







      
            Abortion Politics in Congress

            
               This book examines how legislators have juggled their passions over abortion with standard congressional procedures, looking
                  at how both external factors (such as public opinion) and internal factors (such as the ideological composition of committees
                  and party systems) shape the development of abortion policy. Driven by both theoretical and empirical concerns, Scott H. Ainsworth
                  and Thad E. Hall present a simple, formal model of strategic incrementalism, illustrating that legislators often have incentives
                  to alter policy incrementally. They then examine the sponsorship of abortion-related proposals as well as their committee
                  referral and find that a wide range of Democratic and Republican legislators repeatedly offer abortion-related proposals designed
                  to alter abortion policy incrementally. Abortion Politics in Congress reveals that abortion debates have permeated a wide range of issues and that a wide range of legislators and a large number
                  of committees address abortion.
               

            

            
               Scott H. Ainsworth is an associate professor of political science in the School of Public and International Affairs at the
                  University of Georgia. His work on lobbying, interest groups, and the U.S. Congress has appeared in numerous outlets, including
                  the American Journal of Political Science, Journal of Politics, and Legislative Studies Quarterly. He is the author of Analyzing Interest Groups.
               

            

            
               Thad E. Hall is an associate professor of political science and a research Fellow at the Center for Public Policy and Administration
                  at the University of Utah. He has authored or coauthored three books – Point, Click, and Vote: The Future of Internet Voting; Electronic Elections: The Perils and Promise of Digital Democracy; and Authorizing Policy – and coedited the book Election Fraud: Detecting and Preventing Electoral Manipulation. He has written more than twenty articles and book chapters examining various aspects of public policy.
               

            

         


   
      Abortion Politics in Congress
Strategic Incrementalism and Policy Change

         
            Scott H.  Ainsworth
            
               University of Georgia


            

            Thad E.  Hall
            
               University of Utah


            

            [image: CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS]

         

      

   
      
            
               CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS

               Cambridge, New York, Melbourne, Madrid, Cape Town, Singapore, São Paulo, Delhi, Dubai, Tokyo, Mexico City

            

            
               Cambridge University Press

               32 Avenue of the Americas, New York, ny 10013-2473, usa
               



            
               www.cambridge.org

               Information on this title: www.cambridge.org/9780521740043



            
               © Scott H. Ainsworth and Thad E. Hall 2011

            

            
               This publication is in copyright. Subject to statutory exception and to the provisions of relevant collective licensing agreements,
                  no reproduction of any part may take place without the written permission of Cambridge University Press.
               

            

            
               First published 2011



            
               Printed in the United States of America

            

            A catalog record for this publication is available from the British Library.

            Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication data

            Ainsworth, Scott H.

            Abortion politics in congress : strategic incrementalism and policy

            change / Scott H. Ainsworth, Thad E. Hall.

            p. cm.

            Includes bibliographical references and index.

            isbn 978-0-521-51581-8 (hardback) – isbn 978-0-521-74004-3 (pbk.)

            1. Abortion – Law and legislation – United States. 2. Abortion – Government

            policy – United States. 3. Abortion – Political aspects – United States. I. Hall,

            Thad E. (Thad Edward), 1968– II. Title.

            KF9315.A96 2011

            362.19[image: ]88800973–dc22      2010031511

            
               ISBN 978-0-521-51581-8 Hardback
               

               ISBN 978-0-521-74004-3 Paperback
               

            

            
               Cambridge University Press has no responsibility for the persistence or accuracy of urls for external or third-party Internet
                  Web sites referred to in this publication and does not guarantee that any content on such Web sites is, or will remain, accurate
                  or appropriate.
               

            

         

      

   
      Contents

         List of Tables

         List of Figures

         Acknowledgments

         PART I Strategic Incrementalism and the Political Backdrop for Abortion Politics in Congress

         1 Some of the Politics Surrounding Abortion Policy

         Introduction

         Incremental Imperative

         Why Abortion?

         Previous Work on Abortion

         Summary

         Research Questions for This Book

         Plan for the Book

         2 The Strategic Foundations for Incrementalism in Legislatures

         Introduction

         Incrementalism and Public Policy

         Interpretations of Incrementalism

         Critiques of Incrementalism

         Theories of Nonincremental Activity

         Formal Models of Legislative Politics

         Working on the Inside and Looking Out

         Vote Maximization or Policy Gains

         Sabotage

         Informational Constraints

         From the Outside Looking In
Is Abortion Incremental or Nonincremental?

         Summary

         3 The Nature of Congress and Incrementalism in Abortion Politics: Views from the Inside and Views from the Outside

         Introduction

         Party Connection

         The Ideological Composition of Congress and Abortion Politics

         Ideological Space and Committees

         Intracommittee Bifurcation

         Committee Median–Floor Median Congruence

         Majority Party Committee Median–Floor Median Congruence

         Majority Party Committee Median–Majority Party Floor Median Congruence

         The External Environment: Public Attitudes about Abortion

         Stability of Attitudes

         A Split in Attitudes: Traumatic v. Elective Abortion

         Underlying Core Beliefs

         Demographic Variables

         Targeting Public Opinion: A Legislative View of Abortion Attitudes

         Conclusion

         Appendix 3.1

         Appendix 3.2

         4 A Short Legislative History of Abortion

         Courts and the Idea of Legislating Abortion Policy

         The Evolution of the U.S. House of Representatives and Abortion Politics

         The Effect of Abortion on Other Issues

         The Range of Abortion-Related Proposals

         Incremental Efforts

         Hyde Amendments

         China and Abortion Policy

         Partial-Birth Abortion

         Pro-Life Nonincremental Failures

         Pro-Choice Nonincremental Failures

         Symbolic Politics

         Abortion Trends – 93rd through 108th Congresses

         Conclusion

         PART II Abortion in the House

         5 Sponsors of Abortion Policies

         Introduction
Pro-Choice and Pro-Life Sponsors

         Incrementalism and Abortion-Related Proposals

         Religion and Abortion

         Sponsoring Incremental or Nonincremental Abortion-Related Proposals

         Summary

         6 Playing the Field: Committee Referrals of Abortion-Related Proposals

         Introduction

         Referrals in Congress

         Technological Advances and Committee Referrals

         Strategic Advocates and Committee Referrals

         The Rise and Fall of the Constitutional Amendment

         The Abortion Strategy Shift: New Venues

         What Explains the Loss of Control by Judiciary?

         Considering Pro-Life Proposals

         Accounting for Symbolic Proposals

         Achieving Legislative Successes

         Discussion

         Conclusion

         7 Conclusion

         Introduction

         Types of Policy Change

         Strategic Incrementalism

         Nonincremental Failures

         Institutional Venues for the Abortion Debate: Courts or Legislatures?

         Understanding Our Political Institutions

         Models of Legislatures

         Legislators’ Decision Calculus

         Issue Ownership and Electoral Competition

         Elections

         Shifting Foundations for Public Opinion

         The Full Picture, the Final Statement

         References

         Index

      

   
      Tables

         3.1 Top Sponsors of Abortion Legislation, 94th–108th Congresses

         3.2 NOMINATE Ideological Scores for Key House Positions, 94th–108th Congresses

         A3.2 Multiple Sponsors of Abortion Legislation, 93rd–108th Congresses

         4.1 OLS Regression Results for Legislative Workload and Abortion-Related Proposals, 93rd–103rd Congresses

         4.2 Incremental and Nonincremental Proposals

         4.3 Pro-Choice and Pro-Life Abortion-Related Proposals by Party

         5.1 Pro-Life and Pro-Choice Proposals, 94th–108th Congresses

         5.2 Platform Positions of Democratic and Republican Parties on Abortion

         5.3 Percent and Volume of Pro-Life Legislation Over Time, 93rd–108th Congresses

         5.4 Incremental and Nonincremental Bills by Party and Ideology, 93rd–108th Congresses

         5.5 Incrementalism and Nonincrementalism During Different Time Periods, 93rd–108th Congresses

         5.6 Pro-Life or Pro-Choice Bills by Representative’s Religion, 93rd–108th Congresses

         5.7 Pro-Life Nonincremental Legislation Over Time, by Religious Affiliation, 93rd–108th Congresses

         5.8 Logit Regressions: Sponsoring Incremental (1) v. Nonincremental (0) Pro-Life and Pro-Choice Abortion-Related Proposals

         5.9 Changes in Predicted Probabilities of Sponsoring an Incremental Proposal (Nonelection Year, Election Year)

         6.1 All Types of Abortion Bills Introduced into Congress by Committee

         6.2 Logit Regression: Judiciary (1) v. Nonjudiciary (0) Referral for Incremental Pro-Life Abortion Measures

         6.3 Changes in Predicted Probabilities of a Judiciary (1) v. Nonjudiciary (0) Referral for Incremental Pro-Life Abortion Measures
               (Nonelection Year, Election Year)

