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Abstract

How, and in what contexts, do U.S. senators publicly invoke religious rhetoric when

engaging with their constituents? Do periods of heightened public anxiety make

senators more likely to use religious rhetoric? We use the Internet Archive’s 90-

terabyte collection of material from the U.S. government’s Internet domain (.gov)

to evaluate the relationships between insecurity, anxiety, and religious rhetoric on

senators’ official websites. We estimate the association between a senator’s use

of anxiety-related terms on her official website in a given year (as a proportion

of overall yearly words) and that senator’s use of religious rhetoric (public-facing

religiosity). We find a strong, positive association between senators’ public display

of anxious sentiments and public-facing religiosity in a given year. This research

advances scholarly understanding of how U.S. legislators invoke religion in public

spaces. It also models the use of “big data” sources and scalable, time-variant text-

data approaches for measuring and analyzing religion and elite political behavior.
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Through many dangers, toils and snares we have already come. T’was grace

that brought us safe thus far, and grace will lead us home. (“Amazing Grace”

Anglican Hymn, 1779)

Introduction

Personal religious beliefs shape U.S. politicians’ appeal as candidates for public office

(Clifford and Gaskins, 2016) and their congressional policy priorities and voting behavior

(Oldmixon and Hudson, 2008; Yamane and Oldmixon, 2006). Members of Congress also

publicly invoke religious ideas when they engage with their colleagues and constituents.

Yet researchers know relatively little about this public-facing religiosity. How, and in

what contexts, do legislators publicly invoke religious rhetoric when communicating with

their constituents? Do periods of heightened public anxiety make legislators more likely

to use religious rhetoric?

Individuals and communities often increase their own religious behavior during

times riddled with national security concerns, when they face economic duress, or in

the aftermath of traumatic events (Norris and Inglehart, 2011; Schuster et al., 2001;

Sibley and Bulbulia, 2012). Amid turmoil, elected officials may similarly turn toward

religion in their personal lives, and they may also invoke religious ideas as part of their

public profiles in an effort to quell constituents’ feelings of insecurity or anxiety. If

elected officials’ behavior mirror or respond to general trends toward increased religiosity

amid insecurity, we may observe associations between anxiety and religious ideas in their

curated public rhetoric.

This article examines the relationship between insecurity, anxious sentiments, and

religious rhetoric among U.S. senators’ public profiles. To do so, we analyze the con-

tent of senators’ official congressional websites, based on web-crawl captures during four

election years (2006, 2008, 2010 and 2012). Using this truly “big data” resource and
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an externally validated measure of public-facing religiosity (Gade et al., 2020), we esti-

mate the relationship between senators’ proportional use of anxious rhetoric and religious

rhetoric in a given year. We find a strong association between a senator’s public expres-

sion of anxiety and invocation of public-facing religiosity. This association maintains

across various model specifications. As senators adopt increasingly anxious rhetorical

sentiments in their broad political communication profiles, they become substantially

more likely to invoke religious rhetoric. This association within a senator’s macro-level

political profile does not appear to be shaped by traumatic real-world events, including

natural emergencies or terrorist attacks.

This article makes valuable substantive and methodological contributions. First,

it provides evidence about when and how U.S. politicians invoke religion in their public

roles as leaders and policymakers. It suggests crucial links between demonstrations of

anxiety and religious ideology among senators’ online rhetoric. In doing so, it extends

research on religion in public life to new terrain—elected officials’ curated, public-facing

religious rhetoric over time—and it advances knowledge about the contours of religion

in U.S. political culture. Second, this article demonstrates the novel contributions that

large text sources can make to scholarly knowledge about elite political communication

and about the broader intersections between religion and politics.

This article proceeds as follows. First, we discuss religion’s relevance to U.S. cam-

paigns and congressional behavior. Second, we theorize the connections between public

anxiety and elected officials’ public-facing religiosity. This curated public display of

religiosity is related to, but substantively distinct from, broader associations between

insecurity and religiosity among citizens’ everyday lives. Third, we detail our use of the

Internet Archive’s 90-terabyte collection of U.S. government website content, and we de-

scribe the text-data methods we use to construct novel proportional rhetoric variables

based on this data source. Fourth, we present beta regression results that confirm an

association between anxiety and religious rhetoric (but not with traumatic real-world
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events). We include robustness checks that consider possible sources of false positive

results and structural endogeneity concerns. We close by highlighting the implications

of these results for existing research on religion, politics, and securitization; and by dis-

cussing the contributions that web-based text data archives can make to social science

research.

1 Religion in campaigns and Congress

Article 6 of the U.S. Constitution directs that “no religious test shall ever be required as

a qualification to any office or public trust under the United States.” Despite this con-

stitutional prohibition, seven U.S. states explicitly prohibit those who deny the existence

of a God from holding state office.1 Meanwhile, religious belief—whether authentic or

feigned (Alberts, 2008)—regularly serves as a de facto prerequisite for candidates seeking

public office. Religious politicians, particularly those who identify as Christian or Jewish,

are disproportionately represented in Congress.2 Although twenty-three percent of U.S.

adults today claim no religious affiliation, virtually all members of the U.S. Congress

self-identify as religious. Congress has had only one open atheist (Rep. Pete Stark,

D-CA),3 one explicitly religiously unaffiliated member (Sen. Krysten Sinema, D-AZ),4

and several additional members (eighteen in the 116th Congress) who do not report a

religious affiliation (Sandstrom, 2019).

When it comes to religiosity, the United States is outlier. American adults tend

to be more religious—and report higher frequencies of religious behavior—than those

living in other wealthy countries (Fahmy, 2018). Given these high levels of religiosity,

politicians throughout the country encounter a variety of political norms, expectations,

or incentives to engage religious ideas in their public roles. Appealing to voters’ religious

sentiments is a crucial political tactic for contemporary U.S. politicians (Albertson, 2015;

McLaughlin and Wise, 2014; Weber and Thornton, 2012). Among the highly religious
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U.S. citizenry (Norris and Inglehart, 2011, 84-5), voters’ religious beliefs routinely shape

their public opinions and their voting behavior (Pew Research Center, 2003; Smidt, Guth

and Kellstedt, 2017). Voters tend to perceive religious candidates to be more trustworthy

than their non-religious counterparts (Clifford and Gaskins, 2016, 1066). Considerable

subsets of American voters expect their candidates to publicly exhibit faith by invoking

religious rhetoric on the campaign trail (Coe and Chapp, 2017),5 although the political

efficacy of invoking religion varies across candidate identities.6 Candidates highlight

