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Chapter 1: Introduction 
fri 
• Many Americans would be surprised to learn that only 44 years ago, presidential 

41111 
candidate George Wallace famously complained that there was not "a dime's worth of difference" 

• between the two parties. Today, in the wake of the 2011 debt ceiling crisis and the Affordable 

ID 
Care Act, the ideological distinctions between the Republican and Democratic parties could not 

ID 	seem clearer. The rapid rise of polarization at the end of the 20th  and early 21st  centuries is the 

ID 	prevalent explanation for how the two parties first became ideologically distinct and then grew 

apart. While Alan Abramowitz argues that popular polarization can be beneficial by increasing 
ID 
• voter turnout and knowledge, legislative polarization is thought to be responsible for a range of 

problems ranging from bad policy to gridlock (Sinclair 2006). The first step to reducing 

• polarization levels is understanding the factors responsible for the rise in political polarization. 

41111 
Unfortunately, the current understanding of the phenomenon is shockingly incomplete as 

ID 
scholars struggle to prove a causal connection between a plethora of factors and the observed 

MI 
changes in legislative polarization. In this paper I will take a new, empirical approach to 

NI 
understanding causes of legislative polarization by using the state legislatures to construct a 

• generalizable model of the causes of polarization. 

"Polarization" has become a catch-all term in American politics with a variety of 

a 
• meanings and implications. While there are dozens of types of political polarization, generally 

polarization refers to popular polarization: ideological distance between citizens, and legislative 
a 

polarization, the focus of this thesis. I define legislative polarization as a measurement of the 

OD 	ideological distance between the two major American parties and of the cohesion within the 
a 

parties. A strongly polarized legislature is one in which the parties are clumped into two distinct 

fib 
groups, widely separated along an ideological axis and unified in voting behavior. A weakly 



a 
111) 
ID • 

polarized legislature is one with ideological overlap between the two parties, as well as voting 	 Ell 

defection from both sides. A connection between the two types of polarization seems logical, and 

has been hypothesized to exist, however it has been problematized by scholars such as Morris 	 ID 

Fiorina (2006),I have selected legislative polarization, rather than popular polarization for 	 • 
several reasons. Firstly, while popular polarization might affect viewpoints and citizen discourse, 	

110 
legislative polarization is responsible for policy and law in America. Secondly, much of the 

debate surrounding popular polarization centers on how to define and measure it. Legislative 
	 a 

polarization is easier to measure quantitatively, and as I have shown above, relatively easy to 	 SI 

define. 

A variety of polarization measures in the United States House of Representatives and 	 ft 

Senate show that national-level legislative polarization has steadily increased since about 1970. 

Scholars have produced a plethora of theories to explain this profound rise in polarization. While 

a 
many of these explanations seem convincing, they suffer methodologically from an n of 1 in 	

ID 
many cases (being limited to the US House of Representatives), and all of them have adamant 	 a 

a 
detractors. Simply put, no scholar of polarization has been able to quantitatively demonstrate a 	• 
causal link between a factor and increased polarization in a way that withstands criticism or an 

alternate explanation. 	 a 

In contrast to the national legislatures, a preliminary analysis of the 99 state legislatures 	
41 

shows that among the fifty states, legislatures display a variety of polarization trends (Birkhead 

2010). This presents an intriguing puzzle and opportunity because states are influenced by many 

of the same factors which are presumed to cause national-level legislative polarization. As I will 	

a 
demonstrate in my literature review, now more than ever the American state legislature has 	

• 

become an ideal comparison case to the US Congress. While there are inherent differences 	 a 

S 
2 
	

S 

a 
a 



between citizens' voting behavior for state and national-level legislators as well as structural 

differences between the state and nation, scholars argue that many of these differences are ai 
1111) 	becoming less relevant and that the rest are easy to control for. 

di 

	

	 In this thesis, I seek to expand the scholarshipon causes of legislative polarization, which 

until now has been focused on the United States Congress, to include causes of polarization in 

the American state legislature. My statistical model of the changes in legislative polarization in 

state legislatures over timeis designed to answer the question: What do the variations in state- 
", 

level legislative polarization trends reveal about thesignificance of proposed causes of 

polarization? 
• 

National-Level and State-Level Legislative Polarization 

Research studies examining polarization in the US Congress and cross-sectional studies 
di 

of state legislature polarization have been done before. However, longitudinal studies of state- 

", 	level legislative polarization have been sparse, limited to a few states at a time, and only been 
ID 

published in the last few years. It is my goal to address some of the controversy surrounding 

fib 	causes of polarization by eliminating two of the most important obstaclesto consensus between 

scholars: the small sample size allowed by the national legislature, and the persistent lack of 

strong measures of legislative polarization which are nuanced enough to track change from year 

to year and allow comparisons between states. 

• Road Map 

• In Chapter 2, I will analyze scholarship on causes of political and legislative polarization 
ID 
SI 	in the United States andput forthmy hypotheses about the relative importance of several different 

• 
3 

El 



polarization factors chosen as independent variables because oftheir wide support in the literature. 

In Chapter 3, I will operationalize andjustify the controls, independent, and dependent variables 

which I will be using in my model. Measuring state-level legislative polarization in an accurate 

and precise way is the first step to allowing analysis of state-level polarization and developing a 

generalizable model of the causes of polarization. Until recently, this was hindered by the 

difficulty associated with gathering the data necessary to measure polarization levels from the 

capitals of 50 different states. However, thanks to the data-sets, methodology, and legwork 

provided by Shor and McCarty (2011), accurate measures of polarization for all 99 state 

legislatures are now available, opening up countless opportunities for scholars of polarization. In 

Chapter 4,1 willpresentthe results of my efforts to construct a comprehensive model through two 

methods of regression analysis. I will subsequently analyze each independent variable by 

comparing the value of the coefficient and standard error to my hypotheses as established in the 

literature, to see whether my results confirm or challenge the current understanding of the causes 

of state and national-level polarization. I will conclude in Chapter 5 by summarizing my 

hypotheses and results and by discussing missteps along the way and future directions for state-

level legislative polarization research. 
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4111 
Chapter 2: Literature Review: Causes of Polarization, State and Nation  

Causes of increasing American political polarization are best separated into two broad 
el 

groups: those caused by changes in the electorate and those caused by institutional structures. 

Because of the dynamic nature of the relationship between the structures of American 

el 	government and the ideological and demographic composition of the American public, some of 

these factors sit on the blurred line between the schools. I have done my best to separate the 

schools of thought as clearly as possible, but strict orthodoxy in delineating between them would 

• 
weaken both sets of explanations. I will conclude my literature review by leaving behind causes 

of polarization and delving into the literature surrounding some of the inherent differences 
411 
• between national and state-level legislature polarization in order to justify the generalizability of 

ID 	my findings. 

• Electorate-Based Polarization Factors 

41111 	 Electorate-based factors are demographic changes in the voting public which are 

hypothesized to be responsible for legislative polarization. While these factors allow scholars to 

account for easily demonstrable and seemingly intuitive changes in the lives of the American 

people which might cause changes in polarization levels, the risk of conflating variables in the 

• attempt to make complex phenomena into simple cause and effect relationships looms over 

scholarship in this field. As Morris Fiorina (2004) argues, it is not sufficient to show that the 

Elb 	American public, or even their politics, has changed at the same time as legislative polarization 

levels (correlation); it is necessary prove that these changes are directly responsible for changes 

in the levels of political polarization (causation),I will be summarizing the most commonly 

indicated and well-supported, electorate-based polarization factors below as well as proposing 

hypotheses when appropriate. While I will be looking at several electorate based factors I will • 
5 

• 



group them under the subheadings of party sorting and demographic change. These include 

geographic sorting, an increase in engaged voters, and the shift in the loyalty of southern whites 

from the Democratic Party to the Republican Party. 

Party Sorting 

In the wake of World War II, substantive ideological differences between the Democratic 

and Republican parties had almost disappeared and liberals and conservatives were more or less 

equally distributed between the parties. Party divisions were based on economic, class, and 

religious issues,rather than ideology, and parties were comprised of eclectic coalitions with many 

different policy interests (Fiorina 2010). The disconnect between parties, ideology, and policy 

platforms led to the inability of voters to advance their own policy preferences and prevented any 

strong sense of legislative accountability at the ballot box (Fiorina 2010).Then in the 1970's and 

1980's a mass movementof party members occurred, eventually producing the conservative 

Republican Party and liberal Democratic Party we see today (Pildes 2010). The mechanism by 

which party membership became strongly correlated with ideology is known as party sorting, 

and the apparent temporal correlation between it and increased national-level legislative 

polarization since the 1970's, as well as the intuitive link between ideological orthodoxy and 

radicalization, have made it a popular target for scholars of polarization (Levendusky 2009). 

Pildes (2010) believes that the party sorting of the late 1970's and early 1980's was a 

direct result of the controversial Voting Rights Act of 1965, one of the largest pieces of Civil 

Rights legislation ever passed. He argues that the movement of conservative southern Democrats 

to the Republican Party was a backlash against Lyndon Johnson (the Democratic President who 

had spearheaded the legislation), and was the driving force behind the movement responsible for 
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producing today's sorted parties. By joining the Republican Party, southern Democrats left 

ID 
behind a much more liberal Democratic Party and created a more conservative Republican Party 

ID 
ID 	with policy interests aligned with the Republican Party's platform (Shafer et al. 2006). 

ID 	Regardless of the exact reasons, scholars generally agree that the movement of southern 
ID 
ID 	Democrats to the Republican Party was a watershed moment in the creation of today's polarized 

ID 
politics. This agreement is not unanimous however, and McCarthy et al. (2006a) disagree with 

ID 
ID 	Pildes (2010) over the relative importance of Southern alignment as a cause of increased 

11 
ID 	

polarization on the state-level. Their data show similar increases in polarization between 

ID 	northern and southern states, indicating that a regionally-centered explanation for sorting, and as 

ID 
so 	a result the increase in polarization, is not sufficient. However, it is important to consider that the 

nation-wide effects of southern partisan realignment, such as ripple-effect sorting and platform 
ID 

hardening as described above might explain the concurrent sorting seen in the north by 

ID 	McCarthy et al. (2006a). 
ID 

Some scholars argue that independently motivated party sorting also occurred in New 

England at around the same time as the southern realignment of conservative Democrats. In the 
ID 
ID 	north however the direction of the process was reversed as white, working-class voters shifted 

• 

• 
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• 

ID 	(Miller 1991).Furthermore, this initialsouthern move was enough to push the remaining non- 

e 
southern conservative Democrats and liberal Republicans to switch allegiances as well, as it 

ID 
reduced the influence of both groups in their respective parties (Pildes 2010). 