         6.4 Logit Regression: Judiciary (1) v. Nonjudiciary Committee Referral (0) for Incremental, Pro-Life Abortion Measures (by the
               Proposal’s Committee-Level Success and Partisan Control of the House)

         6.5 Logit Regression: Committee-Level Success of Incremental, Pro-Life Abortion-Related Proposals (Across Four Committees)

      

   
      Figures

         2.1 Policy gains v. vote maximization

         2.2 Ex ante indifference under three different scenarios with three different ex post implications

         3.1 Percent of ideological space from the most conservative member to median and supermajority members

         3.2 Absolute distance between the median Democrat and median Republican on four committees

         3.3 Ideological distance between committee median and floor median

         3.4 Ideological distance between the majority party committee median and the floor median

         3.5 Ideological distance between the majority party committee median and the majority party caucus median

         3.6 Percent supporting abortion for any reason, 1977–2004

         3.7 Percent supporting abortion for certain reasons, 1972–2004

         4.1 Incremental abortion proposals as a percent of all abortion-related proposals

         4.2 House NOMINATE score and rate of pro-life abortion activity

         5.1a Predicted probability of incrementalism for pro-life proposals (election years)

         5.1b Predicted probability of incrementalism for pro-life proposals (nonelection years)

      

   
      Acknowledgments

         
            Virtually year after year, the U.S. Congress remains the least trusted of American political institutions, and virtually year
               after year abortion remains one of the most complicated and volatile of issues in American politics. How does a mistrusted
               institution filled with electorally minded legislators handle such a volatile issue as abortion? The primary question driving
               our research efforts has been: “Why would legislators pursue the abortion issue given that it is so volatile?” Why isn’t abortion
               another third rail issue that legislators avoid at all costs? Legislators presumably gain some votes by pursuing certain legislative
               proposals, but abortion policy carries considerable risks because of its divisiveness.
            

            One might also reasonably ask why scholars would explore such a volatile issue. For scholars, there are many other safer issues
               to explore. Writing about such a divisive issue that touches on personal politics is difficult. A lack of subtlety or poor
               wording when exploring some well-traveled issue is not so dangerous. However, writing about abortion, war, gun control, immigration,
               or some other volatile issue might raise eyebrows in one’s family, one’s circle of friends, and even among one’s professional
               colleagues. Why should scholars pursue topics that might make them stand out in an unpopular way? Although abortion is worthy
               of independent study, we strongly believe that by exploring abortion policy making we can understand the workings of Congress
               and the strategic reasoning of legislators better. As much as we focus on abortion and abortion policy making, we also focus
               on the U.S. House of Representatives and its members.
            

            John Lapinski (2008, 235) laments that “Congress scholars have focused nearly all of their intellectual energy into studies of rules, procedures,
               and institutions, leaving the study of policy outputs, particularly the study of specific policy issues, to other subfields.”
               Lapinski argues that congressional scholars need to explore policy. We would go one step further – congressional scholars
               need to explore the most politically charged issues of the day. Charles E. Merriam, an early president of the American Political
               Science Association, wrote that it was essential for the health and growth of the political science discipline that scholars
               study politically charged issues. Merriam (1921, 177) noted, “in many instances the counsels of professional students of politics … would be divided … but in many other
               instances they would be united.” Indeed, if we continually eschew the most politically charged topics, we highlight the weaknesses
               within our discipline. Merriam (1921, 177) wrote, “if professional students of politics cannot come together to discuss … the fundamentals of political [understandings]
               … should not that circumstance itself cause sober reflection … might it not suggest [the] remodeling and reorganization of
               … methods.” When scholars ignore the most volatile issues of the day, those issues are not ignored – they are defined and
               discussed by everyone and anyone save scholars. If our methods are valuable, they should be widely applicable, and we should
               not let lamentations about policy crowd out careful social science research.
            

            We have spent many more years on this project than either of us imagined. Over those years, many friends and colleagues have
               helped us find our way. So many folks have helped us over the years that we are bound to overlook the assistance of some.
               For that, we apologize. We should also note that all errors in fact or interpretation are our own. Collecting data on abortion-related
               proposals over a three-decade period is daunting. Janna Dietz, Wendy Gross, Jessica Taverna, and Austin Clemens provided invaluable
               assistance with those data collection efforts. Janna Dietz, associate professor at Western Illinois University (and graduate
               school colleague with Thad), was also very helpful early on in helping us identify important issues associated with the abortion
               debate.
            

            Numerous drafts of one chapter or another were presented at conferences or universities. Ainsworth would like to thank the
               Political Science Departments at the University of South Carolina and Texas Tech. In particular, comments and encouragement
               from Brad Gomez, Tom Hansford, Chris Kam, George Krause, and Tim Nokken were most helpful. At one or more conferences, Barry
               Burden, James Cox, Christine DeGregorio, Christopher Kenny, Beth Reingold, Wendy Schiller, Barbara Sinclair, and John Wilkerson
               provided helpful comments. We received wonderful comments from a smaller set of individuals who were willing to read sections
               of this book. Gary Miller noted a fundamental oversight in Chapter 2 that slipped by the authors and other reviewers. John Wilkerson read almost the entire book and provided helpful ideas for
               this project (and the next one). We also thank Jamie Carson, David King, John Maltese, Jeremy Pope, Itai Sened, and Tracy
               Sulkin for their discussions and comments on one or more chapters. Eric Crahan, our editor at Cambridge, secured very helpful
               reviews in a timely fashion for us. We would like to thank Eric and the Cambridge reviewers. Hall had several nonacademics,
               including his sister Leigh Boyce and a friend, Natalie Knowles, read the book, and their comments were very helpful in ensuring
               that the book was accessible to the “real” world.
            

            There is little doubt that beyond all others, Ainsworth thanks his family for their support as well as their regular diversionary
               tactics. He is fortunate to have Susan, Sam, and Benjamin as his better halves. Ainsworth would like to dedicate his efforts
               on this book to Audrey, Jeanette, and Susan. Hall would like to thank his wife Nicole and his son Ethan for all of their support
               over the years that he and Scott worked on this project and dedicates the book to them.
            

         


   
      Part I Strategic Incrementalism and the Political Backdrop for Abortion Politics in Congress


   
      
            1 Some of the Politics Surrounding Abortion Policy

            
               
                  [T]he abortion issue poses constitutional problems not simply for judges but for every federal, state, or local official who
                        must at some point address the issue. (Tribe 1992, 77)
                  

               

            

            Introduction

            
               When the Supreme Court upheld the congressional Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act in Gonzales v. Carhart, Robin Toner wrote in the New York Times that the case represented a successful new tactic in abortion politics (2007). Both the U.S. Congress and the Supreme Court
                  accepted a new understanding, or framing, of the abortion issue. Abortion was, at least for the moment, framed as being a
                  danger to the interests of women. Pro-life groups had sought to reframe the abortion debate along these lines for some time.
                  Indeed, proponents on each side of the issue have sought to control the language used to describe a fetus – language that
                  is then sometimes reflected in law.
               

               How did abortion move from an issue of choice or an issue of morality to an issue that – judged by the Supreme Court – posed
                  dangers for women? The framing and reframing of the abortion issue has been ongoing for decades. Legislators, judges, the
                  public, and those individuals most directly affected by abortion procedures have understood and explained the issues tied
                  to abortion in diverse ways. The framing of the abortion debate in the 1800s maintained that the practice was wrong unless
                  medically necessary, which was best determined by a licensed physician. The conflict at this time was not simply grounded on moral
                  argument; there was considerable tension between doctors and midwives over the provision of medical services to women (e.g., Craig 1993). Abortion politics was enmeshed in the debates about who should be allowed to practice medicine and whether physicians should
                  be granted market protections.1 In the end, the doctors won the argument and, by 1910, abortions were illegal in all states except one and in all cases except
                  when the abortion was necessary to save the life of a woman.2

               In the 1960s, states began to debate legislation to ease restrictions on abortion that had been put into place in the latter
                  half of the 1800s and the first decade of the twentieth century. By the 1960s, the abortion debate began to resemble the debates
                  that most Americans living today would recognize. On one side of the debate were organizations concerned about women’s rights.
                  Abortion was fundamentally a choice emblematic of individuals living in a free society. Limits on abortion were interpreted
                  as limits on women’s freedoms. Abortion attracted greater, widespread public attention at this time in part because of the
                  links between the sedative thalidomide and birth defects. Although few Americans were exposed to thalidomide, it was readily
                  available in European countries – and sometimes sold over the counter. The infant mortalities and the severity of the birth
                  defects linked to thalidomide prompted many Americans to reconsider their attitudes toward abortion. Autonomy over birth decisions,
                  coupled with the sexual revolution and the arrival (and legal protection of access to) birth control, made abortion a prominent
                  issue of discussion in the 1960s.
               

