarity). A categorical measure of
weekly attendance to indicate the size of the congregation and one of polit-
ical interest (general interest for the CCS and interest in who wins the elec-
tion for the LRCS) are also included. For the two congregation-level
political activities models, the personal political activities battery is
included as an independent variable.
The LRCS provides a few important variables that are not available in

the CCS. First, the LRCS survey included two questions to measure prov-
idential religious beliefs—or the belief that God has a plan that people can
help bring about (Glazier 2013; 2017). Providential religious believers are
more likely to engage in political activity, under certain circumstances
(Glazier 2015) and providential clergy may be more likely to undertake
some political actions. Second, because clergy who believe that God’s
plan includes their own efforts to influence the political and social
views of their congregants may be more active in congregation-level polit-
ical activities than those who do not hold those views, an interaction term
between providential beliefs and belief in religious leadership is also
included in the LRCS models.
Finally, Little Rock was actually the location of some early and impor-

tant work on the topic of the political influence of clergy, which found that
clergy who were active in the civil rights movement needed personal
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commitment to the cause, support from their congregations, and support
from their denominational authorities (Campbell and Pettigrew 1959).
Thus, the LRCS included a question about how similar clergy’s political
views are to denominational authorities.

RESULTS

The five dependent variables first presented in Figure 1 are related, but
they do not measure the same thing. The correlations among them are pre-
sented in Table 2. Correlations with aggregate measures are of course
higher, due to measurement overlap. Most important are the correlations
among the three disaggregated political activity measures (in bold),
which range from 0.27 to 0.57, indicating that the disaggregated variables
are measuring different aspects of clergy political activity.
The results of regression models that take these three disaggregated

measures of clergy political activity as their dependent variables are pre-
sented in Table 3. Personal political activities are presented first, with
results from the CCS followed by the LRCS. The next two columns sim-
ilarly present the results for general congregation-level political activities.
The final set of models present the results for political activities explicitly
linked to the election (2000 for the CCS and either 2012 or 2016 for the
LRCS).
While the significant variables in each model could be individually dis-

cussed, the results here instead focus on the discrepancies across models:
those variables that significantly influence different categories of clergy
political activity in different directions. These variables demonstrate spe-
cific instances where disaggregating political activity significantly
improves interpretation—revealing the same factor influencing different
clergy political activities in different ways.
The first discrepancy is found in the first variable—interest in politics—

which predicts greater personal and general congregation-level political
activity, but lower election activity. Perhaps political interest leads to
less election-related activity because electoral activities are otherwise
motivated. The next variable measures conservative ideology and is
split in the opposite way from political interest; conservative ideology
leads to less personal political activity and less general congregation-
level political activity, while also leading to more electoral activity. The
differential impact of political interest and ideology indicate that the
clergy electoral activity in their congregations is driven less by personal
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Table 2. Correlations among political activity measures, CCS/LRCS

Personal
General

congregation level
Election-specific
congregation level

Aggregate
congregation level

Total
aggregate

Personal 1.00/1.00 0.57/0.38 0.33/0.27 0.55/0.38 0.94/0.87
General congregation level 1.00/1.00 0.31/0.35 0.81/0.72 0.72/0.65
Election-specific congregation level 1.00/1.00 0.86/0.90 0.75/0.66
Aggregate congregation level 1.00/1.00 0.88/0.79
Total aggregate 1.00/1.00
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Table 3. OLSregressionmodels of personal, general congregation-level, andelection-specific congregation-level clergypolitical activity

Personal General Election-specific

CCS LRCS CCS LRCS CCS LRCS

Personal political
activities

– – 0.206** (0.005) 0.140** (0.012) 0.196** (0.005) 0.158** (0.019)

Political/election interest 0.416** (0.026) 0.529** (0.092) 0.033** (0.009) −0.024 (0.033) −0.016** (0.010) 0.301** (0.054)
Conservative ideology −0.174** (0.024) 0.051 (0.068) −0.040** (0.008) −0.033 (0.024) 0.085** (0.009) 0.250** (0.040)
Education 0.048 (0.044) 0.093 (0.113) −0.011 (0.015) −0.004 (0.039) 0.013 (0.016) 0.147** (0.062)
Male gender −0.156 (0.097) 1.264** (0.275) 0.075* (0.034) 0.526** (0.009) −0.007 (0.035) −0.031 (0.160)
Black −1.137** (0.171) 1.570** (0.240) −0.100 (0.061) 0.073 (0.086) −0.305** (0.063) 0.878** (0.138)
Year born 0.012** (0.003) 0.013* (0.006) 0.005** (0.001) −0.004* (0.002) 0.006** (0.001) 0.004 (0.004)
Years with congregation 0.013** (0.004) 0.026** (0.009) −0.006** (0.001) 0.010** (0.003) −0.004* (0.001) 0.006 (0.005)
Weekly attendance −0.00145 0.087 (0.063) 0.020* (0.009) 0.088** (0.022) −0.008 (0.009) −0.031 (0.037)
Political views similar to
congregation