ID 
While Pildes (2010) offers a rather simple explanation, other, more in-depth efforts by 

• scholars concur that the south was at the heart of party sorting(Carmines and Stimson 
ID 
1111 	1984).Shafer and Johnston claim that rather than being racially motivated, this sorting was based 

ID 	on shifting class divisions as economic growth in the south created a new upper middle class 

• 



their allegiances to the Democratic Party which was becoming more strongly allied with unions 

and the middle and lower classes. Like McCarty et al.'s findings, this may indicate that Southern 

sorting, though the focus of much scholarship, does not necessarily account for party sorting as a 

whole, or the subsequent increase in legislative polarization (Knuckey 2009). 

Regardless of the causes of party sorting, scholars generally agree that it did have effects 

on popular and legislative polarization. Levendusky (2009) argues that because parties have 

become more homogeneous, party leadership has engaged in increasing use of polarizing issues 

and language in an effort to activate their party base (committed voters who they predict will 

agree with them on their issues). Previously, party leadership had to moderate their tone to avoid 

alienating their ideologically diverse base, as well as to attract the moderate, swing-voters on the 

margins of the party. Abramowitz (2010) among many others, argues that party sorting is at least 

possibly responsible for the disappearance of these moderate swing-voters, as the previously 

ideologically indistinct parties had weaker ideological holds on their constituents, which allowed 

for cross-over voting. 

Hypothesis: While many scholars believe that party sorting is a fait accompli, with small impact 

on affecting current changes in legislative polarization, Pildes makes the case that because party 

sorting was most thorough in the south where it originated, southern states in general will have 

more polarized legislatures. 

Changes in Political Engagement and Demographic Change 

Alan Abramowitz (2010) argues that increasing national-level legislative polarization is a 

reflection of the increasing ideological polarization and extremity in ordinary 

citizens. Abramowitz uses multiple longitudinal studies of voter preferences and ideological 

8 
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views to argue that a significant portion of the population is composed of "engaged" voters with 

strong, polarized policy preferences and high levels of political participation. Abramowitz 
ID 

points to demographic shifts, especially factors like increased income and education levels 

• (factors strongly correlated to being more likely to vote and being more politically aware), as the 

• causes of this increased activism. 

ID 
Engaged and educated voters are hypothesized to increase legislative polarization 

• because their high turnout and likelihood of donating to causes makes them attractive targets of 
•  

pandering, but they possess strong policy preferencesand are unwilling to compromise on their 

viewpoints(Abramowitz 2010). 

411 	 Some scholars such as Morris Fiorina (2004) disagree with Abramowitz entirely and 

• argue that American's views have remained relatively ideologically stable over the past few 

11111 	decades as measured by National Election Surveys (NES), a comprehensive measure ofvoters 

41111 
views on a number of ideological issues. One weakness of Fiorina's (2004) approach to 

determining whether or not popular polarization has occurred is its deep subjectivity in deciding 

• what sorts of statistical changes are significant enough to indicate increased ideological 

polarization. Layman et al. (2006) point out that some of the increases in ideological differences 

that are dismissed by Fiorina are statistically significant, and therefore should not be dismissed 

out-of-hand. Layman et al. (2006) offer their own data from the NES which agrees with 

Abramowitz (2010) in indicating definite, statistically significant, increases in party polarization. 

GO 	 Less data-driven approaches to the demographic changes behind polarization center 
11111 

around the idea of a "culture war," often painted as a battle between educated, liberal, 

ED 	agnostic/atheist professionals on the coasts, and religious, conservative, farmers and factory- 
ID 

workers in Middle America. On the line are the values which will rule in America: secular 

• • 
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liberalism or religious conservatism (Hunter 1991). This view became popular in the early 

1990's when movements like the Moral Majority brought "values voting" into the public eye 

(Fiorina 2004). Proponents of this view generally accept that these sorts of demonstrable 

demographic differences between stereotypical party members translate into polarized voting 

outcomes. However, Fiorina and Abrams (2008) argue that even markers which are the most 

likely to be closely related to voting behavior, such as self-identification as a white, evangelical 

Christian, are at best a weak predictor of voting, casting the whole concept of culture war into 

doubt. They point out that the much-vaunted use of "microtargetting" by the 2004 Bush 

campaign to try to identify and activate the party base on the basis of demographic markers was 

recognized as a failure by Republicans after the election, some of whom claimed it had activated 

more Democrats than Republicans. 

One of the key aspects of the overarching "culture war" model of polarization is the 

argument that Americans are geographically self-sorting based on their cultural and social values. 

Because of the data seemingly supporting this phenomenon and the strong reactions to images 

like the red state-blue state electoral map from the 2004 presidential election, geographic sorting 

is seen as fertile ground for those who wish to demonstrate that differences in America are 

growing. While several scholars purport to show increased demographic homogeneity at the 

county level, the challenge they face lies in showing that this segregation has produced polarized 

politics, polarized voting behavior, or polarized legislatures (Bishop [2004]; Hunter [1991]). 

Bishop (2004) uses county-level demographic data to show that when people move it is 

generally to communities of like-minded citizens. As the number of Americans moving each 

year rises, citizens who live in communities where they are an ideological minority are 

increasingly given opportunities to move to a place where they are in the majority. Bishop argues 

10 
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that these communities are not only becoming more ideologically homogeneous, they are also 

becoming more ideologically extreme. Bishop draws correlations between differing viewpoints, 

• voting behaviors, party allegiances, and geography by describing the contrast between liberal, 

ID 
coastal, tech-centered cities and the conservative American heartland. At the heart of.his analysis 

is the significant proportion (48.3%) of Americans who lived in "landslide" counties (those 

1111 
111 	where the presidential vote was won by twenty percent or more) during the 2004 election, a 

number which he believes shows that real political diversity and competition within communities 

• 
ID 

is becoming a thing of the past. Bishop posits that this sorting into ideologically homogeneous 

• legislative districts is leading to a more divided, increasingly polarized America by separating 
S 
• people who might otherwise moderate each other's viewpoints. 

ID 	 Bishop has numerous detractors, many of whom take issue with his methodology 

(Abrams and Fiorina 2012). Klinker (2004) points out that Bishop's data is a snapshot rather than 

a longitudinal study, and as such conceals the fact that one of his most important pieces of 

evidence: the supposedly increasing number of Americans living in "safe" counties is, in fact, a 

41 
number which has been relatively steady for decades and is comparable to the numbers from the 

first half of the twentieth century. Klinker's look towards historical levels of geographic sorting 

S 
• is broadened and extended by Glaeser and Ward (2006) who look at presidential votes dating 

• from 1840 to 2004. Glaser and Ward (2006) conclude that rather than an increased and divided 

S 
America split between conservatives in the heartland and liberals on the coast, geographic 

differences in political ideology are much more varied than this binary system would indicate 
S 
• and have always existed without negative effects on American unity. Theriault (2008) adds that 

sorting changes cannot be analyzed independently of redistricting, though his data shows that 

voters and constituencies have generally become more ideologically homogeneous.Whether or 

S 

S 
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not geographic sorting has had direct effects on polarization, many of the demographic factors 

considered by Bishop deserve consideration on their own merits as possible factors of 

polarization. 

Hypothesis:If geographic sorting is causing increases in legislative polarization this should be 

indicated by a number of independent variables. First, the percentage of college educated citizens 

in each state over time should reflect the migration of the well-educated, who according to 

Bishop are gathering in some states and leaving others completely. Likewise, the percentage of 

each state's population which is urban should correlate to inter and intrastate migrations of 

liberals to the cities and conservatives to the rural areas, producing divided state legislatures and 

increasing polarization. 

Hypothesis:As Abramowitz argues, an increase in politically engaged voters, as measured by the 

percentage of the population with at least a Bachelor's degree, should be positively correlated 

with an increase in state-level legislative polarization. This connection should be especially 

strong at the state level, as low voter turnout generally increases the voting power of engaged 

voters. 

Conclusion and Summary 

Explanations of increased legislative polarization which focus on the electorate as a 

source are both popular among scholars and problematic. There are strong, data-based 

indications that changes in where Americans live, their ideology, income, and political 

engagement correlate with the increases in national-level legislative polarization. However, the 

12 



SO 

i 	causal link between these factors and increased polarization is still murky. Using American state 

legislatures as models will allow me the chance to see if these same correlations hold true in 
411 

structurally similar but demographically different environments. • 
Institutional Polarization Factors 

As I have shown above, a number of electorate-based factors have been hypothesized to 

play a role in determining levels of legislative polarization. However, these scholars are in the 

minority sincescholars who argue that institutional factors are the primarysources of legislative 

polarization currently dominate the academic discourse on the matter. This vocal majority • 
believes that polarization results from changes to, or characteristics of, the political institutions 

4111 
and the structures which underlie our government.Many proponents of the relative importance of • 
institutional factors of polarization, such as Theriault (2003) and Layman et al. (2006) have 

411 • argued that while constituency-based polarization factors might play some small role, 

41111 	institutional factors are responsible for the vast majority of legislative polarization. Well- • 
supported institutional factors which might affect legislative polarization levels and will be 

discussed below include the effect of redistricting in the form of gerrymandering, the polarizing 
0 

ft 	effects of different primary election structures, and the roles played by party competition, party 

influence, and procedural change.In accordance with scholars, I expect these independent 

variables to provide the majority of the analytical value of my model and be the most important 

causally in affecting levels of polarization. 
ID 

Gerrymandering and Redistricting 

41111 	 The Constitution mandates that congressional districts be redrawn after each census in 

0 
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order to maintain equitable population distribution between districts.The moving of district 

boundaries is perhaps the fastest way to change the makeup of legislators' constituencies and as 

such is believed by many scholars to have at least modest effects on levels of legislative 

polarization. Redistricting is also done at the state-level (usually in both houses). While this 

means that both the upper and lower legislatures are good cases for looking at the effects of 

redistricting, it also means that at the state-level there is no negative case. 

