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Introduction

In November 2003, President George W. Bush signed into law a ban on a specific type of abortion procedure, intact dilation and extraction, more commonly known as partial-birth abortion.  This action was seen as such a major change in abortion policy by groups on both sides of the abortion debate that pro-choice forces took the unusual step of challenging the ban in federal court even before the President had signed it into law (Stolberg 2003).  However, lost in most accounts of this development was the fact that thirty-one states had already instituted partial-birth abortion bans in one form or another, although in many of these states court orders had blocked enforcement of the ban (Alan Guttmacher Institute 2003).  In fact, state restrictions on abortion go far beyond partial-birth abortion bans and vary widely from state to state, making the states important arenas for abortion policy and belying the idea that one uniform national abortion policy exists.


This is a significant matter, considering that a uniform national policy of legalized abortion is the commonly assumed major consequence of the Roe v. Wade decision.  Later Supreme Court decisions, though, have allowed states greater leeway to regulate and restrict abortion, and many have not been hesitant to use this power.  Although there have been attempts to explain cross-sectional variations in state level abortion policy, there have been few attempts to examine or analyze state level abortion policy changes since Roe v. Wade.  Have there been significant changes, and if so, what explains them?  Are they tied to other social and political changes?  These research questions that this paper addresses are important because abortion has been arguably the most controversial issue in American politics over the last thirty years.  Abortion is also an issue that has served as a touchstone for numerous other “moral” or “social” policy questions that have polarized the American electorate for the past few decades.  

Morality Policy and Abortion


Abortion is one of the most visible issues that scholars now refer to as morality policies (Mooney 2001).  These policies have in common a perception that much more than just policy questions are at stake in the political struggle over them.  Rather, conflicts over morality policies are conflicts over deeply held fundamental beliefs about right and wrong.  Policies regarding gay rights, gun control, and affirmative action (in addition to abortion) can be identified as morality policies, although this certainly is not an exhaustive list.  Scholars have struggled with the question of where morality policies fit into policy schemas, with some categorizing them as regulatory policies of a social nature (Tatalovich and Daynes 1998), others viewing them as essentially redistributive policies in which it is values that are being redistributed (Meier 2001), and still others arguing that morality policies arise when any policy is “radicalized” (Lowi 1998).  Despite these different perspectives, it seems evident that there are several ways in which morality policies can be clearly distinguished from other types of policies.  In addition to involving a conflict over fundamental values, morality policies are usually simpler to understand than other policies.  They are typically of greater importance to the public than most other policies, and therefore, citizens are more likely to be involved in the debate over morality policy than debates over other policies (Mooney 2001).  


Tatalovich and Daynes (1998) argue that the federal judiciary is a key player in morality policy, and such is certainly the case with abortion policy.  In the landmark ruling of Roe v. Wade (1973), the Supreme Court established the trimester system for pregnancy and declared that states may not regulate or interfere with the decision to terminate a pregnancy in the first trimester or roughly the first three months of pregnancy.  In the years since Roe, however, there has been a conservative shift in Supreme Court rulings concerning abortion policy.  For example, in 1976 the Hyde Amendment prohibited the use of federal funds such as Medicaid for abortions for poor women.
  The following year, in Maher v. Roe (1977), the Court ruled that states do not have a constitutional responsibility to pay for abortions for poor women.  Rather, this is a question for which state legislatures have the power to decide.  More recently, in both the Webster v. Reproductive Health Services (1989) and Planned Parenthood v. Casey (1992) rulings, the Court has placed further limitations on the right to abortion by allowing states to regulate abortions during the first trimester.  In Casey, the Court rejected the idea of abortion as a fundamental right.  In doing so, the trimester system established in Roe was replaced with the lesser standard of undue burden.  As a result, states can enact abortion restrictions as long as doing so does not place an undue burden on a woman’s right to an abortion.
  

It is not surprising that abortion’s status as perhaps the quintessential morality policy has made specific public opinion about abortion an important variable for predicting the variation in state abortion policies that began to develop as a result of these court decisions (Goggin and Wlezien 1993, Cohen and Barrilleaux 1993, Wetstein and Albritton 1995, Norrander and Wilcox 2001).  However, the evidence regarding the association between general political ideology and abortion policies is not as clear.  Strickland and Whicker (1992) find that abortion restrictions are associated with conservative ideology in the post-Webster period, but not in earlier periods.  Cohen and Barrilleaux (1993) find no evidence that general conservatism is associated with state legislation supporting a constitutional amendment banning abortion, but Meier and McFarlane (1993) find some evidence that state ideology is related to the public funding of abortions.  However, Berkman and O’Connor (1993) find little evidence of a strong link between general ideology and either public funding for abortions or parental notification policies, and Norrander and Wilcox (2001) find that ideology is not a significant predictor of state abortion policy when specific abortion opinion is included in their models.