0.053 (0.051) −0.134 (0.107) 0.052** (0.018) 0.016 (0.037) −0.032 (0.018) 0.180** (0.059)

Political views similar to
denominational
authorities

– −0.286** (0.097) – −0.136** (0.034) – −0.187** (0.054)

Evangelical −0.276** (0.075) −0.620** (0.189) −0.091** (0.026) −0.107* (0.066) 0.026 (0.027) 0.443** (0.105)
Black Protestant −0.443** (0.121) −1.426** (0.287) −0.087* (0.043) −0.095 (0.102) 0.087* (0.044) 0.833** (0.163)
Political activism legacy/
religious people engage

0.298** (0.030) 0.168** (0.064) 0.043** (0.011) 0.160** (0.022) 0.038** (0.011) 0.021 (0.036)

Belief in influence of
religious leaders

−0.141** (0.033) 0.055 (0.750) −0.054** (0.011) 0.701* (0.262) −0.002* (0.012) −1.092** (0.418)

Providential orientation – −0.917* (0.443) – 0.427** (0.152) – −0.598** (0.242)
Leadership × providential – 0.024 (0.1024) – −0.074* (0.035) – 0.187** (0.057)
Constant −24.823** (5.955) −22.104 (13.254) −9.690** (2.113) 6.682 (4.649) −12.033** (2.184) −0.180 (7.422)
N 3,997 822 3,996 822 3,996 786
Adjusted R2 0.158 0.224 0.342 0.356 0.281 0.438

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
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interest and more by ideological goals. Those who have been with their
congregation longer are more likely to be personally politically active,
but less likely to engage in either type of congregation-level political
activity. Evangelical clergy are significantly less likely to engage in per-
sonal or general congregation-level political activity, although
Evangelical religious tradition has no effect on electoral activity.
Additional discrepancies are found in the variables that predict general

congregation-level political activities, like holding political discussion
groups. Male clergy are significantly more likely to engage in this cate-
gory of activity, although gender is not a significant predictor for either
of the other dependent variables. Likewise, having political views that
are similar to one’s congregation and leading a larger congregation both
significantly predict general congregation-level political activities, but
not political activity in either of the other two categories. The significance
of these three variables for only general congregation-level political activ-
ities indicates that clergy considerations are different for this type of polit-
ical activity, compared with the other two categories.
One of the more complex stories to emerge from the models is about the

influence of race on clergy political activity. Black ethnic identity is not a
significant predictor of general congregation-level activity, but it negatively
predicts the other two categories of activity, at least for the CCS sample. The
models also show that Black Protestants are significantly less likely to be
personally active in politics or to engage in general congregation-level polit-
ical activity. However, Black Protestants are more likely to engage in elec-
tion-specific congregation-level political activity, perhaps because of the
lasting legacy of the Black church in the civil rights movement in general
and in securing voting rights particularly. Indeed, research indicates that
Black Protestant churches do more voter registration drives than White
churches both because of historical Black voter suppression and because
the resource demands of voter registration drives are low (Brown 2006).
Data from the Pew Research Center similarly shows much higher levels of
vote encouragement in Black Protestant churches (reported by 59% of
recent church attenders at Black Protestant services, compared with 40%
for the entire sample, in the 2016 presidential election), but similar levels
of political sermons (28%, compared with 29% for the entire sample)
(PewResearch Center 2016). The disaggregatedmodels clearly demonstrate
that Black Protestant clergy view personal and election-related activities
very differently.
Also note that the Black ethnic identity is negatively associated with

election-specific congregation-level political activity, while the Black
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Protestant religious tradition is positively associated with it. The differen-
tial impact of race through different mechanisms here demonstrates the
value of including variables to account for both individual Black ethnic
identity and the broader Black Protestant religious tradition.
The story of race and clergy political activity becomes even more

complex when we compare the impact of racial variables in the CCS
models to the LRCS models.3 In Little Rock, a Southern city with a
long history of racial divisions, Black clergy are more likely to be person-
ally politically active and more likely to be engaged in election-related
activities in their congregations. These relationships are significant and
negative in the CCS sample, indicating that the Black ethnic identity var-
iable is functioning differently for a sample of clergy drawn from a single
city in the South, compared with a national sample. When it comes to
electoral activity in congregations, however, both the CCS and the
LRCS samples indicate that Black Protestant clergy are more likely to
be active. Both samples also indicate that Black Protestant clergy are
less likely to be personally politically active. These findings are somewhat
surprising, given the centrality of the Black church to Black social life and
the fact that the literature strongly associates Black Protestant clergy with
political activity. It may be that the sample of Black Protestant clergy in
the CCS data is too small (making up about 0.7% of the total sample)
or too widely distributed geographically. It may also be that perceptions
of high levels of political activity of Black Protestant clergy are based
on political activity that is actually quite focused on elections.
Without geographic data from the CCS sample, we can only speculate

