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Abstract

This study investigates how Christian Nationalism (CN) drives support for political and
cultural boundary maintenance (BM) attitudes. While the prior studies establish that CN
predicts exclusionary views individually, it often overlooks how these issues such as
immigration, abortion, and same-sex marriage cohere as components of a broader boundary-
maintenance logic defined by the traditionalist-communitarian macro-cleavage. To provide
generalizable evidence, I pool data from four independent national probability surveys
(Christian Nationalism Survey (CNS 2023), American Values Survey (AVS 2023), Baylor
Religious Studies (BRS 2021), and General Social Survey (GSS 2021), using a Random-
Effects (RE) meta-analytic pooled regression strategy. I confirmed the construct validity for
the CN index via Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) across all datasets. The results
strongly support the hypothesis that CN predicts consistently stronger exclusionary attitudes,
independent of partisanship, ideology, religious affiliation and practice, and other
sociodemographic controls. The RE pooled Average Marginal Effects (AMEs) demonstrate a
robust and statistically significant increase in the probability of supporting exclusionary
boundaries for opposition to immigration (~53 percentage points), opposition to same-sex
marriage (~45 pp), and opposition to abortion (~36 pp), all statistically significant. Findings
affirm the Cleavage-Embedded Identity Mediation (CEIM) framework, confirming that CN
serves as a powerful identity-value channel that translates macro-cleavages into measurable

boundary attitudes and policy preferences for defining national membership and moral order.

Keywords: Christian Nationalism, Boundary Maintenance, Cleavage Theory, Identity,

Values, Attitudes, Meta-Analysis, Immigration, Abortion, Homosexuality
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1. Introduction

The contemporary political landscape in the United States and Western Europe is
characterized by pervasive political polarization, often centered on issues of cultural identity
and ethno-national boundaries (McCoy, Rahman and Somer, 2018; Norris and Inglehart,
2019; Tappin and McKay, 2019; Han, 2024). This conflict manifests across distinct policy
domains, including immigration and border control, the enforcement of moral order (e.g.,
abortion, transgender rights, and sexual morality), and debates concerning the public role of
Christianity. These areas of contention are collectively understood as boundary maintenance
issues, which concern the fundamental social process of defining and defending the symbolic
and social lines that delineate who belongs to the national community (Lamont and Molnar,
2002; Yuval-Davis, 2006, 2011; Lamont, Pendergrass and Pachucki, 2015). Symbolic
boundaries represent conceptual distinctions concerning acceptable people, practices, or
values that structure identity and meaning. When these distinctions are widely accepted, they
translate into institutionalized social boundaries that reinforce stratification based on factors
like race, class, and gender (Lamont, Pendergrass and Pachucki, 2015; Lamont, 2018).
Scholars consistently identify the core domains of this conflict as ethno-racial exclusion,
particularly concerning immigration, and disputes over traditional moral order (Al-Kire et al.,
2022; Davis, Perry and Grubbs, 2024; Perry et al., 2024, 2025; Perry, Whitehead and Grubbs,
2024).

While social psychologists (Miller, Krosnick and Fabrigar, 2016; Howe and Krosnick, 2017)
recognize at least three primary individual-level determinants of attitude importance, namely
material self-interest, core values, and social identification, the theoretical issues remains that
most of these analyses treat values and social group identities as separate explanatory
constructs. However, extensive literature on cleavage and cultural theories suggest that values
and social identity are inextricably linked and mutually reinforced constructs (Thompson,
Ellis and Wildavsky, 1990; Kahan, 2012a; Marks ef al., 2021; Bornschier et al., 2024).
Ignoring this natural connection risks fundamentally underestimating the joint explanatory
power of this unified identity-value composite. This synthesized perspective is arguably
essential for understanding the structural roots of contemporary political polarization,
specifically the macro-cleavage opposing Libertarian-Universalists against Traditionalist-
Communitarians (Bornschier, 2010). I argue that the Traditionalist-Communitarian divide

provides an important compass or anchor to core boundary-maintenance concerns, such as



opposition to immigration, defense of moral order, and prioritizing the public role of
Christianity. I further argue that in the American context, Christian Nationalism (CN) acts as
the crucial identity-value channel mediating between Traditionalist-Communitarian macro-
cleavage structure and individuals having exclusionary boundary concerns. CN is defined as
a political theology that advocates for the institutionalization of a particular Christian cultural
vision for the United States and normatively links Christian adherence to national identity,
laws, and institutions (Al-Kire ef al., 2022; Perry et al., 2024; Perry, Whitehead and Grubbs,
2024; Perry, 2025).

This study proposes a Cleavage-Embedded Identity Mediation (CEIM) framework, which
argues that boundary-maintenance attitudes at the individual level and the traditionalist-
communitarian cleavage at the structural level are mutually reinforced, but they become
reified only when a powerful institutional actor like a political party provides a platform or an
anchor to them, as Cleavage theorists argue (Lipset, 2001; Bornschier and Kriesi, 2012). This
anchor, I argue is the Christian Nationalism as an amalgam of Christian and nationalist
identity and associated values. Thus, the CN mediates the individual-level boundary attitudes
and the structural level traditionalist-communitarian cleavages. Once activated, identity-
protective cognition helps explain why BM issues feel personal, as people align what they
notice and care about with the groups that define who they are (Kahan et a/., 2007; Kahan,
2012a). Based on this theoretical framework, the central hypothesis guiding this investigation
is that individuals higher in Chrisitan nationalism are more likely to express consistently
stronger opposition to immigration, abortion, same-sex marriages and stronger support for
religion in public schools, while controlling for partisanship, ideology, religious affiliation

and practice, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and other standard demographics.
This thesis differs from the existing studies in at least three fundamental ways.

First, earlier work often examined ethno-racial exclusion, anti-abortion stances, and control
over public religion individually (Whitehead and Perry, 2019, 2020; Al-Kire et al., 2022;
Davis, Perry and Grubbs, 2024; Perry et al., 2024, 2025; Perry, Whitehead and Grubbs, 2024;
Perry, 2025; Perry and Grubbs, 2025; Whitehead, 2025). That is, earlier work did not view

these issues as both expressions of the macro-cleavage structure and at the same time

! This study initially sought to test the primary hypothesis regarding personal salience of boundary issues,
arguing that individuals higher in CN are more likely to assign greater personal salience to BM issues. However,
due to methodological constraints related to single-item measures of personal issue salience and non-directional
data indicators, I ultimately excluded this outcome to ensure the rigor of the final multivariate analysis and focus
solely on directional policy attitudes.



reflective of individual-level important attitudes on boundary issues. This research explicitly
addresses that conceptual gap by analyzing these issues collectively as components of a
coherent boundary maintenance logic broadly manifest as the traditionalist-communitarian
cleavage. Viewing these issues through this macro-cleavage lens clarifies why opposition to

them forms a consistent and theoretically structured pattern.

Second, the difference is rooted in the philosophy of measurement. While existing literature
predominantly relies on the latent variable model using single mean aggregation to construct
the CN index, some scholars criticize this approach for masking dimensionality and failing to
check for robustness. This study addresses this by confirming the structural validity of the
CN construct via Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) across all datasets. Additionally, I
conducted a sensitivity analysis to compare the primary compensatory Mean CN index
against a non-compensatory Weakest-Link (WL) CN index to ensure measurement integrity

against fundamental conceptual shifts.

Third and lastly, to provide compelling and generalizable evidence, this study synthesizes
data from four independent national probability surveys: the Christian Nationalism Survey
(CNS 2023), the American Values Survey (AVS 2023), the General Social Survey (GSS
2021), and the Baylor Religious Survey (BRS 2021). I joined and pooled these datasets using
a robust Random-Effects (RE) meta-analytic regression strategy. This technique generates a
conservative, population-averaged estimate of association and explicitly accounts for the high
cross-study heterogeneity observed in the CN effects (/? values often exceeded 86%). Results
are reported as Average Marginal Effects (AMEs) in percentage points, which reflect the
substantive impact of a full shift across the CN scale (from minimum to maximum

adherence) on the probability of supporting an exclusionary attitude.

The empirical results provide strong support for the central hypothesis. The RE pooled AMEs
consistently demonstrate a robust and statistically significant increase in the probability of
supporting exclusionary boundaries. Specifically, the synthesized results indicate that a full
adherence to CN predicts a substantial average increase of approximately 53 percentage
points (pp) in the probability of opposing immigration (p < .001). The study also confirmed
the significant positive associations for opposition to same-sex marriage (~45 pp, p <.001)
and opposition to abortion (~36 pp, p <.0I). These findings affirm the Cleavage Embedded
Identity Mediation (CEIM) framework by confirming that CN serves as a powerful identity-

value channel that uniquely shows a large and statistically significant association between the



structural traditionalist-communitarian cleavage and measurable boundary attitudes and

policy preferences defining national membership and moral order.

Moreover, the sensitivity analysis comparing the compensatory Mean index against the non-
compensatory WL index showed that the statistically significant pooled association found for
Oppose Immigration (~53 pp via Mean index) became nonsignificant when modeled using
the WL index. Conversely, both the Mean and WL indices significantly predicted opposition
to abortion, although the WL measure amplified the estimated magnitude (Mean: ~36 pp vs.
WL: ~44 pp). I excluded other boundary outcomes from this pooled sensitivity analysis due

to insufficient data for cross-study comparison (k < 7).

The following sections detail the literature review, theoretical argument, methodological

approach, data collection, analytic strategy, empirical results, discussion, and conclusions.

2. Literature Review: Laying the groundwork for boundary attitudes, the Cleavage

Theory, and the identity channel
2.1. Boundary Maintenance (BM)

The literature identifies boundary maintenance (BM) as the mechanism by which societies
establish and defend the social and symbolic distinctions between the in-group (“us) and the
out-group (“them”). Scholars consistently identify two primary domains of BM issues:
immigration and border control, and disputes concerning moral order and values (Lamont and
Molnar, 2002; Yuval-Davis, 2006, 2011; Lamont, Pendergrass and Pachucki, 2015; Lamont,
2018). Symbolic boundaries are conceptual distinctions between people, practices, or values
that shape identity and meaning (Lamont and Molnar, 2002, pp. 168—69). When these
conceptual distinctions gain widespread societal acceptance, they often translate into
institutionalized social boundaries that reinforce stratification based on factors like race,
class, and gender (Lamont and Molnar, 2002; Lamont, Pendergrass and Pachucki, 2015;
Lamont, 2018). The process of defining national belonging often relies on criteria such as
shared culture, religion, common descent, or language (Yuval-Davis, 2011, p. 20). Origin-
based criteria tend to be the least permeable and most racialized, while cultural or religious
criteria may potentially permit assimilation (Yuval-Davis, 2006, p. 209, 2011, p. 20). In short,
boundary maintenance reflects a dynamic interplay between exclusion and inclusion that

defines membership in the contemporary American politics.