Several other political variables have been shown to have some significance for abortion policy in the states.  There is some evidence that states with a higher percentage of Democratic legislators are associated with more liberal abortion policies (Berkman and O’Connor 1993, Norrander and Wilcox 2001), and states whose legislatures contain a higher percentage of women have also been shown to be associated with less restrictive abortion policies (Hansen 1993, Berkman and O’Connor 1993, Norrander and Wilcox 2001). Additionally, interest group strength is related to state legislation supporting a constitutional amendment to ban abortion (Cohen and Barrilleaux 1993), the public funding of abortions (Berkman and O’Connor 1993, Meier and McFarlane 1993), the adoption of pre-Roe abortion regulations (Mooney and Lee 1995), and parental notification laws (Norrander and Wilcox 2001).  Finally, the religious composition of a state’s population has been shown to be quite an important predictor of state abortion policies, and this is a factor we examine in further detail shortly.  In the next several sections, we explore theories purporting to explain cultural and political changes in the United States over the last several decades, and how they might relate to abortion policy.   
The Political Effects of Post-industrialism


For the last thirty years, social scientists have focused increasing attention on the shift from an industrial to post-industrial economy.  The theory holds that western nations are in the midst of a major transformation from industrial, manufacturing-based economies to economies based on information and services, driven largely by the advent and advancement of computer technology.  Some theorists contend that this new era will be characterized not only by changes in the economic structure, but changes in politics and culture as well.  Key to these changes is the growing importance of an educated professional class of workers who will constitute a larger  proportion of the workforce as societies become more post-industrialized.


Bell (1973) was one of the first to write extensively about this transformation, noting the growing importance of scientific and technical knowledge, made possible in part by an expanding system of higher education. Reich (1991) made an attempt to categorize more specifically the workforce of the post-industrial economy, arguing that it has produced three general types of workers, involving routine production services, in-person services, and symbolic-analytic services.  Individuals engaged in routine production services are involved in the manufacture of everything from automobiles to computers, and may also provide technical support by way of data entry, etc.  Those performing in-person services provide the backbone for the retail industry, and any other business that requires direct contact with customers.  However, the most notable workers are the symbolic-analysts, who are engaged in the manipulation of symbols, “...data, words, oral and visual representations” (Reich 1991, 177).  They include “...research scientists, design engineers, software engineers, civil engineers, biotechnology engineers...investment bankers, lawyers, real estate developers...management consultants, financial consultants...strategic planners...systems analysts...advertising executives and market strategists...publishers, writers and editors...university professors (Reich 1991 177-78).  This final category conforms with the professional class of workers Bell (1973) envisioned as the epitome of the post-industrial economy.


Some social theorists in the Marxist tradition have viewed the rising numbers of educated professionals in post-industrial societies as a new class of worker who could be distinguished from both the capitalist class and the working class (Bazelon 1964; Ehrenreich and Ehrenreich 1979; Gouldner 1979).  This viewpoint is based in part on evidence indicating that the growing cohort of professionals stands in opposition to the working class on many issues.  Ladd (1979, 1978, 1976-77) in particular finds ample evidence of what he describes as an, “...inversion of the old New Deal relationship of class and ideology...”(1979, 121).  That is, the educated professional class has begun to demonstrate more liberal stances than the working class on a whole host of political issues.  Ladd argues that this new political cleavage is possible both because the working class’ increased affluence makes support for the economic policies of the left less important, and because the new professional class views themselves as separate and independent from the capitalist class.  He also finds that the liberalism of the new class is particularly acute on social and cultural issues–issues involving morality policies (Ladd 1979, 1978, 1976-77).


Different authors have different ideas about the precise composition of the new class, and some dispute that this group of educated professionals can even be considered a class (Bell 1979;  see also Brint 2001 for a review of the ways in which these workers have been categorized).
  Regardless of these disagreements, there seems to be a growing consensus that this new class will continue to constitute an important political force whose liberal political views could be clearly distinguished from other groups.  However, additional research has cast doubt on the notion that the new professional class stands opposed to the capitalist class on economic issues.  Brint (1994, 1985, 1984) finds evidence that the professional class is just as conservative on economic issues as the business class, and that there are significant differences in political viewpoints within the professional class.  These results lead Brint to advance what he has termed the “cumulative trend explanation” as a modification to the so-called new class theory, arguing that this new class is in fact, “...a fictional entity made plausible by the conjunction of the following forces: the liberalizing effects of a much expanded higher-education system, the traditional liberalism of a now larger category of social and cultural specialists, and the coming of age of a notably liberal cohort” (Brint 1984, 60).  Nevertheless, Brint and others continue to find evidence that the professional class is consistently more liberal than other groups on numerous social issues (Hout, Brooks, and Manza 1995; Brint, Cunningham and Li 1997; Brooks and Manza 1997a, 1997b).


Most of the research in this area has been at the national or international level.  Notably, however, Boeckelman (1995) has studied whether U.S. states with higher percentages of professionals exhibit significantly different public policies than other states.  He finds that compared to two other categories of states, those states with the highest percentage of professionals (he categorizes these states as “post-industrial”) exhibit lower tax effort, but higher environmental regulation.  Those who support increased environmental regulation are often thought of as social liberals, as are those who support abortion rights.  Boeckelman’s findings are important because they demonstrate a distinction at the sub-national level of the U.S. between states with differing occupational structures, even though the country as a whole might be considered post-industrial.


But the evidence that professionals tend to be more socially liberal than other classes of workers raises the question of why this should be so.  One obvious answer is a college education.  Bell (1973, 212-265) notes that the post-industrial society is characterized by an explosive increase in the number of people receiving a college education, and that colleges and universities provide both important employment opportunities and a common cultural setting for the new professional class.  Moreover, most of the occupations that fit into Reich’s symbolic analyst category require at least an undergraduate college degree.  Most importantly, many of the originators of the new class theory see education as its primary component: “College training...defines the outer boundaries of the intelligentsia” (Ladd 1976-77, 588); “Education is the key factor in defining today’s class divisions” (Ladd 1978, 53, emphasis in original).  Indeed, Ladd’s evidence indicates that it is a college education, and not simply occupation, that is the driving force behind political viewpoints (Ladd 1978, 53).  Brint (1984) is equally as direct in his assessment of the significant role played by education in the new class theory : “Higher education is clearly the key new-class variable.  In all of the new-class theories it is the source of access to the positions of knowledge-based authority that form the structural support for new-class privileges and influence” (60).  He further notes that, “Higher levels of education showed consistent, if not always strong, net associations with higher levels of both political and personal values liberalism” (60).
  Thus, it is most likely the presence of a college education among the professional class, and not their occupations per se, that leads to their social liberalism.


