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Abstract:



In the following, we characterize the contemporary conservative Evangelical movement as an example of contentious politics, a movement that relies on both institutional and noninstitutional tactics to achieve political outcomes. Examining multiple institutional and legislative outcomes related to the Faith Based Initiative, we seek to understand why some states have established state faith-based bureaucracies and passed significantly more faith-based legislation. We find that the influence of elite movement actors within state Republican parties has been central to these policy achievements. Furthermore, we find that the presence of movement-inspired offices increase the rate of adoption of legislation, and the passage of symbolic policies increases the likelihood of passage of more substantive faith-based legislation. We argue that the examination of multiple outcomes over time is critical to capturing second order policy effects in which new institutions, the diffusion of legislation and institutions, and increasing policy legitimacy may shape subsequent legislative developments.
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1. Introduction


Religious groups have long played a crucial role in the delivery of social services [1,2] From short term needs such as food pantries and soup kitchens, to more long term activities like drug treatment and job training [3], faith-based organizations have been a pillar of the social service sector [1,2,3]. While these groups have long done these activities on their own, in the mid-1990s there was a new push by some conservative Republicans to make these groups the default purveyors of social services and severely limit the role of government in these services [4,5]. This effort, known as the faith-based initiative, may have long fallen off the front page, but remains an important feature of the political landscape for many religious organizations.



Faith-based initiatives encompass a variety of laws and practices aimed at increasing the role of religion in government-funded social services [4]. A domestic policy priority for the Bush administration, during the Bush years, faith-based organizations received over two billion a year in grants on average [6]. Beyond the money, the faith-based initiatives created a new seat at the table of government agencies for religious groups and allowed them access to government officials in a way they had never had before [4], fundamentally altering how religious organizations and government interact.



Between 1996 and 2009, the most active years for the faith-based initiative, over 30 states created new faith-based liaison positions, state governments passed over 300 laws, and 11 federal government offices created faith-based offices. Conservative preferences for smaller government, a reduced welfare state, and privatization of public services have meshed nearly seamlessly with a genuine desire by many religious organizations to provide social services. In addition, this disposition has been supported aggressively by elements of the conservative Evangelical movement with an interest in fundamentally transforming the relationship between church and state. While less known than the battles over abortion or same sex marriage, we view these initiatives as extremely important developments in modern church/state relations.



In this paper, we trace the institutionalization and passage of faith-based initiatives at the state level from their inception in Texas under then Governor George Bush through his years as president during which the faith-based initiative was pursued with the most vigor at the state level. We examine multiple institutional and legislative outcomes related to faith-based initiatives, in order to better understand how Evangelical political elites and their allies have been so successful in creating faith-based institutions and uncover the drivers of the substantial variation in the volume of faith-based legislation passed within states over time. It is important to note that, while the Obama administration renamed the White House Office of Faith-Based Initiatives to include community and neighborhood partnerships, the office is intact, and all previously established federal faith-based government offices and liaisons have remained in place. Additionally, many states have maintained their faith-based bureaucracies even without the support of the Bush administration1. Thus, while the initiative certainly is not the domestic policy priority it once was, the supportive bureaucracies and policies remain largely in place.



To support the initiative, President Bush spent federal funds, created various federal level faith-based offices, and strongly encouraged states to follow his lead by enacting laws and policies in line with what he had done in Texas and at the federal level. Following the lead, 37 states created faith-based liaisons and enacted over 300 new laws that fundamentally reshaped how government interacts with religious groups [4]. This dramatic creation of a whole new area of public policy deserves our attention for several reasons. First, by examining the Faith-based Initiative, we begin to understand not just how faith-based policies became so popular over time, but also how and why other social policies can move to the forefront of a state’s policy agenda. Our findings emphasize the importance of the utilization, by movement actors and allies, of political institutions and the elevation of activists to governing positions as a tactic for the creation of favorable policy. We find that the creation of movement-inspired bureaucracies and policy diffusion increases the likelihood of the subsequent passage of faith-based legislation. In addition, the passage of largely symbolic policies is found to increase the likelihood of more substantive legislative outcomes down the road. We view these dynamics as central to understanding the political successes of the conservative Evangelical movement in this policy area.



Second, we contribute to a broader understanding of policy successes by the contemporary conservative movement. In recent decades, the conservative Evangelical movement has become an increasingly salient feature of the political landscape throughout the United States [7,8]. Encompassing a variety of organizational actors ranging from religious organizations and interest groups to traditional social movement organizations, this movement strives to increase the presence of a particular brand of Christianity in public life through both cultural and political change. These varied efforts are often issue specific, including support for anti-abortion legislation, school prayer, and anti-evolution initiatives. We use the term movement here, but the development and expansion of the Faith-based Initiative is not well described by a traditional social movement narrative. Rather the story is one of elite movement actors utilizing institutional tactics and existing political institutions to pursue movement goals. In essence, Evangelical movement actors and their allies have transformed the political opportunity structure and managed, through the creation of faith-based offices and liaisons, to literally incorporate movement goals into the bureaucratic fabric of the state. While this is distinct in many ways from the experience of a typical outsider social movement, we find this account to be consistent with, and even anticipated, by a broader contentious politics framework [9] as we detail below.



Finally, our approach underlines the utility of taking a multifaceted and longitudinal perspective on policy developments and the benefits of attention to the manner in which political gains, even symbolic ones, may transform future opportunities for success. Given that for many the Faith-based Initiative has receded into obscurity, it bears emphasizing that this policy initiative represents an important and consequential shift in governing philosophy and practice in regards to church-state separation, as well as a codification of the desire to move social services out of the government sector and into the religious sector [5]. Furthermore, the faith-based initiatives are of enduring significance as the victories for Evangelical activists in this policy area in many ways paved the way for, and shaped the strategies of, subsequent campaigns in a variety of policy arenas.



1.1. Brief History of the Faith-Based Initiative


The original implementation of the Faith-based Initiative, then known as Charitable Choice, passed as a component of the 1996 Welfare Reform Act [4]. There were two underlying goals of this legislation, increasing cooperation between religious groups and government agencies and increasing the amount of funding going to religious groups providing social services [10,11,12]. The passage of Charitable Choice and the subsequent Faith-based Initiative policies that followed in 2001 were the result of many years of lobbying by elite Evangelical movement activists who used their power within the Republican Party to promote these measures and create a new sustained state and federal level faith-based bureaucracy [4,13]. It cannot be overstated how central the efforts of conservative Evangelical actors were to early victories for the Faith-based Initiative at both the federal and state level. Unprecedented access was first gained in Texas under then-Governor George W. Bush who worked with Evangelical activists such as Marvin Olasky and Chuck Colson while creating these policies [4,14,15,16]. In 1996, Governor Bush created the first state faith-based liaisons and worked with state legislators to significantly alter state law regarding religion in the social service sector. Subsequently, other states, such as South Carolina, Oklahoma and New Jersey, followed suit with similar laws. Following the assumption of office by the Bush administration in 2001, significantly more states began to implement faith-based policies and practices in innovative ways, creating a wide variety of faith-based policies ranging from faith-based offices to special grant writing seminars, and even exclusive funding streams that were eventually declared unconstitutional [4].



Unlike some previous social policy changes, such as Civil Rights legislation or the Equal Rights Amendment, which had their roots in broad-based movement activism, the institutionalization of faith-based policies did not emerge from a groundswell of bottom-up movement support [16,17,18,19]. There were no marches in the street or petitions being signed in churches demanding change in state and federal policy. The political backers of the Faith-based Initiative have had to create a supportive constituency for their policy after it was already in place. This push from movement activists at all levels of government has resulted in the implementation of some type of faith-based policy or practice in nearly every state [20], with many states creating extensive faith-based bureaucratic structures that continue to exist long after initial efforts.



