





























































































































TABLE 7: TREND REGRESSVIQNS‘ OF PARTY ID GROUPPQLAR\ZAT!QNQN} ABORT!ON, 1972-2004

Republicans was in 1992, where Republicans accounted for just below 50% of the percent contribution
to partisan polarization on abortion. The low point came on the weighted contribution was,
unsurprisingly, in 1976. Not only was this prior to the Christian Right’s significant post-Roe movement
to influence the Republican Party, but it was also the first post-Watergate presidential election year
(Carter), depressing the number of Republican identifiers in the sample. That said, the weighted
measure downgrades the Independent category contribution much more significantly in 1976 than for
the Republicans, cutting their contribution by two thirds relative to the unweighted Independent
contribution. What little partisan polarization there was in the 1970’s is mostly attributable to the
Democrats, again, given their size within the population. The maximum and near maximum
contributions for the Democratic identifiers come in 1976, 1980, and 1982 respectively. The Democrats
averaged about 68% of the contribution to partisan polarization for those years. As is the case with
partisan polarization on the ideological dimension {Gooch 2009}, weighting the partisan polarization
measure on abortion substantially affects the contribution of Independents to polarization. In Table 8,

the contribution of Independents to polarization, while sometimes eclipsing one of the major parties, is




TABLE &: PERCENT CONTRIBUT ISAN G.P. ON ABORTION, 1974-2004

34.68% 11.65% 53.66%
17.05% 15.05% 67.90%
33.74% 6.13% 60.13%
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25.28% 5.74% 69.04%
22.43% 10.27% 67.31%
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TABLE 9: PERCENT CONTRIBUTION & MEAN DEVIATION UNWEIGHTED PARTISAN G.P. ON ABORTION, 1974-2004

35.05% 29.17% 35.78%
17.47% 36.83% 45.70%
41.67% 16.67% 41.67%
16.72% 40.53% 42.75%
30.95% 20.24% 48.81%
19.51% 32.17% 48.31%
31.44% 48.62% 19.94%
35.71% 46.43% 17.86%
19.55% 48.34% 32.10%
49.71% 22.44% 27.85%
40.35% 16.73% 42.91%
36.10% 17.72% 46.19%
46.00% 17.62% 36.38%
30.76% 20.36% 48.88%
. 37.32% 18.21% 44.47%
2004 42.03% 16.67% 41.29%




never the top categorical contributor to partisan polarization. This is not true of the unweighted
contribution of Independents (Table 9). From 1986 to 1990, the Independent category accounted for

nearly half of the partisan polarization on abortion.

| estimate linear trend models for the mean deviation in the percent contribution of each
partisan category to the polarization on abortion (Table 10). In assessing the linear polarization trends, |
omit the 1972 data point for both empirical and theoretical reasons. Empirically, the 1972 polarization
data point was an unusual outlier. While one should be cautious in eliminating data points, there is
good reason to exclude the 1972 data on abortion. Slope estimates of small-N regressions are
particularly susceptible to the influence of outliers. The ANES used a split-sample in 1972, and as such
the abortion question was asked of only half of the 1972 sample. Further sub-setting the data by
partisanship may have resulted in unrepresentative estimates of the partisan positions on abortion.
Theoretically, 1972 preceded the 1973 Roe v. Wade USSC decision that sparked the cultural battle over
abortion. By excluding 1972, the trend depicts the percent contribution for the categories {mean

deviation) to abortion polarization since that landmark decision.

For the weighted polarization measures, the linear models reveal interesting trends in the
contribution of Republican identifiers to the abortion issue. There is a statistically significant positive
coefficient for the Republican model, indicating that Republican contribution to abortion polarization
has increased since the 1970’s. For every survey year, there is a 0.596 increase in the percent
contribution for Republicans to abortion polarization. This model accounts for about 25% of the
variation in percent contribution for the time series. While Republican identification has increased since
the 1970’s, this trend is pot exclusively a consequence of that fact. Republican contribution to the
abortion polarization measure increased in the unweighted model as well {0.504). Interestingly