Yet, the evidence that higher education leads to more liberal political viewpoints is far from overwhelming.  Brint, Cunningham, and Li (1997) find that higher education is associated with liberalism on civil liberties issues, while Butts (1997) finds that education level is related to support for feminist viewpoints.  However, Weil (1985) concludes that education has a positive impact on liberal values only in countries with liberal-democratic regimes, and Jackman and Muha (1984) find no evidence that education produces a greater commitment to democratic values, though it does seem to have a positive effect on feelings toward women’s employment rights.  

The Political Effects of Postmaterialism 

Inglehart (1997, 1990, 1977) has argued that a significant cultural shift has occurred in advanced industrialized nations over the last several decades.  He contends that the priorities of citizens in these nations have changed from a focus on “material” or economic concerns, to a focus on “postmaterialist” or cultural concerns.  According to Inglehart, this change in value priorities means that political cleavages have shifted from being economically based to culturally based, and that dominant economic political issues such as economic growth, military security, and domestic order are being replaced by cultural issues such as environmentalism and other new, non-class based social movements such as the women’s movement.  Inglehart attributes these changes to the economic development and prosperity of advanced western industrialized nations since the end of World War II, arguing that because a relatively comfortable standard of living has been reached by almost all levels of these societies, basic economic issues are no longer a primary concern.  Therefore, the new political battles are over cultural, or “postmaterialist” issues.   


The essence of Inglehart’s theory is that the two related forces behind this culture shift are economic development and age cohort.  Those whose formative years are characterized by relative economic comfort (if not actual wealth) grow up being less concerned with economic matters, and can thus focus their attention on more cultural and social concerns.  Although disparities in wealth still exist, Inglehart believes this means age cohorts who were born after the end of World War II, particularly the younger ones.  This is because even those who grew up poor during this time are still wealthier, relatively speaking, than the poor of earlier generations.  However, Inglehart reasons that even during this time period, the affluent will still be likely to exhibit more “postmaterialist” values than the less wealthy (1997, 45-46; 1990, 168).  Therefore,  it is age cohort and wealth that determine an individual’s affinity for postmaterialist values. 


Inglehart’s theory and supporting empirical research have been the source of much scholarship and debate.  One particularly cogent critique comes from Flanagan (1987, 1982a, 1982b), who argues that Inglehart’s conception of shifting political cleavages is incomplete.  Flanagan contends that although a shift from materialist to non-materialist value priorities seems to be occurring, there is a cultural dimension that Inglehart fails to identify.  Specifically, Flanagan distinguishes between what he calls “libertarians,” or those who hold more liberal opinions on cultural issues such as environmentalism and women’s rights, and “authoritarians,” who hold more traditional views about such cultural issues.  Thus, Flanagan identifies both a cultural left and a cultural right, and claims that these should not be confused with the materialist/non-materialist dimension.  Flanagan’s research indicates that while a shift from materialist to non-materialist value priorities is associated with wealth, it is age and education that are most highly associated with an authoritarian to libertarian value shift, with the young and highly educated more likely to exhibit libertarian values (Flanagan 1982a).  Duch and Taylor (1993) also find that education is a better predictor of postmaterialist values than economic conditions during an individual’s formative years. 


However, when outlining his theory of value change, Inglehart has downplayed the significance of rising levels of education.  For example, in an earlier work Inglehart recognizes formal education as one source of value change, but argues that a given generation’s formative economic experience is much more important (Inglehart 1977, 72-84).  In later work, Inglehart continues to stress that it is age cohort which mainly drives value change, and not changes in education levels and occupational structure (Inglehart 1990, 331-332; Abramson and Inglehart 1995, 75-87).   Inglehart’s logic for this conclusion is that higher levels of formal education are not related to postmaterialist values prior to World War II (Inglehart 1997, 153).  Educational level, Inglehart contends, is closely related to an individual’s economic status when they were young.  It is the “formative security” experienced by those who grew up economically comfortable in the post-World War II era that is driving political value change, not higher levels of education per se (Inglehart 1997 151-155).  Yet, Inglehart also acknowledges, “...the explosive expansion of higher education during the last 50 years...” (Inglehart 1997, 170), and sometimes describes those most likely to hold postmaterialist values as being, “...the wealthy and better educated...” (Inglehart 1997, 46).  Additionally, some of Inglehart’s own research indicates that those whose jobs are categorized as “professional” display some of the highest levels of postmaterialism (Inglehart 1990, 319).  

Post-industrialism, Postmaterialism, and Religion 


Both post-industrialism and post materialism refer to economic and cultural changes that have occurred over the last several decades, dating back approximately to the 1960s.  This is the decade during which those born after World War II (Inglehart’s first postmaterialist age cohort) reached adulthood, and the decade during which the number of young people attending college began to increase dramatically.  Regardless of which (if either) of these theories is correct about the reasons for cultural and political change since the 1960s, it seems clear that some significant changes have indeed occurred.  However, it is important to understand that any cultural changes brought about by increasing levels of economic development and/or college education have been layered over an older, and perhaps equally important, determinant of culture and politics in the United States–religion.       
 