               The liberalization of state-level abortion laws from 1967 to 1973, during which time the number of states allowing abortions
                  increased from three to more than fifteen, and the concomitant rise in the number of abortions occurring nationally, led to
                  a rise in pro-life interest group activity. The U.S. Catholic Conference and the National Committee for a Human Life Amendment
                  spearheaded the opposition to relaxed abortion laws at the state level in the 1960s and 1970s. Most antiabortion groups were
                  associated with churches but important antiabortion advocates emerged most directly from the antiwar movement (Risen and Thomas
                  1998).
               

               With the issuance of the Roe v. Wade decision in 1973 by the U.S. Supreme Court, pro-life groups were energized anew to fight the expansion of abortion rights. The Roman Catholic Church issued many proclamations stating their strong opposition to abortions.
                  The Church asked members to engage in civil disobedience if asked to perform any activities related to abortion and noted
                  that church members who were involved in abortion activities could be excommunicated. The National Conference of Catholic
                  Bishops also mobilized against the Roe decision, funding many pro-life activities (Rubin 1987). In the mid and late 1970s, the National Right to Life Committee and the Moral Majority augmented the Roman Catholic mobilization
                  against abortion. The language in Roe indicated that constitutional rights were central to the current understandings of abortion. To attack Roe, therefore, required a constitutional counterattack. Antiabortion mobilization centered on efforts to pass a constitutional
                  amendment to ban all abortions.
               

               Abortion was not a prominent issue in the immediate elections after the Roe decision. Both President Gerald Ford and the 1976 Democratic presidential candidate, Jimmy Carter, were pro-life, albeit
                  with different views on how the abortion decision should be handled. By 1980, abortion did become a major issue, as conservative
                  groups linked liberal members of Congress to pro-choice positions, even when the individuals in question were not pro-choice
                  (Rubin 1987, 110). At this point, abortion started to become linked to ideology and party in ways that had not occurred before.
               

               The pro-choice community had its own mobilizations during this same period of time, with organizations such as NARAL – the
                  National Abortion Rights Action League (formerly the National Association for the Repeal of Abortion Laws) – Planned Parenthood,
                  and the National Association of Women spearheading efforts to maintain a woman’s right to choose to have (or not have) an
                  abortion. Pro-choice groups watched with considerable concern as an increasingly conservative U.S. Supreme Court heard Webster v. Reproductive Health Services, Planned Parenthood v. Casey, and other cases challenging Roe. The Carhart decision, however, was unique because it was the first time a majority on the Supreme Court had used a framing in an abortion
                  decision that questioned the ability of women to make rational choices related to abortion. The ability of women to make reasoned
                  choices about abortion has been questioned by state legislatures at numerous times. Some state legislatures have adopted legislation
                  that requires women to receive information and counseling about the effects of the abortion on the embryo and the mother.
                  Ostensibly, the counseling is meant to protect women from their own poorly informed choices. Consider the language mandated by South Dakota law (Sections 1 and 7, H.B. 1166, 2005).3 Any physician discussing abortion services with a woman must state that an abortion “will terminate the life of a whole,
                  separate, unique living human being” (italics added). In some localities, women are encouraged or even required to undergo ultrasound procedures so that they
                  can see an image of the fetus. Again, proponents of these regulations seek to protect women from their own uninformed choices.
                  These laws are also part of a general effort to move away from the traditional debate, which pitted pro-choice groups arguing
                  for the interests of women versus the pro-life groups arguing about the rights of fetuses, and it was this new issue framing
                  that was cited by Justice Anthony Kennedy in his majority opinion in Gonzales v. Carhart. Kennedy writes that it is “unexceptionable to conclude some women come to regret their choice to abort the infant life they
                  once created and sustained.”4

               Two points related to the Kennedy decision have received considerable attention. First, Kennedy clearly states that some women
                  come to regret their choices about abortion. The Court decision seeks to protect women who might otherwise feel badly about
                  their abortion choice. Critics of the decision were quick to note the paternalism; there are many decisions protected by constitutional
                  rights that one might make only to regret them later.5 Why was abortion treated differently? The Court would protect women from making decisions about abortion that they themselves
                  might regret at a later date. Second, the fetus is referred to as an infant. The decision did not focus on questions about
                  the beginning of life or fetal viability. Instead, Kennedy stated that an infant’s life was in the balance. In a rare move, which typically signals deep dissatisfaction with the Court’s reasoning and the case
                  outcome, Justice Ruth Bader-Ginsberg read her dissent aloud to the Court. In part, she wrote that the decision “blurs the
                  line, firmly drawn in Casey, between pre-viability and post-viability abortions. And, for the first time since Roe, the Court blesses a prohibition with no exception safeguarding a woman’s health.”6 The earlier framing of the abortion issue and abortion restrictions that referred to fetuses and relied on pre- and post-viability
                  for the fetus was swept away.
               
The Carhart decision is profound but its ultimate impact remains unknown. Many commentators have speculated that the Supreme Court decision
                  will result in numerous states enacting so-called “informed consent” laws and mandatory pregnancy counseling for women seeking
                  abortions.7 By most accounts the Carhart decision portends great change, but will it prevent abortions? Informed consent and counseling requirement laws do not deny
                  or directly limit the right of a woman to receive an abortion. Both sides of the abortion debate are focused more intently on the indirect
                  effects of the policy changes. Even the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act, which is a ban on a specific abortion-related procedure,
                  will directly ban only a small number of abortion procedures annually and some number of the individuals affected by the partial-birth
                  ban will still have abortions but will do so using a different medical procedure.8

               The data on abortion generally show that the estimated number of abortions performed annually in the United States grew from
                  between 850,000 and 1,000,000 in 1975 to between 1.3 million and 1.5 million in the 1980s.9 The peak year for abortions was 1990, when an estimated 1.5 million abortions were performed. Current estimates suggest there
                  are now about 1.3 million abortions performed annually. In 2005, 60.8 percent of all abortions occurred at fewer than eight
                  weeks after gestation and 77.6 percent occurred in the first ten weeks. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
                  reports that 1.3 percent of abortions occurred after twenty weeks of gestation; 5.0 percent of abortions occur after the fifteenth
                  week of pregnancy.10 The partial-birth ban focuses exclusively on the 1.3 percent of abortions that occur after twenty weeks of pregnancy, and even for late-term abortions, partial-birth procedures were used less than 20 percent of the time.
                  Given that more than one million abortions are performed annually in the United States, the partial-birth ban will affect
                  very few cases. Of course, the eventual impact of informed consent and the partial-birth ban remains unknown. Some women may
                  continue to opt for legal abortion procedures, but others may sense that abortion procedures are increasingly difficult to
                  secure and avoid seeking any information at all about abortion services. For some pro-choice advocates, the greatest concern
                  about Gonzales v. Carhart was the court’s decision not to reaffirm or retain earlier holdings in Planned Parenthood v. Casey or even in Roe v. Wade. To be certain, the Carhart decision was a loss for pro-choice advocates, but much of their anxiety was focused on what might come next. Given the small
                  number of abortions that are affected by the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban Act, one might even ask whether the Carhart decision is a Pyrrhic victory for pro-life groups. Indeed, some elements in the pro-life community remain deeply concerned
                  about limited measures to affect abortion policy (Davey 2006; Saletan 2009). In their view, if an “infant life” were at stake, then why would any abortion measure be acceptable?
               

               The Gonzales v. Carhart decision reflects aspects of the long-held strategies adopted by pro-life proponents. Pro-life advocates have repeatedly
                  sought legislative gains in the states (e.g., McFarlane and Meier 2001; Rose 2006; Segers and Byrnes 1995) as well as in the U.S. Congress. In this book, we explore how members of the U.S. House of Representatives have handled
                  abortion policy. Given the tremendous prominence of Roe v. Wade and subsequent abortion decisions by the U.S. Supreme Court, one might presume that abortion policy is largely a legal affair.
                  However, since the pronouncement of Roe v. Wade in 1973, pro-life advocates in the U.S. House of Representatives steadily pursued a legislative strategy of incremental change.11 The partial-birth abortion ban, as affected by Carhart, is simply the latest in a long series of attempts to alter abortion policy incrementally.
               

               Incrementalism is not typically the strategy that we think of when we consider the abortion debate. Abortion politics is often
                  framed as an all or nothing debate. “Do you support the right of a woman to choose what happens to her body?” Stark language
                  is often employed. “Do you support the murder of innocent children?” Although some nuance does exist in this debate – pro-choice supporters do not necessarily support abortions when the fetus can be viably delivered,
                  and pro-life supporters do not necessarily oppose a woman obtaining an abortion if the child is the product of a rape or incest
                  or if the birth of the child could seriously harm the mother – these nuances are not stressed in the heated debates over abortion.
               