Democrats, when | account for their declining adherents since the 1970’s up until 2004, evidence no




significant trend in their contribution to abortion polarization. This is also the case when it comes to the
unweighted model (R? = .003). Substantively speaking and ignoring the lack of statistical significance for
the Democratic coefficient, there is clearly a much smaller increase in magnitude when compared to
that of Republicans. It seems clear that Republicans have contributed more to abortion polarization
than Democrats have since the 1970’s. lrrespective of whether we weight the groups by size,
Republicans evidence a significant increasing contribution to abortion polarization while the Democrats
do not. Those who suggest that Republicans were ‘captured’ by the Christian Right may have

exaggerated their case, but clearly the influence of conservative religious citizens increasingly identifying

TABLE 10: WEIGHTED & UNWEIGHTED MEAN DE\’/IATlO‘N T_REND REGRESSIONS OF PID GP ON ABORTION, 1974;2004




with and influencing the Republican Party has had an effect on their collective position on abortion. For
Independents, they have contributed less to abortion polarization since the 1970’s in both the weighted
(-0.314) and unweighted regression (-0.564) models. Recall that Independents were significant
contributors to abortion polarization in the late 1980’s and early 1990’s but after 1992 there is a sharp
decline in the contribution of iIndependents, and this trend remains constant through 2004. The
regression coefficients for Independents in Table 10 capture this change. The weighed model explains
just over 25% of the variation in percent contribution, while the unweighted model accounts for 22% of

the change in the Independent contribution to abortion polarization.

AN EXAMPLE OF PARTISAN POLARIZATION ON ABORTION AND PUBLIC POLICY: THE PBA BAN

Unlike with ideology, there are no relatively objective measures of the policy outputs for
Congress on abortion or the abortion policy positions for congresspersons for the full time series. Later,
I will use interest group ratings (NARAL) to serve as a proxy for abortion positions for congress. Here |
will look at a suggestive example of the partisan polarization on abortion and the effect this has had on
abortion public policy. One such suggestive example is partial birth abortion, a highly controversial

abortion procedure that exists at the extremes of abortion debate in the United States.

In 2003, an ABC News opinion poll attempted to assess the nature of abortion opinion across a
range of possible situations where a woman might seek an abortion (Figure 10). It included the normal
abortion ‘exceptions’ of life, health, rape, and incest, but it also included newer abortion issues such as
abortions of physically impaired babies and partial birth abortion. Partial birth abortion is an abortion
procedure involving a partial delivery of the fetus in order to complete the abortion, hence the term. It
has been highly controversial since it became a target of the abortion debate, with the Partial Birth

Abortion Ban Act of 2005 having termed the procedure “gruesome and inhumane.” Whatever the




FIGURE 10: 2003 ABC NEWS OPINION POLL - PUBLIC OPINION ON ABORTION BY SITUATION”
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merits of the argument, as the 2003 ABC News poll illustrates, the American public is aligned in near-
consensus against it. Nearly 70% of respondents to the poll (69%) said they believed the procedure
should be illegal. Only 21% reported that it should be legal. While the public has long been opposed to
abortions in “unwanted child” situations, that position is relatively conflictual, with over 55% of the
public aligned in opposition but 41% of the public in favor of permitting abortions in that situation. That
is an over 10% difference on the ‘opposed’ side and an over 20% difference between respondents who
believe partial birth abortion should be legal and those who support the legality of ending unwanted

pregnancies.

In a depolarized, non-culture war political environment, we would not anticipate a great deal of
controversy associated with the PBA ban. With the public solidly behind the ban, a major controversy

over its enactment should be unlikely in a non-partisan, depolarized abortion issue dimension. As Table

“ ABC News Poll conducted from January 16" to January 20", 2003. N = 1,133 adult sample with a +/- 3 point
margin of error. Respondents were presented with several situations where an abortion decision could be made,
and asked whether they thought abortion “should be illegal” or “should be legal” in those situations.