Wald (2003) has argued that although social scientists have often downplayed the role  religion plays in American politics, Americans remain quite religious despite increased levels of economic development.  There is also historical evidence to suggest that religion was an important predictor of voting behavior in the United States throughout the 19th century, even in the presence of sectional disputes and class-based struggles (Swierenga 1990).  Additional research indicates that the importance of religion as a predictor of party identification and presidential voting has persisted into the latter half of the 20th century (Kellstedt and Noll 1990).  Thus, it is important not to ignore the religious factor when examining the cultural and political changes of the past few decades.  However, it is also important to recognize that religion and its relationship to politics has itself been influenced by post-industrial and postmaterial cultural changes.


Researchers in the 1950s and early 1960s conceived of the religious effect on political behavior as manifesting itself primarily in the tripartite division of the country’s three major religious traditions: Catholicism, Protestantism, and Judaism (Herberg 1960).  However, this classification scheme masked important differences that existed within the Protestant tradition–differences that would become ever more significant as the social forces of the 1960s progressed.  Scholars have associated increased levels of higher education among the general population, beginning in the 1960s, with an increasing secularization of the American populace (Hunter 1983).  But the denominational sources of these seculars is what is known in the literature as mainline Protestantism–denominations such as Presbyterians, Congregationalists, and other, generally older, denominations (Roof and Mckinney 1987).  This increased secularism engendered a backlash among the more evangelical Protestant denominations, which began to see as their main enemy the secular humanism being taught at institutions of higher learning, and, presumably, leading to liberal views on social issues (Roof and McKinney 1987). 

 
Both Wuthnow (1988) and Hunter (1991) have argued that since the 1960s, rising levels of higher education and secularization have changed the entire landscape of American religion and the relationship between religion and politics.  The old religious divisions between Protestant, Catholic and Jewish denominations are less important today than the new cultural division between, in Hunter’s words,  “orthodoxy” and “progressivism.”  Orthodoxy is  “...the commitment on the part of the adherents to an external, definable, and transcendent authority” (Hunter 1991, 44 emphasis in original), while for progressives, “moral authority tends to be defined by the spirit of the modern age, a spirit of rationalism and subjectivism” (Hunter 1991, 44).  Politically, orthodox views tend to lead to cultural conservatism, while progressive views lead to cultural liberalism.  Hunter (1991, 63) further surmises that this cultural conflict has arisen in the contemporary period due to the shift from an industrial to a post-industrial society and the corresponding increase in education.  College is “an institution that is well known for its secularizing effects on young adults” (Hunter 1991, 76).  According to Hunter, increased college attendance has upset the traditional cultural order and made the differences between religious denominations less important than the differences between the orthodox and progressive belief systems.  Therefore, the conflict between cultural liberals and conservatives in a post-industrialized United States may be due in part to a rift between college educated progressives  and religious traditionalists.4  Hence, scholars conclude, the religious fabric of the country has itself been influenced by an increasingly post-industrial, postmaterialist society.


There is some evidence that the new religious division identified by Wuthnow and Hunter has had a significant political impact.  Layman and Carmines (1997) find that cultural issues have become increasingly important in the U.S., yet the significant political cleavage is not between materialists and postmaterialists but between the religious and the non-religious.  This supports Flanagan’s proposition of a new left and new right split by cultural issues, and also points to the importance of religion (in addition to economics and education) as an important predictor of cultural views, particularly in the United States.      

Hypotheses

Our examination of post-industrialism, postmaterialism, and religion provides our theoretical framework for analyzing the effect of cultural changes on abortion policy in the states, but with the exception of religion, the literature on abortion policy in the states provides little evidence about these potential relationships.  The post-industrial perspective suggests that socially liberal views (which includes a pro-choice stance on abortion) are associated with college education.  Wetstein and Albritton (1995) find a negative relationship between a socioeconomic index and abortion restrictions in the states, but their socioeconomic index includes both college education and income, making it impossible to disentangle the effects of each. 

H1) A state with a higher percentage of college-educated citizens will have less restrictive abortion policies than a state with fewer college-educated citizens, and an increase in this percentage will lead to more liberal abortion policies.


The postmaterialist perspective suggests that socially liberal views are associated with wealth, and those born after World War II.  There is inconsistency in the research regarding the effect of wealth (by itself) on state abortion policies.  Strickland and Whicker (1992) find that wealthier states had more liberal abortion policies in the pre-Roe, pre-Webster and post-Webster time periods, yet Mooney and Lee (1995) identify wealth as an insignificant factor associated with the adoption of pre-Roe abortion regulation.  There is little evidence that examines the effect of the post-World War II age cohort on abortion policies in the states.  Cook, Jelen, and Wilcox (1993) study the effect of age cohorts, but on abortion attitudes, not policy.  They find that those who reached adulthood during the 1980s are actually less supportive of legalized abortion than those who reached adulthood during the 1960s and 1970s.  

H2) A wealthier state will have less restrictive abortion policies than a poorer state and an increase in wealth will lead to more liberal abortion policies.

H3) A state with a higher percentage of residents born after World War II will have less restrictive abortion policies than a state with fewer such residents, and an increase in the size of this cohort will lead to more liberal abortion policies.  