Since 1996, 37 states have created a faith-based liaison position, and 24 of these states also created a faith-based office (see Figure 1)2. In general, these offices have offered assistance and outreach to faith-based groups, as well as some help connecting with state organizations and navigating the federal government’s grants systems [4]. Interviews with faith-based liaisons suggest that these offices and liaisons became either witting or unwitting insider movement activists [21] In one study, which involved interviews with 30 of 34 state faith-based liaisons between 2002 and 2005, all liaisons interviewed discussed reaching out to state legislators, state agencies, or working with governors to access funds directly or indirectly [4]. In addition to the proliferation of offices and liaison positions, the increase in state-level faith-based legislation was dramatic. Between 1996 and 2000, only 41 laws passed in a total of 10 states. Between 2001 and 2009 an additional 347 laws passed in 44 states (see Figure 2). During these years, the Faith-based Initiative became well established in the legal landscape of many states.


Figure 1. State creation of offices of faith-based and community initiatives and faith-based liaisons 1996–2009.
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Figure 2. Faith-based legislation 1996–2009.
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1.2. Literature Review


1.2.1. The Conservative Evangelical Movement and the Faith Based Initiative


In implementing faith-based policies across state bureaucracies and legislative landscapes, the conservative Evangelical movement met the twin goals of creating social policy based on conservative Christian ideals and attempting to shift the burden of care away from the government and to religious groups [4,5]. To effectively implement policy and change government bureaucracy, the conservative Evangelical movement relied on a number of non-traditional movement tactics that sought to transform the character of government institutions in order to implement these policies [4]. While social movements are traditionally viewed as outsiders, in reality, social movements often use a wide range of both institutional and noninstitutional tactics. Public interest groups may engage on occasion in noninstitutional tactics (such as organizing protest events), and many movements have institutionalized over time into hybrid interest group/social movement organizations [22]. This latter type of organization may function more like a social movement during issue campaigns and more like a public interest group during periods of demobilization. Central to these phenomena are coordinated efforts by actors with shared interests to influence governments [22].



Tarrow [23] argues that the long history of American religious social movements is distinctly characterized by repeated entry into the realm of conventional politics, more so than any other category of social movement. From this perspective, the contemporary conservative Evangelical movement is not an anomaly, but directly in line with historical precedents. We view the conservative Evangelical “movement” as a complex phenomenon comprised of a diverse and ever-shifting range of organizations and issue campaigns. Traditional social movement organizations utilizing noninstitutional tactics do make up a portion of this social and political movement, but these are neither the elements nor tactics that have driven the development of the Faith-based Initiative. Thus, while there is a long rich history of populist evangelical movements and issue campaigns [24,25], we are focusing here on a specific effort and policy development that is particularly elite-driven and, we argue, better understood from a perspective that emphasizes the use of institutional and insider tactics.




1.2.2. Conservative Evangelical Movement and Institutional Tactics


It has been argued that a hallmark of recent conservative social movements is that they often do not utilize protest or disruption [7]. Rather, these movements rely more heavily on traditional institutional tactics (mobilizing voters, lawsuits, petitions, and lobbying) and efforts to transform the political culture and climate by electing their own members to public office [7,8,26,27,28,29,30,31].



This specific tactic of entry into institutional political arenas has been critical to the policy accomplishments of the conservative Evangelical movement, as it has provided access to elite political institutions [7,8]. Such access has long been conceptualized as key to movement influence and success [32]. For more traditional “outsider” movements, access to, and influence upon, political institutions may be sought through activities such as lobbying, protest, or attempts to shape public opinion [32]. For the movement actors involved in the promotion of the Faith-based Initiative, access has been cultivated by merging, in a sense, with political and state institutions through the election and appointment of movement actors to office and through the creation of new government institutions charged with the pursuit of movement goals [28,30,31].



Members of many social movements have pursued this specific approach of effecting social change and achieving movement goals by holding either political or bureaucratic positions within the state [33]. Santoro and McGuire [34] refer to such individuals as “institutional activists” who use their insider status to promote outsider goals and highlight the roles of such activists in influencing the content of policies pursued by the civil rights and women’s movements. While not unique to the conservative Evangelical movement [33], we believe it fair to argue that this movement has been uniquely successful in the use of this particular tactic. Since at least the 1980s, many elite movement actors explicitly advocated entry into governing institutions as an effective route to achieving social and political change [7,28,30,31]. From school boards to state level elections, and finally to the presidential election in 2000, movement leaders focused on creating friendly political environments to achieve their goals by electing movement members as political leaders [26,27,29,31]. The role of evangelical influence on social policy is then better conceptualized as not about religion per se, but rather about how religion influences mediating mechanisms, such as political parties, into shifting public policy [35].



Entry by Evangelical movement actors into political institutions appears to have been the most successful and enduring at the level of state political parties, specifically Republican state parties. Orchestrated through a complex array of alliances and direct participation, religious conservatives have achieved increasing success and acceptance in the Republican Party [30,31]. A 1994 Campaign & Elections article suggested that the presence of movement-identified members and their allies was so substantial in some areas that the Christian Right “had a working majority in the principle state party organ” in eighteen states ([30], p. 118; [36]). In addition to using their individual positions to advance movement priorities, movement actors have been successful in many states in reshaping local party institutions and agendas to serve movement ambitions; movement activists became political actors and movement goals became items on party platforms.




1.2.3. Faith-Based Initiatives and New Political Institutions


When social movements are successful in gaining protections or new advantages, these gains are occasionally accompanied by the creation of new institutions tasked with monitoring or administering these protections. Two prominent examples include the creation of the National Labor Relations Board and the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. Such institutions can provide new points of access for movements and, more broadly, may shift the balance of power between groups in conflict outside of the state. Scholars such as Burstein, Einwohner, and Hollander [37] characterize these types of outcomes as “structural” gains in which the degree of access available to movements is increased in a significant and enduring fashion. In the case of the Faith-based Initiative, the creation of state faith-based offices and liaison positions represents not just an additional point of access, but a set of long-standing and government funded positions, staffed in some cases by movement actors, charged with the pursuit of movement goals [4]. Once in place, these offices and positions create a durable link between state governments and religious organizations.




1.2.4. Policy Diffusion as a Movement Outcome


Scholars have long noted that neo-institutional theory may provide an especially fruitful framework for understanding social and political change [38,39]. Gross, Medvetz, and Russell assert specifically that neo-institutional theory is useful in that “it offers a theory of change qua the diffusion of practices across organizational fields” ([40], p. 338). In particular, they give the example of accounts of neoliberal policy reform that rely heavily on models of diffusion and isomorphism. We find these conceptual frames useful in the case of the Faith-based Initiative and suggest that while diffusion may occur somewhat “mechanically”, it is also the case that diffusion may be an explicit movement strategy and goal. In a top-down fashion, the White House under President Bush was instrumental in the diffusion of the initiative using conferences, monthly conference calls, and letters to governors to specifically encourage states to create partnerships and relationships with each other in order to increase faith-based practices. Subsequently, as more states passed legislation related to the Faith-based Initiative and created faith-based offices and liaisons, this in and of itself increased the acceptance and legitimacy of such activities – creating legal and cultural changes that legitimated political developments originally argued to be illegitimate and unconstitutional [41,42].




1.2.5. Movement Outcomes: Acceptance, Inclusion, and New Advantages


Finally, in a classic formulation of movement outcomes, Gamson [43] identifies two major categories of successful movement outcomes: acceptance and new advantages. Subsequent scholars have extended and detailed the nature of these outcomes within a political and legislative context. Acceptance in this context “meant some basic acknowledgement by government officials that the challenger was legitimate” ([44], p. 463). New advantages include outcomes such as the passage of policies reflecting movement goals, the actual enforcement and implementation of legislated gains, or even just the entry of such legislation into the political agenda [44]. The outcome of acceptance is often viewed as a critical precursor to substantive legislative victories [22]. However, Amenta et al. [45] note that, because democratic governments usually recognize movements and interest groups as legitimate challengers, scholars have largely moved beyond viewing acceptance as a movement outcome, preferring instead to focus on “a modified version of Gamson’s “inclusion”, or challengers who gain state positions through election or appointment, which can lead to collective benefits” ([43], p. 291). As we noted above, the conservative Evangelical movement has been widely acknowledged as being exceptionally successful at both entering and developing an enduring bond with the GOP (Grand Old Party, or Republican Party) [46]. The movement has achieved an enviable degree of inclusion, but in the specific case of the faith-based initiative, we view the notion of “acceptance” as a movement outcome as pertinent because the basic premise of the initiative is one whose constitutionality was initially uncertain. The initiative gained a major boost in legitimacy when the Bush administration issued several executive orders that allowed states to pursue the creation of liaisons and offices in response to an official federal initiative [47,48].