"Gerrymandering" refers to the drawing of legislators' districts in a way which benefits 

those controlling the process. This can take the form of creating safe districts with majorities for 

one of the parties, weakening opponent's districts (for example including a large, mostly 

conservative rural area in the district of an urban Democrat), or trying to draw districts which are 

inhabited by a large proportion of the opposition to reduce their influence in neighboring districts 

and minimize the amount of seats that they can contest. Gerrymandering is often blamed for the 

proliferation of safe congressional seats across America which scholars believe leads to 

ideologically extreme legislators who have no need to appease moderates or members of the 

opposition (Bishop [2009]; Hacker and Pierson [2006]). Despite the intuitive draw of 

gerrymandering as a cause of polarization, and deeply negative public opinion regarding what 

many believe to be an undemocratic process, the debate over the actual effects of 

gerrymandering on increasing legislative polarization (not changing district composition) is 

fairly controversial. 

While many of these theories are primarily qualitative in nature, Theriault (2008) 

attempts to quantitatively demonstrate the effects of gerrymanderingon legislative outcomes; he 

finds that if one compares districts drawn by partisan means (those which he believes to be most 

vulnerable to gerrymandering) with districts drawn by non-partisan means, legislators are only 

14 



• slightly more polarized in partisan districts. Theriault (2008) finds that the effects of 

gerrymandering are minimal and uses multivariate regressions to show that gerrymandered 

• districts elect legislators who areabout four percent more polarized than legislators from non-

gerrymandered districts. 

Unlike Theriault's method of determining the effects of redistricting by following 

• individual members over time, Carson et al. (2007) focus on the congressional districts 

• themselves. They distinguish between continuous districts (those with at least 50% of the 
4111 

population of the parent district after being redrawn) and new districts (with less than 50% of the 

population coming from any parent district) in order to compare them. By comparing 
ID 

congressional polarization (measured by DW-NOMINATE scores) in new and continuous 

districts, Carson et al. (2007) are able to show that while legislative polarization is increasing in 

both kinds of districts, new districts generally have more extreme members than old districts. 

411 
Carson et al. (2007) argue that legislators change their ideological position in response to 

• changes in the composition of their districts, and that those who fail to change their views are 

ID 
ID 	

likely to be replaced by legislators who are closer to their constituents' ideology. Thus, according 

to their mechanism, and consistent with Theriault's (2003) findings, changing district 

4111 	composition causes increased polarization as moderate legislators with newly homogenous 

• districts are forced to radicalize. 

ID 

	

	 While the scholars above have found statistically significant effects of redistricting on 

legislative polarization levels, McCarty et al. (2006b) concur with Abramowitz (2010) and Pildes 

• (2010) in dismissing gerrymandering as a significant source of polarization in America. They 

point to corresponding levels of polarization between the House and the Senate (which is 
ID 

immune to gerrymandering) as a key point of evidence, although they neglect theories which 

• 15 



argue that similar levels of polarization in both chambers are due to the influence of polarized 

members of the House who have subsequently been elected to the upper legislature (Hacker and 

Pierson 2006).Like Theriault (2008) these scholars believe that the small amounts of increased 

polarization they see in some gerrymandered districts could be a result of 

geographic/demographic sorting, which will, on its own, produce ideologically homogeneous 

and extreme districts without the need for interference. 

Hypothesis:I hypothesize that legislatures in stateshave districts drawn by legislative means will 

be at least slightly more polarized than states drawn judicially. Districts drawn by commissions 

should generally be less polarized. This is because gerrymandering, which is theorized to create 

polarization, should be more prevalent in these states.However, recent controversy has 

surrounded the partisan nature of supposedly non-partisan commissions in Arizona, and as such, 

assuming that these will produce less polarized districts may be unwise. While the literature 

supports a connection between redistricting methods and polarization, it is likely that this 

connection will be a weak one, as the consensus in literature is that gerrymandering is only 

responsible for a small portion of legislative polarization. 

Primary Elections 

For decades, the Downsian Model has been presumed to underlie electoral strategy. The 

model, which places ideology on a two-dimensional axis, predicts that legislative success comes 

from candidates moving towards the center of the ideological spectrum in order to appeal to a 

wider body of voters (Downs 1957). A quandary in the study of polarization is why candidates 

move towards ideological extremes during campaigns, when according to the model this should 

• • • • • • 
• • 
• 
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• 
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• • 
• 

• 
• 

• 
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• 
reduce their appeal to voters and produce unfavorable outcomes. An increase in party activists is 

the commonly offered explanation of this apparent paradox. 

While there is no specific definition of the term, party activists are generally accepted to 

be a small segment of the general public who are more engaged politically in terms of knowledge, 

monetary contributions to causes, likelihood of volunteering on a campaign, and interest in a 

•  
• policy preference or preferences than the general population (Fiorina et al. 2006). These activists, 

(who should be distinguished from Abramowitz's engaged voters by their focus on a specific 

issue or issues) often belong to well-defined and politically-active interest groups. 

Layman et al. (2006) offer an argument for why activists play a role in legislative 

polarization by showing that increases in the overall number of activists in the past several 

decades, as well as changes to the nomination process for presidential candidates, have coincided 

with downturns in congressional primary turnout to empower activists by increasing their 

relative size in the primary electorate. When the overall number of voters is reduced by either the 

alienation of moderates or changes to primary structure, party activists are less likely to be driven 

• 

• 
away, leading to more extreme candidates who further alienate moderates in a cycle of growing 

extremity. 

• Many scholars believe that primary elections serve a crucial role in legislative 

polarization by ideologically vetting moderate candidates. Because of the power of primary 
• 

voters, and activists in particular, Fiorina (2005) and Theriault (2008) argue that many moderate 

candidates who might have greater appeal to a general electorate are either forced to radicalize 

1111 	their views, or are defeated by more radical candidates who have greater appeal for issue- 

centered party activists. This is consistent with the findings of Burden (2001) who discovers that 41111 
representatives tend to moderate their positions between the primary and general election phases, 

• • 
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and Brady et al. (2007) who find that more ideologically extreme legislators win more votes in 

primary elections and are less likely to lose as incumbents than moderate legislators. 

In the United States, three types of primaries are commonly seen: closed, semi-closed, 

and open. In a closed primary, only registered members of the party can vote. A semi-closed 

primary excludes registered members of other political parties but allows Independents to vote. 

An open primary allows any voter to vote in the primary, regardless of affiliation. While all 

primaries are thought to increase the strength of party activists, they do not do so equally, and a 

fierce debate surrounds the theorized impact of specific primary structures on legislative 

polarization. 

For decades, the widely accepted view was that open primaries decreased polarization 

and that closed primaries increased it.Kanthak and Morton (2001) for example, find that semi-

closed primaries produce legislators with more moderate voting records than closed primaries. 

However, recent scholarship has begun to challenge what was once a de facto 

assumption.Norrander and Stephens (2012) find that contrary to those who argue that closed 

primaries increase polarization, closed primaries moderate levels of partisan competition. They 

believe this moderating influence occurs because closed primaries cause increased partisan 

identification by moderates who dilute the ideological extremity of party activists and otherwise 

would remain unregistered and unable to vote in an open primary. In states with open primaries, 

these voters are more likely to register as Independents and are less likely to vote in partisan 

primaries (Norrander and Stephens 2012). 

Like all of the other factors of polarization described in this thesis, the importance of 

primaries in producing legislative polarization is not uncontroversial. McGhee et al. (2011) 

utilize the dataset of state legislator ideal points provided by Shor and McCarty (2011) to 
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compare legislator's positions and the primary type by which they were elected to see if there is 

a correlation. They find that there is no difference in legislative polarization regardless of 
ID 
• whether the legislator was elected by a closed, semi-closed, or open primary. Norrander and 

• Stephens (2012) use California primary election exit poll data collected by the Los Angeles 

• Times to show that voters in the primary were nearly ideologically identical to voters in the • 
general election. They argue that this means that while voters in California are polarized, this 

polarization is not caused by the structure of their primary elections (semi-closed). This casts 

S 
• doubt on the role of primary elections as a whole and highlights the need for a comprehensive 

study of the effects of primary elections on legislative polarization. • 
S 

Hypothesis:There is significant debate about the effects of primary structure on polarization. As 

I have shown above, the conventional wisdom in scholarship until recently was that closed 

primaries increase the influence of party activists and leads to candidates who have more 

extreme ideological positions, which in turn led to polarization. On the other hand, open or semi- • 
open primaries were thought to reduce the influence of activist voters, and encourage candidates 

• to moderate their stances in order to maximize their appeal for moderate voters from both parties 

S 
• and to preclude a flanking maneuver from their opponents. However, based on convincing new 

evidence from Norrander and Stephens (2012), I believe that my regression will show that states 
S 
• with closed primary elections will produce less polarized legislatures, while states with open 

41111 	primaries will produce more polarized legislatures. • 
S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 
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Party Competition and Strength 

The relative strength of the two political parties is another institutional factor believed to 

affect legislative polarization (Bibby and Holbrook 1986; Coffey 2007). As confirmed by Coffey 

(2007) and Aldrich et al (2002), generally, competitive elections between closely matched parties 

are thought to incentivize parties to increase ideological differences in order to capture voters, 

subsequently increasing legislative polarization. This effect was shown to hold true at the state 

level as well as nationally by Aldrich and Battista (2002), who found that states with high levels 

of competition between parties in the legislature also had relatively high levels of polarization, 

and vice versa. Wright et al. (2004) argue that polarization is highest when the parties are close 

in power and low when one party is far stronger because the two options for the minority party 

are to either harden their ideological stances or to move towards the center and compromise to 

have any hope of policy changes. Wright et al. (2004) find that cooperation between two parties 

is generally more effective at producing favorable outcomes for the weaker party and istherefore 

more common. In states where the parties are closer in power, parties must try to differentiate 

themselves and therefore are likely to increase issue salience and subsequently increase 

ideological polarization between their candidates (Wright et al [2004]). 

Several methods have been used to measure the relative strength of state political parties. 

In the past, scholars have measured vote percentages for each party's candidates or simply 

looked at election outcomes (Cox 1960; Ranney 1965). Taking issue with what they see as an 

oversimplification of complex party dynamics, Ceasar and Saldin (2005) have developed the 

Major Party Index (MPI) using aggregate data from each state's six major elections to calculate 

each party's relative and comparative strengths. The MPI is based not only on seats won but on 
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relative percentages of votes gained, a measure known as election pressure which, by taking into 

account the competitiveness of elections as well as outcomes, offers a more nuanced view of 

41111 	power than one based purely on election victories. The MPI measure of party strength is further 

strengthened by the inclusion of both state and national-level elections in determining each 

party's strength, while previous studies have focused on only one arena. 