TAkBLE 11 2005 CONGR SI‘ONAL‘V TES ON ARTIALA B\VIRT’H A‘BO’RT N BAN ACT®
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Republicans 47 94.00% 3 6.38%
Democrats N 17 | | 35.42% 31 64.58% |

11 illustrates, however, this is not the case. The table gives the partisan breakdown and caucus
percentage for the 2005 vote on the Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act. It was voted on in both the House
and the Senate, with the Harkin Amendment the only substantive difference between the two bills. The
Harkin Amendment expressed support for Roe v. Wade (which also enjoys majority support). That
amendment was eliminated in conference. That in itself is suggestive of elite partisan polarization on
abortion, as Republicans rejected a Democratic amendment which might have induced more bipartisan

support for the bill.

The vote illustrates clearly that even on a bill which reflects a strong, consensus position for the
American people, the behavior of Republicans and Democrats in Congress reflects the evidence of
strong polarization on the issue between their constituencies that | have demonstrated. In the House
98% of Republicans supported the ban and 94% in the Senate did likewise. While this outstrips the level
of public opposition, at least as was evident in the ABC poll from two years prior, it is fair to say that
100% of rational congresspersons should follow where 70% of the American public leads. However, that
is not the case with the Democrats. Strong majorities of the Democratic caucuses in both the House and

the Senate opposed the ban. While the Democratic caucus was certainly more split than the

® Data culled from reports on House Roll Call No. 530 and Senate Roll Call No. 402. Twelve House members and
two senators did not participate in the vote, and are excluded from the calculation of caucus percentage.




Republicans (with over 30% defections in both houses), the fact over 65% of all the Democrats in
Congress voted against the ban is a testament to extent of partisan polarization on Abortion. While
some might attribute this to the influence of pro-choice interest groups such as NARAL, the evidence
suggests a more electorally-plausible, constituent-centered explanation. Democrats opposed the ban
because their constituents tilt strongly towards the Pro-Choice position. Republicans likewise on pro-life
issues, though in this case they also had a majority of the public to rely upon in justifying their votes.
While one shouldn’t go too far in over-interpreting a single vote from Congress or a single poll of the
public on partial birth abortion, the vote and the poll are consistent with partisan polarization on
abortion and consistent with representatives to Congress responding to that polarization in the policy
process. One way to think about it is to do so in terms of a counterfactual: how does this abortion vote
comport with what we could reasonably expect if the Republicans and Democrats in Congress were
responding to the ‘average’ voter and the strong consensus in the public against partial birth abortion or
is it inconsistent with it? | would argue we would expect a near consensus on a partial birth abortion
ban in the absence of partisan polarization on abortion. Since the parties in the mass public have

diverged on abortion, we see this reflected in the partisan polarization on the PBA vote.

| present what | believe to be compelling evidence of significant partisan polarization in public
attitudes on the abortion dimension. While the 1970’s and most of the 1980’s exhibited little partisan
polarization on abortion—with the contribution of both parties to polarization sometimes eclipsed by
that of Independents—this all changes in the latter half of the 1980’s. From 1988 forward, | find a
substantial increase in partisan polarization on abortion that increases nearly monotonically until the
end of the time series in 2004. Both Republican and Democratic identifiers were s;rong contributors to
this polarization trend, though Republicans outstripped Democrats in percent contribution to abortion

polarization in both the weighted and unweighted group polarization trend models. The case of the

Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act of 2005 suggests this polarization at the level of the mass electorate has




translated into polarized partisan behavior in Congress. Despite a consensus in the American public

against partial birth abortion, over 65% of Democrats in both houses voted against the ban.

Abortion and the Mass / Elite Nexus: Mass - Elite vs. Elite = Mass Polarization

So far | have demonstrated strong evidence of an apparent polarization of attitudes at the mass
level, and we have anecdotal evidence of polarized behavior in Congress. Next, 1 tie that partisan
polarization on abortion at the mass electorate level directly to the voting behavior of members of
Congress, a part of the American political elite, using NARAL interest group scores as a proxy for
positions on abortion at the elite (elected official) level. The relationship between partisan polarization

on abortion at the mass level and partisan polarization level is strong.