2.2. Issue Salience

The study of issue salience generally distinguish between the Most Important Problem (MIP)
measures and personally salient issues. MIP is often used to gauge public attention and shifts
in national priorities (Wlezien, 2005; Jennings and Wlezien, 2011). However, this measure is
fundamentally limited because it tracks problem attention rather than durable personal
priorities (Wlezien, 2005, pp. 556—57; Jennings and Wlezien, 2011, pp. 546—47; Dennison,
2019a, pp. 437-38). For investigations seeking to measure individual-level commitment and
durable priorities, the academic literature recommends employing attitude importance
(Krosnick, 1990; Boninger, Krosnick and Berent, 1995; e.g., Wlezien, 2005; Bevan, Jennings
and Wlezien, 2016; Miller, Krosnick and Fabrigar, 2016; Howe and Krosnick, 2017;
Dennison, 2019a; Moniz and Wlezien, 2020). These scholars define attitude importance as
the degree to which an individual deeply cares about an issue, how frequently they consider
it, and the extent to which that attitude guides their decisions. Scholars recommend assessing
attitude importance through self-reports because it reflects a subjective judgment of
commitment (Eaton and Visser, 2008; Miller, Krosnick and Fabrigar, 2016). The theoretical
strength of attitude importance is that it captures deep commitment. However, personal
salience derived from attitude importance is complex as it potentially stems from one of three
recognized antecedents: material self-interest, core values, or alignment with one’s social
group (Eaton and Visser, 2008; Miller, Krosnick and Fabrigar, 2016). This review of the
literature clarifies that while MIP tracks public attention, attitude importance is the preferred

theoretical tool for assessing personal salience and durable commitment.
2.3. Antecedents of personal issue salience

Scholars have found “compelling evidence” for at least three determinants of issue salience
or attitude importance at the individual level: material self-interest, values, and social
identification (Krosnick, 1990; Boninger, Krosnick and Berent, 1995; Eaton and Visser,
2008).

2.3.1. Self-interest

People often attach importance to a policy issue because it affects their rights, privileges,
outcomes, or lifestyles (Eaton and Visser 2008). Studies find perceived self-interest (the
perceived extent to which an issue affects one’s life) as correlated to perceived attitude
importance (Howe and Krosnick 2017, 332). For example, evidence from studies on
immigration shows that opposition tends to rise when individuals feel personally threatened

by labor market competition or cultural changes (Pardos-Prado and Xena, 2019; Paul and



Fitzgerald, 2021; Mayda, Peri and Steingress, 2022; Kustov, 2023, 2024). Similarly, major
events such as the overturning of Roe v. Wade, can heighten the salience of abortion when
voters perceive direct impacts on their bodily autonomy and health rights (Kann, 2024; Mutz
and Mansfield, 2024; Gardner, McCrary and Spencer, 2025). These findings indicate that

self-interest is a key driver of issue salience.

However, Krosnick and his colleagues (Boninger, Krosnick and Berent, 1995; Miller,
Krosnick and Fabrigar, 2016; in Howe and Krosnick, 2017) argue that personal salience
remains stable and is not influenced by such exogenous factors. In their view, regardless of
media framing or political rhetoric, voters who consider immigration or abortion personally
salient will consistently support candidates whose positions align with their preferences. Still,
this assumption of stability individual-level attitude importance requires further empirical

testing, as Dennison (2019b) argued.

However, due to resources and time constraints, I could not conduct a survey to measure the
personal salience of boundary attitudes or test their unique effect after controlling for media
and political frames or event conditions or test their stability across time. I found a survey
(PRRI’s American Values Survey 2023) that measured personal salience attitudes on some
boundary issues but did not include directions to determine favorable or disapproving

attitudes toward the boundary issues. Therefore, I excluded the analysis of personal salience.
2.3.2. Values and Social Identification

Beyond self-interest, attitude importance is also driven by core values and beliefs about how
life should be lived (Lavine et al. 2000, study 1, quoted in Howe and Krosnick, 2017, p. 333)
and social identification—when an issue matters to the social groups (such as ethnic or
religious groups) a person belongs to (Eaton and Visser, 2008; Miller, Krosnick and Fabrigar,
2016). Research consistently shows that the attitudes people care most about are those that
closely match their personal values (different studies quoted in Howe and Krosnick, 2017, p.

333).

However, the prevailing theoretical issues is that much of the research treats values and social
group identities as separate explanatory constructs. Extensive literature on cleavage and
cultural theories suggests that values and social identity are, in fact, inextricably linked and
mutually reinforcing constructs (Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky, 1990, p. 21). In fact, Howe
and Krosnick (2017) report that respondents overwhelmingly (over 80 percent) cited religious
and moral values as their most important values (Zuwerink Jacks & Cameron 2003, quoted in

Howe and Krosnick, 2017, p. 333). If that is the case, it is hard to treat religious and moral
10



values as distinct from group identities such as religion. Ignoring this inherent connection
arguably risks fundamentally underestimating the joint explanatory power of this unified

identity-value composite.

This perspective, which integrates identity and values, is arguably critical for understanding
the structural roots of contemporary political polarization, specifically the macro-cleavage

opposing Libertarian-Universalists against Traditionalist-Communitarians.

A critique from the Cleavage Theory

Recent scholarship updates the content of classic cleavage theory by focusing on the
contemporary divide between libertarian-universalists and traditionalist-communitarians,
rooted in factors like education, class, and urban-rural residence (Bornschier, 2010;
Bornschier and Kriesi, 2012; Norris and Inglehart, 2019; see also Dennison, 2020, p. 399 for
a brief review; Marks et al., 2021; Bornschier et al., 2024; Dassonneville, Hooghe and
Marks, 2024). The Libertarian-Universalists generally champion racial, gender, and minority
equality, favor permissive morality (especially concerning sexuality and marriage), and tend
to be open to immigration, and often view traditional institutions as barriers to justice.
Conversely, the traditionalist-communitarians emphasize religion-based (often Christian)
traditions and gender roles and view immigration and universal norms as threats to their
traditions. Cleavage theory thus establishes that values and social structure are tightly linked
and ensure that identities and values move together rather than functioning separate forces.
Party supply operationalizes this logic: when no party represents these predispositions, voters
often abstain; when one emerges, these concerns gain a label and a home (Bornschier and
Kriesi, 2012, p. 11). That is the view I adopt: macro-structure provides cultural content,
parties articulate it, and identities make it personal. This sets up the next section’s focus on

identity-protective reasoning.

A critique from Cultural (Cognition) theory

The macro-structure of values and identity finds its expression at the individual level through
identity-protective cognition (Kahan ef al., 2007; Kahan, 2012a), which acts as a micro-
foundation for cleavage theory. Identity-protective cognition explains how individuals align
their factual beliefs and issue priorities with the groups that define who they are (Gastil ef al.,
2011; Kahan, 2012b). Given the focus on the American context and boundary-maintenance
issues, scholars find that one identity is particularly salient: Chrisitan nationalism (CN). CN

is an identity that strongly shapes attitudes toward boundary issues and provides an

11



ideological conduit that combines religious and national identity to reinforce exclusionary

policy preferences—as the following review illustrates.

Christian nationalism and attitudes on BM issues

CN is a political theology that advocates for the institutionalization of a particular Christian
cultural vision for the United States and normatively links Christian adherence to national
identity, laws, and institutions (Al-Kire et al., 2022; Perry, Whitehead and Grubbs, 2024;
Perry, 2025). Scholars consistently find that this identity operates as a dominant force

shaping attitudes toward boundary issues.

The literature provides convincing evidence that adherence to CN is inextricably linked to
exclusionary cultural preferences across the domains of boundary maintenance. CN
encourages boundary defense and in-group prioritization, which manifests in attitudes toward
ethno-racial exclusion and moral order disputes. Regarding ethno-racial exclusion,
experimental studies show that when Christian Americans perceive a threat to their religious
rights, Christian nationalist sentiment rises, which subsequently strengthens support for
exclusionary policies such as tougher immigration policies, negative stereotyping, and even
dehumanization of immigrants (Al-Kire et al., 2021, 2022). This demonstrates how social

identity converts out-group cues into boundary defense.

The same boundary logic applies to moral order and values disputes. CN is a powerful
predictor of opposition to same-sex marriage and anti-abortion stances. Studies show that CN
strongly predicts traditional gender ideology and promotes a public-religion identity that
privileges hierarchy and the “re-ordering” of the social world, which clearly reflects
boundary-maintenance concerns (Whitehead and Perry, 2020; Davis, Perry and Grubbs,
2024; Whitehead, 2025). Moreover, CN is strongly associated with support for arresting
women who have abortion, which reflects a desire for a social order that controls sexual
deviance and privileges traditionalist Chrisitan identity and values (Whitehead and Perry,
2019; Schmidgall, Perry and Grubbs, 2025). CN also predicts opposition to gay and
transgender political candidates and views them as channels for policy changes that threaten

the preferred social order (Cravens, 2023).

Across the immigration and moral order domains, the literature supports the social
identification hypothesis: salience rises for issues that defend or advance the interests of one’s
social group (Whitehead and Perry, 2020; Al-Kire et al., 2022; Cravens, 2023; Davis, Perry
and Grubbs, 2024).

12



2.4. Research Gap

This study differs from existing research on CN and boundary outcomes in several important

ways and addresses recognized conceptual and methodological gaps.

First prior studies typically examine ethno-racial exclusion, anti-abortion stances, and control
over public religion individually and fall short in conceptualizing these as integrated
components of a broader boundary-maintenance (BM) logic. This research explicitly
addresses this conceptual gap by analyzing these issues collectively and links them directly to
the Traditionalist-Communitarian and Libertarian-Universalist macro-cleavage structure.
Viewing these outcomes through the macro-cleavage lens clarifies why opposition to them

forms a consistent and theoretically structured pattern channeled through CN.

Second, the existing literature predominantly constructs the CN index using single mean
aggregation, a method criticized for potentially masking dimensionality and lacking
robustness check (see Davis, 2023). A critical methodological gap, therefore, exists in the
absence of rigorous psychometric validation and sensitivity analysis across diverse surveys.
This study addresses this by confirming the structural validity of the CN construct via
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) across all datasets and conducting a sensitivity analysis
comparing the compensatory Mean CN index against a non-compensatory Weakest-link

(WL) CN index.

Third, this research combines data from four independent national probability surveys using a
Random-Eftects (RE) meta-analytic pooled regression strategy, which provides a
conservative, population-averaged estimate of association. To author’s knowledge, there is
not other study that applies pooling method to analyze the CN-boundary outcomes across

different surveys from different time periods and having different designs and sampling units.
3. Theoretical Framework: Cleavage-Embedded Identity Mediation (CEIM)

I build the theoretical framework, Cleavage-Embedded Identity Mediation (CEIM), upon two
core claims derived from the social identity and cleavage literature. First, identities and
values are mutually reinforcing and move together, rather than operating separately. Although
critics (Davis, 2023) debate the dimensionality of CN, this study operates on the premise that
CN functions as a single overarching construct that combines identity and values (Perry,
2025). Second, CN does not operate in isolation; rather, it acts as a crucial identity channel
representing a macro Traditionalist-Communitarian cleavage and individual-level boundary

attitudes. American individuals’ important boundary attitudes (of opposition to immigration,

13



defense of moral order, and prioritizing the public role of Christianity) become manifest at
the structural level in the form of a traditionalist-communitarian cleavage, which political
parties (The Republican Party in the U.S. context) advances through the CN ideology
(Whitehead and Perry, 2020; Cremer, 2023). This does not necessarily mean that people who
hold the boundary attitudes are aftiliated with the Republican Party. Instead, political parties
merely voice the common grievances or provide a platform to those important attitudes that
were held ‘suppressed’ before (see Bornschier and Kriesi, 2012, p. 11). The Republican Party
utilizes these individual-level important boundary attitudes and activates social identity like
Christian Nationalism as an anchor for voter mobilization. (Then the political manipulation
and amplified rhetoric based in part on lies occurs (Beerbohm and W. Davis, 2023; Pillai,

Kim and Fazio, 2023), but that is beyond the scope of this work.)