GI 	 While the MPI allows a snapshot look at state party strength based on a single election 

111/ 	cycle, David Mayhew offers a means of accounting for the historical legacy of party structure 

and strength in states. Mayhew (1986) ranks states by the historical strength of Traditional Party 

Organizations (TPOs) in each state during the 1960's when these organizations were 

strongest.Mayhew defines a TPO as having substantial autonomy, a hierarchical structure, being 

1111 	long-lasting and nominating candidates for a wide variety of offices. TPOs relied on material 

incentives such as jobs, rather than purposive incentives such as ideology to motivate voters and 

party members. Mayhew offers a quantitative assessment of the strength TPOs by placing states 

• on a 1 to 5 scale depending on the strength of TPOs in the state during the 1960s, where 5 

• 
indicates a strong TPO and 1 the absence of a TPO. When determining each state's score 

Mayhew utilizes demographic as well as historical data to qualitatively assess the strength of 

• 
TPOs in each state, measuring factors such as the presence of nominating committees and 

endorsements. 
• 
• While TPOs have faded from the political landscape, Mayhew argues that their effects on 

GI 	party structure remain. Mayhew believes that parties which can be described as TPOs were 

commonly found in the mid-Atlantic and industrial Midwest and were uncommon in New 

4111 England, the upper Midwest, and South. Mayhew hypothesizes that because TPOs 
ID 
• were "relatively low in issue content," state parties which have evolved from TPOs will most 

• 
ID 
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likely have pragmatic platforms with a willingness to compromise ideologically in order to 

achieve political goals. In states without traditional party organizations, political parties were 

powered by amateurs who were more ideologically motivated and therefore less moderate 

(Mayhew1986). This should be seen in the ideological orthodoxy of modern parties not 

descended from TPOs. While he scores states on an individual basis, Mayhew groups them into 

8 "organization states" from Rhode Island west to Ohio, 5 "persistently factional" states from 

Maryland to Missouri, eleven Southern states, thirteen states of the upper Midwest and the 

Midwest, and finally thirteen states of the Western and Mountain region. 

A regular organization state is one which "operate(s) without sustained opposition inside 

its own party from any other organization of the same kind". The party is responsible for 

nominating all candidates and often acts as a support apparatus for campaigns. In contrast to the 

monopolistic organizations in regular organization states, in persistently factional states two or 

more TPOs compete for the same party's nominations. States of the "Confederate South" on the 

other handare described as generally hostile to TPOs. Mayhew is careful to point out that there 

are exceptions to this rule, though generally TPO scores in the region are very low. Northern and 

Central Midwestern states as well as the Western states are described as being almost entirely 

lacking in TPOs during the 1960s, with only small-scale candidate organizations and few 

endorsements. The link between TPOs and legislative polarization is further confirmed by 

Paddock (1998), who finds that states which had a history of strong traditional party 

organizations have less ideologically polarized parties. 
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Hypothesis:Using the Major Party Index as a measure of state-level party strength, states with 

parties that are similar in strength are more likely to be legislatively polarized while states in • 
which one party dominates should be less polarized. 

• 

1111 

Hypothesis: Using Mayhew's measure of TPO strength as a measurement of the historical 

•  

11111 	strength and mission of state political parties, states with parties with a strong history of TPOs (4 

• or 5 on his scale) will be less polarized than states with a history of amateur parties (1 or 2 on the 
S 

scale). 

S 
Party Influence 

S 

• The ability of the party leadership to influence its legislators is seen as an important cause 
S 
• of increased polarization (Theriault 2010). Speaker powers, defined by Clucas (2001) are a 

measure ofthe extent of leadership controlappointment, committee, resource, procedural, and 

tenure powers. Batitsta (2011) argues that increases in party leaders' speaker powers are directly 

correlated with increased legislative polarization as they make enforcing party unity much easier. 
ID 

Means utilized by party leaders to pressure legislators include the ability to dispense or 

deny campaign contributions from the party's national committee (Hacker and Pierson 2010). 
ID 
111 	Financial means of control in particular have grown in importance and prevalence in recent 

decades as the parties have greatly increased fundraising (Theriault 2008). Decades ago, many 

state parties did not even endorse a candidate, let alone provide the majority of their funds. 

S 

fli 	Today, running for state Senate or even the lower chamber without any aspect of party 

organization would seem ludicrous. 
S 
• The increasing use of carrots and sticks in state and national legislatures has certainly had 

large effects, at least on an anecdotal basis. Theriault (2008) illustrates several cases where 
S 
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• 
• • 

moderate legislators were denied positions of power or driven from Congress and replaced with 
	• 

more polarized legislators after refusing to toe the party line. While Theriault (2008) is not able 

to estimate the magnitude of these effects quantitatively, he believes that they are at least 
	 • 

partially responsible for the disappearance of moderates in Congress, a process which is 

generally held to have been crucial to the rise in legislative polarization. 
	 • • 

Hypothesis: A high speaker power score should correlate with high levels of legislative 	 • 
polarization because it is reflective of the ability of party leadership to maintain voting unity 

	 • 
among moderates and force them to cast more ideologically polarized votes than they would 

otherwise. • 
Procedural Changes 

In the 1950s and 1960s, when America's party structure was believed to be at its weakest 

point in the modern era, chairs of influential committees wielded great power and influence, 	 • 
often acting independently from party leadership, lowering party unity and subsequently 

	 i • 
polarization. Theriault (2008) believes that procedural and rule changes in Congress which 	 io 
destroyed this independence are responsible for the majority of political polarization. His 

primary example of this mechanism is the change in the process for assigning committee 

chairmanships. Beginning in 1994, Republicans under Newt Gingrich began explicitly declaring 

that seniority would no longer be the most important factor in deciding committee chairmanships. 

Congressmen who wished to achieve committee chairmanship were evaluated on party loyalty in 

their voting records, making the incentive to vote the party line much stronger. Roberts and 

Smith (2003) show that this seemingly small change to procedure had large effects in increasing 

polarization in Congress by increasing party and reducing defection voting during the 1990s. 
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Now, with more direct party control, party leadership could guarantee that those who were given 

committee chairmanships would execute it in a fashion that was agreeable to the party leadership. 4111 
Birkhead et al. (2010) determine that rule changes are increasingly likely to favor the 

• 
dominant party in Congress, using "the uncovered set technique," an analytical tool by which all 

outcomes of a legislative session are calculated according to the strict policy preferences of its 

• 
• members. These outcomes provide a baseline for establishing the influence exercised by party 

leaders through procedure and rule changes by allowing comparison between legislator's votes 
0 

according to their individual preferences and their actual votes. According to Cody (2006), party 

competition has a direct influence on the types of rule and procedure changes that are 

made.Moffett (2008) show that when a dominant party is being threatened by the weaker party, it 

is likely to enact restrictive rules which allow it to control the agenda effectively through the 

committee heads and Speaker of the House. Conversely, when one party is far stronger than the 

second party, rule and procedure changes generally produce more open rules and procedures to 

0 	allow the dominant party to more easily enact policy without fear of second party interference 

0 
lb 	through techniques like the filibuster. 

0 
0 

Hypothesis:The literature supports my hypothesis that increased procedural changes and 

0 	restrictive rules will correlate with an increase in polarization, although the causal direction of 
0 

that relationship has not yet been adequately determined. • 
0 
4111 	Conclusion and Summary 

Political scientists agree that institutional factors such as primary elections, rule changes, 

• redistricting and party competition, and electorate factors such as demographic play a significant 

0 • 
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role in both amplifying and augmenting popular polarization. While these factors are believed by 

scholars to provide the majority of the impetus behind increases in polarization levels, there are 

still several factors of polarization which fit under neither heading which deserve polarization. 

Political culture and economic factors also affect polarization levels by changing the way in 

which citizens interact with their governments. 

Political Culture 

It has long been posited in literature that the American system of decentralized federalism 

and historically strong state political parties have created different state-level political cultures. 

These cultures have been hypothesized by many scholars to have possible effects on polarization 

(Paddock [2010]; Brown and Bruce [2008]). Individual party histories are not the only difference 

between states, each state's individual political culture also plays a role in both directly affecting 

legislative polarization and mediating the effects of other causes of polarization. As defined by 

Elazar, political culture is "the particular pattern of orientation to political action in which each 

political system is embedded" (Elazar 1972). Numerous ways of dividing states into political 

cultures have been developed, though generally the states are divided into groups along lines 

created by historical or geographic differences. While a state's political culture may affect 

electorate-based and structural factors of polarization, political culture deserves consideration as 

a catalyst, rather than a direct cause of legislative polarization. 

Though states' political cultures are not concrete entities and gradual changes have 

almost certainly occurred, these are difficult to measure, and as a result political cultures are 

generally treated as more or less stable over time. Despite the relative stability of political culture 

(especially when compared to polarization factors described above) they are still important in 
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longitudinally explaining how the pace of movement towards a more polarized and centralized 

state political system has been set. 
ID 

Observations that differences in political cultural between states exist date to Key (1949), 

Fenton (1966), and Lockard (1959). However, these analyses were mainly descriptive and it took 

• the work of Elazar (1966) and Sharkansky (1969) to add a comparative, quantitative component 

ID 
4111 	to the theories. Elazar (1966) divided America into three types of political cultures: Moral, 

• Individual and Traditional. In the Moral political culture,citizens feel that society is more 

important than the individuals; government is seen as positive, and participating in politics is 

considered to be a beneficial activity. This culture theoretically leads to higher levels of political 

participation. Elazar classifies upper New England and the upper Midwest as belonging to the 

4111 	
Moral political culture. According to Elazar, citizens in states with Individualistic political 

• cultures, such those in the Mid-Atlantic States, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, tend to think that 

• government's purpose is strictly utilitarian and that government's role in the daily lives of 

• citizens should be restricted and limited, leading to lower levels of political participation and 

0 

fis 	lower levels of ideological-based legislative polarization. Finally, states with a Traditional 

political culture, found across the south, view government as a positive agent which should be 
S 
• focused on maintaining the current social order and has reduced political participation as 

S 

	interactions with government are conducted through personal relationships and patronage rather 

• than at the voting booth. As in Individualistic states, this tends to lower both voter turnout, and 

the strength of political parties, subsequently leading to less polarization. 