In a related vein, we consider it significant that much of the legislative activity at the state-level has been largely symbolic. Since 1995, 132 individual state laws outlined provisions stating that state contracts and agencies should partner with, or include, faith-based organizations. It is important to note that these organizations had in fact partnered with state governments in all fifty states even before such laws were established [4]. These policies were created not of necessity, but out of a desire to symbolically establish the importance of faith-based social service organizations in the law. Such symbolic policies are consequential due to the signals they send to both those in power and the public [49,50,51]. In their research on congressional hearings, King et al. [52] find that attention to rights issues was enhanced by the cumulative number of previous hearings on such issues. They suggest that this is a function of increasing issue legitimacy, where issues or policies with analogous predecessors are more readily assumed to be within the scope of legitimate governmental authority [52,53]. In the case of policies related to the Faith-based Initiative, we believe that the aggregation of symbolic polices has contributed to establishing and increasing acceptance of religious organizations as legitimate, and in some cases preferred, recipients of government contracts and funds. In fact, many of these symbolic policies are explicitly and specifically concerned with exactly this issue: establishing the status of religious organizations as legitimate recipients or participants.






2. Data and Methods


To explore the determinants of various faith-based policy developments, we used multiple sources of data and statistical approaches. Data on faith-based policies were collected from two main sources. First, data on all legislation related to the Faith-based Initiative were gathered using the LexisNexis search engine. This is a standard tool used in legal research and contains data on all laws passed in every state between 1996 and 2009, including the content of each law passed, as well as its author and date of passage. Using search terms related to the faith-based initiative such as “faith-based” and “charitable choice”, we have compiled a reasonably complete record of legislative implementation related to the Faith-based Initiative. Additional data on state faith-based liaisons was collected from LexisNexis, personal interviews, and the White House Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives. Data compiled from these three sources provide a comprehensive picture of both state faith-based liaison and office creation.



2.1. Types of State Legislation


In this section, we outline the various types of faith-based legislation that states have passed between 1996 and 2009. After detailed examination of over 300 laws, it was determined that the legislation could be divided into roughly nine different categories of laws (provided in Table 1). Broadly, the goal of this varied legislation was to create a new legal culture that would facilitate more openness to faith-based organizations (FBOs). This has been pursued through the passage of what we have categorized here as two types of legislation: symbolic and “concrete”. The nine categories of laws were constructed so as to identify the primary impact of each law. The distinction between symbolic and concrete was made by assessing whether such laws would alter the allocation of resources for, or substantively change, existing policy practices in regards to FBOs. The first type, symbolic laws, are those that suggest states work with FBOs, use language that encourages participation, or create an atmosphere that suggests greater friendliness, without mandating extra participation. This category also includes laws that set up faith-friendly structures such as state administrative boards to work with FBOs. These are not laws that direct action, but rather suggest action.



Table 1. Type and number of Faith-based Initiative laws benefiting faith-based organizations.







	
Type of Law

	
# of Laws






	
“Symbolic” laws aimed at ensuring a friendly environment for FBOs (140 total)

	




	
1. Include language in legislation that encourages partnering and collaborating with faith-based organizations, including incorporating Charitable Choice/faith-based language into state law

	
136




	
2. Create a faith-based advisory board

	
4




	
“Concrete” laws creating government access for FBOs (185 total)

	




	
3. Include members of the faith community on agency advisory boards

	
73




	
4. Make appropriations to faith-based offices/organizations

	
59




	
5. Require government agencies to consider use of faith-based organizations for specific government programs, such as drug rehabilitation, prison programs, or youth activities

	
45




	
6. Exempt faith-based organizations from standard regulations or licensing requirements

	
6




	
7. Assist with grant writing process (or assign extra points to application)

	
2




	
Other laws not categorized as either symbolic or concrete (22 total)

	




	
8. Create an Office of Faith-based Initiatives or FBL position *

	
11 *




	
9. Regulations on faith-based organizations and requiring religious groups to have their own 501(c)(3)s (non-profit organizations)

	
11








Data was collected using LexisNexis database; * Due to the collinearity that would be created by including these laws in the dependent variable while examining the impact of the presence of a faith-based office or liaison as an independent variable, we have dropped these 11 laws from the dependent variable in the MMC (Multilevel Model for Change) analyses.








On the other hand, concrete legislation is that which creates greater access for faith-based groups and expands faith-based practices by directing that specific actions be taken. While these laws do not necessarily create an advantage for faith-based groups (although some argue that they might), they do target FBOs for special help and explicit inclusion in the public sphere. These laws include creating funding streams geared toward the state Office of Faith-Based and Community Initiatives (OFBCI) or other “faith-based efforts”, laws specifically requiring faith-based programs, or laws that require representatives from faith-based groups be appointed to state advisory boards. Table 1 lists the types of laws, the number of each, and whether we have categorized them as symbolic or concrete. In addition, there were a number of bills which were difficult to categorize (regulations regarding tax status) or that would present methodological complications if included in the analyses (those laws creating faith-based offices and liaison positions). The laws concerning tax status regulations are included in counts of total laws, but not those of symbolic or concrete legislation. The pieces of legislation creating faith-based offices and liaison positions are not included in any of the analyses of passed legislation below because the presence of these offices and positions is examined as an independent variable in those models (see Table 2).



Table 2. State legislation by year. Number of faith-based laws passed by Year (1996–2009).







	
Year

	
States

	
#Laws

	
#States






	
1996

	
none

	
0

	
0




	
1997

	
AZ (2), CA (1), FL (1), MI (1), TX (1)

	
6

	
5




	
1998

	
FL (2), ID (1), KY(1), NJ (1)

	
5

	
4




	
1999

	
AZ (2), CA (1), FL (1), LA (1), MI (1), NJ (1), TX (4)

	
11

	
7




	
2000

	
AZ (3), CA (2), CO (3), FL (7), KY (1), MA (1), MI (1), NJ (1)

	
19

	
8




	
2001

	
AK (1), AL (2), CA (1), FL (6), GA (1), IA (1), IN (1), LA (2),

	
32

	
20




	

	
MA (1), MD (1), MN (1), MT (1), NC (1), NJ (2), NV (2),

	

	




	

	
OH (2), OK (1), OR (2), TX (2), VA (1)

	

	




	
2002

	
AZ (1), CO (1), FL (4), LA (1), MA (1), NJ (3), OK (3), PA (1), VA (2)

	
17

	
9




	
2003

	
AZ (2), CA (1), FL (3), IA (1), IL (1), IN (3), KS (1), LA (1),

MA (1), MD (2), MI (2), MN (1), MS (2), NJ (1), NM (3),

OH (1), OK (3), OR (2), TX (4), WI (1)

	
36

	
20




	
2004

	
AK (1), AL (1), AZ (3), CO (1), CT (1), FL (4), IA (1),

IN (1), KS (1), LA (2), MA (1), MD (1), MI (1), MO (1), MS (2),

NJ (2), OK (1), OR (1), VA (2), WY (1)

	
29

	
20




	
2005

	
AL (2), AR (1), AZ (4), CA (1), CO (2), FL (3), IL (1), IN (2),

KY (2), MD (1), MN (1), NC (2), ND (2), NJ (2), NM (1),

OH (2), SC (2), TN (2), TX (3), VA (2), WV (1)

	
39

	
21




	
2006

	
AL (2), AZ (3), FL (1), GA (1), IN (1), KS (1), KY (1),

LA (3), MA (1), MD (2), MO (1), MS (2), NJ (2), OH (1),

SC (1), TN (2), VA (4), WA (3)

	
32

	
18




	
2007

	
AK (3), AL (2), AR (3), AZ (4), FL (3), HI (1), IL (1), IN (1),

MA (1), MD (2), MN (1), MO (1), MS (2), MT (1), ND (1),

NH (1), NJ (1), OK (5), SC (1), TN (1), TX (6), VA (2), WA (1)

	
45

	
23




	
2008

	
AK (1), AL (3), AZ (1), CA (1), FL (1), HI (1), IA (2), ID (1),

LA (2), MA (1), MO (1), MS (1), NC (2), NJ (1), NM (1), OK (2),

SC (1), TN (1), UT (1), VA (2)

	
27

	
20




	
2009

	
AL (1), AR (1), AZ (2), CA (1), IA (2), ID (1), IL (2), IN (4),

	
43

	
23




	
KS (1), KY (2), LA (2), ME (1), MI (1), MO (1), MS (3),




	
NC (1), ND (1), NJ (5), OH (1), OR (1), TN (2), TX (7), VA (2)




	
Total

	
347

	
44











2.2. Statistical Models and Dependent Variables


In the following, we employ two different statistical approaches on a variety of dependent variables related to implementation of the Faith-based Initiative. Each method allows the exploration of a different type of outcome and different specific research questions.