Both Wuthnow (1988) and Hunter (1991) focus their theories of a changing religious landscape on realignments within religious traditions.  That is, the progressivist-orthodoxy cleavage cuts across religious denominations, and is not, strictly speaking, merely a conflict between religious people and secular people.  But their perspectives also suggest that socially liberal views (such as a pro-choice stance on abortion) are associated with secularism, and that more socially conservative views (such as a pro-life stance on abortion) are associated with religiosity in general.  Indeed, there is a wealth of evidence regarding religion and abortion policy in the states to indicate that religious affiliation (regardless of measurement) is associated with more restrictive abortion policies (Strickland and Whicker 1992, Hansen 1993, Meier and McFarlane 1993, Berkman and O’Connor 1993, Mooney and Lee 1995, Wetstein and Albritton 1995, Schroedel 2000, Norrander and Wilcox 2001).     

H4) A state with a higher percentage of religious adherents will have more restrictive abortion policies, and an increase in this percentage will lead to more conservative abortion policies.


Consistent with previous research, we test several additional hypotheses regarding the relationship between political ideology, the partisan and sex composition of state legislatures, and abortion policy in the states.  We do not explicitly test the link between specific public opinion about abortion and abortion policy, for reasons that we explain below.

H5) A state with a more liberal population will have less restrictive abortion policies than a more conservative state, and increases in the electorate’s liberalism will lead to more liberal abortion policies.

H6) A state with a higher percentage of Democrats in its legislature will have less restrictive abortion policies, and an increase in this percentage will lead to more liberal abortion policies.

H7) A state with a higher percentage of female legislators will have less restrictive abortion policies, and an increase in this percentage will lead to more liberal abortion policies.   


Data and Methodology

To test our hypotheses, we will examine the effect of our independent variables on abortion policy both cross-sectionally and longitudinally, with our primary interest being the factors that have driven changes in abortion policy.  We use a panel design to model these longitudinal changes, focusing on the years of 1983, 1993, and 2003.  We choose 1983 as the first year in which to examine abortion policy in the states because 1983 is a decade after the Roe vs. Wade decision of 1973.  We are interested in determining whether abortion policies in the states show any variation at this time, given that the Roe decision theoretically homogenized abortion policy across the country.  By 1993, the Webster and Casey decisions had begun to allow states more leeway to vary their abortion policies, and any variation should certainly be apparent by 2003.  But our question is not only about the presence or absence of cross-sectional variation in state abortion policies, but about the factors that have contributed to longitudinal changes in each state’s abortion policies, assuming such changes have occurred.  The use of ten- year intervals allows us to determine whether our independent variables have had a significant impact on these changes.       


Obtaining an adequate dependent variable on abortion policy proved difficult, as we needed a measure that was available in a consistent form over a relatively long time period.  Different researchers have used different measures of abortion policy, with some focusing on legislation supporting a constitutional ban (Cohen and Barrilleaux 1993), others concentrating on public funding provisions (Meier and McFarlane 1993), and still others employing multiple measures, and/or using some type of abortion policy index (Strickland and Whicker 1992, Goggin and Wlezien 1993, Hansen 1993, Berkman and O’Connor 1993, Wetstein and Albritton 1995, Schroedel 1998, Norrander and Wilcox 2001).  Unfortunately, although there are good abortion policy indices available, especially in more recent time periods, none of them cover all of the time points that our research requires.  Therefore, we construct a dependent variable that is merely the number of restrictive abortion policies present in each state in 1983, 1993, and 2003.
  One strength of this measure is that it allows for a consistent comparison of abortion policies across time, but one weakness is that it treats all restrictions equally, when it is quite possible that some restrictions are more significant than others.  


Our education variable is the percentage of a state’s population age 25 and over with at least a four-year college degree, and our wealth variable is the per capita personal income of each state (data for both of these variables are from 1980, 1990, and 2000).  Our age cohort variable is the percentage of a state’s population ages 18-34 in 1980, ages 18-44 in 1990, and ages 18-54 in 2000.  This variable specifically measures the percentage of a state’s voting age population born after World War II.  Our religion variable is the percentage of Judeo-Christian religious adherents in each state in 1980, 1990, and 2000 (Quinn et al. 1982, Bradley et al. 1992, Jones et al. 2002).  Our measure of political ideology is the Berry et al. (1998) indicator of citizen ideology in 1980, 1990, and 2000.  Our measure of Democratic legislative strength is the overall percentage of Democrats in both houses of the state legislature in 1981, 1991, and 2001.
  We measure the sex composition of the state legislature as the overall percentage of women in both houses of the state legislature in 1981, 1991, and 2001 (Center for American Women and Politics 2001).


Preliminary analyses of our data indicated severe multicollinearity in the 1993 and 2003 cross-sectional models and all of the longitudinal models.  This is not surprising given that several of our independent variables are strongly related to one another.  Specifically, research has demonstrated a strong link between college education and female legislators (Hogan 2001, Camobreco and Barnello 2003) and religious adherence and female legislators (Vandenbosch 1996, Camobreco and Barnello 2003).  To account for this issue, we estimate models with all of our independent variables entered, models in which we drop college education and religious adherence, and models in which we drop female legislators.  It is hoped that in this manner we can come to some understanding of both the direct and indirect effects of our independent variables. 


Results

Our first question is a basic one; have there been changes in state abortion policies since Roe vs. Wade?  Table 1 shows descriptive statistics for the number of abortion restrictions in 1983, 1993, and 2003.  Overall, the greater freedom to regulate abortion granted to the states by Supreme Court decisions such as Webster and Casey has indeed resulted in more restrictive abortion policies.  The mean number of abortion restrictions has increased over time, rising from just over 3 in 1983 to over 6.5 in 2003.  And as regulatory freedom has grown, so has the variation between the states with regard to abortion restrictions.  In 1983, the number of restrictions ranged from 0 to 7, with a standard deviation of less than 2.  By 2003, the number of restrictions ranged from 0 to 13, with a standard deviation of almost 3.5.  Given this evidence of policy variation and change, we now turn to an examination of the possible reasons for it.