Sharkansky (1969) took Elazar's rather crude approach and attempted to augment and 

411 	
verify it with empirical research. Sharkansky offers a scale of state political cultures, using 

Elazar's suppositions about attitudes towards government to create hypotheses about how these 

S 

S 

S 
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attitudes will be reflected in government structure. Creating a linear progression from Moralist to 

Traditionalist on a 1 to 9 scale, he argues that Traditional states will have lower political 

participation, smaller bureaucracy, and smaller government while Moralist states will tend to 

have more participation. While Sharkansky's spectrum places the Individual political culture 

halfway between the other two, and so minimizes its own unique importance, he quantitatively 

supports his decision by examining 23 dependent variables which he believes correlate with 

political culture including controls for regional (as opposed to cultural) differences. Sharkansky 

finds that with some modification, Elazar's classifications do appear to be borne out in the 

states.He finds that 15 out of the 23 dependent variables show the expected correlation and that 

there is at least moderate support for all three of his hypotheses regarding the cultures and 

polarization. Charles Johnson (1976) also examined Elazar's idea of political culture with an 

empirical study. Using religious orientation as a tag for political culture, he found that 6 of his 8 

dependent variables performed as expected for the different types of political culture, further 

confirming Sharkansky's findings. 

Hypothesis:According to Elazar's classification of states, Paddock (1998) argues that 

ideological purists should be most common in states with Moralistic political cultures where, 

Elazar writes "there is considerably more amateur participation in politics." In Individualist 

cultures where pragmatic, professional political parties dominate, we should see less polarization. 

Finally, Traditionalist states, where parties are of the least importance (as they are only 

responsible for maintaining social order), we should also see even lower levels of polarization as 

citizen's are less interested in using voting as a means of obtaining policy goals. 
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4111 
4111 

Economic factors and polarization 

McCarthy et al. (2006a) further the connection to income drawn by Abramowitz in his 

S 
engaged argument by finding that there is a deep causal connection between income levels in a 

legislator's district and voting behavior. McCarty et. al (2006) emphasize that economic changes 
111 

can have large effect on polarization. For example, they argue that increases in household 

income are likely to change the way citizens relate to government, by reducing their dependence 
GI 

on government services and making them ideologically more opposed to larger government. 

McCarthy et al. (2006a) argue that increases in household income are directly correlated with the 

• growth of income disparities. As disparities increase, the income of the US population is 

becoming more bimodal, with these voters uninterested in government services on one end of the 

spectrum, and poor voters who are increasingly interested in government services on the other. 

• Political cleavages along class lines are also present in the state according to Wright and Rigby 
ID 

(2008) who find that people above the median household income are likely to oppose 

S 

4111 	redistributive policies and vote for Republican candidates. 

S 
GI 	Hypothesis: A state with an increase in household income should have a larger increase in 

polarization levels than a state with a smaller increase in average household income. Similarly, 
S 

increases in unemployment, which disproportionately hurt the poor should also cause increases 

in income inequality and increase polarization. 

S 
• • • • 
• 
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Inherent Differences 

As I have argued above, the American state legislature is an excellent comparative case 

for studying both other states', and national-level legislature polarization. Below I will outline 

the scholarship on the inherent differences between nation and state, in order to show that my 

findings can be generalized. 

Differences BetweenState and Nation 

Until just a few decades ago, scholars generally agreed that the American state political 

party is a very different animal than the national party. Brown and Bruce (2008) believe that 

while national voters and campaigns are ideologically focused, state-level parties are able to 

tailor their ideology more specifically to their voters and draw votes not on ideology, but on 

partisanship which is often based on patronage relationships. Like Brown and Bruce, Erikson et 

al. (1989) argue that in state politics party loyalty is more important than ideology and believe 

that this phenomenon is responsible for the discrepancies they see in Democratic Party success 

between state and national elections. They point to a large number of states which regularly split 

seats between parties at the state and national level, seeing this as evidence of differing party 

appeal at the state and national levels. 

Ceasar and Saldin (2005), on the other hand, believe that while this was once the case, 

state and national parties are becoming increasingly integrated and similar in their strategy and 

appeal. By measuring election results every two years between 1990 and 2002 and looking at 

both state and national elections, Ceasar and Saldin (2005) show that thereis increasing partisan 

consistency between state and national-level voting behavior. This has led to a reduction of the 

number of states with different parties winning on the state and national level from 17 to 10 

between 1990 and 2002. Ceasar and Saldin (2005) argue that generally, state partisan voters are 
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S 

moving towards ideological voters, as ideology becomes more important at the state level. This 

a 	
idea is compatible with party sorting as espoused by a variety of scholars, in that partisan voters 

are more likely to now be ideologically homogeneous as well, and therefore vote more similarly 

ID 	
on national and state elections, where previously a divide was seen in voter behavior at the state 

and national level. 

S 
ID 	 Dinan and Heckelman (2010) use an expanded data-set going back to the 1970s they find 

ID 	that while voter support for political parties has been diverging at the national level, it has been 
S 
• converging at the state level. They claim that this indicates that states are becoming less 

S 
	polarized in state-level elections while becoming more polarized at national-level elections. It is 

important to emphasize here that the polarization trend that is being measured here is different 

ID 
	from the dependent variable being examined in this paper, and refers to the difference in popular 

• vote between political parties 
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Chapter 3: Research Design 

The intent of this thesis is to use new measures of state-level legislative polarization to 

examine the effects of numerous independent variables hypothesized to affect legislative 

polarization. I will accomplish thisby analyzing the relationship between my proposed factors of 

polarization (IV) and polarization levels (DV), using two methods of regression analysis. In 

order to make these findings applicable to legislative polarization generally,I will also consider 

the inherent differences between states and between the state and national level-

legislaturesthrough both my regression techniques and measures of state political and party 

culture. 

The value of the American state as a model for studying national-level trends has long 

been recognized by scholars (Birkhead 2011). States share many key structural similarities 

(tripartite government, primary elections, and bicameral legislatures) with the federal 

government, contain the same citizens and voters, andexperience the same macro-level trends 

such as economic ups and downs. Yet, at the same time the American state legislatures display a 

remarkable diversity which makes them ideal for examining correlations established at the 

national level. 

In addition to the value of analyses of state-level legislative polarization for advancing 

national-level polarization theory,they are valuable in their own right, as the same normative and 

practical concerns surrounding increasing national-levellegislative polarization arise at the state 

level. Furthermore, though each state contains a smaller portion of the population and has an 

arguably less powerful government than the country as a whole,scholars underemphasize the 

impact of state government on the lives of citizens and in the role they play in national-level 

policy agenda setting. 
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In this chapter I will first describe and operationalize my dependent variable: legislative 

polarization; next I will discuss my regression techniques and the approach I took to analysis and 
O 
0 	finally, I will explain how I will operationalize by independent variables and controls. 

Dependent Variable 

For my dependent variable I will use W-NOMINATE, a measure of polarization which 

has been widely adopted and lauded in polarization literature. Developed by Shor and McCarty, 

W-NOMINATE uses roll call voting records to determine the ideological positions (ideal points) 

fIll 	of each legislator in a legislative body based on all of their recorded votes during a session. 

O These points are used to place legislators on an ideological spectrum to allow calculation of 

0 
legislative polarization through a variety of methods. 

While comparing polarization levels of legislators within a given legislature has been 

allowed by analytical tools for some time, the challenge has always lain in comparing 

polarization levels between different legislatures over time: because legislative polarization 

levels are determined by the spatial position of legislators relative to other legislators, two 

legislatures with a similar common space score (the distance between the party medians) would 

be considered identically polarized, even if they were shifted towards opposite ends of the 

ideological spectrum. For example, in many southern states, the Democratic Party is as 

• conservative as the Republican Party in New England. In the past, bridging ideal points and 

• 
polarization scores across states and time has depended on measuring the relative ideological 

0 	positions of legislators through a proxy such as interest group ratings, or by comparing the ideal 

0 
points of legislators from different states who have moved to the national legislature. Both of 

O these methods are easily criticized, as the first depends on a crude proxy measurement of 

• 

• 
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differences between state and national-level legislatures which might affect legislator voting 

behavior. 

Shor and McCarty (2010) have developed a more empirically rigorous means of allowing 

direct comparison of W-NOMINATE scores between different state legislatures over time, 

opening up the possibility of comparing state-level legislatures. They use National Political 

Awareness Test(NPAT) surveys, which are intended to measure legislator ideology and 

administered annually nationwide, to compare legislators and position them on a generalized 

ideological spectrum. Unlike interest group ratings, these surveys provide a comprehensive 

measurement of legislators' ideological positions on a wide variety of issues. Though response 

numbers to the NPAT survey are often low, legislators from every states legislature have 

responded in every year, allowing complete bridging with a high level of accuracy, as verified by 

Shor and McCarty in their paper (2010). While NPAT surveys are provided yearly, bridged W-

NOMINATE scores are calculated every two years. 

As stated above, these scores are used to represent ideal points for each legislator, but 

require further analysis before they can be used as a measure of polarization.The first measure of 

political polarization I will use is the distance between the ideological means of the two parties, 

as established by W-NOMINATE. The second measure is found by measuring the distances 

between each legislator's ideal point and every other legislator on the spectrum and finding the 

average distance between any two legislators. Unlike the first measure, the second is party-free, 

though both are anticipated by Shor and McCarty (2010) to give similar results. 

The Regressions 

In order to test the connection between levels of legislative polarization and my 

independent variables, I will use regression analysis. There are many types of regression, but I 
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• • • • 
have selected two methods for my uses based on the format of my data and my goals.My first 

regression method is regression with robust, fixed effects. My second method is regression using 
• 

• panel corrected standard error.In both cases, I will be using panel data in order to control for the 

longitudinal nature of the data sets as it will allow me to control for individual differences ID 
between states while using dummy variables to control variation in years. 

Finding panel corrected standard errors requires a perfectly rectangular data set, and as 

such has required me to drop a relatively large number of states and years. In both types of 
4111 
ID 	regression, I used lag a dependent variable to control for the effects of the previous years' 

polarization level on the current year. While the data set of state legislative polarization created 

by Shor and McCarty represents a truly monumental effort, unfortunately, it is still not complete. 

SO 	Many state's scores have not been measured at the beginning or the end and some are missing in 
41111 

the middle. This data set was not unique in its limitations, as much of my data comes from the 

ID 
census, or measures which are only determinable during election years. Therefore the amount of 

+11 
11111 	years in which a complete data-set was available to allow analyses with panel corrected standard 

errors and a lag dependent variable was small and I was only able to look at four time points; IP 
so 	2000, 2002, 2004 and 2006. 