(often authentic) religious beliefs in a calculated, deliberate, and partisan way to connect

with religiously inclined American voters (Domke and Coe, 2008, 3-10) or to demonstrate

their moral superiority over opponents (Glenn, 2010).7

Once elected, legislators’ own religious affiliation (Fastnow, Grant and Rudolph,

1999; Page et al., 1984), their degree of orthodoxy (Green and Guth, 1991), the salience

of own their religious beliefs (Yamane and Oldmixon, 2006), and the religious breakdown

of their constituency (Marchetti and O’Connell, 2018; Martin, 2009; Meier and McFar-

lane, 1993; O’Connor and Berkman, 1995; Oldmixon, 2005) all shape legislators’ voting

behavior and policy preferences. This is particularly true among policies that regulate

hot-button private issues (Oldmixon and Hudson, 2008) like access to abortion or mar-

riage equality (Blackstone and Oldmixon, 2015; Chressanthis, Gilbert and Grimes, 1991;

Gohmann and Ohsfeldt, 1994; Guth, 2014; Richardson and Fox, 1972, 1975; Schecter,

2001; Tatalovitch and Schier, 1993).8 However, with the polarization of American poli-

tics (Layman, 1999) and Christian conservatism’s entrenchment in the Republican Party

(Dowland, 2015; Newman et al., 2016, 6), these effects are increasingly mediated through

a legislator’s partisan identification and political ideology (Marietta, 2009; Norris and In-

glehart, 2011, 211; Yamane and Oldmixon, 2006).9
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2 Public-facing religiosity

We examine politicians’ curated, public-facing religious rhetoric, particularly during

times of real or perceived insecurity. In doing so, this research advances several under-

studied dimensions of religion in U.S. politics. First, existing research emphasizes how

politicians’ specific religious identities shape their electoral strategies and policy agen-

das. It focuses on private religious practices (Guth, 2014) or on fixed religious identities,

which are insufficient for quantifying the ways in which legislators publicly perform and

invoke their religiosity. Indeed, “given the entry of religion into political debates issuing

in effective policies. . . it makes little sense to measure the social significance of religion

only in terms of such indices as church attendance” (Asad, 2003, 182). As a result, re-

searchers lack a comprehensive understanding of the extent to which legislators across

religious affiliations use religious signaling in their constituent communication strategies.

Second, research that does examine politicians’ religious rhetoric focuses almost

exclusively on campaign strategies (Coe and Chapp, 2017). We know relatively little

about how officials, once elected, publicly and broadly invoke religious rhetoric (Djupe,

2013), even though congressional discourse is crucial in shaping public attitudes and

policy outcomes (Leep, 2010). The novel data we employ in this article enable us to

examine the religious rhetoric that politicians, once elected, use in their curated com-

munication outreach to their entire constituency. Third, research that has interrogated

U.S. legislators’ religious rhetoric predominately focuses on highly partisan issues, like

abortion (Marchetti and O’Connell, 2018), in which religious and partisan motivations

are not easily distinguishable.10 However, politicians’ religious rhetoric is frequently more

encompassing than issue-specific approaches consider or measure (Chapp, 2012).

In short, existing research leaves unanswered questions about how elected officials,

across political ideologies or religious affiliations, deploy religious rhetoric as part of their

broad public profile. In the United States’ uniquely religious environment, elected officials

are likely to invoke religious ideas in a range of contexts and for a variety objectives. Doing
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so, in turn, reinforces religion’s relevancy in U.S. political culture. This article begins to

fill these research gaps by examining the rhetorical sentiments that accompany elected

officials’ public displays of religiosity. By dislodging our analysis from polarizing social

issues or partisan politics, we gain insights about the broader and more deeply ingrained

contributions religious ideas make to American politics.

Insecurity, anxiety, and religious rhetoric

Religious rhetoric provides a bridge between material circumstances and the ethereal or

symbolic ideas that give those circumstances meaning, importance, or recourse (Geertz in

Pals, 2009). Individuals and communities often gravitate toward religious concepts when

they face circumstances of insecurity or anxiety. Social science research suggests that

religion can serve as a source of comfort and stability to communities facing insecurity

or economic hardship. Norris and Inglehart (2011)’s comparative analysis demonstrates

that people living in countries that experience relatively high levels of poverty or inse-

curity exhibit higher levels of religiosity than those living in more economically secure

countries. Meanwhile, religion’s importance and vitality gradually erodes among societies

with greater security:

[T]he importance of religiosity persists most strongly among vulnerable pop-

ulations, especially those living in poorer nations, facing personal survival-

threatening risks. We argue that feelings of vulnerability to physical, societal,

and personal risks are key factor driving religiosity. (Norris and Inglehart,

2011, 4-5)

Similar trends shape subsets of a country’s population. Poorer Americans are notably

more religious than their wealthier counterparts (Norris and Inglehart, 2011, 108). In

fact, the United States’ considerable economic inequality partially explains its high level

of religiosity. Indeed, these are the dynamics then-presidential candidate Barack Obama
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observed when he said that Americans facing economic uncertainty “cling to guns, or

religion, or antipathy toward people who aren’t like them, or anti-immigrant sentiment,

or anti-trade sentiment as a way to explain their frustrations” (Pilkington, 2008).

Religion may also help people understand and cope with traumatic events. Evidence

suggests that even people who are not particularly religious look to religion during times

of crisis. Religious faith increased among those affected by a 2011 earthquake in New

Zealand (Sibley and Bulbulia, 2012). Similarly, high percentages of Americans turned

toward religion in the immediate aftermath of the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks

in the United States (Schuster et al., 2001).11

Following these trends, elected officials may be more likely to integrate religious

ideas into their public-facing rhetoric during times of real or perceived insecurity. Some

may do so because they, like the general public, turn toward religious ideas and behaviors

amid insecurity or anxiety. However, this public rhetoric is not simply a proxy for an

elected official’s personal religious ideas. Instead, it represents her curated public pro-

file, which bespeaks a uniquely religious electorate and political culture that foregrounds

religiosity as a relevant venue for expressing political ideas. Utilizing religious rhetoric

alongside anxiety could allow politicians to elevate transcendental solutions to materi-

ally insurmountable dilemmas, catalyze commonly shared religious sentiments, uphold a

uniquely religious political culture, and establish themselves as invaluable leaders during

insecure times. We therefore expect that senators’ curated public rhetoric will engage

or adopt religious ideas at higher rates following traumatic events or to accompany their

own demonstrations of anxiety.