[Table 1 here]


Table 2 includes three cross-sectional models for each of our three time periods.  The full model for 1983 is the only one of the full models in which more than two of the independent variables are statistically significant.  College education, religious adherence, the partisan composition of the legislature, and the sex composition of the legislature are all statistically significant in the hypothesized directions.  However, in both the 1993 and 2003 full models, the number of statistically significant variables is reduced substantially.  In the 1993 full model, only religious adherence is significant.  In the 2003 full model, only religious adherence and the sex composition of the legislature are significant.  Collinearity between the independent variables is high but not severe in the 1983 full model, while it is very strong in both the 1993 and 2003 full models.
  Therefore, we also estimate a model in which we drop college education and religion, and a model in which we drop female legislators.      

[Table 2 here]


 Once the college education and religious adherence variables are dropped from the models, the percentage of female state legislators becomes a strong predictor of abortion policy restrictions in all three years.  That is, higher percentages of female legislators are associated with fewer abortion restrictions.  Higher percentages of Democratic legislators are also associated with fewer abortion restrictions in the 1983 model, but no other years.  The age cohort variable is statistically significant in hypothesized direction in the 2003 model, indicating that states with higher percentages of post-World War II born citizens have fewer abortion restrictions.  When the female legislators variable is excluded, religious adherence becomes an extremely strong predictor of abortion restrictions in all time periods.  However, college education is statistically significant only in the 1983 model.  The percentage of Democratic legislators is statistically significant in the 1983 and 1993 models, and almost reaches statistical significance in the 2003 model.

[Table 3 here]


The cross-sectional models show the determinants of abortion restrictions in each of three separate years, but do not explicitly reveal anything about what influences changes in abortion restrictions.  Table 3 shows panel models for the 1983-1993 period, the 1993-2003 period, and the entire 1983-2003 period.  We also estimate panel models without the college education and religious adherence variables, and without the female legislators variable.  The presence of a lagged dependent variable in each equation insures that the coefficients for the remaining independent variables represent the effect they have on changes in the number of abortion restrictions.  In the full models, changes in the percentage of religious adherents are associated with changes in the number of abortion restrictions between 1983-1993, and changes in the percentage of female legislators are associated with changes in the number of abortion restrictions between 1993-2003.  The full 1983-2003 model shows that changes in both religious adherents and changes in female legislators have a significant effect on changes in the number of abortion restrictions.  A rising percentage of religious adherents leads to more abortion restrictions, while a rising percentage of female legislators leads to fewer abortion restrictions, relatively speaking.   


The models with the college education and religious adherence variables excluded show that changes in the percentage of female legislators have a strong impact on changes in abortion restrictions during the 1993-2003 and 1983-2003 periods, but not during the 1983-1993 period.  There is also some evidence that changes in the percentage of citizens born after World War II have some impact on changes in abortion restrictions during the 1983-2003 period, with increases in this age cohort resulting in fewer abortion restrictions.  However, the models with the female legislators variable excluded clearly indicate that religious adherence is the one variable that strongly and consistently influences changes in abortion restrictions.  College education is significant in the 1993-2003 period, and wealth is significant in the 1983-2003 period.


The panel models demonstrate that religious adherence has both a strong direct and indirect impact on changes in abortion restrictions.  That is, it is significant in both the presence and the absence of the female legislators variable, a variable which itself has been shown to be influenced by religious adherence.  The indirect effect of the religious adherence variable is to be found in the significant relationship between changes in the female legislators variable and changes in abortion restrictions.  The direct effects of the college education variable are weak, as it is not particularly strong even in the absence of the female legislators variable.   However, the college education variable has an indirect impact through the female legislators variable.  But overall, college education clearly has much less of an impact on changes in abortion restrictions than changes in religious adherence.  There is also very little evidence to support the hypotheses that changes in wealth or the percentage of a state’s citizens born after World War II have much of an impact on changes in abortion restrictions.


One variable that has been conspicuously noticeable for its absence from these models is a variable measuring specific public opinion about abortion.  Such a variable has been found to be significant in other studies, but it’s exclusion here is both theoretical and practical.  The theoretical reason for not including such a variable is that in formulating hypotheses about the impact of college education, wealth, age cohort, and religious adherence on abortion restrictions, we are assuming that these variables influence abortion opinion, and that it is this opinion that drives abortion policy.  The practical reason for not including such a variable is that although abortion opinion measures exist, they do not exist for each of our time periods of interest.  Despite this drawback, we can still indirectly test our basic assumption that college education, wealth, age cohort, and religious adherence influence abortion opinion.  We do this by examining the relationship between the Brace et al. (2002) measure of abortion opinion in the states and aggregated measures of our four key independent variables, with the results depicted in Table 4.

[Table 4 here]

The complete model shows that all four of these variables are significant predictors of abortion opinion in the states, but that the age cohort variable is in the opposite direction as hypothesized.  That is, states with higher percentages of citizens born after World War II also have a citizenry with more pro-life views.  Given this anomaly, we drop this variable and examine only the effects of college education, wealth, and religious adherence on abortion opinion.  Interestingly, the results of this analysis indicate that wealth and religious adherence, rather than college education, are the primary determinants of abortion opinion.