4 
In addition to running two different regression methods, I also looked at two sets of data. 

41111 	The first data set I examined was raw numbers comprised of the polarization scores calculated 

SO 	every two years by Shor and McCarty and my operationalized independent variables. While 

ID 	using the raw numbers allows comparisons between states during each individual year and 

enables me to use a larger number of independent variables to examine the correlation between 

correlation and the intensity of my independent variables, this is not a good measure of which so 
ID 	factors cause change over time in polarization levels. In order to build a model which is more al • 
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explanatory and predictive, a measure of difference in the dependent and independent variables 

is necessary. Therefore in my second dataset I use a simple t2-t1subtraction (data from the 

previous year was subtracted from the current year) to turn my quantitative measures of 

polarization into measures of year to year change. This necessitated converting my independent 

variables into measure of change as well,limiting me to using independent variables with data 

measured at least every two years. This eliminated factors such as culture, which is treated by 

scholars as a constant and speaker powers which was only measured once in my time frame. In 

exchange for sacrificing much of the model's completeness, I gained a chance at more 

explanatory power in being able to address the effects of changes in factors of polarization on 

polarization level, rather than simply examining a snapshot. 

Operationalizing Independent Variables 

When examining the impact of independent variables on legislative polarization, the 

challenge lies not in determining which independent variables should be included, but in 

choosing a simple, quantitative means to measure what are sometimes incredibly complicated 

political and structural issues. In this section, I will outline and justify the methodological 

approaches I took to operationalizing my independent variables. 

Party Sorting 

Party sorting is a difficult phenomenon to measure without sophisticated demographic data. 

However, because the process is regarded by most scholars as complete and many scholars point 

to the south as the origin of the sorting and most extreme case, using a south/non-south dummy 

variable to distinguish the region should allow me to determine whether or not the south is more 

polarized than the north (Pildes 2010). If there are no differences between levels of polarization 
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a 
a 
a 
• 

in the north and south it is likely that party sorting no longer plays an active role in determining 

a 
levels of legislative polarization. 

a 
• 

Demographic Change 

Numerous variables are required tomeasure the effects of demographic changes and 

geographic sorting on legislative polarization. Both Bishop and Abramowitz point to an increase 

in college-educated citizens as a marker for increased popular polarization which leads to 

legislative polarization. In order to measure the effects ofthe number of college educated citizens, 

I used data released by the US Census Bureau measuring the percentage of citizens in each state 

with at least a Bachelor's degree. These numbers were only available for select years so I used 

the 2000 values from 1998-2003 and the 2006 values from 2004-2006. In order to control for 

changes in polarization caused by geographic sorting, I will use the percentage of each state's 

• population which was urban, also based on US Census Bureau data. While this methodology will 

not account for minute, annual changes it should be sufficient to measure the effects of the long- 

s, 
term trend as theorized by the two authors. 

a 
a 	Redistricting 

While Carson et al. (2007) created a remarkably thorough, longitudinal measure of the 

effects of redistricting on national-level legislative polarization, a lack of time and access to 
a 

historical records prevents me from using their method at the state-level. However, many earlier 

studies find that the impact of redistricting on polarization is determined by the redistricting 
a 

GO 	methods used. For example Fiorina (2010) finds that partisan redistricting commissions produce 

a 	more gerrymandered districts than do judicial or non-partisan means because of the greater 

• motivation of legislators to create safe districts for themselves. Therefore, by using dummy 

a 
a 
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a 

a 
variables to code for the methods of redistricting on a state by state basis, I should be able to see 

	a 
macro-level changes in polarization across the state as a whole, if not in individual districts. 

Primary Structure 

In order to measure the impact, if any, of different primary formats on legislative 

polarization, the structure of each state's primary elections was coded as classified by 

fairvote.org  and dummy variables were used to indicate each state's system (open, closed, semi-

closed). Several states were excluded because the two parties had different types of primaries. 

Party Competition and Strength 

While there are several competing measurements of party strength and competition, I will 

be using the Major Party Index (MPI) developed by Ceasar and Saldin (2005) which is the most 

robust measure of party competition available (Dinan and Heckelman [2010]). Unlike the 

Ranney Index, the MPI contains both state and federal election results and takes into account 

vote proportions in addition to the winner of each election (Ceasar and Saldin 2005). The index 

is provided on a 0-1 scale where .5, the midpoint, indicates equal party strength. A score above .5 

indicates greater support for the Republican Party, and a score below .5 indicates greater support 

for the Democratic Party. 

MAJOR PARTY INDEX = 
((Most recent 2-Party Republican Presidential Vote)*0.25) 
+((Average of the Two Most Recent Republican 2-Party Votes for the U.S. 
Senate)*0.125) + ((Republican 2-Party Percent of all U.S. House Votes)"0.125) 
+ ((Most Recent 2-Party Republican Vote for Governor)*0.25) 
+((2-Party Republican Percentage of Seats in the State Senate)*0.125) 
+((2-Party Republican Percentage of Seats in the State House)*0.125) . 

Because I am interested in relative strength, not which party is stronger, in my dataset I have 

converted the original MPI scores to a party-free measure of legislative competition by 

subtracting 0.5 from each score and finding the absolute value. As measured by my modified 
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MPI system, there would be no difference between a state which is strongly Republican (0.7) and 

IP one which is strongly Democratic (0.3) on the original scale. Both of these states would be 
IP 

scored as a 0.2 indicating  a strong  imbalance in party strength. 

IP 
Operationalizing  historical party strength as envisioned by Mayhew is a simple matter of a 

ID 	using  his 1 to 5 coding. 

a 
a 

Procedure and Rule Change 
a 

Restrictive rule and procedure changes are another hypothesized institutional cause of 

polarization(Theriault [2008] and Birkhead [2010]),Ideally, a study of the effects of procedure 

a 	and rule changes would follow the path of Birkhead (2010) who examined the effects of rule 

ID 	changes in South Carolina by reading  through ten years of Congressional Quarterly's, coding  for 
a 

a 	rules which increased or decreased majority power and correlating  these with changes in 

polarization levels. While it would be possible to read through each state's Congressional 

IP 	Quarterly, this is a task best left for a scholar with ample time and a team of assistants. 

Fortunately, a wide body of scholarship addresses how, when, and what type of rules are 

a 	made. The consensus seems to be that when a majority party is close to losing  power (MPI 
a 

near .5 [0 on my scale]), they are likely to enact more restrictive rules, and vice versa. This 

a 	means that I can use the MPI measure of party competition as a proxy for situations in which • 
• restrictive rule and procedure changes are likely to occur. If I find that low MPI is correlated 

a 	with increased polarization, than it would be possible to hypothesize that some of this effect is 
a 

the result of rule changes (Birkhead 2010). 

a 
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Party Influence 

Measuring the influence of party leadership in causing political polarization by 

radicalizing moderates, and increasing voting unity is best done using speaker powers. My 

measure of speaker powers is taken from Battista (2011) who combines the work of several other 

scholars to create a comprehensive measure of the strength of party leaders which takes into 

account both the formal power of leaders such as the ability to appoint committee heads, and the 

perceived power of leaders by legislators. Battista offers a single score for each state's legislature, 

making it impossible to include this in my analysis of changes in polarization. 

Political Culture 

In order to measure the effects of political culture, as envisioned by Elazar and 

Sharkansky, on state-level legislative polarization I will be using the 1-9 scale developed by 

Sharkansky. 

Economic Factors 

Economic factors I include include household income levels (provided by the US Census 

Bureau from 1993 to 2009and unemployment rates (measured in January of each year) as 

released by the US Census Bureau, and US Bureau of Labor Statistics respectively. Ideally these 

factors should account for polarization changes associated with economically-linked ideological 

changes such as envisioned by McCarty et al. (2006). 
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Conclusion 

Above, I have outlined the analytical approach I will be using to answer my research 

GI 	question: What do the variations in state-level legislative polarization trends reveal about the 

significance of proposed causes of polarization? I have defined my dependent variable as two 

similar measures of legislative polarization, and justified the operationalization of my 

1111 	independent variables. In my next chapter I will present the results of this analysis. 

• 
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Chapter 4: Results and Analysis 

In this chapter,Ipresent the results of my regression analyses. I begin by correlating my 

independent variables to ensure that they are not collinear and to reveal any relationships 

between them. I then analyze the results of my regressionsfor each of my hypotheses. In each 

case, I summarize the results for both the fixed effects regression and panel corrected standard 

error regressions. Finally, I compare my results for each independent variable to the literature to 

see how it contributes to our understanding of legislative-polarization. 

Correlations 

My correlations for both measures of change and of raw data can be found in the 

appendix (Table 1 and Table 2). No significant correlations were observed between my 

independent variables besides an intuitive link between income and unemployment levels and an 

interesting connection between non-southern states and open primaries. 

Regressions 

Below are my regressions with the pertinent coefficients and standard errors. Complete 

tables can be found in the appendix (Tables 7, 8, 9, and 10).s diffs refers to the difference in 

party medians in the upper house, h_diffs in the lower. s distance refers to the average distance 

between legislators in the upper house, h distance in the lower. The suffix _dif indicates data 

which measures change, as found by the t241 method. 
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Table 3: Regression of Raw Data with Robust Fixed-Effects Standard Error 

VARIABLES 
(1) 

s diffs 
(2) 

s distance 
(3) 

h diffs 
(4) 

h distance 

elazar Dropped 
mayhew Dropped 
st_mpi -0.190* -0.120** -0.106 -0.114* 

(0.101) (0.052) (0.088) (0.058) 
income 0.000 0.000 0.000* 0.000* 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
open -0.036** -0.014 -0.015* -0.011 

(0.018) (0.012) (0.008) (0.007) 
closed -0.022 -0.010 -0.011 -0.008 

(0.014) (0.008) (0.009) (0.007) 
semiclosed -0.008 -0.009 -0.014 -0.017** 

urban 
(0.014) 
0.013 

(0.009) 
-0.013 

(0.010) 
0.008* 

(0.007) 
-0.005 

(0.010) (0.010) (0.004) (0.006) 
bachelor 0.005 0.008*** 0.001 0.003 

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) 
speaker Dropped 
unemployment -0.003 -0.002 0.007 0.004 

legislative_redistricting 
(0.007) 
-0.037 

(0.003) 
-0.021 

(0.005) 
-0.025 

(0.004) 
-0.000 

(0.038) (0.027) (0.022) (0.009) 
court_redistricting -0.026 -0.016 -0.019 0.000 

(0.036) (0.026) (0.025) (0.000) 
commission_redistricting 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.008 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.018) 
south Dropped 
nonsouth Dropped 
Constant -0.753 0.966 -0.510 0.376 

(0.703) (0.686) (0.335) (0.438) 