            

            Incremental Imperative

            
               In the language surrounding the public debates on abortion, there is little opportunity for subtlety or nuance. The lack of
                  fine distinctions is evident in the terms that these abortion policy groups prefer using – “pro-choice” and “pro-life” – both
                  of which reflect this lack of nuance in the debate. The “pro-life, under some conditions” or “pro-choice, up to a point” positions
                  are not well-reflected in the public debate over abortion politics. Numerous scholars have cataloged the language and rhetoric
                  of the two sides of the abortion debate (Condit 1990; Dillon 1993a; Ferree et al. 2002), evaluated media portrayals of the issues (Press and Cole 1999), or portrayed the lives of activists (Maxwell 2002; Munson 2009; Reiter 2000; Risen and Thomas 1998). The conclusions are straightforward. Activists and the movements they inspire are seldom moderate in their tone. In his
                  assessment of the U.S. Congress in the 1980s, political scientist Eric Uslaner stated that “Moral issues such as … abortion
                  … became … political dynamite. Activists on each side rejected any type of compromise” (1993, 60). Whole books have noted an absence of “neutral ground” (O’Connor 1996) in the abortion debates. “In its simple American form, the language of rights is the language of no compromise. The winner
                  takes all, and the loser has to get out of town” (Cook, Jelen, and Wilcox 1992, 194). “Prolife and prochoice advocates alike have overwhelmingly opted for rights talk, a choice that has forced the debate
                  into a seemingly nonnegotiable deadlock between the fetus’s ‘right to life’ and the pregnant woman’s ‘right to choose’” (Glendon
                  1991, 66).
               

               In the spring of 2009, the acrimony and hostility tied to the abortion debate came into sharp focus. On May 31, 2009, Dr.
                  George Tiller was killed in Wichita, Kansas, by Scott Roeder, a radical antiabortionist who was convicted in 2010 of first-degree
                  murder. As one of the few U.S. physicians who openly performed late-term abortions, Tiller was a lightening rod in the midst
                  of the abortion debate. Upon Tiller’s murder, numerous antiabortion groups made public statements distancing themselves from
                  such violent measures to prevent abortions. Rightly or not, such extremism and polarization is often blamed on interest groups or extreme media portrayals. Groups often use charged language,
                  even when they eschew extreme actions. Interest groups are better able to mobilize their supporters when they take a strong,
                  unequivocal position for a given policy, especially one with such a strong moral dimension as abortion. By taking a strong
                  and unequivocal position, interest groups can keep their members energized about the issue and can portray any proposed change
                  in abortion as either a great success or a dire threat. In such debates, and for such groups, abortion serves a symbolic purpose.
                  It offers a way for individuals to define themselves in contrast to others and acts as a signal regarding the individual’s
                  politics, be it liberal or conservative. Symbolically, maintenance of the abortion debate can be very helpful for politicians
                  because it serves this symbolic shorthand and definitional purpose.
               

               If, however, one moves beyond symbolic purposes, “the increased salience of the abortion issue is not entirely welcome by
                  politicians, who find themselves facing two opposing sets of motivated activists, each … [of which] sees the abortion issue
                  as one in which compromise is impossible” (Cook, Jelen, and Wilcox, 1992, 161). Both sides have pushed Congress to codify their position into law, with pro-life groups wanting a constitutional amendment
                  banning abortion and pro-choice groups wanting the tenants of the Roe v. Wade decision enacted in, or protected by, statute. Few legislators may be intimately involved in the pro-life or pro-choice movements,
                  but every legislator has been called upon to cast votes on abortion-related proposals. Did members of Congress adhere to the
                  movements’ grand goals, or did they develop and follow more traditional, incremental approaches to policy change? For die-hard
                  adherents to a movement, a gradual, incremental approach may be an anathema, but we argue that there are clear strategic underpinnings
                  to incremental policy change.
               

               The incremental change strategy is predicated on several basic ideas. First, there is a recognition that overturning Supreme
                  Court decisions is difficult, making major changes to federal laws is difficult, and making sustained change to any policy
                  takes time. Quite simply, the structure of the American policy-making system ensures that change is difficult. Consider, for
                  the moment, the U.S. Congress. At the most basic level, one difficulty that supporters of policy change must overcome is that
                  legislative changes require majorities of both the House and Senate to agree on the same legislative wording. For politically
                  sensitive issues, such as those related to abortion, advocates need at least sixty senators to guard against a filibuster. If the legislation is vetoed, two-thirds of the members in each chamber have to vote to override the
                  president’s veto. Major policy change, therefore, is something that requires large majorities in Congress before it can be
                  enacted.
               

               Second, legislators also have to negotiate the complexities of the legislative process within each chamber to get any policy
                  change enacted. One of the most interesting questions members face is how to frame their proposed change in order to gain
                  access to a legislative venue – initially, a committee – that is sympathetic to their position. Scholars of congressional
                  committees have long-noted that committee jurisdictions are carefully guarded by members (King 1997; Shepsle 1978). A committee’s jurisdiction, or turf, is important in part because it ensures the committee’s agenda control and policy-framing
                  powers. Entrepreneurial members who seek a policy change may attempt to change a committee’s jurisdictional monopoly, or they
                  may reframe their policy proposals to allow for referrals to other, more favorable committee venues. Determining when to seek
                  out new turf, and when to stay in the old arena, is a key policy question facing entrepreneurial members of Congress who are
                  seeking policy change (e.g., Baumgartner and Jones 1993; 2009).
               

               Third, in addition to the institutional issues associated with incrementalism, individual members also have an interest in
                  the political and symbolic implications of incremental policy change.12 Members need to be able to tell a coherent story that explains the legislation at hand and that puts their vote into an easily
                  understood context. Even the mildest reforms are often framed starkly around issues of freedom, autonomy, liberty, life, health,
                  morality, choice, and the like (Saletan 1998; 2004). Given the starkness of the language and the framing of the abortion debate, members sometimes struggle to construct
                  a clear story about their abortion votes that is easily understood in their home districts. One commentator lists three “fundamental
                  axes,” each with several lines of argument that can frame the issue (Saletan 1998). Abortion-related proposals might touch upon tensions including legal pragmatism versus legal moralism, traditionalism versus
                  radicalism, equality versus motherhood, women versus fetuses, medicine and science versus morality, and families versus governmental
                  paternalism (Saletan 1998). There may be slippery slopes in all directions. If we consider the partial-birth abortion ban, the incremental implication
                  of the ban is noted in the legislative title – not all abortions are banned. With incremental policy change, some of the noted tensions are sidestepped. A member who cannot
                  tell a simple, clear story is more likely to encounter electoral difficulties with both supporters and opponents.13 Simply put, the rationale for the vote must be clear. Incrementalism allows a member to refer back to earlier votes and decisions,
                  noting that the new decision is not markedly different from previous votes or decisions that the legislature or member made
                  in the past. In this regard, incrementalism may suggest consistency.
               

               Fourth, incremental legislation has the advantage of being minor. Small or minor moves may not seem like an advantage, but
                  small policy moves are less prone to counteractive lobbying by opposition advocates.14 The incremental proposal will not fundamentally remake the policy landscape; it only makes a small change. The legislator
                  who is proposing the incremental change can argue that the new policy is only a small and reasonable change to the status
                  quo. The critics, if they react too strongly, may seem out of step – hysterical even – for criticizing the incremental change.
                  Groups opposing incremental change have to walk a fine line between being unresponsive and alienating their own members versus
                  reacting too strongly and causing a backlash against what many see as reasonable change. In the case of abortion politics,
                  incremental restrictions on abortion may seem quite reasonable on their face and become difficult for pro-choice interests
                  to oppose. Of course, enough incremental changes, combined together, can yield a large shift in public policy over time (cf.
                  Schulman 1975, 1366).
               

               Fifth, recent research in the area of public opinion shows that, on many important issues, a sizable segment of the public
                  is either ambivalent about the policy debate or does not feel knowledgeable enough to state an opinion. In short, the answer
                  “I don’t know” is the honest response for many Americans to many of the questions that are being debated in the public forum
                  (Berinsky 2004). Of course, after a policy is adopted and its full implications are felt, public opinion is aided by hindsight. After a legislator’s vote, some of the “didn’t knows” may conveniently forget their earlier ambivalence and question the legislator’s
                  judgment. Incremental policy movements decrease the probability of misjudging the level of public acquiescence surrounding the policy
                  area in question. Even with an issue like abortion, which has a relatively high profile in the public discourse, the public
                  shows high levels of ambivalence. When asked their views about abortion, many Americans hold conflicting views (Alvarez and
                  Brehm 1995). For instance, an individual might believe choice and personal liberty are paramount concerns but also approve of parental
                  notification requirements. Such attitudes may suggest sophisticated nuance or ambivalent or conflictual beliefs. In any event,
                  it appears that large majorities do not want abortion to be illegal, but they do not want abortions to be offered unfettered
                  either. The public seems to want abortions to be legal but with restrictions. Incremental policy proposals can take advantage
                  of the public’s ambivalence and promote legislative actions that are within the middle range of options, the place where much
                  of the public is relatively indifferent to change.
               