on where the Black and Black Protestant clergy in the sample were drawn
from. The clear differences in the effect of Black ethnic identity may indi-
cate that not many of the Black clergy in the CCS sample are from cities
like Little Rock. Although these data do not allow generalization, it may
be that Black ethnic identity has a different impact in the South, compared
with the rest of the country. The similarities in the effects of the Black
Protestant religious tradition across both samples may indicate a strong,
shared religious–political connection that transcends some geographic
differences in the United States.
In addition to adding some context to our understanding of the different

ways religion and politics interact for Black clergy in different geographic
locations, the LRCS also adds three variables that are not available in the
CCS. First is similar views to one’s denominational leaders. In each of the
three models of disaggregated political activity, political views that are
similar to one’s denominational leaders depresses activity. When clergy
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see themselves as politically different from authorities, they are more
likely to be politically active (a very different finding from what drove
political activity in the 1957 integration crisis in Little Rock; see
Campbell and Pettigrew, 1959). In line with the research by Djupe and
Gilbert (2006), feeling as though one is in the political minority may
inspire greater political activity.
Second is a providential religious orientation, or believing that God has

a plan that people can help bring about. Clergy who hold providential
beliefs are less likely to be personally politically active or to engage in
electoral politics at the congregation level. In line with the research by
Glazier (2015), providential believers tend to default to less political activ-
ity, leaving things in God’s hands without a clear impetus to do otherwise.
The model of general congregation-level political activity, however, indi-
cates that a providential orientation increases this category of political
activity, perhaps indicating that providential clergy see the general
guiding activities that make up this dependent variable more in line
with what they believe to be God’s plan than the overt electioneering in
the following model or the personal activities of the previous model.
Third is the interaction term between providentiality and belief in clergy

influence. Somewhat counter-intuitively, those who believe that religious
leaders can influence their congregants’ social and political views are less
likely to be personally politically active or active in election-specific pol-
itics, perhaps indicating that clergy are hesitant to use that influence in the
pursuit of electoral victories. However, when providentiality meets a belief
in the power of religious leaders to influence their congregations, there is
significantly more election-related political activity in the congregation.
This interaction is plotted in Figure 2. This finding indicates that while
belief in the influence of religious leadership generally decreases electoral
activity, when this belief is paired with providentiality—that is, when
clergy likely connect their potential influence with God’s will—they
become significantly more likely to engage in election-related political
activities in their congregations.
Thus, the inclusion of the providential belief measure in the LRCS

sample reveals some potentially meaningful information about how reli-
gious beliefs motivate political activity. Providential beliefs alone do not
motivate the election-related activities, but those who hold providential
beliefs and also believe they can influence their congregation’s political
views may find the fulfillment of those two beliefs in political efforts
related to a presidential election. When they see influencing as part of
God’s plan, providential clergy are more likely to engage in election-
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related political activities. Importantly, not only is the providential variable
significant in all three models, but the adjusted R2 is also higher in all of
the LRCS models, compared with the CCS models, indicating that
accounting for providential religious beliefs may improve the explanatory
power of the models.4

In total, 10 of the 14 variables in the CCS models and 15 of the 17 vari-
ables in the LRCSmodels had a significant and differential impact across the
three categories of clergy political activity. Only the personal political activ-
ity measure (significant and positive), education (insignificant), support for
religious people engaging in politics (significant and positive), and belief in
the influence of religious leaders (significant and negative) have a consistent
influence across all three CCS models of clergy political activity.

Comparing Aggregated and Disaggregated Models

We can compare the results of the disaggregated political activity catego-
ries presented in Table 3 to the results of the two aggregate categories pre-
sented in Table 4. The first set of columns in Table 4 present the results of