Observations 542 541 541 518 
R-squared 0.690 0.435 0.686 0.661 
Number of alpha 49 49 49 47 
Robust standard errors in 
parentheses 

el *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 • 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Table 4: Regression of Raw Data with Panel Corrected Standard Error 

• 
411 

411 
411 
411 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES s_diffs s distance h_diffs h_distance 

4111 
elazar -0.002 0.004 -0.000 0.001 a 

(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) 

mayhew 0.029*** -0.014** -0.002 -0.001 • 
(0.008) (0.006) (0.010) (0.004) 

st_mpi 0.287 0.091 -0.075 -0.070 
(0.352) (0.206) (0.185) (0.130) 

income 0.000** 0.000*** 0.000 -0.000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

open -0.077** -0.019 -0.012 0.008 a 
(0.039) (0.027) (0.023) (0.014) a 

closed 0.026 0.015 -0.007 -0.008 
(0.034) (0.034) (0.022) (0.016) 

semiclosed -0.004 -0.008 -0.020 -0.014 

urban 
(0.031) 
0.000 

(0.027) 
-0.000* 

(0.021) 
0.002*** 

(0.012) 
0.001*** a 

(0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) 
bachelor -0.002 0.000 -0.005 0.000 

(0.004) (0.002) (0.005) (0.001) 
speaker 0.116* 0.084*** 0.158 0.066 

(0.068) (0.028) (0.118) (0.057) 
unemployment 0.023 

(0.022) 
0.010 

(0.009) 
-0.020 
(0.013) 

-0.007 
(0.008) 411 

leg islative_redistricting 0.023 0.021 0.007 0.001 
(0.042) (0.021) (0.047) (0.017) a 

court_redistricting 
commission_redistricting 

Dropped 
0.094*** 0.042 0.025 0.010 a 
(0.036) (0.025) (0.051) (0.022) 

south 0.203*** 0.081 0.071** 0.004 
(0.054) (0.059) (0.034) (0.030) 

nonsouth 0.153*** 0.071 0.022 0.006 
(0.051) (0.051) (0.026) (0.023) a 

Constant -0.254 -0.160** -0.088 -0.043 
(0.193) (0.075) (0.160) (0.062) 

Observations 
R-squared 

140 
0.909 

140 
0.901 

140 
0.929 

140 
0.941 a 

Number of alpha 35 35 35 35 a 
Standard errors in 
parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.1 a 
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a 
a 
a 
a 
a 	Table 5: Measuring Change with Robust Fixed-Effect Standard Error 
a 
a 

VARIABLES 

• st_mpi_dif 

a income_dif 
II 
• bachelor_dif 

II unemployment • 
IIIII 	Constant 

ID 
GI 	Observations 

R-squared 
111111 	Number of alpha 

Robust standard errors in 
parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

(1) 	(2) 	(3) 	(4) 

0.310 	0.264* 	-0.189 	-0.122 
sdiffs_dif 	s_distance_dif 	h_diffs_dif 	h_distance_dif 

(0.229) 	(0.149) 	(0.268) 	(0.153) 
-0.000 	0.000 	0.000 	0.000 
(0.000) 	(0.000) 	(0.000) 	(0.000) 
-0.008 	-0.021 	0.024 	0.015 

 (0.050) 	(0.042) 	(0.047) 	(0.024) 
-0.009 -0.002 -0.012  -0.001 
(0.023) 	(0.016) 	(0.027) 	(0.013) 
0.087 	0.100 	0.033 	0.011 
(0.138) 	(0.113) 	(0.120) 	(0.064) 

140 	140 	140 	140 
0.047 	0.174 	0.191 	0.179 
35 	35 	35 	35 
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Table 6: Measuring Change with Panel Corrected Standard Error 

XTPSCE CHANGE 
(1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES s_diffs_dif s_distance_dif h_diffs_dif h_distance_dif 
st_mpi_dif 0.030 0.153 -0.304 -0.151 

(0.271) (0.223) (0.210) (0.096) 
income_dif 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
bachelor dif -0.013 -0.022*** 0.025*** 0.016** 

(0.012) (0.006) (0.008) (0.007) 
unemployment_dif -0.024 -0.005 -0.021 -0.004 

(0.017) (0.012) (0.014) (0.005) 

Constant -0.003 0.013 -0.026 -0.002 
(0.023) (0.013) (0.036) (0.013) 

Observations 140 140 140 140 

R-squared 0.035 0.072 0.104 0.086 
Number of alpha 35 35 35 35 
Standard errors in 
parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *p<0.1 
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S Results 

Party Sorting 

The total lack of significance of south or non-south regional differences in determining  
S 
• polarization levels seems to indicate that the regional effects of party sorting  have faded since the 

movement began. 
S 
• Demographic Change 

fib 	 Panel corrected standard error regression of changes in the percentage of states' 

population with a Bachelor's degree reveals a small positive correlation in the lower chamber, 

using  both measures of polarization0.025 (difference between medians) 0.016** (average 

distance between legislators). There was also a very small positive correlation between a large 

411 	urban population and increased polarization in the lower legislature in the panel corrected 

standard error regression, offering  some support to Bishop (2010). The significance of urban • 
population and college educated population in affecting  polarization levels agrees with my 

hypothesis that an increase in engaged, educated voters will lead to an increase in polarization 
S 

levels, and seems to confirm Abramowitz's (2010) theory.Income and unemployment however, 

had no relationship to polarization levels, casting  doubt on the theories of McCarty et al. (2006). 

Redistricting 

Interestingly, redistricting  methodology was only a statistically significant predictor of 

5 	polarization in the upper chamber. When panel corrected standard error was used, and 

411 
polarization was measured as the difference between party medians, a correlation of0.094*** 

was seen between polarization and commission redistricting. Finding  that only the method of 

ft 	redistricting  least likely to cause gerrymandering  increases polarization seems to indicate that 

gerrymandering  is indeed not a major source of legislative polarization, as hypothesized by 

S 
Carson et al 2007 and Theriault 2003. 

S 
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Primary Structure 

While I hypothesized that closed primaries would produce less polarized legislatures and 

that open primaries would produce more polarized legislatures, when measured using distance 

between party medians, and robust fixed-effect standard error, open primaries were seen to have 

a small negative coefficient in both the upper (-0.036**) and lower (-0.015*) chambers. The 

weakness of these coefficients and the absence of positive coefficients in closed primaries 

strengthen the assertions of McGhee et al. (2011), who claim that primary structure does not 

have noticeable effects on polarization levels. 

Party Competition and Strength 

My hypothesis that closely matched competitive parties would lead to more polarized 

legislatures was confirmed by my robust fixed effects regression of MPI which indicated that a 

high difference in the relative strength of the two parties was correlated with lower levels of 

polarization in both chambers ( -0.190* and -0.120** in the upper chamber and -0.114* in the 

lower). 

My hypothesis that the historical presence of TPOs would lead to lower polarization was 

not seen in the data. TPO score was not a significant predictor of polarization levels, indicating 

that perhaps Paddock (1998) is wrong and party history no longer defines ideology. 

Party Influence 

Supported by Theriault (2010), I hypothesized that speaker powers would be correlated 

with high levels of polarization, and that an increase in speaker powers would be correlated with 

a subsequent increase in legislative polarization, as both are indicators of the ability of the party 

to encourage party unity. My findingsseem to support my hypothesis as when measured with 

panel corrected standard error, speaker powers are linked to higher polarization in the upper 

house (0.116* and 0.084*** depending on polarization method). 
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Political Culture 

While I hypothesized that states culture would predict a state with a 9 should be less 

polarized than a state scoring a 1 on Sharkansky's political culture scale,my results showed no 

connection between political culture and political polarization. This seems to indicate that the 

predictive utility of these measures of political culture developed decades ago might have come 

to an end. 

Economic Factors 

My findings demonstrated no correlation between polarization and income or 

unemployment levels, indicating that perhaps economic inequalities play a smaller role in 

affected polarization levels than McCarty et al. (2006) posit. 
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Chapter 5: Conclusion 

My goal in this thesis was to create a predictive and explanatory model of state-level 

legislative polarization capable of answering the question: What do the variations in state-level 

legislative polarization trends reveal about the significance of proposed causes of polarization?I 

approached this question by extracting the most commonly supported electorate and 

institutionalcauses polarization from the literature and attempted to operationalize them to allow 

regression analysis. While I did not succeed increating a robustpredictive model, my findings 

still hold valuable contributions to the study of legislative polarization as a whole, and provide a 

good starting place for future scholars interested in the same topic. 

Findings 

My regression analyses found that education levels, party competition and party influence 

were all statistically significantcoefficients of polarization. Unfortunately, while these results 

were significant, coefficients were extremely small.Interestingly, primary structure and 

redistricting were not found to be significant predictors. I think the most important finding of this 

thesis is that even when using many of the factors of polarization discussed in the literature in 

my model, I was still unable to create a model with a high coefficient of determination. I believe 

that the inadequacy of the explanations contained within the model reveals how little polarization 

is understood in today's scholarship and underlines the need for further research. 

Caveats 

The largest obstacle to a more comprehensive and successful model was a paucity of data, 

especially of my dependent variable. As I discussed in my research design, measuring the 
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importance of changes in factors of polarization across such a wide variety of cases using panel 

corrected standard error requires complete data sets from a large number of years. While Shor 

and McCarty continue to work to improve their data, at this juncture it is not sufficiently 

11111 
1111 	complete to allow a thorough longitudinal analysis. 

While I concentrated on including institutional factors, I neglected many demographic 

GI 	measures because the literature seemed to agree that they were less important, the weak 

4111 	coefficient of determination values and the strong correlations around the importance of changes 
•  

4111 	of Bachelor's degrees might indicate that scholars have dismissed demographic factors of 

ID 	polarization too cavalierly. 