               Of course, the benefits of strategic incrementalism can also be understood by comparing it to the failure of nonincremental
                  efforts to change abortion policy. Following the Roe v. Wade decision, members of Congress faced an issue that had only been addressed in hushed tones and that had largely been a state
                  rather than a federal matter. To be certain, some national government officials and political observers had expressed opinions
                  about abortion before Roe, but the Supreme Court’s decision in Roe thrust the issue to the forefront of the debate over social policy in America, and political figures in Washington were forced
                  to address an issue that many had purposefully avoided.
               

               To many supporters of reproductive rights, the Roe decision was a resounding victory, capturing in constitutional law a policy position that they had been fighting for state
                  by state with limited success. For Roe supporters, the Constitution spoke to the born, not the unborn. For opponents of abortion, the Roe decision was a policy that had to be stricken completely because it denied fundamental rights to the unborn. In line with
                  the antiabortion movement, members of Congress who opposed Roe sponsored numerous constitutional amendments that would directly undermine the Roe decision. Indeed, during the 1970s, more than 100 different constitutional amendments were introduced to ban abortions. These
                  amendments countered the constitutional debates addressed by the Court and reflected the instinctive desire of pro-life members
                  to respond directly to the actions taken by the Court in a way that they viewed as being proportional. If the Court were going
                  to codify abortion rights into the Constitution, then abortion opponents would attempt to codify a ban on abortion by amending the Constitution. Each side of the movement sought grand, sweeping change. The failure of these grand,
                  sweeping, legislative proposals is related to the costs of creating and maintaining large majorities in the House, the Senate,
                  and the public at large. The nonincremental strategy fails to handle the intricacies of public opinion, the potential for
                  counteractive lobbying, and the difficulties of maintaining legislative majorities. Constitutional amendments designed to
                  define the beginning of life, alter the jurisdiction of the federal courts, or establish a new understanding of equal protection
                  all failed.
               

               Finally, the advocates of the nonincremental policy option often recognize that the sum of incremental decisions can yield
                  a nonincremental outcome (Schulman 1975). If we consider nonincrementalism in the context of abortion politics, the pro-life side of the debate is especially sensitive
                  to this last point. As long as abortions are constitutionally legal, no amount of incremental policy change will allow the
                  pro-life position to be completely achieved. Only a nonincremental change – banning all abortions – will allow the pro-life
                  community to be completely successful. Likewise, for true pro-choice interests, only a codification of the right to have an
                  abortion with as few restrictions as possible, especially during the first trimester, allows pro-choice proponents to achieve
                  their goals. The staunchest advocates on either side of the issue may long for nonincremental policy success, but, despite
                  their protestations, we show in the following chapters that the legislators in the U.S. House of Representatives have regularly
                  treated abortion incrementally.
               

            

            Why Abortion?

            
               We chose to study strategic incrementalism in the context of abortion politics for several reasons. First, abortion is a centerpiece
                  of one of the most important political movements of our era. Political movements have played dominant roles during crucial
                  moments in the political history of the United States. Movements pervaded each decade of the recently closed twentieth century.
                  The progressive, suffrage, labor, and prohibition and antiprohibition movements marked the first half of the century; anticommunist
                  crusades dominated the middle decades; and the civil rights, antiwar, consumer, environmental, women’s, gay rights, and pro-choice
                  and antiabortion movements altered many of the political currents of the last decades of the twentieth century. Abortion remains
                  one of the linchpins of conservative politics today. “Roe v. Wade is undoubtedly the best-known case the Unites States Supreme Court has ever decided” (Dworkin1993, 102). Many political observers argue that the abortion issue defines much of the “Red state-Blue state” division of America
                  and is a core issue in the so-called culture wars (Abramowitz and Saunders 2005). Stands on abortion are used to define candidates,
                  and attitudes toward abortion often determine citizens’ vote choices (Abramowitz 1995). Abortion remains a hot-button issue in American politics, affecting citizens as well as elected and nonelected government
                  officials.
               

               In this book, we evaluate how members of the U.S. House of Representatives handled the abortion issue. We focus on the House
                  of Representatives for three main reasons. First, we can make a cleaner and more parsimonious argument about abortion by focusing
                  on the House. In examining the historical narrative, we see that the House has been, for much of this period, the focal point
                  of congressional debate over abortion. Senators have been less active in the abortion debates. Second, members of the House
                  are from smaller constituencies and face unrelenting electoral pressures. Six-year cycles create electoral anxieties less
                  frequently than two-year cycles. Third, the House rules enrich the study of abortion politics. In the Senate, members can
                  introduce amendments more readily and can add nongermane issues to legislation much more easily than is the case in the House.
                  The procedural politics of the House creates a richer backdrop for our study of how a tradition and rule bound institution
                  handles an emotionally laden issue that is seldom addressed in polite company.
               

               Many issues have a natural life cycle. Public attention to an issue often wanes after legislative or judicial action. The
                  American public often considers a federal court decision on an issue as a definitive, final statement. For abortion rulings,
                  this is most certainly not the case, as we were just reminded by Gonzales v. Carhart. Roe and its numerous predecessors have failed to quiet, let alone end, the abortion debate. Recently, scholars of the Supreme
                  Court have suggested that judges actively avoid making definitive statements on delicate issues (Rosenberg 1991; Sunstein 2005, 104–105; cf. Kloppenberg 2001). University of Chicago political science and law professor Gerald Rosenberg argues that, rather than charting a new course,
                  Roe was a response to changing currents and practices already well underway. Professors Lisa Kloppenberg and Cass Sunstein assess
                  numerous federal court decisions related to abortion, but they do not view any of those decisions as definitive. For Kloppenberg
                  and Sunstein, none of the decisions they studied settled key issues or ended any of the abortion debates. In other words,
                  the Supreme Court has acted in such a way as to allow other political actors to address the abortion issue. Consider that, regardless of Court decisions, abortion politics has remained one of the most intractable political
                  debates the United States has faced in the last thirty-five years. Views on the subject cut across party and class lines and
                  affect far-ranging political debates – from states rights and federalism, to public health, to individuals’ constitutional
                  rights. Not only have the courts not settled the issue but decisions like Carhart have invited legislators to take a more active role in addressing abortion policy.
               

               Although many aspects of abortion policy have been studied, abortion politics within the context of the U.S. Congress has
                  been almost completely ignored by researchers. There are a handful of scholars who have studied roll call voting (e.g., Tatalovich
                  and Schier 1993), trying to determine the characteristics of congressional coalitions on either side of the issue. However, we know of no
                  works exploring the emergence of the abortion issue or the handling of abortion-related proposals in the U.S. Congress. Indeed,
                  there is a presumption that legislators themselves have rarely addressed the issue. For instance, political scientist Karen
                  O’Connor argues that elected officials’ inability “to moderate – if not resolve [the abortion debate] – leads conservatives
                  to argue that the political system has failed … and liberals to argue that abortion is an individual decision properly made
                  apart from government” (O’Connor 1996, 115–116). Such an oversight is unfortunate because adherents to political movements often think creatively about nontraditional
                  strategies. Within a tradition-bound institution like the U.S. Congress, the use of nontraditional strategies may create a
                  temporary strain or initiate a fundamental shift in long-held procedures and norms. Political scientist Roger Davidson, writing
                  about abortion policy and the U.S. Congress in the 1980s, argued that “passion and procedure are often at odds; whichever
                  prevails, the other is bound to suffer” (Davidson 1983, 46). In this book, we evaluate how members of Congress juggled passions related to abortion and the technical nuances of
                  congressional procedures over the last few decades.
               

            

            Previous Work on Abortion

            
               There is a vast literature on abortion in the context of public opinion, feminist theory, constitutional and state politics,
                  and public health but little has been published on abortion as public policy in the U.S. Congress. Social scientists interested
                  in the abortion question have focused extensively on understanding public attitudes toward abortion. Extensive research has been devoted to examining the demographic and ideological variables underlying individual attitudes. The major
                  factors that affect such attitudes include religious belief and practice, race, education, political ideology, party identification,
                  and core moral beliefs on issues such as gender roles and premarital sex (see, e.g., Alvarez and Brehm 1995; Cook, Jelen, and Wilcox 1992; 1993; Craig, Kane, and Martinez 2002; Jelen and Wilcox 2003; Legge 1983; Luker 1984; Tribe 1992). Religion is among the most widely studied variables, as researchers seek to understand what elements of religious belief
                  and practice influence abortion attitudes (see, as a representative sample, Cochran et al. 1996; Emerson 1996; Evans 2002; Jelen 1984; Peterson 2001; Woodrum and Davison 1992).
               