FIGURE 2. Clergy election-specific congregation-level political activities,
leadership × providential interaction term
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regression models that take all clergy political activity as their dependent
variable. The second set of columns in Table 4 aggregates only congrega-
tion-level political activity. These two aggregate measures reflect how
clergy political activity is often treated in the literature.
The results of the aggregate models illustrate how important trends are

obscured when clergy political activity are pooled. For instance, in all of
the aggregate models, political/election interest is a significant predictor
of political activity. But the disaggregated models in Table 3 demonstrate
that this positive relationship only holds for personal and general congrega-
tion-level political activities. Political interest is actually negatively associ-
ated with election-specific congregation-level political activities. Thus,
something else is driving these specific election-related behaviors, which
we only see when they are disaggregated from other political activities.
Conservative political ideology is negatively associated with political activ-
ity in the aggregate model, but positively associated with electoral activity,
indicating an important role for ideology in clergy electoral engagement.
Weekly attendance is not significant in the aggregate models, but the

model of general congregation-level political activities indicates that
clergy who undertake these activities tend to shepherd larger flocks,
perhaps an indication of the resources necessary for holding additional
meetings like those required for political discussion groups (Beyerlein
and Chaves 2003). Another insignificant variable in the aggregate
models is holding political views that are similar to one’s congregation.
But, again, the disaggregated models reveal that similar political views
are positively associated with general congregation-level political activi-
ties like giving political sermons. Clergy engage in these activities more
often when they see themselves as politically in line with their congre-
gants. The number of years a clergy member has spent with their congre-
gation is also insignificant in the aggregate models, but it is positively
associated with personal political activity and negatively associated with
both general and electoral political activities at the congregation level in
the disaggregated models. These are all examples of findings that would
have remained hidden by aggregating clergy political activities.
Importantly, the influence of religious tradition is also obscured by the

aggregate models, where Black Protestants are significantly less likely to
be politically active. The model of election-specific congregation-level
political activity, however, demonstrates that Black Protestants are actually
significantly more likely to engage in this category of political activity.
Turning to the belief variables unique to the LRCS, we see that the

pooled models of clergy political activity also obscure the role of personal
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Table 4. OLS regression models of total clergy aggregate political activity and congregation-level aggregate political activity

Total aggregate Congregation-level aggregate

CCS LRCS CCS LRCS

Political/election interest 0.601** (0.040) 0.751** (0.162) 0.184** (0.018) 0.453** (0.075)
Conservative ideology −0.198** (0.037) 0.387** (0.109) −0.025 (0.016) 0.269** (0.055)
Education 0.070 (0.066) 0.173 (0.170) 0.021 (0.030) 0.185* (0.087)
Male gender −0.160 (0.146) 1.989** (0.415) −0.003 (0.065) 0.983** (0.222)
Black −1.998** (0.259) 2.890** (0.396) −0.863** (0.117) 1.421** (0.177)
Year born 0.029** (0.005) 0.013 (0.011) 0.016** (0.002) 0.001 (0.005)
Years with congregation 0.009 (0.007) 0.029 (0.015) −0.004 (0.003) 0.018* (0.007)
Weekly attendance −0.069 (0.039) 0.225* (0.097) −0.009 (0.017) 0.104* (0.049)
Political views similar to congregation 0.103 (0.077) −0.077 (0.164) 0.043 (0.034) 0.160 (0.083)
Political views similar to denominational authorities – −0.653** (0.147) – −0.372** (0.075)
Evangelical −0.452** (0.113) 0.298 (0.258) −0.176** (0.051) 0.191 (0.147)
Black Protestant −0.618** (0.183) −0.452 (0.419) −0.176* (0.082) 0.395 (0.081)
Religious people engage/political activism legacy 0.499** (0.046) 0.466** (0.098) 0.199** (0.021) 0.211** (0.050)
Belief in influence of religious leaders −0.273** (0.051) −0.454 (1.118) −0.133** (0.022) −0.445 (0.584)
Providential orientation – −1.604* (0.646) – −0.542 (0.337)
Leadership × providential – 0.173 (0.153) – 0.131 (0.079)
Constant −56.839** (8.958) −20.347 (20.991) −32.029** (4.047) −4.175 (10.328)
N 3,996 763 3,996 788
Adjusted R2 0.163 0.311 0.117 0.381

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
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religious beliefs, specifically providentiality. Providential beliefs actually
pull clergy members in two different directions: toward general congrega-
tion-level political activities and away from election-specific and personal
political activities. These differences deserve further investigation, but
would have never been revealed without differentiating among types of
clergy political activities.

Conclusion

Distinguishing between personal political activity and political activity
undertaken as a religious leader reveals the different motivations driving
each. Although the basic distinction between personal and congregation-
level political activities is an important one, grouping all congregation-
level political activities together also obscures some important differences.
The findings presented here demonstrate that clergy do view different cate-
gories of political activity differently. Personal political activities are more
likely when the clergy member is interested in politics and has been with
the congregation longer. General political activities—like delivering
sermons on political topics and organizing political discussion groups—
are more likely to be seen in larger congregations with a history of engage-
ment. Election-specific political activities—like passing out voter guides or
inviting a candidate to speak at worship services—aremore likely to be done
by conservative clergy and by those who lead Black Protestant churches.
Analyzing all three categories in the aggregate obscures the different