Conclusion 


This paper examines both cross-sectional variations and longitudinal changes in state-level abortion policies, and analyzes whether these variations and changes are the result of the political effects of post-industrialism, postmaterialism, and religion.  Post-industrialism influences cross-sectional differences between the states in earlier years, as the 1983 model shows both the direct and indirect effects (through female legislators) of college education.  In later years, though, the effect of college education is indirect at best, through the significance of the female legislators variable.  The postmaterialist variables of wealth and age cohort seem to have little effect on cross-sectional differences in state-level abortion policies, with the exception of the significance of the age cohort variable in 2003.  The strongest direct influence on abortion policy variation is religious adherence, as it is the only variable to achieve statistical significance in all three full models.  It also has an indirect effect through its influence on the female legislators variable.  Religious adherence is also by far the most important predictor of changes in abortion policy, as it is strongly significant in five out of the six panel models in which it is included.  College education both directly and indirectly (through female legislators) influences changes in abortion policy between 1993-2003, but only indirectly does so for the entire 1983-2003 period.  Wealth and age cohort also have some effect on changes in abortion policy during the whole 1983-2003 period.


Oddly though, age cohort is a strong predictor of abortion opinion, but in the opposite direction of what would be hypothesized.  That is, states with higher percentages of post-World War II age cohorts are associated with a higher degree of pro-life abortion opinion.  This is an unexpected finding for which we have no easy answer.  Similarly, it is strange to find that wealth has a greater influence on abortion opinion than college education, given that wealth shows little discernable direct impact on either cross-sectional or longitudinal changes in abortion policy.  However, it is clear that when taken together, wealth, college education, and religious adherence have a strong impact on abortion opinion, thus confirming our underlying assumption about these relationships.


Thus, we find some evidence that the political and cultural changes wrought by post-industrialism have indeed influenced abortion policy changes in the states, although in many respects this influence appears to be more indirect than direct, while the influence of postmaterialism is less pronounced.  Religious adherence is by far the most important predictor of abortion policy in the states, especially in the longitudinal models.  This is perhaps not a surprising finding, given the intense passions that abortion can engender among religious people.  However, it does raise the question of whether the strong effect of religion is unique to abortion policy, or whether it also influences other morality policies as well.  In fact, given the relationship between religion and female legislators, it is possible that the religious composition of a state may have at least an indirect effect on many policy areas.  This possibility points to the need for future research that explores not only the possible impact of somewhat recent cultural changes such as post-industrialism and postmaterialism on state politics, but also examines the effect of religion.  However, any such endeavor must recognize how the older cultural force of religion and its relationship to culture and politics has been altered by a post-industrial, postmaterialist landscape.         
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TABLE 1:  ABORTION RESTRICTIONS – DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

	
	Minimum Value
	Maximum Value
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	# of Abortion Restrictions, 1983
	0
	7


	3.02
	1.83

	# of Abortion Restrictions, 1993
	-1
	10
	4.72
	2.32

	# of Abortion Restrictions, 2003
	0
	13
	6.52
	3.45


n = 50

TABLE 2:  ABORTION RESTRICTIONS – CROSS-SECTIONAL MODELS

        1983
     



1993
          



      2003             

	Independent Variables
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	College education
	-.163*

(.120)
	
	-.231**

(.115)
	-.067

(.149)
	
	-.071

(.129)
	-.058

(.144)
	
	-.157

(.129)

	Personal income
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)

	Age cohort
	.108

(.157)
	-.025

(.144)
	.114

(.160)
	.023

(.220)
	-.136

(.200)
	.026

(.212)
	-.264

(.266)
	-.524**

(.258)
	-.155

(.259)

	Religious adherence
	4.504**

(2.328)
	
	6.475***

(2.037)
	7.956***

(3.169)
	
	8.071***

(2.250)
	11.578***

(3.956)
	
	15.451***

(3.000)

	Ideology
	-.003

(.018)
	.002

(.018)
	-.014

(.017)
	-.004

(.032)
	.001

(.033)
	-.005

(.031)
	-.020

(.037)
	-.033

(.039)
	-.010

(.037)

	Democratic legislators


	-3.588***

(1.170)
	-3.572***

(1.198)
	-2.982***

(1.133)
	-3.062

(2.403)
	-2.658

(2.461)
	-3.043*

(2.345)
	-2.875

(3.119)
	-.402

(3.116)
	-3.755

(3.103)

	Female legislators
	-.088*

(.053)
	-.152***

(.046)
	
	-.003

(.060)
	-.100**

(.044)
	
	-.109*

(.074)
	-.240***

(.057)
	

	Intercept
	3.083

(4.969)
	10.000***

(3.866)
	.937

(4.890)
	5.258

(8.753)
	17.265***

(7.034)
	5.054

(7.740)
	23.695**

(14.150)
	42.969***

(13.018)
	16.382

(13.433)

	Adjusted R2
	.31
	.27
	.28
	.24
	.16
	.26
	.49
	.41
	.48


Dependent variable = number of abortion restrictions in 1983, 1993, and 2003

***p<.01;**p<.05;*p<.10 (one-tailed tests)

n = 50

OLS estimates (standard errors in parentheses)

TABLE 3:  ABORTION RESTRICTIONS – PANEL DESIGN MODELS




             
   1983-1993
     


        1993-2003
          
                         1983-2003             

	Independent Variables
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Lagged dependent variable
	.848***