Once CN is activated, identity-protective cognition helps explain why BM issues feel
personal: people align what they notice and care about with the groups that define who they
are (Kahan, 2012b). Since the Traditionalist-Communitarian cleavage batteries were
primarily designed and validated in Europe (Hooghe and Marks, 2018; Marks ef al., 2021;
Bornschier et al., 2024), this study translates the cleavage’s content into U.S.-relevant terms,
specifically focusing on opposition to immigration, opposition to abortion, opposition to

same-sex marriages, and support for religion and moral education in public schools.
Based on this theoretical understanding, the central hypothesis guiding this investigation is:

Central Hypothesis: Individuals higher in Christian Nationalism (CN) are likely to express
stronger opposition to immigration, abortion, same-sex marriages, and stronger support for

religion (and moral education) in public schools, while controlling for partisanship, political
ideology, ethnicity, religious affiliation and practice level, and other standard demographics.

4. Methods

This section details the data utilized and the measurement procedures used to operationalize
Christian Nationalism (CN) and Boundary Maintenance (BM) attitudes and lays the
groundwork for the subsequent quantitative analysis.
4.1. Data Acquisition and Design Parameters
4.1.1. Data sources and Sample design

The analysis combines data from four nationally representative U.S. probability surveys
conducted between 20212 and 2013: the PRRI-Brookings Christian Nationalism Survey
(CNS 2023), the PRRI American Values Survey (AVS 2023), the NORC General Social

14



Survey (GSS 2021), and the Baylor Religious Survey (BRS 2021). I selected these surveys
due to the presence of comparable indicators for both CN and boundary attitudes. I estimated
all models using survey weights to ensure the estimates accurately reflect the characteristics

of the U.S. target population and account for complex sampling designs and nonresponse.

The 2023 CNS and AVS surveys were conducted online by PRRI (Public Religion Research
Institute) using address-based recruitment and opt-in respondents. CNS interviewed 6,212
adults, between Nov-Dec 2022 (PRRI-Brookings, 2023) and AVS surveyed 2,525 adults in
August 2023 (PRRI, 2023). The GSS 2021 cross-section was administered by NORC
(national opinion research center) at the University of Chicago from December-2020 to May-
2021. It went under substantial methodological changes due to the COVID-19 pandemic and
shifted from traditional in-person interviews to a mail push-to-web methodology,
supplemented by phone follow-ups (Davern ef al., 2021). The final unweighted sample
comprised 4,032 completed interviews, with a weighted response rate of 17.4 percent. The
BRS 2021 (Wave 6) a mixed paper and web modes between January-March 2021, to
randomly selected households among a random sample of adults ages 18 and older (Froese,
2021). It resulted in an unweighted sample of 1,248 completed surveys and a final response

rate of 11.3 percent.

4.1.2. Weighting and Design Features

All analyses used survey weights to account for unequal probabilities of selection,
nonresponse, and undercoverage. This robust application of weighting and design-based
inference was systematic across the entire analysis. For datasets lacking specific design
variables (primary sampling units-PSUs, or strata), standard errors relied on the Taylor-series
linearization method, an established practice for approximating the variance of complex,
weighted population estimates. Specific details regarding the Iterative Proportion Fitting
(IPF) and post-stratification raking procedures, as well as calculated design effects (DEFFs),
are available in the Appendix B.

4.1.3. Limitations for variance estimation

The analysis is subject to several methodological constraints natural in the secondary data
use. The GSS 2021 underwent a substantial mode shift during the COVID-19 pandemic (to a
mail push-to-web methodology) that risks introducing methodological artifacts and non-
response error (Davern et al., 2021). Moreover, the lack of public access to necessary survey

design variables (PSUs or strata) for CNS and AVS, along with the low response rate of 11.3
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percent in the BRS 2021, restricted the ability to fully incorporate residual clustering effects
into all design-based variance calculations (Froese, 2021). These pervasive methodological
constraints and the resulting high systematic, between-survey heterogeneity underscore the
necessity of using the robust Random-Effects (RE) meta-analysis strategy to ensure

conservative and reliable population-averaged estimates.

4.2. Measures

This section details the operationalization of the key theoretical constructs and establishes the
measurement strategy for both the outcome and predictor variables used in the bivariate and

multivariate analysis.

4.2.1. Outcome Variables

I grouped outcome variables into two distinct categories based on their conceptual focus:
directional boundary-maintenance (BM) attitudes and issue salience attitudes. To maintain
consistent interpretation, I harmonized all variables to a binary scale (0/1) such that 1
represents the endorsement of the exclusionary or boundary-defending position, and 0
represents the non-restrictive or non-exclusionary position. I coded the neutral responses,
refusals, and missing values as missing data (NA) across all datasets to minimize
measurement error and avoid conflating genuine non-attitudes with the scale midpoint (Davis

2023).2

4.2.1. A) Directional BM Attitudes

This study categorized directional BM attitudes into measures reflecting core domains of
exclusionism: (1) opposition to immigration (ethnicity-and religion-based exclusion), (2)
opposition to abortion and same-sex marriage (moral order), and (3) support for religion in

public schools (traditional values reinforcement).

CNS 2023 and AVS 2023
These two surveys used largely consistent formats, typically employing 4-point directional
Likert scales (typically 1=stronger agree to 4=Strongly Disagree, or analogous directional

scale). I dichotomized these scales to reflect the boundary-defending stance.

I measured Oppose Immigration, or the restrictive immigration measure, as agreement with

the statement that immigrants are invading and replacing the country’s cultural and ethnic

2 Although Davis (2023) argued this in the case of measuring CN, I followed this advice across the CN and BM
outcomes, wherever I had to deal with the neutral or undecided responses.
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background. Agreement (codes 1-2) was coded as 1. Oppose Abortion was operationalized as
opposition to legal access to abortion and the responses (3-4, mostly illegal/always illegal)
were coded as 1. The study measured Oppose same-sex Marriage as opposition to allowing
same sex couple to marry legally and responses (3-4, somewhat oppose/strongly oppose)
were coded as 1. Lastly, the study measured Support Religion in Schools by agreement that
public schools should offer an elective Bible course from a Christian perspective and

agreeing responses were coded as 1.

BRS 2021

The BRS included similar boundary measures but lacked an item for same-sex marriage. |

coded the exclusionary stances as follows.

I operationalized Oppose Immigration as agreement that immigrants threaten the unity of
American society (somewhat/completely agreement coded as 1); Oppose Abortion as using
two related items of opposition to government funding for abortion (opposition codes 1-2
were coded as 1) and support for the Pro-Life movement (support coded 3-4 coded as 1).
BRS did not an item for measuring attitudes to legality of abortion. Support Religion in
Schools appeared as agreement with allowing prayer in public schools and the supportive

stance (codes 4-5) was coded as 1.

GSS 2021

Due to methodological changes in the 2021 GSS, specific item choices maximized sample
size while adhering to the directional coding convention. Oppose Immigration was measured
by agreement that America should limit immigration to protect our national way of life, with
agreement (codes 1-2) coded as 1. Oppose Same-sex Marriage was measured by
disagreement with the statement that homosexual couples should have the right to marry one
another, with disagreement (codes 3-4) coded as 1. Support for Religion in Schools was
operationalized by disapproval of the Supreme Court ruling that disallowed state-mandated
prayer in public schools, where disapproval of the ruling (the pro-prayer attitude) was coded
as 1. Oppose Abortion was measured across various scenarios, pooling forms where
necessary. For all scenarios, disapproval (“No”’) od obtaining a legal abortion was
consistently coded as 1, including the broad opposition captured by the item asking if

abortion should be legal for “any reason”.
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4.2.2. Main Predictor Variable: Christian Nationalism (CN)

Christian Nationalism (CN) is defined as a political theology that advocates for the
institutionalize a particular Christian cultural vision for the United States and CN normatively
links Christian adherence to national identity, laws, and institutions (Al-Kire et al., 2022;
Davis, Perry and Grubbs, 2024; Perry et al., 2024). The inclusion of this construct as the
primary theoretical predictor mandates rigorous measurement validation to ensure its effects
are analytically distinct from generalized political conservatism or religious practice
(Whitehead and Perry, 2020; Al-Kire et al., 2022; Perry et al., 2024). (Al-Kire et al., 2022).
These scholars use the construct to capture a deeply rooted, often exclusionary worldview
concerned with maintaining symbolic boundaries and traditional religious or partisan

affiliation.

Following the reasoning provided in the CEIM theory, I treat Christian Nationalism (CN) as

the primary predictor of exclusionary attitudes on boundary-maintenance issues.

4.2.2 (A) CN Indicators Across Datasets: survey questions, response options, and scales

The primary CN measure relies on indicators derived from the four separate survey datasets.
To ensure cross-survey comparability, all item scores were subjected to transformations such
that higher numerical values consistently indicate greater adherence to CN ideology.
Specifically, all item scores were standardized to range from O to 1. For items with five
response options, the neutral midpoint was treated as missing data (NA) to minimize
measurement error and enhance construct purity, consistent with recommended practice (see

Davis, 2023).

CNS 2023 provides a six-item battery that closely aligns with the standard CN measure used
in the CN studies and codebooks. The items employ a 4-point response scale where 1 =
Completely agree and 4 = Completely disagree. The items are quoted verbatim as follows. 1)
“U.S. laws should be based on Christian values”; 2) “Being Christian is an important part of
being truly American”; 3) “If the U.S. moves away from our Christian foundations, we will
not have a country anymore”; 4) “God intended America to be a new promised land where
European Christians could create a society that could be an example to the rest of the world”;
5) “The U.S. government should declare America as a Christian nation”; and 6) “God has
called Christians to exercise dominion over all areas of American society”. All six items were

reverse coded to align higher values with greater CN adherence and subsequently
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standardized to the interval. Response of —1 (skipped/refused) were coded as NA. A

minimum of 4 non-missing items is required for the CN index construction.

AVS 2023 contains two items related to the Christian nationalism, using a 4-point scale like
the CNS. The items are: 1) “God intended America to be a new promised land where
European Christians could create a society that could be an example to the rest of the world”;
and 2) “The founders of the United States intended it to be a Christian nation with western
European values”.? Both items were reverse coded and standardized to the interval. Response
of 99 (skipped/refused) were coded as NA. Given the constraint of only two items, the study

required two non-missing items for index construction.