H1: Senators whose states experience traumatic events will use religious ref-

erences at higher proportional rates, relative to senators whose states do not

experience such events in a given year.

H2: When senators invoke anxiety-related concepts at proportionately higher
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rates, they will also make proportionately more religious references.

Evidence supporting these hypotheses would suggest an association between inse-

curity (H1) or anxiety (H2) and religious rhetoric. This association could be intentional

or unintentional, direct or implicit. It could occur for a variety of reasons. Senators,

like their constituents, may turn toward religion during times of insecurity or anxiety.

Alternatively, senators may use religious messages because they expect that doing so will

comfort or appease their constituents. Finally, senators may respond to, or even manu-

facture, perceptions of anxiety, insecurity, or a threatening “common enemy” (Lausten

and Wæver, 2000; Rythoven, 2015; Williams, 2003)—and then offer religious concepts

to assuage those anxieties—in order to advance their own political objectives (including

strengthening their reelection bids or supporting partisan platforms). Although our data

do not allow us to identify these motivations, testing our hypotheses provides a first step

toward exploring these relationships between American religiosity, political communica-

tion, and social or economic insecurity.

3 Data and Variables

Archived congressional website text

To test hypotheses, we analyze U.S. senators’ public-facing political communication with

their statewide constituency. State-based constituencies are the appropriate units of

analysis for this research because the insecurity-related events we examine (e.g., natural

disasters or terrorist threats) tend to elevate to statewide concerns; they are not localized

to specific congressional districts. Furthermore, this unit of analysis allows us to consider

relevant state-level demographics (e.g., constituent religiosity and political ideology).

Because senators’ constituencies are inevitably more diverse than those at the district

level, senators must also engage a more generalized approach to political messaging,

relative to members of the U.S. House of Representatives.
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Our data represent text from U.S. senators’ congressional websites over a six-year

period (2006-2012). Congressional website text provides a novel opportunity to study

elected officials’ broad constituent communications. Floor speeches, press releases, and

other forms of constituent engagement provide valuable information about elected offi-

cials’ policy priorities and political behavior (Grimmer, Westwood and Messing, 2014;

Maltzman and Sigelman, 1996; Osborn and Mendez, 2010). However, these alone yield

an incomplete analysis of an elected official’s communication strategies. Official congres-

sional websites—which provide legislators a controlled, direct venue for communicating

with their constituents—more comprehensively represent their public-facing communi-

cation (Esterling, Lazer and Neblo, 2010). Official websites may contain a senator’s

biographical information, policy priorities, committee work and leadership roles, pub-

lished opinion pieces, constituent services, in-district events, and archived floor speeches

or press releases.12

Our data are comprised of Internet-archived parsed text captures of congressional

websites during four election years: 2006, 2008, 2010, and 2012. During these years, the

Internet Archive (IA) contracted with the U.S. Library of Congress to target, capture,

and curate material on U.S. government websites (those within the “.gov” domain). This

initiative dramatically increased the quality and reliability of curated U.S. government

website data during these time periods. Although Internet-archived data is unavoidably

incomplete and unrepresentative,13 this curated collection is among the most comprehen-

sive archives of Internet text data available (Gade, Wilkerson and Washington, 2017).14

A total of 144 unique senators held office during the 109th to 112th Congresses

(2005–2013). We created a regular expression to identify each senator’s URL root (e.g.,

clinton.senate.gov for Sen. Hillary Clinton, D-NY) and collected all archived website

captures within that domain. To avoid duplication, we limited our text analysis to data

from senators’ original website captures and all additional content added since the most

recent capture.15 By aggregating our observations to the election-year level, we avoid

9
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concerns about how website material was scraped and can reasonably infer that our data

approach a near-complete record of congressional website content that year. This record

provides an unprecedented opportunity to conduct large-scale, multi-year examinations

of the ways in which senators invoke religious rhetoric in their public engagement with

constituents.

Main explanatory and outcome variables

We use the Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) dictionary to construct variables

that capture senators’ yearly proportional use of anxiety-related rhetoric and religious

rhetoric (Pennebaker et al., 2015). The LIWC software provides pre-established, equiva-

lent word lists, each categorized according to a specific concept (e.g., religious terms) or

sentiment (e.g., anxiety terms). The dictionary methods we employ take a given LIWC

list of words or strings (explicit mentions of a given concept or sentiment) and retrieve

exact matches to that list in the text corpus (here, text captures from senators’ official

congressional websites). We use the resulting word-list units to compare the prevalence

of concepts or sentiments in our text corpus.

Our outcome variable is a senator’s yearly proportional use of LIWC’s religious

terms in congressional website text.16 This measure represents a senator’s deliberate,

public invocation of religious rhetoric while communicating with constituents. Gade

et al. (2020) externally validate this approach as a meaningful measure of public-facing

religiosity, which correlates with legislators’ private religious behavior (Guth, 2014).

Our explanatory variables represent real or demonstrated anxiety. First, we esti-

mate the effect that real-world traumatic events have on a senator’s religious rhetoric.

To do so, we include counts of a given year’s state-level Federal Emergency Management

Agency declarations of emergency (FEMA, 2019), reported state-level terrorist attacks,

and terrorist attacks occurring worldwide (GTD, 2019).

Second, we include a senator’s yearly proportional use of LIWC’s list of anxiety-
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related terms. The resulting text-based measure represents a senator’s deliberate, pub-

lic invocation of anxious sentiments in constituent communications. When a senator

couples anxiety-related rhetoric in one week with religious rhetoric the next, these two

elements contribute to a macro-level political narrative that associates these two con-

cepts. By evaluating the relationship between a senator’s proportional use of anxiety- and

religion-related terms, we therefore gain information about a senator’s broad political-

communication profile. Appendix A provides complete word lists and word clouds (Figure

1) depicting the frequency with which each of these words appear on senator websites.

Controls

We include several senator- and state-level factors that likely shape the frequency with

which senators use religious rhetoric. Existing research suggests that adopting a promi-

nent public-facing religiosity may be more likely among—and particularly advantageous

to—conservative senators or senators with highly religious and/or very conservative con-

stituencies.17 We therefore control for senators’ political conservatism (Lewis et al.,

2018)18 and for their state’s level of conservatism and religiosity (Kuriwaki, 2018).19 We

also include binary controls for senator gender, which can mediate religious rhetoric’s

political advantage (Calfano and Djupe, 2011), and the year(s) each senator ran for

re-election.