               Although abortion is among the most contentious and divisive political issues in the United States, public opinion data has
                  revealed some striking patterns that suggest perhaps more room for compromise exists than is apparent from observing the battles
                  between pro-life and pro-choice activists. First, examination of General Social Survey data demonstrates that, at the aggregate
                  level, public attitudes about abortion have remained remarkably stable since 1972. Second, attitudes toward abortion policy
                  are affected by the circumstances and rationales surrounding a particular abortion decision. Most Americans do not identify with the extreme pro-life or extreme pro-choice positions. Instead, between
                  80 and 90 percent of Americans accept abortion for traumatic or medical reasons (when the woman has been subjected to rape
                  or incest, when the mother’s health is threatened, or when there is a risk of birth defects). Comparatively, only 40 to 50
                  percent would allow abortion for elective or social reasons (in cases of a woman living in poverty who does not think she
                  can afford more children or where a woman simply does not want to have a child).15 The abortion issue has often been portrayed simplistically as pro-life versus pro-choice, but, for most Americans, attitudes
                  toward abortion and abortion policies are much more nuanced.
               

               Despite such results, those on the extremes – either pro-choice or pro-life – receive the greatest attention from the media,
                  and the pro-choice versus pro-life construct defines the issue for many. Researchers have studied these extreme camps as well. Studies examine
                  the relative strength of each position among the public, as well as the depth of commitment to the cause on each side (Scott
                  and Schuman, 1988). Others examine the movements in the wake of seminal Court decisions, such as Roe v. Wade, Webster v. Reproductive Health Services, and Planned Parenthood v. Casey (Segers 1995; Tribe 1992; Wlezien and Goggin 1993;).
               

               In addition to attempts to understand the foundations of abortion attitudes, other research seeks to connect attitudes with
                  abortion rates. Some studies examine the impact of protests on the supply and demand of abortion resources, finding that extreme
                  protests have reduced both the demand as well as the supply of abortion services (see Kahane 2000). Others look at how demographic and attitudinal variables affect not only public opinion, but also availability and utilization
                  of abortion services (see Brazzell and Acock 1988; Trent and Powell-Griner 1990; Wetstein and Albritton 1995; Williams 1982). Some scholars examining individuals’ abortion attitudes and religious beliefs move a step further by also examining the
                  connections between abortion activism and religious groups and organizations (Nossiff 1995; Risen and Thomas 1998; Smith 2008).
               

               Abortion has also been studied in historical terms, as scholars seek to understand the various beliefs and values underlying
                  the changing legal status of abortion. Law professor Laurence Tribe (1992) provides an insightful overview of the history of abortion in the United States, which demonstrates that abortion politics
                  have been framed in numerous ways throughout our history. Those opposed to abortion were not always concerned solely or even
                  primarily with the life of the fetus, and those supporting abortion were not necessarily interested in a woman’s right to
                  control her body. Many scholars point to racial and ethnic concerns as predominant among early abortion debates (Beisel and
                  Kay 2004).
               

               Those scholars focusing on political institutions, as opposed to public opinion, typically concentrate their attention on
                  either the courts (in particular, the Supreme Court and its landmark cases such as Roe, Webster, and Casey) or the states. Legal scholars often examine the idea (and, indeed, the very existence of) a constitutionally protected right
                  to an abortion, and the ways in which restrictions on such a right have been established in various court decisions (see,
                  e.g., Sezer 1995; Tribe 1992). Justices, academic researchers, and everyday citizens have all grappled with the questions of whether abortion decisions
                  are primarily or secondarily the domain of the women involved, the state, a potential father, or the parents of the woman
                  (or girl) involved. Within any of these domains, the relative standing of the fetus may vary considerably.
               
States are often at the center of the struggles over abortion. Both pre- and post-Roe, many of the most visible abortion policies
                  have been made by the states (e.g., Rose 2006). Numerous researchers have examined state policies, particularly where they have pushed toward increased control over or
                  outright restrictions on abortion, seemingly in contravention of the standards set in Roe. Although studies have found no substantive differences in public opinion across the states (Cook et al. 1993), there is
                  still a wide range of approaches to abortion policy. States have been categorized by the extent to which they actively support
                  (through progressive funding provisions and a lack of restrictions on access), clarify (through rewriting laws), or challenge
                  (with restrictions on access and funding) the Roe decision (Halva-Neubauer 1990).
               

               A few states have adopted policies amounting to nearly total abortion bans, but most have tread somewhere in the middle ground,
                  restricting access for certain cases, requiring parental and spousal notification, mandating waiting periods and particular
                  forms of counseling (Rose 2006). A wide array of policy mechanisms has served as compromises between the most extreme pro-life and pro-choice positions.
                  Another tactic, utilized by both states and the federal government, has been to restrict public funding for abortions, effectively
                  pricing abortion out of the reach of certain groups of people. The main rationale behind funding limits is straightforward:
                  A state may recognize any number of rights without choosing to subsidize the practice of that right. At each step and with
                  each new “compromise” policy, court challenges have forced the issue back to the judicial system for reconsideration of exactly
                  what is the content and status of the “right” to an abortion.
               

               The notion of an abortion right has been framed, supported, and challenged on many different grounds. For many in the pro-choice
                  camp, abortion is deeply connected to the feminist movement, and the right to have an abortion represents the full realization
                  of women’s control over their bodies and lives, their ability to decide if, when, and under what conditions to remain pregnant
                  and become mothers. But, as Tribe (1992) emphasizes, the dialogue of “choice” reaches beyond the feminist movement and into the fabric of American identity as shaped
                  by our liberal heritage.16 Supporters of abortion access also often point to the problems of “back alley” abortions obtained when abortion was illegal
                  or access was restricted, regarding increased restrictions on abortion as fostering a public health crisis.
               

               On the other side, pro-life advocates emphasize the sanctity of life and the importance of the family and traditional values.
                  The cultural historian Christopher Lasch viewed the unceasing demands for unlimited access to abortion as indicative of a
                  general unwholesomeness in American society. In Lasch’s view (1991, 33), the unmistakable “unwholesomeness, not to put it more strongly, of our way of life” was illustrated by a litany of
                  failings – one of which was abortion.
                  
                     
                        [O]ur obsession with sex, violence, and the pornography of “making it”; our addictive dependence on drugs, “entertainment,”
                           and the evening news; our impatience with anything that limits our sovereign freedom of choice, especially with the constraints
                           of marital and familial ties; … our third rate morality; our refusal to draw a distinction between right and wrong, lest we
                           “impose” our morality on others and thus invite others to “impose” their morality on us; our reluctance to judge or be judged;
                           our indifference to the needs of future generations, as evidenced by our willingness to saddle them with a huge national debt,
                           an overgrown arsenal of destruction, and a deteriorating environment; our inhospitable attitude to the newcomers born into
                           our midst; our unstated assumption, which underlies so much of the propaganda for unlimited abortion, that only those children
                           born for success ought to be allowed to be born at all. (Lasch 1991, 33–34)
                        

                     

                  

               

               Clearly, Lasch did not mince words, and he was not at a loss for words when describing the moral and spiritual shortcomings
                  in American society.
               

               Lasch tied abortion and medical fine-tuning to attitudes toward progress and the acquisition of wealth and creature comforts.
                  The unrelenting drive toward progress, however poorly defined, and the quest for human control and dominion meant that children
                  and family life (as well as anything conceptually tied to family life or children – such as fetuses) would have to fit in
                  as best they could. There was, in Lasch’s view (1991, 490), an “impatience with biological constraints of any kind, together with a belief that modern technology had liberated
                  humanity from those constraints and made it possible for the first time to engineer a better life for the human race as a
                  whole.” Any reluctance to embrace choice was equivalent to a refusal to embrace the future. Opposition to choice “amounted
                  to a betrayal not only of the rights of women but of the whole modern project: the conquest of necessity and the substitution
                  of human choice for the blind workings of nature” (Lasch 1991, 491).
                  
                     
                        Pro-choice people welcomed the medical technologies that made it possible to detect birth defects in the womb, and they could
                           not understand why anyone would knowingly wish to bring a “damaged” child, or for that matter an “unwanted” child, into the world … [An] unwillingness to grant such children’s “right not to be born” might itself be considered
                           evidence of unfitness for parenthood. (Lasch 1991, 490)
                        

                     

                  

               

               Lasch was not a legal scholar and he did not question the constitutionality of Roe, but he clearly did reject much of the reasoning and most of the attitudes underpinning the pro-choice movement. Abortion
                  reflected one flank of an assault on a wide range of traditional moral values.
               

               As noted previously, the majority of Americans fall somewhere between these stark pro-choice and pro-life positions. Some
                  who are closer to the pro-choice camp may be willing to accept certain restrictions on a woman’s right to choose, recognizing
                  that individual choice in many matters is often constrained by competing concerns. Those individuals who are generally pro-life
                  may be willing to allow abortion in cases where the mother’s health is in jeopardy or where the woman has been raped, where
                  the balance of interests between two lives – woman and fetus – tip in favor of the woman. As Jelen and Wilcox (2003, 494) note, “the basic frame (‘life’ versus ‘choice’) has been unaltered for over a generation, and many Americans (perhaps
                  uncomfortably) seek to balance these important considerations.” Although not always satisfactorily, judicial decisions and
                  state policies attempt to reflect these subtleties and to balance competing interests. The recent Carhartdecision suggests that some members of the Supreme Court no longer view “choice” as a concept holding down one end of the
                  debate. The woman’s choice itself is perhaps inconstant, so the concept of “choice” is no longer inviolable.
               