ways that some variables influence these different categories of activity.
For instance, the aggregate models show a negative relationship between
political participation and conservative ideology and between political par-
ticipation and the Black Protestant religious tradition. But both of these
relationships are actually positive for election-related activities at the con-
gregation level.
Analyzing disaggregated clergy political activity data also reveals

avenues for future research. Understanding how a motivation to carry
out God’s will may affect clergy political participation is one such
avenue. The consistent significance of providential beliefs, in sometimes
different directions across three models, indicates that clergy—people
who are often explicitly seeking do what they see as God’s will—may
see God’s will as sometimes connected to, and sometimes distant from,
their political actions. Additionally, as clergy political activity increasingly
becomes a topic of public debate, clergy activity may change over time
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(Smidt 2016). Understanding more about the factors that influence differ-
ent clergy political behaviors can shed additional light on these important
political actors.
Clergy political participation is not monolithic. Different motivations

drive different types of behaviors, a finding that was obscured until
clergy political activities were disaggregated. The models presented here
are strong evidence that disaggregating clergy political activity better
reflects the reality of clergy political participation both as individuals
and as leaders of congregations. Clergy make up a small but potentially
important group of political actors. Knowing more about how the risk
and visibility of political activities influences their behaviors may
provide insights that can transfer to other political actors and activities.
At the very least, these findings should nudge scholars in the field of reli-
gion and politics, and beyond, to think carefully about how they concep-
tualize political activity.

NOTES

1. Of the 65 congregations that responded in 2012, 28 also responded in 2016. Of these 28, new
clergy members had assumed leadership in 16, leaving 12 surveys that are verified repeat surveys
of the same clergy member in both 2012 and 2016. Because 4 years passed between data collection
points, both surveys from these 12 repeat clergy members are included in the analysis that follows.
Robustness checks, available in Appendix 2, indicate that the results are substantively similar when
repeats are dropped.
2. In the data analysis that follows, missing data in the LRCS were dealt with using multiple impu-

tation. Multiple imputation generates more than one estimate for each missing value and is the best
available technique for dealing with missing data (Horton and Lipsitz 2001; Penn 2007), especially
when the n is not large to begin with. Dropping all missing data cases would have left a much
smaller dataset (the exact number depending on the model specifications), but multiple imputation
allows for the retention of these cases and for greater confidence in the resulting estimates (King
et al. 2001). I used the “ice” package created by Patrick Royston (2005a; 2005b, 2009) to generate
10 imputed datasets and conduct regression analyses.
3. Although the overall number of Black Protestant clergy is lower in the LRCS (N = 24) compared

with the CCS (N = 696), they make up a larger proportion of the sample (LRCS Black Protestant
clergy = 16.1% compared with CCS Black Protestant clergy = 0.7%) and thus have a greater impact
on the dependent variables.
4. Indeed, likelihood ratio robustness checks available in the appendix demonstrate that including

providential beliefs significantly improves the fit of all of the models.
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Table A1. Question wording and descriptive statistics

Variable name Question wording Descriptive statistics

Dependent variables
Personal political activity Did you participate in any of the following activities in (year)? Nine activities

listed; yes (1) or no (0) for each
Activities

• Publicly (not in a sermon) take a stand on a political issue
• Publicly (not in a sermon) support a political candidate
• Active in a local political or community group
• Active in a national political group
• Contribute to a candidate, party, or Political Action Committee
• Contact public officials on a political or social issue
• Actively campaign for a party or candidate
• Write a letter to a newspaper editor about a political issue
• Participate in a protest march or demonstration

CCS statistics
Range: 0–9
N = 8,723
Mean = 1.82
S.D. = 2.09
Cronbach’s α: 0.78
LRCS statistics
Range: 0–9
N = 140
Mean = 2.58
S.D. = 2.24
Cronbach’s α: 0.70
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Table A1. Continued

Variable name Question wording Descriptive statistics

Congregation-level general
political activity

Did you participate in any of the following activities in the past 2 years?
Three activities listed; yes (1) or no (0) for each

CCS activities

• Preached a whole sermon on a controversial political issue
• Took a stand from the pulpit on some political issue
• Organized a study group in church to discuss public affairs

LRCS activities

• In a sermon, took a stand on a political issue
• In a sermon, took a stand on a moral issue
• Organized a church study group to discuss public affairs

CCS statistics
Range: 0–3
N = 8,761
Mean = 0.55
S.D. = 0.87
Cronbach’s α: 0.65
LRCS statistics
Range: 0–3
N = 143
Mean = 1.66
S.D. = 0.84
Cronbach’s α: 0.46
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Table A1. Continued

Variable name Question wording Descriptive statistics

Congregation-level election-year
political activity

CCS question wording
Have you participated in any of the following activities in 2000? Three

activities listed; yes (1) or no (0) for each

• Urged your congregation to register and vote?
• Prayed publicly for political candidates?