2.2.1. Event History Analysis


Our first set of analyses examine the factors associated with a greater likelihood of a state creating an OFBCI or a faith-based liaison position. We use discrete time event history analysis [54] to analyze longitudinal data on a dichotomous dependent variable indicating whether a state had created an OFBCI or appointed a faith-based liaison in a given year. Once a state had created an office or a liaison position, subsequent observations were removed from the analysis, as the state was no longer at risk of one of these events. Using a variety of techniques, we identified Alaska as an overly influential outlier on a number of variables. We have dropped Alaska from all analyses, resulting in models based on 531 state-year observations.




2.2.2. Multilevel Model for Change


In our second set of analyses, we use a multilevel model for change (MMC), or hierarchical linear modeling for change [55], to explore the factors associated with increasing passage of legislation over time. The dependent variable in these analyses is the year-to-year cumulative count of faith-based legislation in each state. Each time a state passes another piece of legislation, the cumulative count increases; this creates a dependent variable that characterizes what can be thought of as trajectories of growth in faith-based legislation. As an illustration, Figure 3 displays trends in this dependent variable within four states: Texas, Connecticut, Florida and Indiana. In the cases of Texas and Florida, there is a clear pattern of consistent passage of new legislation over time. As this modeling strategy may be unfamiliar to some, we will explain the structure of the model in more detail below.


Figure 3. Cumulative count of faith-based legislation for selected states, 1995–2009.
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2.3. Independent Variables


A number of factors may have influenced whether a state implemented particular aspects of the Faith-based Initiative. These include the size of a state’s Evangelical constituency, the local strength of the conservative Evangelical social movement, a state’s political environment, and policy diffusion.



2.3.1. Indicators of Evangelical Social Movement Resources


Measuring the strength of the Evangelical movement at the state level over time has proved to be an exceedingly difficult task. Within the movement, a number of different organizations (such as the Christian Coalition or Focus on the Family) have both risen and faded in influence and prominence over time. The challenges to constructing state-level estimates using membership or organizational data for such groups have proven insurmountable (and to our knowledge have not been overcome elsewhere). Consequently, we utilize a set of measures that do not measure the conservative Evangelical movement directly, but rather are indicators that previous research and social movement theory would lead us to expect to be strongly associated with movement strength: the percent of a state’s population that identifies as Evangelical and the proportion of congregations in a state that are Evangelical.



These measures are drawn from data compiled by the Association of Religious Data Archives that draw upon the 1990, 2000, and 2010 waves of the Religious Congregations & Membership in the United States survey (RCMS) published by the Glenmary Research Center [56,57,58]. These data provide the best subnational estimates of religious adherence by religious tradition currently available [19]. In addition to the estimated percentage of the state population that identifies as Evangelical, we construct a measure that identifies the proportion of all surveyed congregations that identify themselves as Evangelical. While these two factors are highly correlated, we expect that they might tap different important aspects of both potential movement resources and religious political culture within states. The annual values for these factors, used in the event history analyses, are estimated using a linear interpolation between survey wave years.



Two important limitations to these measures bear mentioning, one empirical and one theoretical. The empirical limitation is that the RCMS suffers from significant undercounts of particular denominations, especially historically African-American denominations [19]. As such, we consider our measures of Evangelical adherents and congregations throughout as primarily measures of white Evangelical adherents and congregations. The second limitation is that while we expect the number of adherents and congregations to be directly related to the resources upon which the Evangelical movement can and does draw, we cannot distinguish whether the political impact of, for example, a larger proportion of Evangelical state residents is a result of movement activity or political actors responding to, or reflecting, constituent preferences. As this is a rather serious limitation, we will return to this issue in the discussion.




2.3.2. Political Opportunity Structure


Politics-driven policy. We also examine multiple characteristics of the state political opportunity structure. First, we assess the impact of the overall political ideology of a state’s legislature and governor using Berry et al.’s measure of state government ideology3 [59]. We expect states with more ideologically conservative governments will be more likely to implement legislation related to the Faith-based Initiative. Higher values on this measure indicate more ideologically liberal state governments.



Strength of the Evangelical movement within state Republican parties. It has been widely argued that, broadly speaking, entry into and influence within state Republican parties has been critical to legislative and political success for the conservative Evangelical movement. In order to investigate whether this is true in the specific case of the Faith-based Initiative, we use a variable characterizing the degree of influence and presence of the Evangelical movement within state Republican parties. This index of Evangelical movement influence was developed by Green and his colleagues [28,30]. Ranging from 1 (least influential) to 5 (most influential), the scale incorporates several measures derived from interviews and other data. In 1994, data were collected from a Campaigns and Elections study that relied upon two types of informants: state-level political insiders and Evangelical movement activists. This study was repeated in similar fashion in 2000. While not perfect, this work provides the only measure of this important aspect of Evangelical movement strength. We expect a stronger degree of influence in state Republican parties will be positively associated with both the institutionalization of, and a higher volume of legislation related to, the Faith-based Initiative.



Problem-driven policy. Advocates for faith-based initiatives are often driven by a genuine desire to facilitate the capacity of faith-based organizations to provide social services to their target populations, often the poor. As such, it is entirely possible that more extensive implementation of the Faith-based Initiative may develop, at least in part, as a response to the severity of poverty within a state. In order to assess this possibility, we include the Census Bureau’s state poverty rates.



The Bush Administration. Finally, in our Event History analyses, we include a dummy variable indicating the years in which the Bush Administration was in office. The Bush administration used multiple approaches to encourage states to create their own faith-based institutions. We expect that this alone significantly increased the likelihood of any state taking such steps.




2.3.3. Second Order Policy Effects


Institutionalization. In our MMC analyses, we also examine the influence that institutionalization of the Faith-based Initiative at the state level may have on subsequent legislative developments. We include a dummy variable indicating whether a state has created a faith-based liaison position or faith-based office. As state liaisons have reported working with governors and state legislators to propose and pass faith-based initiatives, we expect the presence of offices and liaisons to increase the likelihood of adoption of faith-based legislation. In a small number of cases, pieces of legislation were primarily concerned with the creation of a faith-based office or liaison position (most offices and liaison positions were established by governors). In order to avoid artificially inflating the association between legislative passage and the presence of an office or liaison, we have removed these 11 laws from the cumulative count of total legislation4.



Institutional Duration. Furthermore, we expect that newer offices or liaisons may face a greater challenge in overcoming institutional inertia. Conversely, more established offices or liaisons may be more likely to have cultivated the connections, relationships, and institutional legitimacy necessary to get things done. In order to test this, we include a measure of institutional duration, which is the annual count of the number of years since the establishment of a faith-based office or liaison.



Policy Diffusion. The creation of faith-based offices or the passage of faith-based legislation in nearby states may increase the likelihood of a state adopting similar institutions and policies. In order to uncover evidence of state-level diffusion, we examine the impact of the count of contiguous states with faith-based offices or liaison positions within the Event History analyses. In the MMC analyses, we explore the impact of the count of faith-based legislation passed in contiguous states in the previous year on the passage of new legislation in a state.