Virtually all senators in our dataset claim a religious affiliation (See Appendix B

Figure 2 for senator religious affiliation by party). The considerable majority identify as

Christian. It therefore makes little sense to control for religious affiliation. Additionally,

Christian denominational specifications can mask such variation as to provide limited

meaningful information.20 However, since evangelical Protestants—who may be more

predisposed to adopting public religious rhetoric—are increasingly associated with con-

servative political ideologies, controlling for political ideology is likely to capture much of

these religio-political dynamics. Appendix B provides descriptive statistics of outcome,
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explanatory, and control variables.

4 Models and Results

We estimate all models with beta regression. This allows us to appropriately analyze

the unique proportional structure of our outcome variable (public-facing religiosity as a

yearly proportional measure of a senator’s overall website text), in which most values fall

close to the lower bound.21 The formula for beta regression is given as:

g(µi) = xTi β = ηi, (1)

where β = (β1, ..., βk)
T represents regression parameters, ηi houses a linear predictor,

and g represents a link function (Cribari-Neto and Zeileis, 2009, 3). We estimate the

effects that real-world traumatic events and anxious sentiments have on senators’ use

of religious rhetoric at the senator-year level. In lieu of including senator-fixed effects

(which are incompatible with beta regression), we include a lagged outcome variable.

This controls for the fact that senators who used religious rhetoric in the past may be

more likely to use it in the future. In doing so, our models control for qualities that are

unique to how each senator uses religious rhetoric, similar to the senator-specific qualities

that would be captured by models with senator-fixed effects.

Results

Models suggest that anxiety-related rhetoric is associated with religious rhetoric but that

these dynamics are not shaped by the real-world events we consider here. Specifically,

Models 1 and 2 (Table 1) demonstrate no clear association between real anxiety-inducing

events (e.g., state-level FEMA declarations, state-level terrorist attacks, or international

terrorist attacks) and either a senator’s religious rhetoric (Model 1) or a senator’s anxiety-

related rhetoric (Model 2). Traumatic or anxiety-inducing real-world events do not, alone,
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appear to elicit uniquely religious or anxiety-related rhetoric. We therefore do not find

support for H1; real natural disasters or security threats predict neither religious rhetoric

nor anxiety-related sentiments among senators’ websites.

[INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE]

Next, we explore the relationships between public displays of anxious rhetoric and

religious rhetoric, controlling for real-world traumatic events. Model 3 (Table 1) demon-

strates a strong, statistically significant (p < 0.01), positive relationship between anxiety-

related rhetoric and public-facing religiosity (religious rhetoric). Senators who publicly

use anxious rhetoric are likely to frequently invoke public-facing religiosity (Model 3).

This result supports H2. Given Model 2’s results, we expect that Model 3 is not sim-

ply capturing anxiety rhetoric as a proxy for real-world events (see Robustness Checks).

Instead, there is an independent, strong relationship between senators’ anxious public

sentiments and their public-facing religiosity, which is stable across various model speci-

fications.

All models confirm expectations about the relationships between senator-level de-

mographics and senators’ use of religious rhetoric. Consistent with existing research,

male senators and conservative senators are more likely to use religious rhetoric than

their peers.22 State-level political ideology and religiosity does appear to shape a sena-

tor’s use of religious rhetoric.

This analysis suggests that, in their macro-level political communication profiles,

senators display anxiety-related sentiments and religious rhetoric concomitantly. How-

ever, this association exists independently of state disasters or security threats. Senators

may be unknowingly, intentionally, or even strategically using their broad public pro-

files to promulgate anxious sentiments among their constituents and then offering their

constituents transcendental comforts to assuage those anxieties.
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Robustness checks and endogeneity concerns

We conduct several robustness checks to evaluate the stability of our findings and address

potential endogeneity concerns. First, we re-estimate our models using an alternative list

of religious terms as the basis for measuring senators’ religious rhetoric. Chapp (2012)

generated a list of politically-mobilized religious words, based on the words used by 2012

presidential candidates on the campaign trail. This alternative list of religious terms

(also measured as a yearly proportion of a senator’s overall website text) yields results

that are very similar to those from models based on LIWC’s religious terms (Appendix

C Table 4).

Second, post-9/11 associations between Islam and terrorism could yield false posi-

tive results between anxiety and religious rhetoric. This article argues that senators will

invoke religious rhetoric as a recourse or a source of support during times of perceived

anxiety. However, after the 9/11 terrorist attacks, an increased number of U.S. sena-

tors rhetorically framed Islam as a security issue (Coen, 2017).23 Elites who engage in

this behavior are part of a prominent trend—which accelerated after 9/11—that make

erroneous heuristic associations between Islam, American Muslims, and terrorism (Con-

sidine, 2017; Lajevardi and Oskooii, 2018; Nacos and Torres-Reyna, 2007; Sayyid, 2014).

In this political context, select co-occurrences of anxiety-related terms and Islam-specific

religious terms could represent political elites’ securitization of Islam rather than their

use of religious concepts to counteract anxiety or perceptions of insecurity. In our anal-

ysis, this dynamic would therefore interject a false positive association between anxiety-

and religious-related terms. We account for this potential validity threat by replicating

models on a subset of LIWC religious terms that exclude those specific to Islam. This

model retains the strength and significance of our main results (Appendix C Table 5).

Third, senators’ condolences of “thoughts and prayers” amid tragedy and turmoil

could be driving our results. This common invocation of a religious concept is consistent

with our theory. However, if it was the sole driver of our results, this would weaken
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the theory’s broader applicability. We therefore re-estimate our analysis on a subset of

religious terms that excludes “prayer(s).” This exclusion does not significantly alter our

main findings (Appendix C Table 6).

Finally, we consider whether our explanatory and outcome variables share struc-

tural similarities. Concepts measured by congressional website text data are likely to

be structurally related to one another, regardless of content; rhetoric is more likely to

be related to other forms of rhetoric than it is to anything else. It may therefore be

unsurprising that our models demonstrate strong associations between demonstrations

of anxiety and public-facing religiosity.

To address this concern, we replicate our analysis with two other concepts measured

as a yearly proportion of overall website text: LIWC’s optimism-related terms and the

U.S. Department of Homeland Security’s defense-related terms—a list of terms that the

DHS uses to search social media in order to identify potential and unfolding threats to

the United States or its citizens (DHS, 2018).24 Some measures of speech (e.g., DHS

terms) do not significantly relate to religious rhetoric and other measures of speech (e.g.,

optimism terms) demonstrate a considerably weaker association with religious rhetoric,

relative to the association between anxiety and religious rhetoric (Appendix C Table 7).