Endorsed a political candidate while preaching?
LRCS question wording
During elections, many churches provide materials to help members make

important choices. For the (2012/2016) election, will your church? Five
activities listed; yes (1) or no (0) for each

• Make voter guides available?
• Hold a candidate forum for candidates for any level of political office?
• Hold any meetings to discuss important issues in the election?
• Be involved in a voter registration drive for the 2016 elections?
• Be involved in getting out the vote for the 2016 election?

CCS statistics
Range: 0–4
N = 7,934
Mean = 2.72
S.D. = 0.89
Cronbach’s α: 0.45
LRCS statistics
Range: 0–5
N = 140
Mean = 1.11
S.D. = 1.44
Cronbach’s α: 0.75
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Table A1. Continued

Variable name Question wording Descriptive statistics

Aggregate congregation-level
political activity

Congregation-level general political activity + congregation-level election-
year political activity

CCS statistics
Range: 0–6
N = 7,933
Mean = 2.26
S.D. = 1.41
Cronbach’s α: 0.45
LRCS statistics
Range: 0–8
N = 136
Mean = 2.70
S.D. = 1.92
Cronbach’s α: 0.71

Aggregate clergy political
activity

Aggregate congregation-level political activity + personal political activity CCS statistics
Range: 0–15
N = 8,713
Mean = 3.22
S.D. = 3.18
Cronbach’s α: 0.83
LRCS statistics
Range: 0–16
N = 132
Mean = 5.20
S.D. = 3.45
Cronbach’s α: 0.77
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Table A1. Continued

Variable name Question wording Descriptive statistics

Independent variables
Political interest CCS: Generally speaking, how interested are you in politics? Very interested

to not at all interested
LRCS: Generally speaking, would you say that you personally care a good

deal who wins the presidential election this fall, or that you don’t care very
much who wins?

CCS statistics
Range: 1–7
Mean = 2.46
S.D. = 1.22
LRCS statistics
Range: 1–5
Mean = 4.47
S.D. = 0.80

Ideology CCS: We hear a lot of talk in politics about liberals and conservatives. How
would you classify yourself? Seven-point scale from extremely liberal to
extremely conservative

LRCS: On a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 is the most liberal position and 5 the
most conservative, where would you rank yourself when you think of your
general political views?

CCS statistics
Range: 1–7
Mean = 4.37
S.D. = 1.58
LRCS statistics
Range: 1–5
Mean = 3.37
S.D. = 1.19

Education What is the highest year in school/degree you have achieved? Range from
less than high school (1) to post-graduate (5)

CCS statistics
Range: 1–5
Mean = 4.64
S.D. = 0.69
LRCS statistics
Range: 1–5
Mean = 4.62
S.D. = 0.67
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Table A1. Continued

Variable name Question wording Descriptive statistics

Male gender What is your gender? Male (1) Female (0) CCS: 7,647 men (86.8%),
1,156 women (13.2%)

LRCS: 132 men (90.4%), 14
women (9.6%)

Black LRCS: Black
CCS: Black or African American

CCS: 306 Black (3.6%),
8,064 not Black (96.3%)

LRCS: 39 Black (26.2%), 110
not Black (73.8%)

Year born In what year were you born? CCS statistics
Range: 1,910–1,985
Mean = 1,950.13
S.D. = 10.50
LRCS statistics
Range: 1,927–1,985
Mean = 1,958.65
S.D. = 11.44

Years in the congregation LRCS: How many years have you served this congregation?
CCS: How many years at this church?

CCS statistics
Range: 1–65
Mean = 7.58
S.D. = 7.16
LRCS statistics
Range: 0–45
Mean = 9.42
S.D. = 8.87
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Table A1. Continued

Variable name Question wording Descriptive statistics

Weekly attendance LRCS: What is the approximate average weekly attendance at all worship
services?

CCS: What is the approximate average weekly attendance at your Sunday
morning worship?

Categories set as: 1 if attendance is ≥100, 2 for between 101 and 250, 3 for
between 251 and 500, and 4 for >500

CCS statistics
Range: 1–4
Mean = 1.80
S.D. = 1.32
LRCS statistics
Range: 1–4
Mean = 2.19
S.D. = 1.19

Political views similar to
congregation

LRCS: How would you compare your views with congregation members on
political issues?

CCS: How would you compare the positions of the members of your
congregation on social issues to your own positions on such issues?

1 =Mine more conservative/liberal to 3 = about the same

CCS statistics
Range: 1–3
Mean = 2.46
S.D. = 0.63
LRCS statistics
Range: 1–3
Mean = 2.44
S.D. = 0.73

Political views similar to
denominational authorities

LRCS only: How would you compare your political views with those of your
local and national denominational authorities?