Policy Legitimacy. Finally, in one set of MMC analyses, we examine whether the aggregation of symbolic legislation within a state increases the likelihood of the passage of more concrete legislation. This variable is operationalized as a state’s cumulative count of symbolic faith-based legislation lagged by one year. Extending King at al.’s concept of issue legitimacy to policies themselves, it may be the case that recurrent passage of such legislation enhances the legitimacy of policy developments in this specific area and in doing so lays the groundwork for more substantive, if initially controversial, legislation. However, it may also be the case that symbolic legislation may be passed as a substitute for concrete action, as was suspected by some in the case of the Faith-based initiative [4,5,7].





2.4. Control Variables


In addition to these theoretically relevant variables, policy research suggests that particular socio-demographic and economic characteristics of states should be taken into account [60,61,62].



Economic. States with fewer economic resources may be less likely to appoint faith-based liaisons or create offices, as such innovations may be perceived as too costly [60]. This factor is included as a control in all models, in the form of real state revenue per capita. Revenue data are from the Statistical Abstract of the United States [63].



Religiosity. Second, we control for the overall level of religiosity in a state with a measure of estimated total religious adherents (to any religion) in a state relative to the state population. We expect that states with larger proportions of religious adherents may be more supportive of faith-based policies regardless of the efforts of Evangelical movement actors. In order to control for this possibility, we include this variable in all models. These data are also drawn from the Religious Congregations & Membership in the United States survey and are interpolated between survey wave years (1990, 2000, and 2010).





3. Results


3.1. Event History Analyses


Institutional Impacts: The Creation of Faith-Based Offices and Liaisons


This first set of analyses examines the state-level factors associated with the creation of either a faith-based office or liaison position. Table 3 contains the results of six Event History models. The first four models are reduced models examining the impact of a variety of movement and political factors individually in models containing only control variables. Our full models 5 and 6 include all factors and introduce our two highly correlated measures of Evangelical movement resources separately. Within both of these full models, the following factors are significantly associated with an increased likelihood of state creation of an office or liaison: the variable characterizing the influence of the Christian Right in the state Republican Party, the Bush administration dummy variable, and our measure of policy diffusion. It is noteworthy that, controlling for other factors, neither the size of a state’s Evangelical community in terms of adherents or organizational presence appear to be significantly related to whether a state established a faith-based office or liaison. Indeed, the only characteristic internal to states related to this outcome is the strength of movement actors within the state Republican Party. The two remaining factors, the Bush Administration dummy and the diffusion variable, both capture pressures and processes originating outside of states.



Table 3. Event History Analysis of State Creation of a Faith-Based Liaison Position and/or Office of Faith-Based Community Initiatives: 1998–2007 *.







	

	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Model 3

	
Model 4

	
Model 5

	
Model 6






	
Evangelical Movement Resources

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
% White Evangelicals

	
1.02

	

	

	

	
0.99

	




	

	
(0.024)

	

	

	

	
(0.03)

	




	
% Congregations Evangelical

	

	
15.34

	

	

	

	
1.28




	

	

	
(28.92)

	

	

	

	
(2.23)




	
Political Opportunity Structure

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Republican Control of Both Houses of the State Legislature

	

	

	
2.01 *

	

	
1.95 ^

	
1.92 ^




	

	

	

	
(0.70)

	

	
(0.73)

	
(0.73)




	
Ideology of State Government (t-1)

	

	

	
0.97 *

	

	
0.97 *

	
0.97 *




	

	

	

	
(0.01)

	

	
(0.01)

	
(0.02)




	
Evangelical Movement

	

	

	
1.60 **

	

	
1.78 ***

	
1.69 **




	
Influence in State Republican Party

	

	

	
(0.22)

	

	
(0.28)

	
(0.25)




	
Bush Administration in Office

	

	

	
8.68 ***

	

	
4.14

	
4.00




	

	

	

	
(6.92)

	

	
(3.6)

	
(3.54)




	
Policy Diffusion

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Number of Neighboring States

	

	

	

	
1.56 *

	
1.65 *

	
1.66 *




	
Faith-based Office

	

	

	

	
(0.31)

	
(0.34)

	
(0.35)




	
Control Variables

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Per Capita State Revenue

	
0.99

	
1.10

	
1.11 ^

	
0.97

	
1.12 ^

	
1.12 ^




	

	
(0.12)

	
(0.10)

	
(0.07)

	
(0.14)

	
(0.07)

	
(0.06)




	
Poverty Rates

	
0.95

	
0.91

	
0.97

	
0.99

	
0.95

	
0.92




	

	
(0.07)

	
(0.07)

	
(0.06)

	
(0.04)

	
(0.08)

	
(0.08)




	
% Religious Adherents

	
1.01

	
1.03

	
1.02

	
1.02

	
1.02

	
1.02




	

	
(0.016)

	
(0.02)

	
(0.02)

	
(0.02)

	
(0.02)

	
(0.02)




	
Log Pseudolikelihood

	
−100.15

	
−99.14

	
−90.69

	
−98.05

	
−87.54

	
−87.69




	
N

	
357

	
357

	
357

	
357

	
357

	
357








Notes: ^ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; * Exponentiated coefficients are presented so that a hazard ratio interpretation can be applied to the coefficients above. It should be noted that all models contain a set of year dummy variables for the years 2000–2001, 2002–2003, 2004–2005, 2006–2007 but are not presented above.








The Bush administration dummy variable is the single most influential factor in these analyses indicating that the odds of any state creating an office or liaison were nearly nine times higher following the 2000 election. The second most influential factor is the Christian Right influence variable, which ranges from 1 (weak influence) to 5 (great influence). The results of Model 6 indicate that states in which the Christian Right are characterized as having great influence on the state Republican Party have an estimated odds of creating an office or liaison that is three times larger than those in a state with weak Christian Right influence. Finally, the odds of a state creating an office or liaison when two neighboring states have done so are roughly 50% higher than a state with no such developments in contiguous states.



In summary, beyond the nationwide promotion of the creation of faith-based institutions by the Bush administration, the strength of the Christian Right within Republican state parties and policy diffusion appear to be the central drivers of state adoption of faith-based offices and liaison positions.





3.2. Multilevel Model for Change Analyses


3.2.1. Legislative Impacts: The Passage of Faith-Based Legislation


In the following set of analyses, we explore the factors influencing trajectories of change in the cumulative count of state faith-based legislation using a multilevel model for change. We find this approach both appropriate and highly useful for a number of reasons. First, this approach allows us to examine whether developments within states over time, such as the creation of faith-based institutions or shifts in the ideological composition of state governments, are associated with legislative outcomes. Simultaneously, we can assess whether relatively stable state characteristics, such as the proportion of Evangelicals in a state, drive substantially different overall trends of legislative activity between states. This is important, as we do not expect within-state variation in such factors to matter, that is, minor changes over time in the percent of Evangelical residents are not expected to drive trends. Rather, it is the influence of stable differences across states that are of interest. Such assessments are not possible in the context of either fixed-effects or first-differenced time series approaches, which are often used to examine legislative outcomes5.



In this two-level model, states are the larger, level II units and the cumulative counts of state legislation over time are the level I units. The level I model describes how states change over time, while the level II model describes how these changes vary across states [49]. The following is our level I model for cumulative faith-based legislation, Y, for each state s at time t:


Yts = π01 + π1sTIMEts + π2sOFFICEorLIAISONts + π3sGOVIDEOts +… … πqsXqts + ets.



(1)







Annual state levels of cumulative legislation are a function of an intercept (π01, the grand mean of cumulative legislation across states when all predictors are set to mean values), TIME (π1s), the presence of a state OFBCI or liaison (OFFICEorLIAISON) at time t (π2s), while controlling for other variables included in the level I analysis (πqs).



Using only time-varying independent variables, the level I analysis attempts to explain within-state year-to-year change in state faith-based legislation. Specifically, given the construction of the dependent variable as a cumulative count, the variable will either stay the same year-to-year, meaning no passage of legislation, or it can increase indicating the passage of legislation. The level II analysis, on the other hand, utilizes a set of time-invariant independent variables and examines the manner in which largely stable state characteristics predict the value of both the intercept and the slope of an individual state’s entire trajectory of change in cumulative legislation over the period examined. The outcome variables in the level II model are the π parameters from the level I model:
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(2)







For example, we hypothesize that states with a stronger Christian Right influence in state Republican parties will experience more substantial increases in cumulative faith-based legislation over the entire 1996–2009 period.