Relative to other measures of speech, anxiety terms have a uniquely strong association

with religious rhetoric. Each of these robustness checks supports and reinforces the

reliability of our main model results and conclusions. We therefore remain confident in

our conclusion that a uniquely meaningful relationship exists between senators’ use of

anxiety-related terms and their invocation of public-facing religiosity.

5 Conclusions and Contributions

In this article, we leveraged a truly “big data” source—the Internet Archive’s 90-terabyte

collection of content from the U.S. government’s Internet domain—to contribute new in-
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sights about U.S. senators’ use of religious rhetoric in public constituent communication.

We used election-year congressional website data to examine the relationships between

senators’ displays of anxious sentiments and their use of public-facing religiosity. We find

that senators who publicly display anxious sentiments in a given year (regardless of real

anxiety-inducing state-level events) are strongly likely to invoke public-facing religiosity.

As part of their broad public profile, we suggest that senators appear to be presenting

and promulgating anxious sentiments alongside modeling religious beliefs as a mechanism

for comfort to assuage this public anxiety. In this study, we focused on U.S. senators,

which allowed us to consider relevant state-level variables (including real-life events and

constituent ideologies), identify generalizable results, and conduct a “tougher” test for

our theory (relative to more granular district-level measures). Future research should

extend this study to members of the U.S. House of Representatives, which are likely to

demonstrate greater variation in religious rhetoric.

Our findings introduce four important substantive research agendas about the re-

lationships between insecurity, public anxiety, and political religious rhetoric. First, our

analysis demonstrates a disconnect between real-world events and anxiety-based rhetoric.

What, then, are the sources of this anxiety? Are senators offering anxious sentiments

(which do not reliably reflect real-world traumatic events) and transcendental comforts

unknowingly, intentionally, or strategically? Existing research on the securitization of pol-

itics demonstrates that political elites can cultivate or even manufacture social anxieties

and perceptions of insecurity in order to advance their own political objectives (Newman

et al., 2019). By framing an issue as a national security threat, for example, legislators

cultivate fear, give the issue greater political urgency, move it beyond the realm of nor-

mal politics, and justify suspending “normal” democratic rules and procedures (Lausten

and Wæver, 2000; Mulherin and Isakhan, 2019; Rythoven, 2015; Williams, 2003). In the

global North, social and political elites advance perceptions of security threats to justify

policies that racialize or otherize Muslims (Breen and Meer, 2019; Collingwood, Lajevardi

16



and Oskooii, 2018; Dana et al., 2018; Hussain and Bagguley, 2012; Lajevardi and Oskooii,

2018; Nacos and Torres-Reyna, 2007; Oskooii, Lajevardi and Collingwood, 2019) and cast

immigrants as threatening “outsiders” (Kanstroom, 2004; Miller, 2005; Watson, 2007).

When elites present specific religious (e.g., Christian or Jewish) frameworks as sources of

comfort amid heightened senses of threat, they could further solidify group identities and

otherize certain American. Additional research that examines senators’ motivations for

their anxiety-related rhetoric, and the effects that the associated religious rhetoric has on

U.S. group identities, could further advance our knowledge about both the intentionality

and the racializing implications of this securitization of politics.

Second, how do these broad associations between anxiety and religion emerge in

more granular time periods? We have examined whether anxious sentiments and religious

rhetoric are associated within a senator’s broad political-communication profile. Sena-

tors who couple anxiety-related sentiments in one week with religious rhetoric the next

contribute to a macro-level political narrative that associates these two concepts. Tex-

tured qualitative work should explore the mechanisms that connect anxiety and religion

in political spaces. Future research should additionally examine the relational proximity

of these associations (e.g., whether and when these associations occur in a given press

release). Researchers could conjoin our approach to measuring public-facing religiosity

with natural language processing (NLP) computer science techniques to examine these

relational associations and to identify legislators’ associations between religious rhetoric

and specific policy areas.

Third, how do these dynamics vary across an increasingly diverse U.S. Congress

roster? What are the implications of these associations between anxiety and religious

rhetoric, particularly for senators who identify with groups typically under-represented

in American politics? Considering that employing religious rhetoric is uniquely advanta-

geous to white, male, Christian politicians, legislators from other identity groups may face

increased racial or gender-based discrimination if they invoke religious rhetoric. Future
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research should consider whether U.S. senators or representatives from various identity

groups use, or avoid, public-facing religiosity in substantively distinct ways. Relatedly,

religious rhetoric may enable certain legislators to construct, codify and elevate percep-

tions of anxiety or national-security threats. As some political elites leverage public

anxiety and religious rhetoric to advance racialized associations between Islam and secu-

rity threats, for example, how do these associations impact Muslim American politicians

and communities?25

Finally, researchers should examine the future stability of these anxiety-religion

associations. Recent outrage against American gun violence has demonstrated a grow-

ing intolerance among some American demographics toward policymakers’ offers of re-

ligiously grounded “thoughts and prayers” alongside policy inaction. Similarly, images

of prayers in the Oval Office alongside the U.S. government’s protracted public-health

response in the early stages of the 2020 novel coronavirus outbreak attracted opprobrium

among select Americans (Barber and Wilson-Hartgrove, 2020). Do these recent events

demonstrate an emerging public demand that legislators dislodge their invocation of re-

ligious rhetoric from times of public crisis? The measures and methods we model here

will prove crucial for tracking these and other possible shifts in the role religion plays in

American politics.

In addition to advancing our understanding about how legislators invoke religious

concepts in their public-facing communication, the research we presented here models

a novel approach for using “big data” sources in an empirically grounded manner to

answer previously unapproachable questions. Few social science studies have leveraged

the potential power of these archived Internet resources, the use of which are at the

frontiers of social science text-as-data analyses. This article therefore lays the groundwork

for scholars to catalyze archived Internet data to develop scalable, time-variant measures

of legislators’ religious identities and political behavior.
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Notes

1As of 2014, states prohibiting atheists from holding state office included: Arkansas, Maryland,

Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas. Pennsylvania stipulates that no

believer’s religious identity or belief system may be disqualifying for holding office, but Pennsylvania

does not extend this protection to atheists (Schwarz, 2014).