1 =Mine more conservative/liberal to 3 = about the same

Range: 1–3
Mean = 2.36
S.D. = 0.77

Evangelical LRCS: assigned according to the RelTrad measure created by Steensland
et al. (2000)

CCS: clergy from the follow denominations are coded Evangelical:
Assemblies of God, Christian Reformed Church, Churches of Christ,
Lutheran Church––Missouri Synod, Nazarene, Southern Baptist,
Mennonite, and Evangelical Free

CCS N = 3,441
LRCS N = 60
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Table A1. Continued

Variable name Question wording Descriptive statistics

Black Protestant LRCS: assigned according to the RelTrad measure created by Steensland
et al. (2000)

CCS: clergy from the follow denominations are coded Black Protestant:
African Methodist Episcopal, American Baptist, Church of God in Christ

CCS N = 696
LRCS N = 24

Political activism legacy/
religious people engage

LRCS: political activism is an important part of my church’s historical
legacy and tradition. Five-point Likert agreement scale

CCS: some religious leaders have argued that religious people should
withdraw from politics and dedicate themselves to non-political pursuits.
What is your view? Five-point scale from withdraw from politics to stay
engaged in politics

CCS statistics
Range: 1–5
Mean = 4.01
S.D. = 1.05
LRCS statistics
Range: 1–5
Mean = 2.70
S.D. = 1.27

Belief in influence of religious
leaders

LRCS: religious leaders have a great potential to influence the political and
social beliefs of their congregations

CCS: pastors have a great potential to influence the political beliefs of their
congregations

Five-point Likert agreement scale for both

CCS statistics
Range: 1–5
Mean = 2.40
S.D. = 0.94
LRCS statistics
Range: 1–5
Mean = 4.06
S.D. = 0.86

Providentiality LRCS only: agreement with “God has a plan and I have a part to play in it”.
Reversed so higher numbers mean more agreement (0–4, Mean = 3.71, S.
D. = 0.53). Plus “Would you say your religion provides some guidance in
your day-to-day life, quite a bit of guidance, or a great deal of guidance in
your day-to-day life?” (0–4, Mean 3.44, S.D. 0.67)

Range: 4–8 (rescaled to 1–5 in
Figure 1)

Mean = 7.71
S.D. = 0.86

Leadership × providential Interaction term between providential religious beliefs and belief in the
influence of religious leaders

Range: 7–40
Mean = 29.22
S.D. = 7.45
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APPENDIX 2 ROBUSTNESS CHECKS

Model Replication with LRCS Repeats Dropped

All four models were run without the 12 repeat clergy members who completed surveys in
both 2012 and 2016. The substantive results of the models were almost exactly similar with
all variables retaining their direction of influence and significance or near significance,
with the exception of age in the general congregation-level activities model; it is no
longer significant when the repeats are dropped.

Providential Beliefs Likelihood Ratio Tests

The three models for which providential beliefs were significant were run with and without
the providential beliefs measure, to assess whether including them significantly improved
the fit of the models. Including providential beliefs improved the fit of the model of per-
sonal political activities from 0.153 to 0.222 ( p = 0.000), improved the fit of the general
congregation-level political activities model from 0.344 to 0.356 ( p = 0.000), and
improved the fit of the election-specific political activities model from 0.424 to 0.438
( p = 0.000). The pooled model of congregation-level political activities, for which provi-
dential beliefs were not a significant predictor (driving the two component measures of
political activity in the pooled sample in opposite directions), improved from 0.500 to
0.508 ( p = 0.000).

Model Replication with Only Black Protestant Clergy

Models including only clergy from the Black Protestant religious tradition were run on the
CCS data for all five dependent variables (the LRCS Black Protestant n is too small to
support independent analysis). The results are available in Table A2. They reveal generally
similar findings. As the sample size is much smaller (Black Protestant clergy make up
about 7% of the CCS sample), it is not surprising that fewer variables are significant.
The most interesting results are those variables that are significant in the Black
Protestant but not the general models, or which switch their direction of influence
between the two. Only the general congregation-level and election-specific congrega-
tion-level models contain variables that meet this standard. For general congregation-
level political activities, education is a significant predictor of political activity in the
Black Protestant, but not the full, model. Also, the sign on congregation size changes direc-
tion—in the full model larger congregations lead to more general political activities, but for
Black Protestant clergy, smaller congregations do. For electoral activities, the sign flips for
the influence of religious leaders—in the full model, belief in the influence of leaders
reduces electoral activity, but for Black Protestant clergy, it increases it.