The level II model assesses factors that impact initial values (the intercept) and rates of increase or decline in the dependent variable over the entire period examined (literally, the slopes in Figure 3). In 1996, no state had passed any faith-based legislation. As a consequence, the initial values, or the intercept for the MMC model, for all states is zero. As such, we will not be examining or discussing determinants of initial values in the following. The trajectory of change in total legislation for each state over the entire period examined is characterized in π1s and is regressed upon a measure of Christian Right party influence (CRSTRENGTH) and a vector “Xqs” of our other time-invariant predictors. The other time-invariant variables in the following analyses, all in the form of their average over the period studied, are % white Evangelical, % congregations Evangelical, and % religious adherents.




3.2.2. Determinants of Year-to-Year Change in Total Faith-Based Legislation


Models 1–5 in Table 4 present our reduced models that contain all control variables and introduce each independent variable individually. Models 6 and 7 are our full models that contain all variables and introduce our correlated measures of Evangelical strength individually. First, we discuss the variables that are examined at level I of the models, those which predict change year-to-year in cumulative legislation.



Table 4. MMC Analysis of Cumulative Faith-Based Legislation on State Charateristics: 1996–2009.







	

	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Model 3

	
Model 4

	
Model 5

	
Model 6

	
Model 7






	
Time in Years (slope)

	
0.64

	
0.64

	
−0.24

	
0.24

	
0.64

	
0.25

	
−0.01




	

	
(0.40)

	
(0.41)

	
(0.48)

	
(0.41)

	
(0.43)

	
(0.41)

	
(0.48)




	
Covariate Main Effects

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Institutionalization & Institutional Duration

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Faith-Based Office or Liaison+

	
0.82 ***

	

	

	

	

	
0.750 ***

	
0.755 ***




	

	
(0.15)

	

	

	

	

	
(0.146)

	
(0.147)




	
Number of years since Office or Liaison

	
0.44 ***

	

	

	

	

	
0.334***

	
0.330***




	
were established+

	
(0.05)

	

	

	

	

	
(0.052)

	
(0.052)




	
Political Opportunity Structure

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Ideology of State Government (t-1)+

	

	

	

	
−0.003

	

	
−0.008 ***

	
−0.008 ***




	

	

	

	

	
(0.002)

	

	
(0.002)

	
(0.002)




	
Diffusion

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Total Legislation Passed in Neighboring

	

	

	

	

	
0.113 ***

	
0.065***

	
0.067 ***




	
States+ (t-1)

	

	

	

	

	
(0.012)

	
(0.013)

	
(0.013)




	
Controls

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Per Capita State Revenue+

	
0.022

	
0.063 ^

	
0.077 *

	
0.089 *

	
0.064 ^

	
0.011

	
0.019




	

	
(0.035)

	
(0.034)

	
(0.036)

	
(0.036)

	
(0.035)

	
(0.033)

	
(0.034)




	
Poverty Rates+

	
0.010

	
0.084 ***

	
0.083 ***

	
0.069 **

	
0.033

	
0.021

	
0.014




	

	
(0.02)

	
(0.021)

	
(0.022)

	
(0.022)

	
(0.021)

	
(0.021)

	
(0.022)




	
Covariate Effect on Slope *

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Evangelical Movement Resources

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
% White Evangelicals

	

	
0.014 ^

	

	

	

	
−0.002

	




	

	

	
(0.007)

	

	

	

	
(0.009)

	




	
% Evangelical Congregations

	

	

	
1.59 **

	

	

	

	
0.664




	

	

	

	
(0.50)

	

	

	

	
(0.614)




	
Political Opportunity Structure

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Proportion of Years State Legislature under

	

	

	

	
−0.24

	

	
−0.23

	
−0.28




	
GOP Control (over 1996–2009)

	

	

	

	
(0.20)

	

	
(0.20)

	
(0.20)




	
Evangelical Movement

	

	

	

	
0.18 **

	

	
0.14 *

	
0.084




	
Influence in State Republican Party

	

	

	

	
(0.054)

	

	
(0.07)

	
(0.067)




	
Control

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
% Religious Adherents

	
−0.006

	
−0.007

	
−0.000

	
−0.003

	
−0.007

	
−0.006

	
−0.005




	

	
(0.008)

	
(0.008)

	
(0.008)

	
(0.007)

	
(0.008)

	
(0.008)

	
(0.008)




	
Constant

	
−0.939

	
−1.969*

	
0.655

	
−0.998

	
−1.65

	
0.127

	
1.44




	

	
(0.008)

	
(0.92)

	
(1.09)

	
(1.03)

	
(1.04)

	
(1.01)

	
(1.15)




	
Random Effects

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Intercept

	
1.377 **

	
0.332 **

	
0.356 **

	
0.465**

	
0.641 ***

	
1.292 ***

	
1.272 ***




	
Time

	
0.323 ***

	
0.333 ***

	
0.300 ***

	
0.295 ***

	
0.374 ***

	
0.297 ***

	
0.292 ***




	
Residual

	
0.872 ***

	
1.041 ***

	
2.084 ***

	
1.037 ***

	
0.884 ***

	
0.809 ***

	
0.807 ***




	
Covariance

	
−0.592 **

	
−0.243 **

	
−0.199 **

	
−0.235 **

	
−0.341 ***

	
−0.565 ***

	
−0.537 ***




	
(time, intercept)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Number of Observations

	
700

	
700

	
700

	
700

	
700

	
700

	
700




	
Deviance (−2 log likelihood)

	
2214.65

	
2311.59

	
2313.96

	
2316.32

	
2234.04

	
2154.91

	
2160.35




	
BIC

	
2293.27

	
2396.74

	
2399.13

	
2408.04

	
2312.65

	
2272.83

	
2278.27








Notes: ^ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; + Variable Varies over time; * the following variables are in the form of averages for the 1995–2009 period interacted with the linear time variable. These models also include in the direct intercept effect (the average value of these independent variables not interacted with time) but they are omitted from this table for the sake of clarity in the presentation of the results and because they are neither substantively or theoretically interesting.








Beginning with our measure of institutionalization, we find that annual change in legislation is strongly influenced by the presence of either a state OFBCI or the presence of a faith-based liaison. Based on an examination of the predicted values for Model 66, a hypothetical state with average values on all variables and an office or liaison would pass roughly two more pieces of faith-based legislation every three years than an identical hypothetical state lacking an office or liaison. In addition, the likelihood of a state passing legislation increases substantially the longer a state has had a faith-based office or liaison. We can only speculate on the mechanisms driving this effect. This may represent some combination of faith-based liaisons deepening their relationships with legislators, finding ways to overcome institutional inertia, or a consequence of the increasing institutional legitimacy of more longstanding offices or liaisons. We should mention that these two measures, presence of an office or liaison and the number of years such offices or positions have existed, are unavoidably highly correlated. However, both factors consistently remain highly statistically significant (p < 0.000), and have nearly identical impacts, in the absence of one another in both full and reduced models.



Turning to one aspect of a state’s political context, we find that states with more conservative state governments are more likely to pass legislation year-to-year. Finally, our diffusion variable (total faith-based legislation passed in contiguous states as of the previous year) is highly significant, indicating that states with neighbors that are actively pursuing a faith-based legislative agenda are more likely to pass such legislation themselves.




3.2.3. Determinants of Overall Trends in Total Faith-Based Legislation


Of the level II variables examined, only one factor emerges as significantly influential of overall trajectories of change in cumulative legislation consistently across models: the strength of the Christian Right within the state Republican Party. Using the coefficients from Model 6, Figure 4 displays the predicted values of cumulative legislation for three states where the Christian Right has very weak, moderate, and very strong influence within the state Republican Party (all other variables set to mean values). The magnitude of this effect suggests that this factor is one of the most influential in these analyses.