The GSS 2021 provides three items for constructing a CN predictor. These items are: 1) “The
federal government should advocate Christian values”; 2) “The success of the United States
is part of God’s plan”; and 3) “The U.S. would be a better country if religion had less
influence”. Perry (Cf. Davis, 2023; 2025) used three and recommends* doing so. These items
have a 5-point response scale, ranging from 1 = Strongly agree to 5 = Strongly disagree, with
3 = “undecided”. Responses aligning with higher CN are coded as high. The neutral midpoint

was treated as NA. The remaining items were standardized to the interval.

The BRS 2021 includes four items, measured on a 5-point scale, ranging from 1 = Strongly
disagree, 5 = Strongly agree, 3 = Undecided. The five items are: 1) “The federal government
should declare the United States a Christian nation”; 2) “The federal government should
advocate Christian values”; 3) “The federal government should allow the display of religious
symbols in public spaces”; and 4) “The success of the United States is part of God's plan”.
The survey already ordered these items such that higher numeric values indicate greater CN
adherence. I coded the neutral midpoint as NA and standardized the remaining responses to

the interval.

4.2.2 (B) Measurement and Dimensionality of CN

The study confirmed the structural validity and dimensionality of the CN using CFA. Given
the ordinal nature of the Likert-type item responses, all factor models used polychoric
correlation matrices and were estimated using the Weighted Least Square Mean and Variance

(WLSMV) estimator, which appropriately accounts for ordered categorical data (for details

3 PRRI’s AVS 2023 report mentions that they use all the items they used in the PRRI-Brookings’s CN
measurement. But in the codebook and the dataset, I only found the two values mentioned above.
4 In an email conversation with author.
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on this, see Holgado—Tello ef al., 2010; Kline, 2023). CFA of the multi-item CN batteries in
the CNS 2023 and the BRS 2023 revealed a unified, yet multidimensional latent structure.
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) identified two highly correlated dimensions
(Institutional/Government and Providential/Ritual) with factor correlations (¢) exceeding 0.9
in both the CNS (0.972) and BRS (0.918) samples. This high intra-factor correlation supports
treating CN as a single, overarching ideological construct in subsequent analysis. The two-
factor CFA demonstrated excellent fit in both datasets, confirmed by standard approximate fit

indices (full fit indices reported in the Appendix C).

For the GSS 2021 and AVS 2023 datasets, the study estimated the single-factor CFA models.
To ensure model identification and standardized contribution of indicators, I applied the
equality constraints (tau equivalence) unstandardized factor loadings, which were particularly
necessary for the two-item AV'S model. This robust psychometric validation confirmed the

construct’s structural integrity and reliability across all utilized survey instruments.’

4.2.2 (C) Index construction and aggregation

The last step in operationalizing CN involved aggregating the validated first-order factor
scores derived from the preceding CFA into a single, continuous index suitable for
multivariate testing. This aggregation process mandates to place the individual dimensions on
a common, standardized scale to ensure comparability. This study achieved this by rescaling
all factor scores to range from 0 (minimum adherence to CN) to 1 (maximum adherence to

CN).

The primary operationalization in this study is the Mean CN index (CN_mean01),
constructed using the arithmetic mean of the rescaled factor scores. This method assumes
compensatory structure (Goertz, 2020), which is in line with the theoretical position that the
diverse dimensions of CN operate as mutually reinforcing elements of a unified ideological
whole (Whitehead and Perry, 2020; Perry et al., 2024; Perry, 2025). This Mean concept
structure allows for moderate substitutability, where a lower score on one dimensions (e.g.,
the Institutional/Government dimension) can be offset by a sufficiently high score on another

(Providential/Ritual) to maintain a high overall score. This aggregation is methodologically

5 To match methods to tools, EFA and polychoric correlations were computed with the psych package (Revelle,
2007), which provides polychoric matrices and factor extraction suitable for ordinal indicators. CFAs were
estimated in /avaan (Rosseel, 2012), which implements WLSMV for ordered indicators and provides factor
scores for subsequent scaling and aggregation. Where only two and three indicators were available (GSS, AVS),
equal-loading constraints were imposed for identification, following standard SEM guidance (Kline, 2023).
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justified because the underlying factors (via EFA and CFA results) consistently demonstrated
exceptionally highly correlation (¢ > 0.9), which supports the interpretation of CN as a

cohesive ideological factor.

To assess the robustness of findings against a conceptual shift, this study applied a
supplementary non-compensatory aggregation rule: the Weakest-Link (WL) CN index
(CN_WL min) (see its other applications and theoretical logic Teorell et al., 2019; Goertz,
2020). This measure reflects the philosophical logic of necessary conditions by using the
minimum score observed across the two dimensions (min[F1,F2]). The WL index prevents
substitutability and ensures the final score is strictly constrained by the lowest-scoring
component. I could only apply the sensitivity analysis to the CNS and BRS datasets, as they
were the only surveys that provided sufficient indicators to meaningfully model the WL

measure.

Using both compensatory and non-compensatory measures ensures transparent alignment

between aggregation procedure and the hypothesized ontological structure of the concept.

4.2.3. Other key predictors and controls

To ensure that the observed association between CN and boundary attitudes measures its
unique ideological leverage and is not spurious (Kellstedt and Whitten, 2018), I included a
comprehensive set of controls in all multivariate models, which is also consistent with
established practice in CN research (Davis, Perry and Grubbs, 2024; Perry ef al., 2024; Perry,
2025, and others). These controls/covariates were methodologically categorized into three
groups: 1) political/ideological predictors, including partisan identity, political ideology, and
Trump favorability (CNS and AVS), White Nationalism (BRS) and support for affirmative
action (GSS) to statistically separate the effect of CN from generalized political
conservatism; 2) Religious/Ethnic predictors, including religious affiliation, religious service
attendance, and racial/ethnic identity, to prevent CN from serving as a proxy for generalized
religious practice or simple ethnonationalism; and 3) standard sociodemographic controls,
including age, sex/gender, educational attainment, family income, and geographic region to
account for baseline population heterogeneity. The inclusion of this broad set of controls
ensures that the CN coefficient reflects its distinct contribution net of highly correlated
factors. To facilitate clear interpretation and comparison of predictive power across variables

measured on different scales, I linearly rescaled all key continuous predictors, including the
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CN index, to range from 0 to 1 (Perry, 2025; Perry and Grubbs, 2025; Schmidgall, Perry and
Grubbs, 2025).

4.2.4. Analytic Strategy: estimation and interpretation

The study’s overarching analytic goal was to generate a statistically robust, population-
averaged estimate of the unique association between CN and exclusionary boundary attitudes

by combining findings across four independent datasets.

The core models analyzed the relationship between the continuous CN index and the
dichotomous boundary outcomes using logistic regression. In place of traditional logic
coefficients or odds ratios, the study computed and reported the Average Marginal Effects
(AMESs). The methodological literature strongly prefers this reporting convention for binary
outcome models because AMEs estimate the average change in predicted probability (in
percentage points) across the population (Karlson and Jann, 2023). The use of AMEs
provides a robust, population-average estimand that is easy to interpret and reflects the
substantive impact of a full shift across the CN scale (from minimum to maximum
adherence) on the probability of supporting an exclusionary attitude (for reasons of using

AME:s, see Heeringa ef al., 2017; Valliant and Dever, 2018).

Given the pervasive methodological and sampling differences across the four surveys, the
multi-study design necessitated a formal synthesis (pooling) strategy capable of addressing
prevalent heterogeneity (Wolf et al., 2016; Lohr, 2021). This study generated primary effect
estimates using a Random-effects (RE) meta-analysis applied to the per-survey AMEs. This
approach was appropriate due to the pervasive and high magnitude of statistical heterogeneity
manifest across all pooled outcomes (as recommended in these and other studies Heeringa et
al., 2017; Elliott, Raghunathan and Schenker, 2018; Lohr, 2021), with ° values consistently
exceeding 86% (see the results section). The RE model assumes that individual survey
findings come from a broader distribution of potential effects and incorporates a variance
component (%) to reflect systematic, genuine variability in the CN effect across different
survey contexts. This method yields a conservative, population-averaged summary estimate
(Elliott, Raghunathan and Schenker, 2018; Lohr, 2021; National Academies of Sciences and
Medicine, 2023).

& Before estimation, all datasets were harmonized and cleaned using the fidyverse suite of packages in R-studio
and the marginaleffects R package was used to extract these estimates (Arel-Bundock et al., 2025). Moreover,
all pooling steps, including the calculation of heterogeneity statistics (Q, 12, 1) used the metafor R package
(Viechtbauer, 2010).
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Finally, for methodological robustness and sensitivity testing, the study compared the Mean
CN index against the WL index. I constructed the primary Mean CN index (CN_mean 01)
using the arithmetic mean of the rescaled factor scores and the supplementary WL index
(CN_WL_min) used the minimum score observed across the two CN primary dimensions
(Goertz, 2020). This comparison, restricted to CNS and BRS datasets, ensured the inferential

conclusions were not dependent on the construct’s internal aggregation rule.

All conclusions strictly adhere to the interpretation of associations, conditional upon the

established covariates (Kline, 2023).

5. Results

5.1. Descriptive Statistics

The analysis of the mean score for the CN index demonstrated measurable variation across
the four datasets, which reinforced the need for pooled estimation. The study discovered the
highest adherence to the CN index (45%) in the GSS sample, followed closely by the BRS
2021 (44%) and AVS 2023 (42. In contrast, the CNS 2023 sample reported the lowest overall
endorsement, with a mean CN index score of 33%. This considerable cross-sample
heterogeneity in measured CN levels, alongside noted divergence in the prevalence of key
boundary outcomes (e.g., opposition to abortion ranged from 16% in GSS to 68% in BRS)
confirms the methodological necessity of applying the robust pooled RE analysis strategy.’

The demographic composition of the samples consistently revealed a context relevant to CN
research. All four samples were majority White (non-Hispanic), ranging from 62% to 74%.
They were also predominantly older, with individuals aged 35 (and 30 in some surveys) and
above comprising between 73% and 82% of the samples. This persistent demographic profile,
which includes a moderate to large representation of Protestants and Evangelicals, reinforces
the context for examining CN’s strong ties to a specific ethno-cultural identity often centered
on Anglo-Protestants as “prototypical” Americans (Perry, Whitehead and Grubbs, 2024;
Perry, 2025). Full descriptive statistics by outcome variables are available in the Appendix A.

7 Note that the CN distribution by the non-compensatory measure of WL-minimum did not differ much from
that of the Mean CN index (33% Mean index CN vs 32% WL in CNS and 44% Mean index CN vs 42% WL in
BRYS).
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5.2. Bivariate Correlations

I computed the zero-order associations between the CN index and the four boundary
outcomes across all four datasets (Table 3). Consistent with the expectation that CN
reinforces restrictive ethno-cultural boundaries, the bivariate analysis reveals strong, positive,
and statistically significant associations between the CN and all boundary attitude measures

in every survey.