In order to assess the theoretical problem of mass vs. elite causation (i.e. which is the chicken
and which is the egg) | use two lagged independent variables (1 period lag & 2 period lag) of mass and
elite average positions on abortion. Thus three possible causal relationships are employed testing both
mass > elite and elite = mass polarization. The first model sans lagged variables tests whether there is
a simultaneous relationship between mass abortion attitudes and elite abortion attitudes. If mass and
elite abortion attitudes are both predictive in the same year, then | conclude this is evidence supporting
the recursive model of mass and elite polarization. indeed, the recursive model is supported, even if we
find lagged effects, when there is significant within-year causation between mass and elite abortion
attitudes. If lagged mass abortion attitude (1 or 2 periods) predicts elite mass abortion attitude, then the
mass > elite model is supported. If, however, lagged elite abortion attitude (1 or 2 periods) predicts
mass abortion attitude, then the elite > mass model finds support. In other words, if the mass or elite
abortion attitudes from 1978 predict the mass or elite abortion attitudes from 1980-81 or 1982-83, then

we have a strong temporal basis for pointing the causal arrow in one direction or the other.




Equations 6 — 10 set up the regression analysis of mass abortion attitudes, as measured by the
group polarization measure on abortion, and elite abortion attitudes, as measured by NARAL interest
group scores. Because this is a small-n regression analysis, | use robust standard errors to adjust for

violations of normality in the underlying distribution of the variables.

Equations 6-10: Models for Mass = Elite & Elite = Mass Causation

IDEO(elite abortion) = By + B;(mmass abortion attitudes) + e Equation 6
IDEO(elite abortion) = By + B,(mass abortion attitudes 1 period lagged) + e Equation 7
IDEO(elite abortion) = By + B,;(mmass abortion attitudes 2 period lagged ) + e Equation 8
IDEO(mass abortion) = By + B,(elite abortion attitudes) + e Equation 9
IDEO(mass abortion) = By + By (elite abortion attitudes 1 period laggged) + e Equation 10
IDEO(mass abortion) = By + B,(elite abortion attitudes 2 year lagged ) + e Equation 11

NARAL Interest Group Rating Data

While D-W NOMINATE scores are perhaps the best measures of the ideology of members of
Cangress, it cannot provide measures of legislator attitudes on specific policy or issue dimensions. In
order to obtain a measure of congressional attitudes on abortion for each congress, | develop an
abortion attitudes measure from the NARAL (National Abortion Rights Action League) interest group
ratings from 1977 through 2006. The measure | use is an average of the total anti-choice votes over the
total number of abortion votes the legislator cast for a particular congress.® Table 12 provides a
frequency table of the number of anti-choice votes NARAL rated for each congress in the analysis. One
congress, the 107" Congress (2001-2002), has just 2 abortion votes with which to rate the congress.
However, the means and standard deviations obtained from that congress were not unusual data points
{neither outliers nor regression outliers) and thus I include it as a data point despite its questionable
status as a true measure of abortion positions in the 107" Congress. Just under 95% of the data points

in the analysis use six votes or more to establish the legislator’s position on abortion for each congress.

®| use the terms “pro-choice” and “anti-choice” because those are the terms NARAL uses to describe the votes. |
take no position on the pro-life/anti-life and pro-choice/anti-choice labels debate.




Table 12: NARAL Interest Group Score Votes by Congress: 95th — 109th

2 100 6.67 6.67
b 100 6.67 13.33
9 200 13.33 26.67
10 200 13.33 40.00
11 100 6.67 46.67
12 400 26.67 73.33
13 100 6.67 80.00
16 200 13.33 93.33
23 100 6.67 100.00

Individual congressmen may have fewer votes due to having voted “present” or having been absent for
one or more votes in that congress. Congressmen who were not rated due to not having recorded an
abortion vote in that term are excluded from the statistical analysis.