Figure 4. Predicted cumulative faith-based legislation for states containing Christian right social movements with weak, moderate, & strong influence within the State Republican Party
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The only other level II variable that is significant in any model is the percent of state congregations that are Evangelical (reduced Model 3). This suggests, as expected, that states with larger numbers of Evangelical congregations have passed more faith-based legislation. The proportion of Evangelical congregations is positively correlated with Christian Right influence in state Republican parties (r = 0.61). Not surprisingly, on average, the Christian Right has more influence in Republican parties in states where there is a larger Evangelical presence. In order to assess the extent to which this collinearity is impacting these estimates, models 6 and 7 were run omitting the Christian Right party influence variable (see Model 2, Table 5). These models indicate that, controlling for non-collinear factors, the measure of Evangelical congregations is highly significant and positively associated with a larger volume of faith-based legislation in the absence of the state Republican Party influence variable. Overall then, states with larger proportions of Evangelical congregations and more Evangelical influence in state Republican parties are more likely to pass legislation, and, in many cases, these are the same states7.



Table 5. MMC Analysis of Cumulative Total, Symbolic, and Concrete Faith-Based Legislation on State Charateristics: 1996–2009.







	

	
All Legislation

	
Symbolic Legislation

	
Concrete Legislation






	

	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Model 3

	
Model 4

	
Model 5

	
Model 6

	
Model 7




	
Time in Years (slope)

	
0.25

	
−0.06

	
0.22

	
0.05

	
0.085

	
−0.091

	
0.033




	

	
(0.41)

	
(0.48)

	
(0.21)

	
(0.25)

	
(0.254)

	
(0.295)

	
(0.227)




	
Covariate Main Effects

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Institutionalization & Institutional Duration

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Faith-Based Office or Liaison+

	
0.750 ***

	
0.764 ***

	
0.305 ***

	
0.318 ***

	
0.442 ***

	
0.453 ***

	
0.384 ***




	

	
(0.146)

	
(0.147)

	
(0.087)

	
(0.087)

	
(0.101)

	
(0.101)

	
(0.099)




	
Number of years since Office or Liaison

	
0.334 ***

	
0.331 ***

	
0.090 **

	
0.092 **

	
0.291 ***

	
0.288 ***

	
0.264 ***




	
were established+

	
(0.052)

	
(0.052)

	
(0.030)

	
(0.029)

	
(0.036)

	
(0.036)

	
(0.035)




	
Political Opportunity Structure

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Ideology of State Government (t-1)+

	
−0.008 ***

	
−0.008 **

	
−0.004**

	
−0.004**

	
−0.004 *

	
−0.004 **

	
−0.002




	

	
(0.002)

	
(0.002)

	
(0.001)

	
(0.001)

	
(0.002)

	
(0.002)

	
(0.002)




	
Diffusion

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Total Legislation Passed in Neighboring

	
0.065 ***

	
0.067 ***

	
0.093 ***

	
0.093 ***

	
−0.002

	
0.003

	
−0.014




	
States+(t-1)

	
(0.013)

	
(0.013)

	
(0.015)

	
(0.015)

	
(0.015)

	
(0.015)

	
(0.015)




	
Previous Symbolic Policy Success

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Cumulative Symbolic Legislation (t-1)+

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
0.274 ***




	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
(0.042)




	
Controls

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Per Capita State Revenue+

	
0.011

	
0.018

	
0.002

	
0.004

	
−0.001

	
0.003

	
−0.003




	

	
(0.033)

	
(0.034)

	
(0.018)

	
(0.018)

	
(0.023)

	
(0.024)

	
(0.022)




	
Poverty Rates+

	
0.021

	
0.014

	
−0.001

	
−0.003

	
0.028^

	
0.023

	
0.029*




	

	
(0.021)

	
(0.022)

	
(0.011)

	
(0.012)

	
(0.014)

	
(0.015)

	
(0.014)




	
Covariate Effect on Slope *

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Evangelical Social Movement Strength

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
% White Evangelicals

	
−0.002

	

	
−0.002

	

	
0.001

	

	
0.001




	

	
(0.009)

	

	
(0.005)

	

	
(0.005)

	

	
(0.005)




	
% Evangelical Congregations

	

	
1.12 *

	

	
0.615 *

	

	
0.545 ^

	




	

	

	
(0.50)

	

	
(0.257)

	

	
(0.302)

	




	
Political Opportunity Structure

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Proportion of Years State Legislature under GOP Control (over1996–2009)

	
−0.23

	
−0.31

	
−0.10

	
−0.14

	
−0.11

	
−0.14

	
−0.09




	

	
(0.20)

	
(0.19)

	
(0.10)

	
(0.10)

	
(0.12)

	
(0.12)

	
(0.11)




	
Evangelical Movement

	
0.14 *

	

	
0.076 *

	

	
0.055

	

	
0.036




	
Influencein State Republican Party

	
(0.07)

	

	
(0.035)

	

	
(0.042)

	

	
(0.038)




	
Control

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
% Religious Adherents

	
−0.006

	
−0.005

	
−0.005

	
−0.005

	
−0.001

	
0.0001

	
0.0001




	

	
(0.008)

	
(0.008)

	
(0.004)

	
(0.004)

	
(0.005)

	
(0.005)

	
(0.004)




	
Constant

	
0.127

	
1.50

	
0.03

	
0.64

	
−0.062

	
0.911

	
−0.117




	

	
(1.01)

	
(1.15)

	
(0.56)

	
(0.63)

	
(0.685)

	
(0.787)

	
(0.67)




	
Random Effects

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Intercept

	
1.292 ***

	
1.283 ***

	
0.381 **

	
0.365 **

	
0.586 ***

	
0.603 ***

	
0.556 ***




	
Time

	
0.297 ***

	
0.301 ***

	
0.079 ***

	
0.080 ***

	
0.111 ***

	
0.111 ***

	
0.089 ***




	
Residual

	
0.809 ***

	
0.807 ***

	
0.288 ***

	
0.288 ***

	
0.390 ***

	
0.389 ***

	
0.375 ***




	
Covariance

	
−0.565 ***

	
−0.547 ***

	
−0.165 ***

	
−0.159 ***

	
−0.230 ***

	
−0.223 ***

	
−0.201 ***




	
(time, intercept)

	

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
Number of Observations

	
700

	
700

	
700

	
700

	
700

	
700

	
700




	
Deviance (−2 log likelihood)

	
2154.91

	
2162.63

	
1400.5

	
1404.93

	
1632.84

	
1641.83

	
1594.06




	
BIC

	
2272.83

	
2267.45

	
1518.42

	
1509.75

	
1750.76

	
1746.64

	
1718.53








Notes: ^ p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; + Variable Varies over time; * the following variables are in the form of averages for the 1995-2009 period interacted with the linear time variable. These models also include in the direct intercept effect (the average value of these independent variables not interacted with time) but they are omitted from this table for the sake of clarity in the presentation of the results and because they are not substantively or theoretically interesting.









3.2.4. Determinants of Trends in Total Symbolic and Concrete Faith-Based Legislation


In our final set of analyses, we examine the determinants of two different dependent variables: total cumulative symbolic and total cumulative concrete faith-based legislation. Models 3–7 in Table 5 examine these dependent variables. Model 1 in Table 5 is Model 6 from Table 4. Model 2 is Model 7 from Table 4 with the collinear Evangelical influence variable dropped, both provided for comparison. In all models, we find that the presence of an office or liaison is significantly associated with year-to-year increases in both symbolic and concrete legislation. Also consistent across models is the finding that the passage of faith-based legislation is more likely the longer an office or liaison has been established. Similarly, in all but Model 7, more ideologically conservative state governments are more likely to pass faith-based legislation of either type.



There are a number of noteworthy differences in the factors that are significantly associated with symbolic and concrete legislative outcomes. In the absence of one another, the measures of Evangelical congregations and Evangelical influence in Republican parties are significantly associated with a larger volume of both total and symbolic legislation, but not with concrete legislation (although % Evangelical congregations is significant at the level of a one-tailed test in Model 6). Similarly, our measure of policy diffusion is significantly associated with a higher volume of symbolic, but not concrete legislation (in this case, the diffusion variable indicates whether the passage of symbolic legislation in neighboring states is associated with the passage of symbolic legislation within states, and the same for concrete legislation). This reveals that the significant effects of policy diffusion, Evangelical congregations, and Evangelical party influence on total legislation are primarily driven by patterns of adoption of more symbolic legislation. On the other hand, the adoption of more concrete legislation appears to be determined primarily by characteristics of state governments, specifically their ideological composition and the presence and longevity of faith-based institutions.