The magnitude of these bivariate associations varied across datasets and specific outcomes.
The study observed the strongest zero-order associations in the CNS 2023 sample, where
correlations exceeded r = .49 (pp) for all three available outcomes (oppose immigration,
oppose abortion, and oppose same-sex marriage). The AVS 2023 survey demonstrated
similarly strong correlations across all four outcomes, ranging from 35.6 in ‘oppose same-sex
marriage’ to 45.3 in ‘oppose immigration’. The BRS survey yielded the strongest association
observed in the analysis for ‘Support Religion in Schools’ (56.2). This dataset also showed
robust correlations with Oppose Abortion (47.0) and Oppose Immigration (31.5). In contrast,
the GSS 2021 correlations were consistently smaller in magnitude, yet they remained positive

and highly statistically significant across all four measured outcomes, ranging from 23.4 pp

to 31.6 pp.
Table 3. Bivariate Correlations between Christian Nationalism and Boundary Attitudes
Oppose Immigration Oppose Same-sex marriage Oppose Abortion Support Religion in Schools

AVS 2023 45.3%%%(1.8) 35.6%%%(2.0) 39.5%%%(1.9) 44.0%%%(1.8)

BRS 2021 31.5%*%%(3.4) — 47.0%%%(2.9) 56.2%%%(2,6)

CNS 2023 49.8%**(1.3) 52.0%%%(1.2) 50.5%**(1.2) —

GSS 2021 23.4%%%(1,9) 31.6%*%(1.8) 24.0%%%(1.9) 24.5%%%(1.9)
Entries are zero-order Pearson 7 from survey-weighted var-cov matrices (survey: : svyvar) converted to » = cov V{varyvary). Cells show percentage points: 100=7 with
stars and 100%SE in parentheses, e.g.. 43.3%**(18.2). SE(r) via Fisher-z using Kish effective sample size (complete cases per pair). Stars: *** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05;
¥ p =.10. Em dashes mean respective datasets did not have variables for those attitudes.

These powerful and uniform positive bivariate relationships confirm the utility of the CN
index as a core predictor of exclusionary boundary attitudes and justify the subsequent use of
multivariate regression models to isolate these associations from potential confounding

variables (Kellstedt and Whitten, 2018).

5.3. Primary multivariate findings (pooled random-effects and per-dataset AMEs)

The study’s core hypothesis is that individuals who score higher on Christian nationalism will
express stronger exclusionary attitudes regarding boundaries, even after controlling for

political partisanship, ideology, religious affiliation, religiosity (amount of practice), ethnic
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identity, and standard demographics like age, gender, educational attainment, income, region,

among others.

Table 4(a) presents the survey-specific average marginal effects of the CN index on the four
key boundary outcomes, alongside the corresponding random-effects (RE) pooled estimates
designed to synthesize the overall association across the multi-study context. The AMEs
reflect the change in probability (expressed in percentage points) of endorsing the
exclusionary attitude for a full shift across the CN scale, consistent with the reporting

conventions in the literature (e.g., Perry 2025; Perry and Grubbs 2025).

5.3.1. Pooled (RE) estimates of association

The RE pooled estimates supported a positive association between CN and all four measured
boundary attitudes, confirming the hypothesis regarding the general exclusionary nature of
the CN. Figure 1 visually confirms this trend, as the summary estimates for all outcomes lie

clearly on the positive side of effect axis.

Opposition to Abortion: The overall synthesized effect of CN on opposition to abortion was
positive and statistically significant. The RE pooled estimate indicated that a full shift across
the CN scale predicted an average increase of ~36 percentage points in the probability of
opposing abortion (SE = 12.93, p <.01). Substantial heterogeneity is notable across the
datasets contributing to this pool (I = 95.8%, r* = 0.065).

Opposition to Immigration: CN demonstrated a powerful and statistically significant overall
relationship with opposition to immigration. The REs pooled estimate was robustly positive,
predicting an average increase of 53.05 percentage points in the probability of opposing
immigration (SE = 8.81, p <.001). The study found the high heterogeneity across studies for
this outcome (I° = 86.6%, * = 0.025). This finding reinforces the observed link between CN
and xenophobic attitudes toward immigrants, even after controls (Perry et al., 2024; Perry,

2025).

Opposition to same-sex marriage: The aggregated effect of Christian nationalism on
opposition to same-sex marriage was similarly strong and statistically significant. The RE
pooled estimate indicated an overall positive association of 44.97 percentage points (SE =
10.75, p <.001). This synthesis also revealed high heterogeneity across the contributing
surveys (I = 88.9%, ¥ = 0.028).
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Table 4(a). Christian Nationalism (Mean index) —
Boundary Outcomes — Survey-specitfic AMEs and
Random-eftfects pooled

Dataset CN index Estimate (SE) + stars
Oppose Abortion
CNS 2023 Mean CN 46.17 (5.08)%**
BRS 2021 Mean CN 38.74 (8.64)***
AVS 2023 Mean CN 59.02 (4.28)***
GSS 2021 Mean CN -0.43 (4.78)
Random-effects pooled Mean CN 35.85(12.93)**

Oppose Immigration

CNS 2023 Mean CN 59.58 (4.66)***
BRS 2021 Mean CN 32.35 (10.08)**
AVS 2023 Mean CN 70.11 (3.61)***
GSS 2021 Mean CN 38.98 (14.73)**
Random-eftects pooled Mean CN 53.05 (8.81)***

Oppose Same-sex marriage

CNS 2023 Mean CN 60.66 (4.97)***

AVS 2023 Mean CN 47.15 (4.61)y***

GSS 2021 Mean CN 22.67 (10.00)*
Random-effects pooled Mean CN 44.97 (10.75)%**

Support Religion in Schools

BRS 2021 Mean CN T7.12 (5.49)***

AVS 2023 Mean CN 55.78 (3.93)%*%**

GSS 2021 Mean CN 0.00 (0.00)
Randome-effects pooled Mean CN 44.05 (23.02)t

Stars: ¥*#* p < 001; ** p< .01; *p=<.05; ¥ p<.10.

Entries are percentage points (AME on the probability scale).
Random-effects pooled: REML with Knapp-Hartung adjustment; confidence
interval shown as diamond.

Heterogeneity (per outcome):

* Oppose Abortion — k=4; Q=91.03 (df=3), [>=95.8%, 1>=0.065

» Oppose Immigration — k=4; Q=16.32 (df=3), >=86.6%, 12=0.025

» Oppose Same-sex marriage — k=3; Q=12.44 (df=2), I’=88.9%, ©*=0.028

+ Support Religion in Schools — k=3; Q=206.35 (df=2), >=98.7%, 1>=0.158

Support for religion in schools: The pooling results for support for religion in schools yielded
a positive, but only marginally statistically significant overall association. The RE pooled
estimate predicted an increase of 44.05 pp (SE = 23.02, p <.10). Importantly, this outcome

showed the highest degree of heterogeneity across all results (¥ = 98.7%, ¥’ = 0.158),

suggesting extreme variation in the effect of CN on this issue across the different survey
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contexts. This could largely be a result of the 0.00 AME found in the individual GSS dataset

for this variable. The Fixed-effect (FE) pooled estimate for this ‘Support Religion in Schools

was also 0.00, suggesting it cannot handle heterogeneity (see the next section).

Figure I CN- boundary outcomes pooled RE estimates

Survey-specific AMEs and RE pooled summaries (diamond)
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5.3.2. Robustness of Pooling Strategy: RE (primary) vs FE (descriptive)

Given the pervasive and high level of heterogeneity observed across the survey-specific
results for all boundary outcomes, the RE method was selected as the primary estimation
approach (Elliott, Raghunathan and Schenker, 2018). This methodology accounts for variance
both within and between individual studies, thereby providing an estimate of the mean effect
within a distribution of effects, aligning with methodological best practices for pooling
diverse findings (Elliott, Raghunathan and Schenker, 2018). A comparison against the Fixed-
Effects (FE) pooled estimates, reported in Table 4(b) below, serves as a crucial check on the

descriptive stability of these summary findings.
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The RE model estimates were statistically similar to the FE estimates for opposition to three
boundary attitudes. In fact, for Oppose Abortion, the RE pooled estimate showed strong
magnitude similarity with the FE estimate (35.85 pp, SE = 12.93, p <.01) vs 36.61, SE =
2.59, p <.001). However, the FE approach produced numerically higher estimates for the
remaining two outcomes. For Oppose Immigration, the FE estimate was 62.83 pp (SE = 2.70,
p <.001), which was larger than the RE estimate of 53.05 pp. Similarly, the estimate for
Oppose Same-sex Marriage was 50.25 pp (SE = 3.20, p<.001), exceeding the RE result of
44.97 pp. For these three outcomes, both pooling methods yielded results that were strongly

statistically significant.

The starkest divergence between the two pooling methodologies occurred for Support for
Religion in Schools. The FE pooling method yielded an estimate of exactly 0.00 pp,
providing a clear contrast to the positive, albeit marginally statistically significant RE
estimate of 44.05 pp. This prominent difference highlights why the study designated the RE
method as the primary analysis, as it accounts for the extreme dispersion in effects noted in

the heterogeneity statistics (I” = 98.7%).

Table 4(b). Robustness of Pooling Strategy — RE (primary)
vs FE (descriptive)

Random-effects pooled Fixed-effect pooled
Oppose Abortion
35.85 (12.93)** 36.601 (2.58)***

Oppose Immigration

53.05 (8.81)*** 62.83 (2.70)%**
Oppose Same-sex marriage

44.97 (10.75)*** 50.25 (3.20)**%*
Support Religion in Schools

44.05 (23.02)t 0.00 (0.00)

Stars: *** p < .001; ** p<.01; *p<.05; ¥ p<.10.

Entries are percentage points (AME on the probability scale).

Models compared: Random-effects pooled (REML, Knapp—Hartung) — primary;
Fixed-effects pooled (inverse-variance) — descriptive robustness.

Heterogeneity (RE): ¢« Oppose Abortion — k=4; Q=91.03 (df=3), >=95.8%, 1>=0.065
* Oppose Immigration — k=4; Q=16.32 (df=3), I*=86.6%, 1°=0.025

* Oppose Same-sex marriage — k=3; Q=12.44 (df=2), I>=88.9%, 12=0.028

* Support Religion in Schools — k=3; Q=206.35 (df=2), I>=98.7%, 1>=0.158
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The comparison affirms that while the overall direction of the association of CN remains
positive across most measured outcomes, the FE method, which implicitly assumes a single
underlying effect, provides a substantially different magnitude, especially when effects are

highly heterogenous.

5.3.3. Per Dataset AMEs of CN on Boundary Attitudes

While the RE pooled estimates established a robust overall association, analysis of the
survey-specific AMEs reveals importance nuances regarding the strength and consistency of

CN’s relationship with boundary attitudes across different populations (Table 4(a)).

Opposition to Abortion: For opposition to abortion, CN exhibited a positive and statistically
significant relationship across three of the four measured samples (CNS, BRS, and AVS). The
study found the most substantial effect in the AVS 2023 sample, where a full shift in the CN
index predicted an increase in opposition of 59.02 pp (SE = 4.28, p<.001). Highly
significant, though slightly smaller, associations were visible in the CNS 2023 data (46.17 pp,
SE =5.08, p <.001) and the BRS 2021 data (38.74, SE = 8.62, p <.001). In notable contrast
to these findings, the GSS 2021 data showed a nearly null, statistically nonsignificant
association, estimating a negligible decrease of -0.43 pp (SE = 4.78).