Elite Polarization on Abortion

Figures 11 and 12 tell the tale of significant polarization of the average abortion position for elite
legislators since 1977. While the parties were already polarized on the issue of abortion in the 95"
Congress, the next few Congresses would witness overall stability in the difference between the two
parties, with both parties trending in the anti-choice direction (Figure 11). All of that changes between
1984 and 1986. In that period the parties begin moving in opposite directions on abortion attitudes,
with Republicans averaging 65% anti-choice votes in 1986 and Democrats averaging about 25% anti-
choice votes for all abortion votes per congress. From that point the parties’ trends in abortion votes
reflect a near-linear functional form with both parties moving in opposite directions. By 2006,
R?publicans are voting over 95% anti-choice in each congress, and Democrats are voting around or

below 15% anti-choice. This approaches maximal polarization on abortion.

The consolidation of the two parties on abortion attitudes is apparent in both Figures 11 and 12.

Recall that consolidation was an increase in the internal coherence of groups on an issue dimension
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along with an increase in the disparity between the groups on an issue dimension. Figure 11 shows
that the Republican and Democratic parties have significantly separated on the issue of abortion over
the past 30 years. Figure 12 demonstrates the growing conformity on abortion within each party. It
shows the trend in the average standard deviation for the NARAL anti-choice measure over time. From
1977 to 2006 the standard deviation for the NARAL anti-choice measure declines from 0.45 to around
0.15 on average. Thatis a 50% reduction in the average standard deviation for elite legislator abortion
attitudes. The two parties have clearly polarized —significantly and substantially polarized—on the

abortion issue dimension since the 1970’s.

Mass vs. Elite Abortion Attitudes: Simultaneous, Recursive, or Causal?

The part of this analysis most fraught with pitfalls is the assessment of temporal causation in
mass and elite polarization. Is it a) mass-driven polarization or is it b) elite driven polarization? Isita
recursive or simultaneous relationship (c or d)? Oris it, as Fiorina argues, in fact, e) elite polarization
irrespective of, in fact in spite of, mass behavior (polarized or no). Table 13 provides important evidence
on this question. It reports a test of both causal directions of polarization influence in simple and lagged
regressions of partisan mass and elite abortion attitudes on abortion as well as the intra-party mass and
elite abortion attitudes. Hence the first set of regressions examines the causal relationship between
partisan attitudes on abortion in the mass and elite publics, while the next two sets of regressions assess
the relationship between the polarization or Republican masses and Democratic masses with the
Republican elites and the Democratic elites, respectively. Asis immediately apparent from the analysis,
the strong linear polarization trend in the abortion attitudes of the mass pyblic and the abortion

attitudes of elite legislators results in a strong zero-order relationship between the two trends.

For all models, there are significant relationships between the independent and dependent

variables, and the lowest r-square is 64% of the variance explained by the model above the mean.
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These are strong linear relationships. For the overall partisan measure, the best model is the 2-
period lagged model of elite abortion attitudes regressed on mass abortion attitudes (90.2%). However,
there are only a couple percentage points difference between that model and the simultaneous model
(86.8%). The poorest performing models are the lagged mass abortion attitude on elite abortion
attitude models, but they still explain around 75% of the variance. Given that these are small-n analyses
and lagged regressions necessarily involve eliminating some data points, | hesitate to draw strong
conclusions regarding the causal relationship between abortion attitudes at the mass and elite levels on
the basis of these small differences in R-square. These results are consistent with a recursive
relationship between mass and elite abortion attitude polarization, and there is some evidence that
elites may take the lead to a certain extent. A number of studies have suggested that mass opinion is
driven by elite opinion, and these results provide some evidence that at least elites may have a more
significant influence on mass opinion than the mass public has on them (Conover, Gray, and Coombs
1982; Converse 1964; Hetherington 2001; Hill and Hinton-Anderson 1995; Hill and Hurley 1979; Mutz

2006; Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus 1978). It is possible that there is some external mechanism

FIGURE 13: Z-Standardized Trends in Mass Abortion Group Polarization and the Difference b/w
Republican and Democratic Elite Legislator Average NARAL Anti-Choice Rating
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producing polarization of both attitudes.  However, | believe that elite and mass polarization is a
recursive mechanism with polarization in one leading to polarization in the other in a feedback loop of
polarization on abortion. These results are consistent with that viewpoint, and at minimum provide

strong evidence for simultaneous abortion polarization at the mass and elite levels.