• While I believe that my approach to this subject was methodologically strong, the field 

would benefit from a similar study undertaken with more complete data in the future. Because of 

ID 
111111 	the need to look at change and include lag variables, as well as limitations on data such as 

irregular collection, I was unable to construct a truly complete data set for a longer time period 
•  

• than 10 years. While this should be long enough to see the effects of some polarization factors, 

411 	others would benefit from a much larger window. Another drawback of this narrow time period 

is that I am unable to examine the early 1990's, the period usually described as the start of the 

modern polarization increases in the national-level. 
11111 

Final Thoughts 
4111 

In conclusion, I hope that this in thesis I have demonstrated that creating a theoretical 

• 
model of the causes of state-level legislative polarization is an important and challenging project 

which, with more extensive data, could and should be approached again in the future. 
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Appendix 

Table 1: Correlation of Raw Independent Variables 

elazar mayhew st_mpi income open closed semicl-d urban bachelor 

elazar 1.0000 

mayhew 0.3205 1.0000 

st_mpi -0.0994 -0.0622 1.0000 

income -0.4865 0.1749 0.0213 1.0000 

open 0.1212 0.0750 0.0732 -0.0722 1.0000 

closed -0.1388 -0.1256 -0.0660 0.1130 -0.7054 1.0000 

semiclosed -0.0758 -0.0132 -0.0831 0.0247 -0.3497 0.0011 1.0000 

urban -0.2889 -0.0236 0.3657 0.1978 -0.0204 0.0246 0.0422 1.0000 

bachelor -0.3447 0.0963 	0.0071 0.7271 -0.2417 0.2776 -0.0510 0.3208 1.0000 

speaker 	0.0826 0.1603 -0.1687 -0.0990 0.0903 -0.1461 -0.0591 -0.1509 -0.0249 

unemployment -0.0363 -0.0038 -0.0059 -0.2028 -0.3361 0.2920 0.0119 -0.0185 -0.0935 

legislativ-g 0.2660 -0.1115 -0.0090 -0.2222 0.0954 -0.0567 -0.0860 -0.1522 -0.1973 

court_redi-g -0.0764 -0.1386 	-0.1042 -0.0023 	0.0205 0.0530 -0.0963 -0.0981 0.0161 

commission-g -0.2337 0.2131 0.0799 0.2398 	-0.1161 0.0250 0.1572 0.2294 0.2007 

south 0.6959 0.0268 -0.0432 -0.3795 0.0744 -0.0898 -0.0219 -0.3369 -0.2945 

nonsouth -0.6562 -0.1417 0.0583 0.2545 -0.0889 0.1134 0.0508 0.3194 0.1924 

speaker unempl-t legisl-g court_-g commis -g south nonsouth 

speaker 1.0000 

unemployment 0.0797 1.0000 

legislativ-g -0.1963 -0.0463 1.0000 

court_redi-g 0.1406 0.1048 -0.4180 1.0000 

commission-g 0.1156 -0.0212 -0.7900 -0.2268 1.0000 

south -0.1371 0.0399 0.3126 -0.0236 -0.3192 1.0000 

nonsouth 0.1310 -0.0489 -0.2214 0.0453 0.2068 -0.9252 1.0000 

more-- 
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Table 2: Correlation of Change Variables 

st_mpi_dif Income_dif bachelelor_dif unemployment_dif 

st_mpi_dif 1.0000 

income dif 0.0547 1.0000 

bachelor dif 0.0496 -0.0283 1.0000 

unemployme—f -0.0080 -0.3056 0.0304 1.0000 
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Table 7: Complete Regression of Raw Data Using Robust Fixed-Effects 

VARIABLES 
(1) 

s diffs 
(2) 

s distance 
(3) 

h_diffs 
(4) 

h_distance 

elazar 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

mayhew 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

st_mpi -0.190* -0.120** -0.106 -0.114* 
(0.101) (0.052) (0.088) (0.058) 

income 0.000 0.000 0.000* 0.000* 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

open -0.036** -0.014 -0.015* -0.011 
(0.018) (0.012) (0.008) (0.007) 

closed -0.022 -0.010 -0.011 -0.008 
(0.014) (0.008) (0.009) (0.007) 

semiclosed -0.008 -0.009 -0.014 -0.017** 
(0.014) (0.009) (0.010) (0.007) 

urban 0.013 -0.013 0.008* -0.005 
(0.010) (0.010) (0.004) (0.006) 

bachelor 0.005 0.008*** 0.001 0.003 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) 

speaker 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

unemployment -0.003 -0.002 0.007 0.004 
(0.007) (0.003) (0.005) (0.004) 

legislative_redistricting -0.037 -0.021 -0.025 -0.000 
(0.038) (0.027) (0.022) (0.009) 

court_redistricting -0.026 -0.016 -0.019 0.000 
(0.036) (0.026) (0.025) (0.000) 

commission_redistricting 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.008 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.018) 

south 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
nonsouth 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
y2002 -0.013 0.005 -0.026** -0.009 

(0.011) (0.010) (0.011) (0.007) 
y2004 -0.012 -0.005 -0.017 -0.009 

(0.012) (0.009) (0.012) (0.007) 
y2006 -0.018* -0.003 -0.014* -0.004 

(0.010) (0.007) (0.007) (0.005) 

y2000 -0.017 -0.009 0.023*** -0.012*** 
(0.011) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) 

lag_s_diffs 0.784*** 
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II *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

(0.045) 
lag_s_distance 0.552*** 

(0.103) 
lag_h_diffs 0.812*** 

(0.028) 
lag_h_distance 0.755*** 

(0.060) 
Constant -0.753 0.966 -0.510 0.376 

(0.703) (0.686) (0.335) (0.438) 

Observations 542 541 541 518 
R-squared 0.690 0.435 0.686 0.661 
Number of alpha 49 49 49 47 
Robust standard errors in 
parentheses 
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Table 8: Complete Regression of Raw Data Using Panel Corrected Standard Error 

XTPCSE NOCHANGE 

VARIABLES 
(1) 

s diffs 
(2) 

s distance 
(3) 

h diffs 
(4) 

h_distance 

elazar -0.002 0.004 -0.000 0.001 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) 

mayhew 0.029*** -0.014** -0.002 -0.001 
(0.008) (0.006) (0.010) (0.004) 

st_mpi 0.287 0.091 -0.075 -0.070 
(0.352) (0.206) (0.185) (0.130) 

income 0.000** 0.000*** 0.000 -0.000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

open -0.077** -0.019 -0.012 0.008 
(0.039) (0.027) (0.023) (0.014) 

closed 0.026 0.015 -0.007 -0.008 
(0.034) (0.034) (0.022) (0.016) 

semiclosed -0.004 -0.008 -0.020 -0.014 
(0.031) (0.027) (0.021) (0.012) 

urban 0.000 -0.000* 0.002*** 0.001*** 
(0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) 

bachelor -0.002 0.000 -0.005 0.000 
(0.004) (0.002) (0.005) (0.001) 

speaker 0.116* 0.084*** 0.158 0.066 
(0.068) (0.028) (0.118) (0.057) 

unemployment 0.023 0.010 -0.020 -0.007 
(0.022) (0.009) (0.013) (0.008) 

legislative_redistricting 0.023 0.021 0.007 0.001 
(0.042) (0.021) (0.047) (0.017) 

court_redistricting 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

commission_redistricting 0.094*** 0.042 0.025 0.010 
(0.036) (0.025) (0.051) (0.022) 

south 0.203*** 0.081 0.071** 0.004 
(0.054) (0.059) (0.034) (0.030) 

nonsouth 0.153*** 0.071 0.022 0.006 
(0.051) (0.051) (0.026) (0.023) 

y2002 -0.103** -0.039* 0.035 0.034** 
(0.040) (0.020) (0.029) (0.015) 

y2004 0.118*** -0.009 0.119*** 0.067*** 
(0.044) (0.022) (0.033) (0.018) 

y2006 -0.011 0.014 0.018* 
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0.091*** 
(0.028) (0.014) (0.029) (0.010) 

y2000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

lag_s_diffs 0.859*** 
(0.054) 

lag_s_distance 0.851*** 
(0.075) 

lag_h_diffs 0.980*** 
(0.039) 

lag_h_distance 0.998*** 
(0.032) 

Constant -0.254 -0.160** -0.088 -0.043 
(0.193) (0.075) (0.160) (0.062) 

Observations 140 140 140 140 
R-squared 0.909 0.901 0.929 0.941 
Number of alpha 35 35 35 35 
Standard errors in 
parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * 
p<0.1 
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Table 9: Complete Regression of Change Data Using Robust Fixed Effects 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES s_diffs_dif s_distance_dif h_diffs_dif h_distance_dif 
st_mpi_dif 0.310 0.264* -0.189 -0.122 

(0.229) (0.149) (0.268) (0.153) 
income_dif -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
bachelor_dif -0.008 -0.021 0.024 0.015 

(0.050) (0.042) (0.047) (0.024) 
unemployment_dif -0.009 -0.002 -0.012 -0.001 

(0.023) (0.016) (0.027) (0.013) 
y2002 -0.019 -0.088 0.002 0.005 

(0.121) (0.108) (0.115) (0.062) 
y2004 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
y2006 -0.066 -0.077 -0.022 0.005 

(0.148) (0.120) (0.134) (0.069) 
y2000 -0.017 -0.092 -0.025 -0.020 

(0.162) (0.125) (0.134) (0.069) 
lag_s_diffs -0.123*** 

(0.041) 

lag_s_distance -0.271*** 
(0.084) 

lag_h_diffs -0.324** 
(0.125) 

lag_h_distance -0.289** 
(0.118) 

Constant 0.087 0.100 0.033 0.011 
(0.138) (0.113) (0.120) (0.064) 

Observations 140 140 140 140 
R-squared 0.047 0.174 0.191 0.179 
Number of alpha 35 35 35 35 
Robust standard errors in 
parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 10: Complete Regression of Change Data Using Panel Corrected Standard Error 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
VARIABLES s_diffs_d if s_distance_dif h_d iffs_d if h_distance dif 
st_mpi_dif 0.310 0.264* -0.189 -0.122 

(0.229) (0.149) (0.268) (0.153) 
income_dif -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
bachelor_dif -0.008 -0.021 0.024 0.015 

(0.050) (0.042) (0.047) (0.024) 
unemployment_dif -0.009 -0.002 -0.012 -0.001 

(0.023) (0.016) (0.027) (0.013) 
y2002 -0.019 -0.088 0.002 0.005 

(0.121) (0.108) (0.115) (0.062) 
y2004 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
y2006 -0.066 -0.077 -0.022 0.005 

(0.148) (0.120) (0.134) (0.069) 
y2000 -0.017 -0.092 -0.025 -0.020 

(0.162) (0.125) (0.134) (0.069) 
lag_s_diffs -0.123*** 

(0.041) 

lag_s_distance -0.271*** 
(0.084) 

lag_h_diffs -0.324** 
(0.125) 

lag_h_distance -0.289** 
(0.118) 

Constant 0.087 0.100 0.033 0.011 
(0.138) (0.113) (0.120) (0.064) 

Observations 140 140 140 140 
R-squared 0.047 0.174 0.191 0.179 
Number of alpha 35 35 35 35 
Robust standard errors in 
parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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