               A final approach to understanding the abortion issue has been to consider its impact on voting behavior and party identification.
                  That is, how do attitudes toward abortion affect basic political behaviors such as voting? Numerous studies examine the relationship
                  between abortion attitudes and voter choice at all levels of government (Abramowitz 1995; Cook, Jelen, and Wilcox 1992; Howell and Sims 1993). Of course, voters’ attitudes also interact with political parties. Political scientist Greg Adams (1997) provides a thorough analysis of the increasing polarization of the two parties on abortion, and the ways in which this elite-driven
                  process has influenced party identification at the mass level. Ted Carmines and James Woods (2002) continue this line of research using National Election Survey data to illustrate the patterns of polarization among party
                  activists, presidential nominating convention delegates, and the public at large.
               

               For political science scholars and observers of politics, abortion has affected virtually every aspect of politics and governance
                  of interest. As we will show, abortion politics has changed dramatically in the thirty-five years since the Supreme Court decision in Roe v. Wade. This evolution of politics, combined with the changes in the institution of Congress over that time, provides a highly dynamic
                  issue, in a highly dynamic political environment, for us to study. Given that we are interested in the question of incrementalism,
                  we necessarily are interested in pursuing a topic that has remained high on the public agenda over a long period of time,
                  so we can view incremental or nonincremental change at different times, as attitudes and institutional contexts vary. Finally,
                  abortion politics are not governed by any sort of short-term authorization schedule, which might facilitate regular policy
                  reviews and incremental legislative activity over time (Adler and Wilkerson 2009; Hall 2004). Given that there is no preordained schedule for review of abortion policy, why do legislators address such a hot-button
                  issue? There are numerous hot-button issues that legislators persistently eschew, but abortion is not one of them. Finally,
                  given the volatility surrounding the issue, how do legislators handle abortion-related proposals? How do representatives as
                  individuals and the House as a whole handle abortion-related legislative proposals?
               

            

            Summary

            
               The political goals of movements are typically far-reaching. A movement’s “purposes … are … framed in terms that go well beyond
                  incremental policy shifts to urge changes in the very structures of values and institutions of society” (Salisbury 2002, 7).
                  The standard norms and values regulating the actions of many political actors often fail to constrain the tactics of those
                  individuals involved in a movement. When compared to the norms of the time, movement rhetoric and movement activities are
                  often extreme. In sum, adherents to political movements think big – they are the vanguard of politics. Constitutional amendments
                  or some other clear recognition of fundamental rights are typical goals.
               

               Although a successful movement must, at some point, define the political vanguard, it may not be able to maintain that status.
                  Movements are affected by the weight of their own successes. If one bars – for the sake of argument – violent revolution as
                  a tactic, then adherents to a movement must, at some point, work within traditional political institutions. Natural, widespread
                  support for a movement may lead more traditional political actors to co-opt movement rhetoric and policy proposals. The movement
                  – though once a vanguard – risks becoming institutionalized and bureaucratized as interactions with more traditional political
                  actors, such as legislators, parties, interest groups, and the media become commonplace.
               

               Adherents to political movements also think creatively about nontraditional strategies. Whether working inside or outside
                  of established political institutions, adherents to political movements often entertain nontraditional strategies to accomplish
                  their goals. We should not be surprised by attempts to reform or bypass established institutional rules and procedures. If
                  passion and procedure are at odds, as congressional scholar Roger Davidson (1983) suggests, then we are able to learn about the resilience of rules and procedures as the U.S. House faces a volatile issue
                  such as abortion. Furthermore, we may consider how legislators pursue volatile issues. What do legislators gain when they
                  pursue a volatile issue? To be certain, it is important to understand how the U.S. House handles typical issues; but when
                  considering the political viability of the institution itself, it is also important to examine how legislators handle atypical
                  and highly volatile issues – one of which is surely abortion.
               

               Research Questions for This Book

               
                  The study of incrementalism has long been the province of policy scholars seeking to measure policy change. Despite this history
                     in the public policy field, political scientists have made little effort to consider how the legislative process or legislators’
                     individual strategies have been affected by the intentional pursuit of incremental policy gains. We address several key issues
                     surrounding strategic incrementalism, including:
                     
                        
                           1. What does the abortion political environment look like within Congress, and how has it changed from 1973 to 2006? Although there has been a great deal of research conducted examining abortion politics, few researchers have considered the
                              way in which abortion legislation has been developed in Congress and how the landscape in Congress has changed over time.
                              We spend several chapters in this book examining both the way in which abortion politics have evolved in Congress and how
                              the political landscape in the Congress has changed to facilitate this evolution.
                           

                        

                        
                           2. What factors lead to the use of strategic incrementalism for abortion politics in the U.S. House of Representatives? Here, we examine the external and internal political factors that shape the use of the strategic incremental strategy in
                              the House. We focus on external factors, such as public opinion, and internal factors, such as the ideological composition of committees and party systems, to explain the use of this strategy.
                           

                        

                        
                           3. How successful have the incremental and nonincremental strategies been in the abortion fight? There is quantitative evidence showing the success of the incremental strategy and the failure of “all or nothing” efforts.
                              We focus on why this has been the case and how members have reacted to this political imperative.
                           

                        

                        
                           4. Does strategic incrementalism expand the abortion debate across the spectrum of congressional committees? Does abortion politics revolve around just a few key committees, or does it permeate Congress? Has strategic incrementalism
                              allowed abortion to permeate Congress? Are movement adherents changing their strategies, or are new players entering into
                              abortion politics? We use data on bill referrals to examine how abortion politics has moved across committees and the factors
                              that lead to this being the case.
                           

                        

                     

                  

               

               Plan for the Book

               
                  Our analysis of incrementalism and abortion politics has three components. We start in Chapter 2 by articulating a theory of incrementalism. Incrementalism received nearly unparalleled attention in the social sciences
                     in the 1960s and 1970s. Incrementalism was so popular and so widely applied that it came to mean virtually anything and everything.
                     One scholar found twelve common uses of the term “incrementalism” in the budgeting context alone. Often one understanding
                     of incrementalism conflicted sharply with other understandings. Because of the widespread use and overuse of incrementalism
                     in an array of policy contexts, critiques of incrementalism sharpened, and today the early conceptions of incrementalism are
                     largely moribund.
                  

                  We argue that, in the public policy context, incrementalism is not a lost cause but that it requires a stronger, theoretical
                     foundation that is sensitive to the strategic concerns of the legislators and interest groups who sponsor and promote policy
                     solutions. Within a legislature, members face trade-offs between vote maximization for proposals and policy gains. Trade-offs
                     also occur between policy gains and opposition members’ incentives for engaging in legislative sabotage. Incremental proposals
                     address these trade-offs and also help legislators to address informational constraints. In addition, incremental proposals
                     often receive key interest group support because the incentives for counteractive lobbying and undue public attention are
                     both minimized when policy gains are checked. Our assessment of the policy-making environment within legislatures suggests that there are clear, strategic rationales for
                     incrementalism.
                  

                  In Chapter 3, we explore legislators’ internal, legislative, and external environments. A legislator’s internal, legislative environment
                     is characterized by simple measures of ideology and party control. We examine whether, over the span of our study, the median
                     House member has trended conservative or liberal, and we explore how majority party status – whether Democrats or Republicans
                     are in control – has affected the policy-making setting for the abortion issue? Externally, policy advocates concerned about
                     abortion issues often promote public anger (Fried and Harris 2001). How do members of Congress address abortion politics in the midst of such public anger, especially given the public distrust
                     of Congress (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2001)? Public opinion surrounding abortion is sometimes highly charged. However, for a wide swath of voters, abortion creates
                     personal tensions and ambiguity. How does public opinion and media attention given to pro-life and pro-choice activities affect
                     abortion policy making?
                  

                  We consider the nature of politics in the U.S. Congress and consider why incrementalism is effective in this environment.
                     What characterizes a legislator’s internal and external environments that encourage an incremental approach to abortion policy?
                     When do legislators have what we sometimes call “wiggle room,” the ability to maneuver and make decisions without completely
                     angering either side in a debate? Congress is an institution in which incremental politics is much easier than supermajoritarian
                     politics. A minority of legislators can often stymie even the simplest of legislative activity, but some congressional environments
                     are more conducive to incrementalism than others. We also see that committees vary in their ability to navigate this landscape.
                     Some committees are much more internally bifurcated or more distant from the House median voter compared to other committees.
                     As we discuss in Chapter 6, this distance becomes important as House members consider which committees are best for fostering abortion-related legislation.
                  