There may be multiple reasons for this. One interpretation is that symbolic policies offer a low-risk (and no cost) way for politicians to signal affiliations or support for particular constituencies. As such, the political calculus surrounding support for symbolic policies is likely distinct from that associated with more substantive legislation. In addition, it is often the case that more substantive legislation is more controversial and correspondingly more difficult to pass. The combination of political conditions necessary to pass such legislation do not necessarily line up neatly with state-level indicators of social movement strength or patterns of policy diffusion. Alternatively, these results are consistent with a scenario in which the efforts of faith-based liaisons, and their offices are the central driver of the passage of more concrete legislation, a task made easier in the context of more ideologically conservative governments.



Finally, in Model 7, one additional independent variable is added to these analyses: a state’s cumulative count of symbolic faith-based legislation lagged by one year. We include this model to investigate a final question: does the passage of symbol legislation increase the likelihood of subsequent passage of concrete legislation? This variable is highly significant and positive indicating that year-to-year states that have previously passed more symbolic legislation are more likely to pass concrete legislation. We interpret this as an indication that the recurrent passage of symbolic legislation enhances the legitimacy of policy developments related to faith-based initiatives and consequently increases the likelihood of subsequent adoption of more substantive legislation.






4. Discussion


In the big picture, these results identify where and when states were more likely to pass measures that implemented the conservative Evangelical movement goals of reshaping church/state relationships and fostering the devolution of the welfare sector to religious groups. Our findings suggest that both institutional activism and the creation of movement-inspired state institutions have been extremely effective means of pursuing these outcomes. We find in these analyses a direct effect of elite movement actors on the passage of legislation. States where the Evangelical movement has made the biggest inroads into state Republican parties have passed a larger volume of faith-based legislation. These states are also more likely to create state faith-based offices and liaisons institutionalizing access and attention to a set of movement issues. In both sets of analyses, patterns of state creation of faith-based institutions and the passage of faith-based legislation are better predicted by the degree of influence held by movement actors within state Republican parties than the composition of states’ religious communities. Once established, the presence of these liaisons and offices has resulted in an enduring increase in the likelihood of the subsequent passage of faith-based legislation. Transforming the political opportunity structure itself, this partial outsourcing of movement activity to the state results in second order policy effects that subsequently further movement goals.



We also find that another self-reinforcing dynamic, diffusion, has greatly aided the expansion of the Faith-based Initiative. In addition to the top-down diffusion process captured in the Bush administration’s appeal to governors nationwide to create OFBCIs, states were more likely to both create office and liaison positions and pass symbolic faith-based legislation if their neighbors were doing so. In this context, we think it is reasonable to consider the diffusion of institutions and policies, in part, as a second-order policy outcome. Again, given the real concerns about the constitutionality of early legislative efforts related to the Faith-based Initiative, the existence of policies and institutions elsewhere provides assets, in terms of both practical models and policy legitimacy, to movement actors attempting to garner support for similar policies.



Finally, we find the previous passage of symbolic faith-based legislation is associated with a greater likelihood of subsequent passage of concrete policy outcomes. The passage of these initial unfunded, suggestive, and symbolic policies were viewed by many as low risk political pandering to the conservative religious base [7]. However, our findings suggest that these policies have had a very real impact, significantly reshaping political culture in regards to the legitimacy of church-state interactions in the domain of social services. In Gamson’s [43] classic terms, symbolic policies have won increased acceptance of FBOs as legitimate potential recipients of funds and laid the groundwork for subsequent actual receipt of this new advantage. Perhaps most interesting is the fact that while indicators of Evangelical movement strength and influence are not directly associated with the adoption of more concrete legislation, they are strongly related to the creation of faith-based institutions and the passage of more symbolic legislation, both of which are among the very few factors which increase the likelihood of passage of more concrete legislation (see Figure 5). More substantive policy outcomes are then a second order outcome resulting from institutionalization of movement goals and actors and enhanced policy legitimacy via the recurrent passage of symbolic legislation.


Figure 5. Model of long-term and second order policy impacts.
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5. Conclusions


While movement actors and allies were clearly successful in the years examined here, what is perhaps more surprising is how much of the initiative remains. At the national level, the renamed White House Office of Faith-Based and Neighborhood Partnerships has continued under the Obama administration to partner with faith-based groups in the hopes of expanding their social service work. While the name change highlighting the more formal inclusion of community groups has been viewed as a signal to Evangelicals that they no longer dominate the White House agenda, Obama has still not rescinded Bush’s order on allowing religious groups to discriminate in hiring even when receiving federal funds (perhaps the most important legal decision impacting church/state relations from either president). Both of these actions suggest that the changes made to church/state relationships under Bush administration have not been fully diminished. Additionally, over twenty states still maintain state offices of faith-based initiatives that have pursued a variety of efforts to bring religious groups into greater partnership with government agencies, with two states, Delaware and Arizona, either creating or further codifying their offices after President Bush left office. While several states, such as Alaska and Minnesota, have closed their faith-based offices, the vast majority remains, and both the ideas and bureaucracy of the faith-based initiative have continued largely intact at the state and federal level.



The influence of the Evangelical movement has been widespread, impacting not only faith-based policy, but also a wide range of policy domains including education, marriage, health policy, and reproductive rights. These successes have been achieved through the use of a diverse set of both noninstitutional and institutional tactics, and, especially through effective utilization of an existing political institution, the Republican Party. The effectiveness of this institutional activism is rivaled only by the successes associated with the creation of new government institutions tasked with pursuing movement goals. While this tactic may have been utilized in an exceptionally consequential manner in the case of the Faith-based Initiative, access gained through new institutions is not unique to the Evangelical movement and is, in our opinion, an underdeveloped area in our understanding of long-term policy outcomes. Attention to the longer-term second order impacts of policy developments requires taking a perspective on policy outcomes that is both long-term and multifaceted. We expect such a perspective to be valuable for understanding developments in other policy arenas in which the Evangelical movement has focused its efforts and a broader set of policy achievements by the contemporary conservative movement writ large.
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1While the White House no longer tracks offices, the majority of states that created faith-based offices have maintained those offices or have maintained some level of faith based bureaucracy within the government. Twenty-three states currently with faith-based offices or liaisons in various agencies are: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Illinois, Georgia, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, and Virginia. There are very likely additional liaisons, however, without a singular agency tracking liaisons their identification is significantly more difficult.



	
2Currently, 23 of these states still have offices; however, it is unclear how many still have liaisons since many liaisons are in a variety of government offices, and the White House is no longer tracking which states have liaisons.



	
3This measure was created using the roll call voting records of state legislators, the partisan divisions of the elected bodies, the outcomes of congressional elections, and the party of the state governor [59].



	
4Our institutionalization dummy variable indicates the presence of an office or liaison in the year after the passage of such legislation. We also ran these analyses including these 11 laws and find that the results are identical in all substantive respects.



	
5In addition, pooled cross-sectional analyses often raise serious problems in terms of high levels of autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity, both of which are present in these data. The error structure of the MMC model allows residuals to be both autocorrelated and heteroskedastic within the larger level II units (states, in this analysis), which allows more efficient use of the data [55]. Finally, one key assumption of the MMC is that unobserved panel level effects are not related with the variables in the analyses. Using a Hausman test, it was determined that that this assumption is satisfied in the dataset and the use of an MMC approach is appropriate.



	
6This is the full model with the best fit in these analyses.



	
7Given the high collinearity between these two variables, we cannot adjudicate between or assess the relative contributions of these two factors. However, across a wide range of models and while controlling for other indicators of Evangelical movement strength, the Evangelical party influence variable consistently emerges as a better predictor of faith-based legislative activity.
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