Opposition to Immigration: In the case of opposition to immigration, the association with CN
was uniformly positive and statistically significant across all four datasets. The magnitude of
the controlled association varied, peaking in the AVS 2023 survey at 70.11 pp (SE = 3.61,
p<.001). The CNS 2023 sample followed with a strong effect size of 59.58 pp (SE =4.66,
p<.001). The associations observed in the BRS (32.35 pp, SE =10.08, p<.001) and GSS
(38.98 pp, SE =14.73, p <.01) datasets were lower in magnitude but remained positively

predictive and statistically significant.

Opposition to Same-sex Marriage: Consistent with the positive pooled estimate, the study
found the statistically significant association between CN and opposition to same-sex
marriage in all three surveys that measured this attitude. The largest association was notable
in the CNS 2023 sample (60.66 pp, SE =4.97, p <.001). The AVS estimate was also
significant at 47.15 pp (SE = 4.61, p < .001). The association in GSS sample was the lowest
tough still significant (22.67 pp, SE = 10.00, p < .05).

Support for Religion in Schools: The analysis of AMEs for support for religion in schools

highlighted the greatest heterogeneity across surveys. The association was exceptionally
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strong in the BRS, in which CN predicted a massive 77.12 pp increase (SE = 5.49, p <.001),
representing the largest AME observed for any outcome in any dataset. The study found the
substantial and significant AME in the AVS sample (55.78 pp, SE = 3.93, p<.001). However,
the GSS survey showed that CN was entirely non-predictive of this outcome, resulting in an
AME of precisely 0.00 pp. This stark divergence explains the extremely high heterogeneity

noted in the pooling results for this particular variable.

5.3.4. Sensitivity to CN Operationalization: Pooled vs per-dataset estimates of CN
using Mean vs Weakest-Link (minimum) index construction methods (CNS &

BRS)

To assess the methodological stability (robustness) of the primary findings, I conducted
supplementary analyses to assess the sensitivity of the results to the construct
operationalization of CN. This conceptual check compared the primary Mean CN index
(representing a substitutable or compensatory additive construct measurement) against the
Weakest-Link (WL) CN index (representing a non-compensatory concept measure). Because
the WL measure only applied to the CNS and BRS surveys (having two CN dimensions), the
subsequent pooled estimates and per-dataset AMEs are based exclusively on these two
samples. Please note that the CNS 2023 did not have an item for Religion in Schools and
BRS 2021 lacked the Same-sex Marriage item.

First, analysis is done on the RE pooled dataset estimates, followed by the per-dataset

estimates.
(a) Analyzing RE pooled estimates of CN (Mean vs WL)

Table 4(c). RE Pooled Estimates of CN (Mean vs WL) — Boundary outcomes (CNS & BRS)

Outcome Mean CN (RE pooled) WL CN (RE pooled)
Oppose Abortion 35.85 (12.93)%** 43.82 (2.606)*
Oppose Immigration 53.05 (8.81)*** 46.99 (14.06)
Oppose Same-sex marriage 44.97 (10.75)%** 60.45 (4.98)%**
Support Religion in Schools 44.05 (23.02)F 74.18 (5.53)%**

Stars: ¥*% p < .001; ¥* p < .01; * p<.05; T p<.10.

Entries are percentage points (AME on the probability scale).

Compares RE pooled AMEs for CN constructed as Mean (substitutable) vs Weakest-link (necessary condition).
WL CN is shown only where available (CNS 2023, BRS 2021).
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Comparison of the RE pooled AMEs revealed that the choice of construct operationalization
substantially impacted the magnitude and statistical reliability of the pooled estimates for

several boundary outcomes (Table 4(c)).

For Opposition to Immigration, the conceptual shift significantly impacted the statistical
inference. The Mean CN index pooled estimate confirmed a strong, significant overall
association (53.05 pp, SE = 8.81, p <0.001). In sharp contrast, the WL CN pooled estimate,
while numerically positive and comparable (46.99 pp, SE = 14.02) but was statistically
nonsignificant. This divergence suggests that the exclusionary association between CN and
immigration attitudes is sensitive to the concept measurement method when aggregating

acCross surveys.

Conversely, for Oppose Abortion, the WL CN estimate was larger and statistically significant
(43.82 pp, SE = 2.66, p <.05) compared to the Mean CN pooled estimate (35.85 pp, SE =
12.93, p <.01). This numerical amplification was most pronounced for Support for Religion
in Schools and Oppose Same-sex Marriage. The WL CN measure produced an exceptionally
high and highly significant pooled estimate for Support for Religion in Schools (74.18 pp, SE
=5.53, p <.001), drastically exceeding the Mean CN estimate (44.05 pp, SE = 23.02, p
<(0.10). Similarly, for Oppose Same-sex marriage, the WL measure yielded a significantly
higher pooled AME:s (60.45 pp, SE = 4.98, p <.001) compared to the Mean CN estimate
(44.97 pp, SE =10.75, p <.001).

Behind the high estimates of ‘Oppose Same-sex Marriage’ and ‘Support Religion in School’
attitudes lies a critical methodological limit. The pooled estimates for Oppose Same-sex
marriage and Support Religion in Schools based on the WL measure are analytically
redundant. Because these outcomes were available in only one survey each within the
restricted CNS/BRS grouping (Oppose Same-sex Marriage in CNS and Support Religion in
Schools in BRS) and the meta-analytic sample size was k = 1. As a result, the reported AME
for the WL measure is numerically identical to the single contributing survey’s AME,

reflecting a stable estimate from that source but offering no pooled insight.

(b) Analyzing per-dataset AMEs of CN (Mean vs WL)

To determine if the differences observed in the pooled meta-analysis stemmed from
instability within the individual survey models, the study examined the Mean CN and WL
CN AMEs for the CNS and BRS datasets separately (Table 4(d) below).
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For the CNS sample, the AMEs across all three outcomes were nearly numerically identical
regardless of which index the study used. For example, in predicting Oppose Immigration,
the Mean CN AME was 59.6 pp (SE = 4.7, p <.001), virtually identical to the WL AME of
59.7 (SE =4.7, p <.001). This consistency sustained across all three outcomes measured in
the CNS sample, with both mean and WL methods yielding uniformly positive and highly

significant associations.

The BRS 2021 dataset demonstrated similar stability. For the outcomes of Oppose Abortion
and Oppose Immigration, the Mean CN and WL estimates remained in close numerical
agreement and sustained strong statistical significance (p <.001 or p <.01). Moreover, the

exceptionally strong predictive power of CN for Support Religion in Schools (BRS) also

persisted, showing 77.1 pp for the Mean CN index and 74.2 pp for the WL index, both highly

significant (p <.001).

The high fidelity and consistency between the Mean CN and WL CN AMEs observed within

individual surveys suggest that measurement was fundamentally stable across both

operationalizations. As a result, the conceptual divergences observed in the pooled estimates

(Table 4(c)) are attributable to the influence of the WL definition during meta-analytic

pooling, rather than to fundamental measurement instability within the single survey samples.

Table 4(d): Unpooled study-level AMEs — CN Mean vs WL indices - Boundary outcomes (CNS & BRS)

AMEs are on probability scale (percentage points). Display = AME (SE) + significance stars.

CN index AME (SE) + stars N (sum

Oppose Abortion

BRS 2021 CN_WL_min 39.47 (8.30)***

BRS 2021 CN_mean01 38.74 (8.64)***

CNS 2023 CN_WL_min 45.44 (5.08)***

CNS 2023 CN_mean01 46.17 (5.08)***
Oppose Immigration

BRS 2021 CN_WL_min 31.41 (10.16)**

BRS 2021 CN_mean01 32.35 (10.08)**

CNS 2023 CN_WL_min 59.68 (4.68)***

CNS 2023 CN_mean01 59.58 (4.66)***
Oppose Same-sex marriage

CNS 2023 CN_WL_min 60.45 (4.98)***

CNS 2023 CN_mean01 60.66 (4.97)***
Support Religion in Schools

BRS 2021 CN_WL_min 74.18 (5.53)***

BRS 2021 CN_mean01 77.12 (5.49)***

weights)

1028.202
1028.202
3668,706

3668.706

1028.202
1028.202
3668.706

3668.706

3668.706

3668.706

1028.202

1028.202

Notes: AMEs and SEs computed from single-survey, design-aware logit models (quasibinomial) via counterfactual predictions. Stars: *** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05; tp £ .10.
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6. Discussion

6.1. Summary of findings and hypothesis evaluation

The empirical evidence derived from the synthesis of four national probability surveys
strongly supports the central hypothesis that adherence to CN predicts consistently stronger
support for exclusionary boundary attitudes, independent of political, religious, and
sociodemographic covariates. The CFA across the four datasets confirmed the structural
integrity and construct validity of the CN measure itself and provided a robust foundation for
the analysis. Zero-order bivariate associations consistently revealed strong, positive, and

statistically significant relationships across all outcomes and in every dataset.

The RE pooled estimates confirmed the central hypothesis for three of the four specified
boundary issues, proving that CN provides a powerful identity-value anchor for traditionalist-
communitarian attitudes. The RE pooled AMEs demonstrated a strong, statistically
significant increase in the probability of supporting exclusionary boundaries in terms of
opposition to immigration (~53 pp, p < .001), opposition to same-sex marriage (~435 pp, p<
.001), and opposition to abortion (~36 pp, p < .01). Conversely, for Support Religion in
Schools, the RE pooled estimate indicated only marginally statistically significant overall
association (44 pp, p <0.10). This result showed extreme cross-study heterogeneity (I =
98.7%), which indicated that while the effect is directionally supportive of the hypothesis, its
magnitude and significance vary radically depending on the specific survey context and

demands a cautious interpretation of this particular boundary maintenance outcome.

6.2. Interpretation of the hierarchy of multivariate associations

The multivariate analysis revealed a clear hierarchy of influence across the measured

domains, which reflects the theoretical priorities inherent in the CN ideology:

Ethno-racial exclusion (oppose immigration): The strongest and most stable combined
finding concerned attitudes toward immigrants. Even when factoring in the observed high
heterogeneity across the four surveys (I? = ~87%), the combined finding (~53 pp) remains
highly significant, which provides compelling evidence that CN strongly predicts xenophobic
attitudes after rigorous statistical control. The sheer size of this controlled association
underscores the centrality of ethno-racial exclusion and xenophobia to the CN ideology,

positioning CN as a determinant of political behavior with immense predictive power that
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operates independently of other established political, ideological, religious, ethnic, and other

demographic factors.

Moral Order Disputes (opposition to same-sex marriage and abortion): CN also demonstrated
similarly potent, statistically significant association on the measures of traditional moral order
and reinforced restrictive norms concerning the moral in-group. These findings collectively
confirm that CN is deeply implicated in values disputes related to the maintenance of the

traditional social order.

Institutional boundaries (support for religion in schools): In stark contrast to the stable
findings in the ethno-racial and moral domains, CN’s association with Support for Religion in
School achieved only marginal statistical significance in the pooled RE model. This outcome
characterized extreme cross-study heterogeneity (I” = ~99%). This lack of robust, consistent
predictive leverage suggests that CN’s relationship with advocating for public religious
expression is highly sensitive to the specific contextual factors of the population under

survey.