2While 71 percent of the American public identify as Christian, 88.2 percent of the 116th Congress

is Christian. This number has remained largely stable since 1979. Judaism is slightly over-represented;

it makes up two percent of the U.S. population but 6.4 percent of Congress (Sandstrom, 2019).

3Representative Stark served in Congress from 1973-2013. He announced his atheism in 2007. Stark

was defeated by another Democrat in California’s 2012 general election.

4Senator Sinema avoids labeling herself as a non-believer, clarifying instead that she “does not con-

sider herself a member of any faith community” (Wing, 2017).

5Religion’s role in American presidential campaigns has shifted dramatically since the 1960s, when

voters were more likely to disregard religious criterion for office (Balmer, 2008). Today, candidates find it

necessary to disclose and publicize their religious commitments (Hogue, 2012). Accordingly, conservative

religious pundits relayed a popular sentiment that, to be successful, American politicians must at least

claim a religious affiliation: “All politicians, Democrats and Republicans alike, love God. Or, more

accurately, they love to use God to baptize their political agendas. In the Congressional Directory. . . no

one is an atheist. . . You never know when it might help you to be religious” (Thomas and Dobson, 1999,

83).

6Christian male candidates courting white Republican Evangelical voters disproportionately benefit

from this religious-appeals strategy (Calfano and Djupe, 2009). On the other hand, voters tend to suspect

Muslim candidates who lack sizable Muslim constituencies of sympathizing with religious extremists

(Braman and Sinno, 2009). Meanwhile, female candidates’ use of religious appeals can reinforce negative

gender stereotypes and reduce voter support (Calfano and Djupe, 2011). Furthermore, female politicians

find that functioning “within the constraints of a highly gendered religious domain” often dis-empowers

their personal sense of agency or efficacy (Calhoun-Brown, 2010, 244).

7In certain contexts, religious leaders similarly leverage authentic religious beliefs in strategic ways

to attract or appease their religious constituents (Dreier, 2018).

8Newman et al. (2016) identify several other policy areas influenced by policymakers’ religious beliefs.

These policy areas include the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (Oldmixon, Rosenson and Wald, 2005), repro-

ductive policy (Yamane and Oldmixon, 2006), school prayer (Oldmixon, 2005), and expanding rights for
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sexual minorities (Haider-Markel, 2001; Oldmixon and Calfano, 2007).

9For example, Catholic Democrats tend to prioritize Catholic Social Teaching commitments to alle-

viating public social injustices while Republican Catholics tend to focus on private morality issues like

abortion (Oldmixon and Hudson, 2008).

10At their foundation, issue frames are primarily partisan (Arbour, 2014).

11In contradistinction to these trends, Eisenstein and Clark (2014, 2017) demonstrate no clear, direct

relationships between psychological security and religious belief, belonging, and behavior.

12A senator’s campaign material is hosted on a separate, non-governmental campaign website and is

therefore excluded from our analysis. During the time period we analyzed, websites typically excluded

senators’ social media activity.

13The seed URLs which web-crawling software programs use to identify, scroll through, and capture

web content are not selected randomly, they differ over time, and they are finite (relative to the unknown

expanse of available web content). Furthermore, internet content changes constantly as data is being

captured.

14The Internet Archive collection contains approximately 90 terabytes of data from page captures of

the U.S. government’s “.gov” domain between 1996 and 2013 (Internet Archive, 2018).

15One disadvantage to this approach is that it excludes text that was added to a senator’s website

prior to 2006 but remains on the website during a given year of our analysis.

16We added select religion-related terms to LIWC’s base-category list and omitted a few terms that

corresponded with senator names (e.g., Bishop).

17However, the size of a politician’s religious constituency does not always shape that politician’s

religious rhetoric (Gin, 2012).

18We use the Dynamic Weighted (DW) Nominate indicator of elected official’s political ideology,

which covaries almost perfectly with political-party identification and offers more variation than party-

identification binary variables (Lewis et al., 2018).

19We measure conservatism as the percent who identify as “very conservative” and religiosity as the

percent who self-report as “highly religious” (Kuriwaki, 2018). This measure of religiosity is highly,

positively correlated with the percent of people who report praying regularly (Lipka and Wormald,

2016).

20Specific religious traditions comprise important distinctions. For example, politically salient differ-

ences exist between white and Latino Catholics or between black, mainline, and evangelical Protestants

(Newman et al., 2016, 5; Guth et al., 2006, 225-26). Protestantism can represent both a socially pro-

gressive and publicly secular mainline Lutheran senator, on one hand, and a socially conservative and
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publicly evangelizing Protestant senator, on the other.

21Because beta regressions do not allow true zero values, we increase any zero values to 0.0000001.

22Base models suggest that those who who represent highly religious constituents also use more reli-

gious rhetoric (Gade et al., 2020). However, the significance of this relationship varies based on model

specification. Unsurprisingly, significance disappears in models that include a lagged outcome variable.

23By “securitizing” Islam, senators and other political elites can cultivate fear, shape and strengthen

social anxieties and public perceptions of insecurity, and give the securitized issue (here, Islam) greater

political urgency and salience (Lausten and Wæver, 2000; Rythoven, 2015; Williams, 2003). In doing so,

political elites can enable policy interventions that deviate from ‘normal’ politics (Phillips, 2007, 160)

and reinforce heuristic associations between Islam and perceptions of threat (Rythoven, 2015, 9).

24We removed the names of specific countries (e.g. “Mexico”) to improve the specificity of this measure.

25In an effort to strengthen American political science’s relatively weak understanding of Islam (Tepe

and Demirkaya, 2011), this research should give particular attention to Muslim politicians.
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Table 1: Model results

DV: Frequency of LIWC terms (yearly proportion)

Religion Anxiety Religion

(1) (2) (3)

Lagged religion terms −1.452 9.472

(45.190) (44.636)

Lagged anxiety terms 654.981∗∗∗

(87.431)

Anxiety terms 601.097∗∗∗

(117.247)

FEMA declarations (state) 0.001 0.0001 0.001

(0.001) (0.0005) (0.001)

Terrorist attacks (state) −0.092 −0.011 −0.074

(0.060) (0.040) (0.056)

Terrorist attacks (worldwide) 0.00001 −0.00001

(0.00002) (0.00003)

Conservatism (state) −0.491 −0.315 −0.348

(0.394) (0.297) (0.395)

Religiosity (state) 0.946 0.587 0.820

(0.593) (0.439) (0.589)