Model Replication with Only Black Clergy

Models including only clergy who self-identify as Black or African-American were run on
the CCS data for all five dependent variables (the LRCS Black n is too small to support
independent analysis). The results are available in Table A3. They reveal generally
similar findings. As the sample size is much smaller (Black clergy make up <2% of the
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Table A2. OLS regression models of total clergy aggregate political activity, Black Protestant clergy only

Personal General Election-specific All congregation All activity

Personal political activity – 0.170** (0.019) 0.219** (0.021) – –

Political interest 0.214** (0.075) 0.044 (0.028) −0.051 (0.031) 0.077 (0.053) 0.291** (0.114)
Conservative ideology −0.098 (0.068) −0.037 (0.025) 0.109** (0.027) 0.033 (0.048) −0.064 (0.103)
Education −0.060 (0.128) 0.093* (0.047) 0.076 (0.052) 0.145 (0.091) 0.084 (0.194)
Male gender 0.497 (0.227) 0.186 (0.102) −0.062 (0.112) 0.318 (0.196) 0.815 (0.418)
Black −1.890** (0.237) −0.111 (0.095) −0.392** (0.104) −1.241** (0.168) −3.131** (0.359)
Year born 0.012 (0.008) 0.009** (0.002) 0.009** (0.003) 0.024** (0.005) 0.037** (0.012)
Years with congregation 0.020 (0.011) 0.001 (0.004) −0.003 (0.004) 0.005 (0.008) 0.026 (0.017)
Weekly attendance 0.330 (0.161) −0.125* (0.053) −0.072 (0.065) −0.067 (0.114) 0.262 (0.243)
Political views similar to
congregation

0.032 (0.145) 0.048 (0.053) −0.068 (0.058) −0.007 (0.103) 0.025 (0.219)

Religious people engage 0.279** (0.093) 0.012 (0.034) 0.039 (0.038) 0.161* (0.066) 0.440** (0.140)
Belief in influence of religious
leaders

−0.081 (0.092) −0.016 (0.033) 0.073* (0.037) 0.025 (0.065) −0.055 (0.139)

Constant −26.198** (15.806) −20.091** (5.835) −17.625** (6.429) −47.938** (11.202) −74.136** (23.882)
N 375 375 375 375 375
Adjusted R2 0.221 0.296 0.422 0.252 0.271

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
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Table A3. OLS regression models of total clergy aggregate political activity, self-identified Black or African-American clergy
only

Personal General Election-specific All congregation All activity

Personal political activity – 0.206** (0.025) 0.268** (0.025) – –

Political interest 0.532 (0.088) 0.032 (0.028) −0.002 (0.027) 0.055 (0.058) 0.108 (0.136)
Conservative ideology −0.250** (0.103) −0.120 (0.033) 0.021 (0.032) −0.108 (0.068) −0.359* (0.103)
Education 0.992 (0.129) −0.024 (0.041) 0.000 (0.040) 0.023 (0.086) 0.122 (0.201)
Male gender −0.055 (0.333) −0.052 (0.107) −0.022 (0.103) −0.100 (0.222) −0.155 (0.516)
Year born 0.025* (0.011) 0.005 (0.003) 0.005 (0.003) 0.022** (0.008) 0.048** (0.017)
Years with congregation 0.010 (0.013) 0.001 (0.004) 0.007 (0.004) 0.016 (0.008) 0.027 (0.020)
Weekly attendance 0.090 (0.158) 0.117* (0.051) −0.041 (0.049) 0.119 (0.105) 0.209 (0.245)
Political views similar to congregation −0.134 (0.197) 0.037 (0.063) −0.001 (0.061) −0.027 (0.131) −0.161 (0.305)
Evangelical −0.772 (0.414) −0.339* (0.135) 0.253* (0.129) −0.453 (0.276) −1.225 (0.641)
Black protestant −1.951** (0.303) −0.293** (0.109) −0.242** (0.105) −1.463** (0.202) −3.414** (0.468)
Religious people engage 0.303* (0.131) 0.022 (0.042) 0.045 (0.041) 0.212* (0.087) 0.516** (0.202)
Belief in influence of religious leaders 0.086 (0.130) −0.025 (0.046) −0.064 (0.044) −0.049 (0.096) 0.037 (0.225)
Constant −48.571* (22.111) −9.726 (7.231) −10.147 (6.943) −42.950** (14.750) −91.521** (34.221)
N 167 167 167 167 167
Adjusted R2 0.300 0.468 0.597 0.336 0.348

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
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CCS sample), it is not surprising that fewer variables are significant. The most interesting
results are those variables that are significant in the models for Black clergy, but not the
general models, or which switch their direction of influence between the two. That is
only true for one variable in one model. In the model of election-related political activities
at the congregation level, the sign of the Black Protestant dummy variable reverses, indi-
cating that, among Black clergy, those who minister in the Black Protestant religious tra-
dition are less likely to engage in election-related political activities at the church than
those in other religious traditions.
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