6.3. Contextualizing heterogeneity and CN measurement sensitivity

The pervasive and high magnitude of statistical heterogeneity detected across all pooled
outcomes (I consistently exceeded 86%) validated the initial methodological choice of using
the RE meta-analytic model as the primary source of inference. Comparison with the Fixed-
Effects model reinforced this necessity. The RE model proved methodologically superior
because the FE model yielded a null association (0.00 pp) for the highly heterogenous
Support for Religion in Schools outcome, which confirmed that the FE assumption of a single

common effect is untenable under conditions of extreme dispersion.

The study also performed a crucial measurement sensitivity check by comparing the
compensatory Mean CN index against the non-compensatory WL CN index. This analysis
confirmed the Mean CN index as the preferred, robust compensatory measured for
aggregated effects. The WL measure introduced statistical instability during the meta-anlaytic
pooling and rendered the pooled estimate for Opposition to Immigration statistically
nonsignificant (WL: ~47 pp), compared to the robust and highly significant Mean CN pooled
AME (~53 pp), this divergence did not reflect instability at the individual survey analysis
level. The high fidelity and consistency of the associations remained across both the Mean

CN and WL CN indices when examined within the individual datasets (CNS and BRS).
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Consequently, the conceptual divergences observed are attributable to the influence of the
WL definition during meta-analytic pooling, rather than fundamental measurement instability

within the single survey samples.

6.4. Theoretical Implications and contribution to literature

The statistically robust findings that CN predicts stringent exclusionary attitudes across
multiple domains of immigration, abortion, and same-sex marriage, after comprehensive
controls provide substantial support for the proposed Cleavage-Embedded Identity Mediation

(CEIM) framework and address several critical gaps in the existing literature.

6.4.1. Theoretical Implications (CEIM Framework)

The strong, controlled association between CN and boundary attitudes aligns closely with the
central tenet of the CEIM framework, which argues that CN functions as a crucial identity
channel mediating the individual level boundary attitudes and structural traditionalist-
communitarian cleavage. The outcomes in terms of opposition to immigration, abortion
access, same-sex marriage, and support for religion in public life represent the core
boundary-maintenance concerns that bundle under the structural traditionalist-communitarian

cleavage.

The magnitude of the controlled AMEs validates the claim that CN is the amalgam of the
theorized identity-value construct that expresses this bundle together. Specifically, the
hypothesis that CN predicts stronger opposition to immigration, abortion, and same-sex
marriages was strongly confirmed by the pooled estimates, which demonstrates CN’s unique
ideological contribution that cannot be accounted for by traditional predictors like political
partisanship, political ideology, ethnicity, religious affiliation, or religious practice alone. This
effect is sharp particularly regarding Opposition to Immigration, where the pooled effect size
was the largest (53 pp). It substantiates the notion that CN is fundamentally oriented toward
xenophobic attitudes and defining who belongs to the nation along ethno-racial lines (see also

Al-Kire et al., 2022; Perry et al., 2024; Perry, Whitehead and Grubbs, 2024).

Moreover, the finding regarding Opposition to Abortion (36 pp) and Opposition to Same-sex
Marriage (45 pp) confirms that the CN actively reinforces the moral order and traditional
social boundaries in line with its Anglo-Protestant foundations (Bruce, 2020; Perry et al.,
2024, 2025; Schmidgall, Perry and Grubbs, 2025). The consistency of these results across
diverse datasets supports the idea that CN is the operative mechanism though which deeply
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ingrained, often implicitly racialized, values find expression in policy preferences related to

boundary maintenance (see also Perry and Grubbs 2025).

The study demonstrates that the association between CN and these outcomes remains robust
even when controlling for traditional factors and supports the theoretical argument that CN is
an amalgam of identity and values that captures variance in sociopolitical outcomes beyond

that accounted for by standard political, religious, and ethnic predictors.

6.5. Contribution to Literature

The study makes several clear contributions to the literature by addressing recognized

research gaps.

6.5.1. Conceptualizing boundary maintenance holistically

Prior studies often examined ethno-racial exclusion, anti-abortion stances, and control over
public religion individually. This research explicitly addressed gap by conceptualizing these
issues collectively as components of a coherent boundary maintenance logic driven by the
universalist-libertarian and communitarian-traditionalist cleavage. By demonstrating
statistically significant relationships between CN and all four outcomes, this study provides
empirical weight to the argument that opposition to these issues forms a consistent and
theoretically structured pattern. The positive relationship observed across these distinct policy
areas, especially when pooled, suggest that CN provides a unifying cultural and political

framework for defining in-group membership across diverse domains.

6.5.2. Validating Construct Measurement

This analysis addressed the second gap concerning the psychometric robustness of the CN
index by employing rigorous model validation techniques, including CFA. The finding that
the CN index consistently exhibited a highly correlated, unified factor structure across the
diverse datasets (CNS 2023 and BRS 2021) substantiates its utility as a reliable measure of
this political theology. Furthermore, the detailed sensitivity check comparing the mean CN
index (compensatory) against the WL CN index (non-compensatory) provided necessary
robustness testing for alternative definitions. This comparison affirmed that while the
interpretation of the pooled effect size can shift depending on the aggregation rule (e.g.,
Opposition to Immigration becoming non-significant in the pooled WL model), the

directional association and per-dataset stability of the Mean CN index is robust.
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6.5.3. Providing Combined, Cross-Study Evidence

By leveraging four independent, complex probability samples and combining them through
meta-analytic, this work provides powerful, generalizable evidence of CN’s predictive
capacity. The RE pooled estimates, particularly for the highly significant outcomes (Oppose
Immigration, Oppose Abortion, Oppose Same-sex Marriage), represent a statistically robust
synthesis of the association of CN with these boundary outcomes across alternative
measurements and time points (2021-2023) and offer definitive empirical support for the
central hypothesis. This multi-survey approach moves beyond individual survey limitations
to establish a more stable, population-averaged relationship (applicable to the wider US

population).

The empirical findings therefore support the theoretical framework and confirm that CN
serves as a major force channeling the communitarian-traditionalist cleavages for defined

boundaries into measurable policy support.

7. Conclusion and directions for future research

The preceding analysis employed a robust meta-analytic framework across four distinct U.S.
probability surveys to evaluate the central hypothesis that adherence to CN is positively
associated with attitudes supporting political and cultural boundary maintenance. The
findings demonstrate a consistent and significant relationship between CN and exclusionary

attitudes, even after controlling for various political, religious, and demographic covariates.

7.1. Conclusion

The study achieved its primary objective by quantifying the substantive impact of CN on key
boundary maintenance attitudes. Specifically, the RE pooled estimates confirmed a strong,
statistically significant association between higher CN adherence and increased Opposition to
Immigration (53 pp), Opposition to Abortion (36 pp), and Opposition to Same-sex Marriage
(45 pp). These consistently positive findings across multiple domains validate the hypothesis
that CN functions as a powerful identity-value anchor for communitarian-traditionalist
attitudes and support the foundational logic of the Cleavage-Embedded Identity Mediation
(CEIM) framework. The large AMEs, interpreted as population-averaged percentage-point
changes, illustrate the substantial political relevance of CN in shaping attitudes that define

America’s national membership and moral order.
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The robustness check comparing the Mean CN and WL CN measures indicated that while
definitional choice can influence the stability of pooled aggregate results (such as rendering
the pooled effect on Oppose Immigration nonsignificant when using the WL index), the
consistency of the effects at the individual survey level underscores the measure’s core
predictive integrity. The observed extreme heterogeneity across surveys, particularly for
Support Religion in Schools (P = ~99%), justified the methodological necessity of relying on

the RE model, which accounts for real variation in effects across contexts.

All things considered, CN reliably serves as an identity-value channel that translates the
broader universalist-libertarian versus communitarian-traditionalist cleavage into concrete
political attitudes related to defining “us” and “them” in American society as well as deciding

the traditional moral order.

7.2. Limitations and Directions for Future Research

While providing robust quantitative support for the link between CN and exclusionary
attitudes, this study is subject to several limitations inherent in using secondary survey data,

which points toward necessary avenues for future research.

First, the cross-sectional design of the source surveys means that the identified relationships
are strictly associations, not causal effects (Kellstedt and Whitten, 2018). Although the
theorized causal direction in terms of CN shaping boundary attitudes makes intuitive sense,
establishing definitive temporal precedence or ruling out reverse causality is impossible here
(Kellstedt and Whitten, 2018; Busenbark et al., 2022; Perry, 2025). Future research should
prioritize experimental and longitudinal designs that can manipulate CN or track attitude
changes over time to solidify the temporal relationship (Howe and Krosnick, 2017; Dennison,
2020; Perry, 2025). Specifically, experiments could test whether priming CN affects support
for boundary-maintenance policies due to activation of the latent prototypical bias suggested

by related studies (Perry 2025).

Second, the analysis encountered measurement constraints that limited the scope of the
investigation. The necessary measure of the WL index was only available in two datasets
(CNS and BRS), which restricted the robustness check and complicated the interpretation of
the resulting synthesis. Future research must continue methodological work to develop and
implement CN measures that allow consistent comparisons across diverse survey

environments to enhance generalizability.
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Third, this study could not assess the unique contribution of personal salience (attitude
importance) versus directional attitudes in predicting these outcomes due to resource and data
constraints. Since the literature (especially by Krosnick, 1990; and his colleagues such as
Miller, Krosnick and Fabrigar, 2016; Howe and Krosnick, 2017) suggests that important
attitudes (reflected partly in personal salience) reflects a deeper commitment than merely
stated policy positions, incorporating measures of attitude importance alongside directional
opposition could reveal whether CN’s associations (or effects) are driven by deeply held,
centrally relevant commitments or more superficial political alignment. This remains a

crucial gap to address.

Fourth, methodological challenges associated with the complex sample designs were
pervasive, necessitating advanced weighting and variance estimation. Although the rigorous
design-based analysis accounted for these complexities, the high heterogeneity observed (I
values consistently exceeding 8§6%) suggests that the overall association size is heavily
context-dependent. Future studies should thus focus on identifying specific survey-level or
contextual moderators (e.g., political climate, regional factors, or difference measures of
control variables) that account for the significant variance observed between estimates and

moving beyond merely acknowledging heterogeneity to explaining its sources.