Conservatism (senator) 0.336∗∗∗ 0.156∗ 0.311∗∗

(0.129) (0.093) (0.124)

Female (senator) −0.284∗∗ 0.076 −0.258∗∗

(0.129) (0.087) (0.126)

Re-election year (senator) −0.021 −0.138∗∗ 0.012

(0.088) (0.064) (0.084)

Constant −6.081∗∗∗ −6.976∗∗∗ −6.911∗∗∗

(1.179) (0.924) (1.230)

Observations 239 239 239

R2 0.054 0.080 0.115

Log Likelihood 1,525.444 1,576.097 1,539.688

Model: Beta regression ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
34



APPENDICES

A Word-list categories and frequencies

Figure 1: Word frequencies for each word list

Words from each word list as they appeared on senators’ websites. The size of each word

corresponds to its relative frequency of use. Horizontally from top left: LIWC religious

terms, Chapp (2012) religious terms, DHS defense-related terms, Islam-related terms omit-

ted from LIWC religious word list, and LIWC anxiety terms.
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Religious terms (LIWC)

afterlife, agonstic, alla, allah, altar, amen, amish, angel, angelic, angels, baptist, baptize,
belief, bible, biblic, bishop, bless, buddha, catholic, chapel, chaplain, christ, christen,
christian, christmas, church, clergy, confess, convents, crucify, demon, demonic, demons,
devil, divine, doom, episcopal, evangelic, faith, fundamentalist, gentile, god, goddess,
gospel, hashanal, heaven, hell, hellish, hells, hindu, holier, holiest, holy, hymn, imam, im-
moral, immortal, islam, jesuit, jesus, jew, jewish, juda, karma, kippur, koran, kosher, lord,
lutheran, mecca, meditate, mennonite, mercifull, mercy, methodist, minister, ministry,
missionary, mitzvah, mohammad, monastry, monk, moral, morality, morals, mormon,
mosque, muhammed, mujahids, muslim, nun, orthodox, pagan, papal, paradise, passover,
pastor, penance, pentecost, pew, piet, pilgrim, pious, pious, pope, prayer, preach, pres-
byterian, priest, prophet, protestant, puritan, quran, rabbi, rabbinica, ramadan, religion,
rite, ritual, rosary, sabbath, sacred, sacrifice, saint, salvatior, satan, scripture, sect, sectar-
ian, seminary, shia, shiite, shrine, sikh, sin, sinner, soul, spirit, sunni, temple, testament,
theology, torah, vatican, veil, worship, yiddish, zen, zion, christian, christianity, hell,
monastery, pagans, believer, believers, blessed, bless, wrath, almighty, christ, grace

Religious terms (Chapp, 2012)

kingdom, ministry, god, bishop, mass, angles, spiritual, methodist, missionary, devout,
faith, angel, devine, exodus, catholics, scriptures, christian, chapel, heaven, baptist,
quaker, saints, worship, dios, hell, sin, halo, bible, sacred, cardinal, eternity, protes-
tant, revelations, presbyterian, vigil, church, sinner, holiness, pontifical, redemption,
sacredness, theological, spirituality, christians, evangelist, flock, minister, vestments,
churches, pope, lent, sins, satan, lutheran, preaching, pray, jesus, micah, emmanuel,
christmas, ministers, sanctuaries, lord, godly, saint, vicar, ministries, conversions, evan-
gelical, fundamentalist, evil, nuns, devil, monks, vatican, biblical, lazarus, heavenly, soul,
moses, rites, divine, preach, fellowship, congregation, fundamentalists, pastor, crusade,
catholic, orthodox, preaches, sanctity, clergy, creator, genesis, baptists, nun, monk, bless,
bibles, priest, serpent, reverend, preachers, archbishop, easter, pastors, creed, christ, cru-
cifix, believers, commandment, congregations, holy, pulpit, priests, covenant, samar-
itan, prophets, revelation, pew, altar, monastery, missionaries, monotheistic, parish,
ezekiel, salvation, sinful, crusader, diocesan, diocese, prophesy, pentecostal, denom-
inations, amen, sects, prophet, monsignor, archdiocese, psalmist, communion, men-
nonite, puritan, hymn, apostle, gabriel, preached, scripture, christened, faithfuls, sect,
popes, psalm, amish, holiest, disciples, seminaries, testaments, deacon, exalted, ishmael,
dioceses, redeemer, denomination, ministership, convent, cathedral, mormon, martyrs,
preacher, leviticus, spiritually, godspeed, nehemiah, theology, papal, episcopal, evangel-
icals, chaplain, almighty, unholy, adventists, prophesied, jesuit, savior, sermon, pontiff,
proverb, ephesians, prophecies, spirituals, christening, monasteries, messiah, sabbath,
exaltation, corinthians, catholicism, navidad, christianity, psalms, ungodly, theologian,
theologically, congregants, ark, clergymen, agape, theocracy, isaiah, satanic, baptism,
seminary, baptized, priesthood, interreligious, magi, clergyman, deity, steeple, messianic,
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angelic, canonized, worshiper, evangelism, tabernacle, herod, anglicans, coreligionists,
israelites, monotheism, sectarianism, vigils, godsend, lucifer, basilica, apostolic, cbn, cru-
cifixion, theocratic, sinned, pharaoh, beatitude, epistle, ministered, deuteronomy, proph-
esized, pontius, calvinists, espiritual, godless, churchyard, prophetess, seminarian, lenten,
prayerfully, repent, pews, catholicos, holier, apostles, atonement, pastorate, parishioner,
evildoer, hallelujah, ecclesiastes, saviour, scriptural, sacrilegious, malachi, pieties, pulpits,
nazarenes, churchgoing, leviathan, rosaries, pharoah, pietists, exalteth, believeth, church-
goer, zaccheus, evangelic, relig, reverends, monsignors, galatians, mirac, archabbey, bap-
tistries, prophesizing, multisectarian, emmanual, irreligious, godgiven, archabbot

Anxiety terms (LIWC)

afraid, alarm, anguish, anxiety, apprehension, aversion, bewilderment, confusion, desper-
ate, discomfort, distraught, distress, disturb, dread, emotional, fear, feared, fearing, fears,
frantic, fright, hesitant, horrific, horrible, humiliating, impatient, inadequate, insecure,
irritation, misery, numerous, obsession, obsess, overwhelm, panic, petrify, pressure, reluc-
tant, restless, saw, scare, shake, shy, sicken, startle, strain, stress, stunned, stuns, tense,
tension, terrified, terrifying, terror, tremble, turmoil, uncertain, uncomfortable, uneasy,
unsure, upset, vulnerable, worry, fearful, worried, scared, suffer, suffering, need, help,
miserable, apprehensive, bewildered, confused, disturbed, fearful, frightened, humiliated,
miserable, obsessed, overwhelmed, panicked, petrified, scared, shaken, sickened, startled,
strained, stressed, tragic, trembling, instability, upsetting, concerned