The strongest evidence these models demonstrate is the simultaneity of abortion attitudes at
the mass and elite levels. In other words, the results are significant in terms of what they do not show.
There is no evidence that elite abortion attitudes have polarized while mass abortion attitudes have
remained stable. There is no evidence that elite abortion attitudes have polarized while mass abortion
attitudes have become less polarized. Asis apparent in Figure 13, there is strong evidence that both
mass and elite abortion attitudes have polarized and have polarized at about the same rate over the last
30 years. Figure 13 reports the Z-standardized scores for the mass and elite abortion attitude
polarization measures. These scores are reported as Z-scores to permit a direct comparison of the
polarization on abortion attitudes for the mass and elite publics. Note the similarity of the two
polarization trends in abortion attitudes. While the elite abortion attitudes start slightly more polarized
than mass abortion attitudes (-1.5 Z vs. -1.0 Z), by 1990 the abortion attitudes of the mass public are just
as polarized as the elites are, and by 2004 are actually outstripping the polarization of elites relative to
the mean polarization score over the period. In social science, linear trends as strong and near-
simultaneous as these are hard to find. | believe this is strong evidence against Fiorina’s formulation of
elite polarization sans mass polarization. The mass public has polarized on abortion to relatively the

same extent and at relatively the same rate as elite polarization on abortion.

EY

Interestingly, while we would expect the party identifiers to be more tightly related to the
polarization of their own party leaders (i.e. elite legislators of the same party identification), the

simultaneous relationship between Republican and Democratic polarization and the polarization of their
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respective partisan constituencies in the mass public, while strong, is not as strong as that found in the
overall partisan polarization on abortion (Table 13). The strongest models for Democrats are the 2-
period lag models and, for the Republicans, it is the 1-period lag models that explain the most variance.
However, as Figure 14 illustrates, there are strong linear trends of increasing polarization for the
Republican and Democratic mass constituencies on abortion as well as the Republican and Democratic
elite legislator abortion attitudes. The Democratic Z-score, “flipped” by subtracting their anti-choice
NARAL rating from one (1-AC), lags behind the other polarization trends initially. But in the crucial
period between 1984 and 1986 the Democratic elite legislators catch up and in fact outstrip the
polarization of the other mass and elite groups through the mid-1990s, where Democratic elite
polarization plateaus (as noted earlier, both elite parties approach maximal partisan polarization on
abortion as of the dawn of the 21% century). The steepest rates in abortion polarization is evidenced by
the mass Republican constituency, which evidences significant increases in polarization in the late
1980’s and early 1990’s as well as the late 1990’s and early 2000’s. But just as with the overall measure,

all four groups evidence strong and significant increases in polarization since the 1970’s.

Conclusion

In short, I have developed a theoretically defensible valid and reliable measure of polarization at both
the mass and elite levels for issue and policy dimensions. | use this measure to examine mass and elite
abortion attitudes since the 1970’s, and | find substantial and significant evidence of partisan
polarization on abortion attitudes over this period. 1 find strong support for a simultaneous relationship
between mass and elite abortion attitudes over this period. These findings run directly contrary to
Morris Fiorina’s argument that the public has not polarized on social issues. | reject his theoretical
construction of increasing average ‘tolerance’ on social issues as a measure of depolarization, and
provide what | believe to be a better empirical test of polarization grounded in the literature on

polarization.




There has been substantial, statistically significant, robust, and functionally linear trend of
polarization on abortion attitudes for the mass public and elites since the 1970’s. While the parties have
separated on the issue of abortion substantially (increasing alienation), they have also become more
consistent and coherent within their caucuses on the issue of abortion (consolidation —increasing
identification). Both factors are strong evidence of polarization at the mass and elite levels on abortion.
Republicans and Democrats in the citizenry are just as far apart from one another on abortion as elite
partisans are, and they are as far apart now as they ever have been since the 1970’s. This has important
implications for democratic politics, the terms and nature of our national policy debate, and the policy

outputs of our constitutional republic.
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