Finally, the social-psychological literature by Krosnick and his colleagues suggests that the
effects of CN should be examined relative to the alternative explanatory variable of material
self-interest. Although this research acknowledged the difficulty in capturing self-interest in
secondary data, future work must devise creative survey strategies to measure directional
personal salience or attitude importance (Jennings and Wlezien, 2015; Bevan, Jennings and
Wilezien, 2016; e.g., those advised by Moniz and Wlezien, 2020) to test if CN’s identity-
driven associations or effects operate independently of, or in competition with, perceived

material costs or benefits tied to boundary-maintenance policies.
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APPENDIX A: Descriptive statistics by outcomes across datasets

Descriptive Statistics Tables (CNS 2023)

Table 2. Summary statistics by different outcomes (CNS 2023)

Overat tsampley UTen e Onposon o Opposion o ame
Mean % Mean % Mean % Mean %

Outcomes
Opposition to immigration 31.4% — — —
Opposition to abortion 33.4% — — —
Opposition to same-sex marriage 29.0% — — —
Main predictor
Christian Nationalism (CN_mean01) 0.33 0.54 0.53 0.56
Other independent variables/correlates
Republican ID 27.2% 53.5% 51.3% 48.7%
Conservatism 33.5% 59.4% 63.9% 59.9%
Trump favorability 31.8% 63.5% 58.6% 55.2%
Protestant 31.4% 42.3% 43.5% 48.9%
Evangelical 38.1% 47.3% 52.1% 59.6%
White (non-Hispanic) 62.8% 71.5% 67.1% 59.4%
Controls
Religious practice (weekly) 21.4% 26.1% 38.9% 39.9%
Male 48.2% 50.3% 51.5% 51.7%
Age (35+) 80.1% 85.6% 83.1% 82.8%
College or less 64.8% 77.6% 73.9% 76.6%
Income (<$50K) 29.9% 37.5% 35.4% 39.5%
Part-time or Unemployed 46.4% 45.6% 46.4% 48.8%
N
N (ESS) 3594 1281 1254 1051

Source: PRRI-Brookings CNS 2023

Overall column shows full-sample design-aware means/percentages. Outcome columns show design-aware means/percentages among respondents who endorse that
outcome (Outcome = 1). In the *Outcomes’ block, only the Overall column displays each outcome’s prevalence; other cells are blank. Estimates via

survey: : svymean; Effective Sample Size (ESS) via Kish formula.

Correlates and controls were coded as 1 for the listed category and 0 for all other categories within that domain.




Descriptive Statistics Tables (AVS 2023)

Table 2. Summary statistics by different outcomes (AVS 2023)

Overall fallsample)  GEREEREE M eton e marrioge i schoots
Mean % Mean % Mean % Mean % Mean %

Outcomes
Opposition to immigration 38.0% — — —
Opposition to abortion 37.2% — — — —
Opposition to same-sex marriage 29.8% — — — —
Support for religion in schools 53.4% — — —
Main predictor
Christian Nationalism (CN_mean01) 0.42 0.59 0.57 0.58 0.54
Other independent variables/correlates
Republican ID 26.2% 44.3% 42.8% 39.8% 357%
Conservatism 35.9% 58.8% 64.4% 58.8% 50.0%
Trump favorability 33.3% 58.9% 54.5% 52.4% 45.3%
Protestant 34.7% 42.4% 46.4% 50.9% 47.2%
Evangelical 37.6% 43.7% 51.2% 58.6% 46.1%
White (non-Hispanic) 62.0% 70.9% 64.5% 56.8% 62.4%
Controls
Religious practice (weekly) 25.9% 29.2% 45.7% 47.0% 35.8%
Male 48.8% 50.7% 50.5% 49.9% 47.0%
Age (354) 72.7% 77.6% 74.3% 77.0% 74.5%
College or less 65.2% 75.0% 71.6% 73.3% 68.1%
Income (<$50K) 28.5% 33.5% 29.4% 35.7% 29.1%
Part-time or Unemployed 54.4% 58.4% 57.6% 59.5% 55.4%
N
N (ESS) 2007 781 731 581 1049

Source: American Values Survey 2023

Overall column shows full-sample design-aware means/percentages. Outcome columns show design-aware means/percentages among respondents who endorse that outcome (Outcome = 1). In
the ‘Outcomes’ block, only the Overall column displays each outcome’s prevalence: other cells are blank. Estimates via survey : : svymean: Effective Sample Size (ESS) via Kish formula.
Correlates and controls were coded as 1 for the listed category and 0 for all other categories within that domain.
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Descriptive Statistics Tables (BRS 2021)

Table 2. Summary statistics by different outcomes (BRS 2021)

Ovrat sampley TR e Onpoion o Supprt o s
Mean % Mean % Mean % Mean %o

Outcomes
Opposition to immigration 29.5% — — —
Opposition to abortion 67.9% — — —
Support for religion in schools 54.5% — — —
Main predictor
Christian Nationalism (CN_mean01) 0.44 0.57 0.53 0.58
Other independent variables/correlates
Republican ID 29.7% 49.2% 40.8% 43.6%
Conservatism 34.9% 49.2% 46.0% 50.5%
White Nationalism 3.6% 7.3% 5.2% 4.6%
Protestant 47.4% 58.7% 54.3% 63.6%
Evangelical 27.7% 37.3% 35.4% 39.5%
White (non-Hispanic) 64.4% 72.9% 63.9% 65.8%
Controls
Religious practice (weekly) 24.0% 26.2% 30.5% 33.0%
Male 47.0% 48.3% 47.6% 48.3%
Age (35+) 82.3% 85.3% 85.3% 84.8%
College or less 62.4% 74.3% 68.5% 70.2%
Income (<$50K) 43.3% 50.4% 45.6% 45.9%
Part-time or Unemployed 33.8% 40.7% 35.8% 35.0%
N
N (ESS) 716 202 472 364

Source: Public Religion Research Institute 2021

Overall column shows full-sample design-aware means/percentages. Outcome columns show design-aware means/percentages among respondents who endorse that
outcome (Outcome = 1). In the *Outcomes’ block, only the Overall column displays each outcome’s prevalence; other cells are blank. Estimates via

survey: :svymean; Effective Sample Size (ESS) via Kish formula.

Correlates and controls were coded as 1 for the listed category and 0 for all other categories within that domain.
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Descriptive Statistics Tables (GSS 2021)

Table 2. Summary statistics by different outcomes (GSS 2021)

Overall fallsample)  GEREEREE M eton e marrioge i schoots
Mean % Mean % Mean % Mean % Mean %

Outcomes
Opposition to immigration 15.1% — — — —
Opposition to abortion 16.0% — — — —
Opposition to same-sex marriage 12.0% — — — —
Support for religion in schools 11.8% — — — —
Main predictor
Christian Nationalism (Mean) 0.45 0.58 0.59 0.66 0.62
Other independent variables/correlates
Republican ID 29.8% 54.2% 43.1% 53.0% 43.1%
Conservatism 31.1% 52.6% 46.1% 56.6% 46.2%
Oppose affirmative action 3.10 3.50 3.39 B B
Protestant 40.7% 54.2% 54.6% 65.3% 55.9%
Evangelical 50.6% 50.0% 55.7% 73.0% =
White (non-Hispanic) 73.9% 82.6% 71.7% 76.3% 67.1%
Controls
Religious practice (weekly) 23.9% 28.5% 38.7% 49.3% 31.8%
Male 48.9% 51.8% 48.1% 54.2% 44.7%
Age (354) 73.4% 86.3% 77.5% 85.9% 77.8%
College or less 70.1% 78.1% 77.9% 80.9% 84.2%
Income (<$50K) 34.9% 36.9% 42.6% 42.3% 42.5%
Part-time or Unemployed 5.9% 3.5% 6.5% 6.5% 6.8%
N
N (ESS) 2640 436 411 337 335

Source: General Social Survey 2021

Cells show survey-weighted means or percentages. Columns condition on outcome endorsement (Outcome = 1). Diagonal entries in ‘Outcomes’ show overall prevalence of each outcome.
Design-aware estimators via survey::svymean; Effective Sample Size (ESS) via Kish formula.

Correlates and controls were coded as 1 for the listed category and 0 for all other categories within that domain.
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APPENDIX B: Survey Weighting and design parameters

Appendix B — Survey weighting and design parameters

This appendix summarizes the weighting procedures and design parameters used in the four national probability surveys analyzed in this study. For each survey, the table reports
the primary weighting methodology, the specific weight variable applied, any reported design effects (DEFFs), and the stated purpose of the weighting adjustment as documented
by the survey organizations. This information is provided to ensure methodological transparency and to assist readers in evaluating the comparability of the datasets.

Survey Weight variable Reported
name Primary weighting method  used DEFF Purpose / goal of weighting
CNS Iterative Proportional Fitting weight 17 Align sample with demographic benchmarks (CPS /

2023 (Raking) ACS); correct for unequal selection & nonresponse

Align sample with demographic benchmarks; correct

AVS 2023 Post-stratification raking KP_WEIGHT 1.26 .
for unequal selection & nonresponse

Multi-step: base weights — Match control totals (CPS), adjust for nonresponse and
BRS 2021 nonresponse adj — final weight 1.74 post-stratify; correct for unequal selection &
raking nonresponse

Account for complex sampling
wttsnrps — (clustering/stratification), unequal selection, and
nonresponse

Standard GSS complex-

GSS 2021 .
sample weighting

Notes: DEFF = design effect (reported in documentation). Em dash (—) indicates not reported in the available documentation.

Source / reference

Study documentation
(CNS 2023)

Study documentation
(AVS 2023)

Study documentation
(BRS 2021)

Study documentation
(GSS 2021)



APPENDIX C: CFA fit indices, factor correlations, and reliability estimates

Appendix C provides detailed psychometric validation for the Christian Nationalism (CN)
construct across the four surveys. All CFA models use the WLSMYV estimator appropriate for
ordered-categorical indicators. The tables below report global fit diagnostics, factor-level
reliability and AVE, estimated latent-factor correlations (®) for two-factor models,
standardized loadings, and supplementary reliability metrics.

Table 1A. CFA Fit Indices for CN Measurement Models
Dataset CFl TLI RMSEA RMSEA ClI (lower) RMSEA Cl (upper) SRMR Note

CNS 2023 1.000 0.999 0.049 0.041 0.056 0.015

BRS 2021 1.000 0.999 0.034 0.000 0.091 0.010

CFI/TLI > .95; RMSEA < .06 (good); SRMR < .08 (acceptable).

Table 1B. Reliability, AVE, and Factor Correlation (®) — Two-Factor
Models

CNS 2023 & BRS 2021 — factor-level composite reliability, AVE, and ®

Composite reliability Average Variance @ (factor
(CR) Extracted (AVE) correlation)

BRS 2021

Institutional/Govt. 0.875 0.854 0.918
Providential/Ritual 0.690 0.627 —
CNS 2023

Institutional/Govt. 0.896 0.827 0.972
Providential/Ritual 0.876 0.805 —

CR = 0.70 indicates acceptable composite reliability; AVE > 0.50 suggests adequate convergent validity; ®
closer to 1.00 indicates two distinct dimensions function as a single, unifying concept



Table 1C. AVS & GSS — Item Loadings for CN Factors

Factor ltem Loading SE p-value R?
AVS 2023

F Q45_A 0.802 0.040 0 0.642
F Q45D 0.802 0.040 0 0.642
GSS 2021

F godusa 0.816 0.024 0 0.666
F govchrst 0.816 0.024 0 0.666
F religinf 0.816 0.024 0 0.666

Standardized loadings (WLSMV). All item loadings significant at p < .001 unless noted. R? indicates item communality (latent R?).

Table 1D. AVS & GSS — Reliability Estimates for CN Factors

Factor Reliability Spearman-Brown Ordinal Alpha Polychoric r
AVS 2023

F 0.720 0.782 0.782 0.642

GSS 2021

F 0.829 — — —

CR > .70, Spearman-Brown > .70, and AVE > .50 indicate good reliability. Em dash (—) indicates metric not available.
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