DHS defense terms

anthrax, antiviral, assassination, attack, avalanche, avian, bacteria, biological, blizzard,
bomb, botnet, breach, burn, calderon, cartel, closure, cocaine, collapse, conficker, con-
tamination, crash, deaths, decapitated, disaster, earthquake, ebola, emergency, enriched,
epidemic, evacuation, execution, exercise, explosion, explosive, exposure, extremism, farc,
flood, flu, fundamentalism, gang, gangs, gunfight, guzman, h1n1, h5n1, hacker, hamas,
hazardous, hazmat, heroin, hezbollah, hostage, hurricane, incident, infection, influenza,
islamist, jihad, juarez, keylogger, kidnap, listeria, lockdown, looting, magnitude, mal-
ware, matamoros, methamphetamine, mexicles, michoacana, militia, mitigation, mud-
slide, mutation, narcos, narcotics, nogales, outbreak, pandemic, pirates, plague, plume,
quarantine, radiation, radicals, radioactive, recovery, recruitment, relief, resistant, re-
sponse, reynose, reyosa, ricin, riot, rootkit, salmonella, sarin, screening, security, shoot-
ing, shootout, sinaloa, smugglers, smuggling, sonora, spammer, spillover, standoff, storm,
strain, symptoms, taliban, tamaulipas, tamiflu, temblor, terror, terrorism, threat, ti-
juana, tornado, torreon, toxic, trafficking, tremor, trojan, tsunami, twister, typhoon,
vaccine, violence, virus, warning, wildfire, yuma, zetas
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B Variable descriptive statistics and correlations

Figure 2: Senator religious affiliation by party (2006-2012)

Table 2: Descriptive statistics: Explanatory and control variables

Vars a b Mean SD

% Very Religious (State) 0.33 0.77 0.55 0.11

% Very Conservative (State) 2.84 3.88 3.41 0.18

Conservatism (Senator) -0.64 1.00 0.02 0.43

Jewish Faith (Senator) 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.34

Mormon Faith (Senator) 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.21

Female (Senator) 0.00 1.00 0.17 0.37

Up For Election 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.47

Republican (Senator) 0.00 1.00 0.47 0.50
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Table 3: Bivariate relationships among explanatory and outcome variables

Dependent variable:

Frequency religious terms (LIWC)

(1) (2)

Anxiety terms 789.797∗∗∗

(96.505)

DHS terms 114.115∗∗∗

(21.596)

Constant −7.916∗∗∗ −7.737∗∗∗

(0.092) (0.099)

Observations 371 371

R2 0.088 0.039

Log Likelihood 2,376.253 2,354.282

Model: Beta regression ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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C Additional model specifications and robustness checks
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Table 4: Main model with Chapp’s religious terms

DV: Frequency Chapp terms

Religion

Lagged religion terms (LIWC) 25.602
(46.709)

Anxiety terms 375.560∗∗∗

(137.080)

FEMA declarations (state). 0.0003
(0.001)

Terror attacks (state) −0.051
(0.061)

DHS terms 50.056∗

(28.193)

Optimism terms 163.182∗∗

(68.951)

Conservatism (state) −0.329
(0.424)

Religiosity (state) 1.173∗

(0.638)

Conservatism (senator) 0.270∗∗

(0.137)

Female (senator) −0.205
(0.138)

Re-election year (senator) −0.037
(0.093)

Constant −7.708∗∗∗

(1.267)

Observations 238
R2 0.151
Log Likelihood 1,543.754

Model: Beta regression ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 5: Main model with Islam-related terms omitted

DV: Frequency LIWC terms

Religion (Islam omitted)

Lagged religion terms 12.488
(44.956)

Anxiety terms 572.290∗∗∗

(119.104)

FEMA declarations (state) 0.001
(0.001)

Terrorist attacks (state) −0.075
(0.057)

Terrorist attacks (worldwide) −0.00001
(0.00003)

Conservatism (state) −0.234
(0.398)

Religiosity (state) 0.818
(0.593)

Conservatism (senator) 0.277∗∗

(0.124)

Female (senator) −0.232∗

(0.126)

Re-election year (senator) 0.002
(0.085)

Constant −7.362∗∗∗

(1.241)

Observations 239
R2 0.107
Log Likelihood 1,547.374

Model: Beta regression ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 6: Main model with “prayer(s)” omitted

DV: Frequency LIWC terms

Religion (prayer omitted)

Lagged religion terms 14.367
(43.325)

Anxiety terms 507.718∗∗∗

(119.339)

DHS terms 33.112
(26.031)

Optimism terms 176.495∗∗∗

(61.519)

FEMA declarations (state) 0.0004
(0.001)

Terror attacks (state) −0.054
(0.055)

Conservatism (state) −0.497
(0.379)

Religosity (state) 0.880
(0.571)

Conservatism (senator) 0.329∗∗∗

(0.123)

Female (senator) −0.213∗

(0.125)

Re-election year (senator) 0.025
(0.083)

Constant −6.955∗∗∗

(1.131)

Observations 238
R2 0.158
Log Likelihood 1,539.193

Model: Beta regression ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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Table 7: Main model with additional text-based concepts

DV: Frequency LIWC terms

Religion

Lagged LWIC Religion terms 8.254
(44.310)

Anxiety terms 496.832∗∗∗

(119.208)

DHS terms 29.659
(26.221)

Optimism terms 183.661∗∗∗

(61.679)

FEMA declarations (state) 0.0003
(0.001)

Terror attacks (state) −0.052
(0.055)

Global Terror attacks −0.00002
(0.00002)

Very Religious (state) 1.000∗

(0.588)

Very Conservative (state) −0.574
(0.391)

Conservatism (senator) 0.337∗∗∗

(0.122)

Female (senator) −0.213∗

(0.125)

Re-election Year (senator) 0.023
(0.082)

Constant −6.626∗∗∗

(1.203)

Observations 239
R2 0.157
Log Likelihood 1,546.405

Note: ∗p<0.1; ∗∗p<0.05; ∗∗∗p<0.01
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