(.138)
	.907***

(.136)
	.846***

(.136)
	.883***

(.131)
	.942***

(.117)
	.875***

(.138)
	.769***

(.196)
	.881***

(.192)
	.761***

(.201)

	College education
	.027

(.110)
	
	.042

(.096)
	-.035

(.100)
	
	-.142*

(.093)
	.033

(.126)
	
	-.072

(.115)

	Personal income
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000

(.000)
	.000*

(.000)

	Age cohort
	.002

(.161)
	-.040

(.143)
	-.009

(.155)
	-.149

(.186)
	-.210

(.170)
	-.032

(.188)
	-.210

(.230)
	-.312*

(.218)
	-.096

(.227)

	Religious adherence
	3.999**

(2.402)
	
	3.546**

(1.798)
	3.265

(3.022)
	
	7.556***

(2.497)
	6.955**

(3.614)
	
	11.077***

(2.866)

	Ideology
	-.004

(.023)
	.000

(.023)
	-.004

(.023)
	-.010

(.026)
	-.013

(.025)
	.000

(.027)
	-.008

(.032)
	-.010

(.033)
	.002

(.033)

	Democratic legislators


	-.251

(1.813)
	-.100

(1.788)
	-.338

(1.768)
	-.487

(2.204)
	.339

(1.997)
	-1.466

(2.270)
	-1.503

(2.716)
	-.316

(2.583)
	-2.443

(2.735)

	Female legislators
	.013

(.044)
	-.026

(.033)
	
	-.119**

(.052)
	-.153***

(.038)
	
	-.115**

(.064)
	-.177***

(.049)
	

	Intercept
	.795

(6.432)
	5.180

(5.310)
	1.629

(5.683)
	14.483*

(9.962)
	18.672**

(8.868)
	6.617

(9.824)
	18.336*

(12.293)
	26.866***

(11.344)
	10.699

(11.838)

	Adjusted R2
	.60
	.58
	.60
	.75
	.76
	.73
	.62
	.60
	.60


Dependent variable = number of abortion restrictions in 1983, 1993 and 2003

The lagged dependent variable is the number of abortion restrictions in 1983 for 1983-1993 models; 1993-2003 = 1993; and 1983-2003 = 1983.

***p<.01;**p<.05;*p<.10 (one-tailed tests)

OLS estimators (standard errors in parentheses)

TABLE 4:  DETERMINANTS OF AGGREGATE ABORTION OPINION

	Independent Variables
	Model 1
	Model 2

	College education
	.030*

(.019)
	.016

(.018)

	Personal income
	.000***

(.000)
	.000***

(.000)

	Age cohort
	-1.294**

(.305)
	

	Religious adherence
	-.057***

(.032)
	-1.145***

(.301)

	Intercept
	4.301***

(1.056)
	2.520***

(.344)

	Adjusted R2
	.69
	.68


Dependent variable = the Brace et al. (2002) indicator of abortion opinion where higher values represent greater support for pro-choice measures

***p<.01;**p<.05;*p<.10 (one-tailed tests)

n = 44

OLS estimators (standard errors in parentheses)

�.  Exceptions to the Hyde Amendment include using federal funds for abortions when the mother’s life is in danger, or when a pregnancy is the result of rape or incest.


�.  For example, spousal consent is viewed as an undue burden. 


�.  Much of the discussion in the following sections draws heavily from Camobreco and Barnello (2003)


�.  See Bruce-Briggs (1979) and Derber, Schwartz, and Magrass (1990, 211-226) for historical summaries of the new class idea.  See Brint (1984) for a description of how the composition of  the new class differs across theorists. 


�.  Note that an expanded higher education system also plays a key role in Brint’s cumulative trend explanation for the shifting political views of professionals.  For a detailed account of his argument, see Brint (1994, ch. 6).


�.  Many of these restrictions have been ruled either unconstitutional or unenforceable by state courts, but our interest is the restrictions produced by each state’s legislative process.  Most abortion legislation passed in the states is intended to restrict access to abortions, but some states have passed laws of a more pro-choice nature, such as those that seek to guarantee access to abortion clinics.  Since our measure is a simple count of restrictions where every restriction is counted as “1,” we simply subtracted “1" for every piece of pro-choice legislation that a state enacted.  This is how Oregon is able to have a value of “-1" in 1993.  The 1983 data are constructed from information found in Bush (1983), Halva-Neubauer (1993), and National Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League (1993).  The 1993 data are constructed from National Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League (1993), and the 2003 data are constructed from National Abortion and Reproductive Rights Action League (2003) and the Alan Guttmacher Institute (2003).  A complete list of the included restrictions is available from the authors.      


�.  The value for Nebraska, which has a nonpartisan legislature, is the average percentage of Democratic state legislators nationwide in each of the given years.


�.  High collinearity between several independent variables will not produce biased estimates, but may inflate standard errors, thus making the finding of statistical significance less likely.  In the 1983 full model, the condition index number is 84, indicating the clear presence of multicollinearity.  But in the 1993 and 2003 full models, the condition index numbers are 123 and 159 respectively, indicating quite severe multicollinearity (Belsley, Kuh, and Welsch 1980, 105).


�.  The Brace et al. measure ranges from 0-6, with higher values indicating more pro-choice views.  This measure exists for 43 states only, and represents data pooled for the 1974-1998 period.  Our measures of college education, wealth, age cohort, and religious adherence are averaged for the 1970-2000 period.


�.  The correlation between the aggregate measure of abortion opinion and the average number of abortion restrictions between 1983 and 2003 is -.59.
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