                  Chapter 4 begins with a discussion of whether legislatures are well suited to address morality issues, such as abortion. Numerous scholars
                     have argued that courts are much better suited than legislatures for addressing abortion policy. At least one prominent scholar
                     has also argued that the abortion issue is able to crowd the issue agenda in the U.S. Congress. In the fourth chapter, we
                     explore whether abortion-related proposals crowd out other important legislative proposals. In the middle section of the fourth
                     chapter, we illustrate the wide array of legislative proposals that are abortion related. Abortion-related proposals have been linked to issues or programs as diverse as the Peace
                     Corps, personal bankruptcy laws, immigration laws, and trade status with foreign nations. In the last two sections of the
                     fourth chapter, we discuss the possible symbolic purposes behind legislative proposals and provide an overall look at the
                     abortion policy-making environment from the 94th to the 108th Congress.
                  

                  In the second half of the book, we shift our level of analysis. Most of the empirical assessments in the earlier chapters
                     are at the aggregate level. In the fifth and sixth chapters, we explore the individual-level dynamics associated with abortion-related
                     proposals. In the fifth chapter, we assess the dynamics surrounding the sponsorship of abortion-related proposals. We are
                     specifically focused on the personal characteristics of members who involve themselves in the abortion debate, and we assess
                     which legislative environments are most conducive to abortion politics. We also consider how sensitive these members are to
                     the political environment beyond the walls of the Capitol.
                  

                  In the first half of the sixth chapter, we explore the referral of abortion-related proposals. During the earliest years of
                     our study, most proposals were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. As the sponsors moved away from nonincremental
                     efforts, they developed abortion-related proposals appropriate for referral to any number of committees. We consider whether
                     there is a movement away from the Judiciary Committee toward other committees and how such a shift was driven by changes within
                     Congress. We also consider whether abortion created turf wars, as committees competed to protect or expand their jurisdictions.
                  

                  The second half of the sixth chapter focuses on those measures that received some level of success. Most legislative proposals
                     die in committee, and abortion-related proposals are no different. We examine what can explain the success of those few abortion
                     proposals that make it out of their committees. We then consider how, once released from their committee, abortion-related
                     proposals fair on the floor. Committee proposals generally fair well on the floor (see, e.g., Maltzman 1998). Is the same true for abortion-related proposals, or is abortion politics in the Congress fundamentally different from the
                     myriad issues addressed in the U.S. House of Representatives?
                  

               

            

            
               
                  1 The American Medical Association (AMA), formed in 1847 and incorporated in 1897, played a key role in the regulation of medical
                     services. For a critique of the AMA’s role in the creation of market protections for physicians, see Milton Friedman’s Capitalism and Freedom (1962).
                  

               

               
                  2 At this juncture, we do not address the differences between de jure and de facto limits on abortion.
                  

               

               
                  3 House Bill 1166 amended South Dakota common law S.D.C.L. [image: ] 34–23A-10.1.
                  

               

               
                  4 This decision can be found at http://74.125.155.132/search?q=cache:M29LfndYw-cJ:www.supremecourtus.gov/opinions/06pdf/05–380.pdf+gonzalez+v.+carhart&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us with the quote taken from page 29 of the decision.
                  

               

               
                  5 See Ladwein (2008).
                  

               

               
                  6 This quote can be found on page 19 of her dissent.
                  

               

               
                  7 Informed consent requires that a woman seeking an abortion first be told of the risks and implications of the procedure.
                  

               

               
                  8 There are questions about the medical relevance of the ban on partial-birth abortions because “partial-birth abortion” is
                     not a medical term. However, it is generally recognized that the ban is intended to address the use of some intact dilation
                     and extraction procedures.
                  

               

               
                  9 There are two primary sources of data on abortions in the United States. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)
                     conducts an annual abortion survey. The report has only received consistent abortion data from 46 jurisdictions since 1995
                     and the nonreporting jurisdictions include New York City and California. (See http://www.cdc.gov/reproductivehealth/Data_Stats/Abortion.htm.) The other primary source of abortion incidence data is the Alan Guttmacher Institute (AGI; http://www.guttmacher.org/sections/abortion.php). AGI generally reports higher incidents of abortions than does the CDC, in part because CDC obtains its data from state
                     health departments and AGI obtains its data from abortion providers. National Right to Life reports both data on its Web site.
                  

               

               
                  10 These data come from the CDC Abortion Surveillance Report 2005, Table 6, available online at http://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/preview/mmwrhtml/ss5713a1.htm?s_cid=ss5713a1_e.
                  

               

               
                  11 See Meernik and Ignagni (1997) for a review of the conditions that lead Congress to reverse Court findings with the passage of new legislation.
                  

               

               
                  12 Symbolism is very important in political debate. See, for example, the discussions of symbols by Deborah Stone (1997) or Murray
                     Edelman (1985).
                  

               

               
                  13 The list of authors developing this theme continues to grow. The interested reader may start with Arnold (1990), Bianco (1994), Fenno (1978), and Kingdon (1989).
                  

               

               
                  14 Austen-Smith and Wright (1994) evaluated counteractive lobbying in the U.S. Senate in relation to Robert Bork’s 1987 Supreme Court confirmation battle.
                     In Austen-Smith and Wright, counteractive lobbying prevented fencesitters from voting the “wrong” way. Here, opportunities
                     for counteractive lobbying are tied to the nature of the proposed policy change.
                  

               

               
                  15 Not surprisingly, these evaluations of abortion vary based on one’s ideological position. However, even among conservatives,
                     large majorities support access to abortion if the woman has been raped, if the child might have a serious birth defect, or
                     if the mother’s health would be seriously endangered. Even when asked about purely elective abortions, more than one-quarter
                     of conservatives support abortions for women who cannot afford or do not want to have additional children. See the “Quick
                     Tables” tool for examining the General Social Survey, available at http://sda.berkeley.edu/quicktables/quicksetoptions.do?reportKey=gss06:3.
                  

               

               
                  16 See Glendon (1991) for a now classic critique of the “rights talk” surrounding abortion. In Glendon’s view, “poor, pregnant women … have their
                     constitutional right to privacy and little else” (65). “[W]e have … a tendency to formulate important issues in terms of rights;
                     a bent for stating rights claims in stark, simple, and absolute fashion” (107).
                  

               

            

         

      

   


End of sample




    To search for additional titles please go to 

    
    http://search.overdrive.com.   


OEBPS/page-template.xpgt
 

   

     
	 
    

     
	 
    

     
	 
	 
    

     
	 
    

     
	 
	 
    

     
         
             
             
             
             
             
        
    

  

   
     
  





OEBPS/Images/p6_01.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581tbl6_1.gif
Judiciary Appropriations Commerce International Other Total

Relations
1984 % o
)
1985-1992 ot I
(44
99 5% e
(14) 1)
Total &% 4% ont

l4s) (102)






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl6_2.gif
Cocfficient _ Significance

Sponsarship  Spomsor’s party (D - 1. R =] ot
Dynamies  Last clction percentage oo
Absolute value sponsor - House: .
median
Eleetion year s
Number of cosponsors e
Strategic Judiciary median NOMINATE o0
Opportunitics Ranking minorty Judiciar 00
NOMINATE
Party control (D= 1, R =) -15.970 00
House median NOMINATE 9417 o6
Constant Shi6 ot

p>chi*= 000






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl5_8.gif
Proik: enertal () oo et (1)

*Norinzensatl (o) Je—
e Codien._Sigpizne Simmay Coslicin S
el Frociccemala ot et ro N dman -~ =
o Iodiensla ot intent o5 St mnincemanl -5 o
Fuscopiton o gt [ —— o

i pencs)

Hecho e Sl enanl 1o Ne it oxi s
Man iy Sy el 3 Net gt o o
in st clctior
Fuscopition ot gttt con oar S, ™~ cor
indatinYzr increns

el s Nkers ottt con o35 Sucan mnincemanl

wiormar oo
Hosemciar S, el e oz S, cos
KOMINAE e
T Y N oot Sacan mnincemernl 1555 B
KOMINATE

ol plfial  Sponsrs ot - oxn cuc

aviormer ROMINATE
Calil g, mrinremenal 1.0 oz Nt o
Yo
sk Sl 19 oo S, cos
Centan orsigifcunt 405 oss Sgaint st cos

el &






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl5_9.gif
Pro-Life Proporals Other Cathalic Jeish
Affliation Afflation_ Affliation

External cnvironment

Pro-choice media (19,10 ) o5,
P

Hlection year (a6) (og)

Nonelecion to dlction year

Las cloction % (o5,.02) (06, 05) (oron)
P7s

Internal egislative environment

House median NOMINATE  (.76,.57) (85,75 [oTe)
s

Majorty party NOMINATE  (-83,-76] (-0, ~83) 43

P25, P75

Personal, plitcal environment

Sponsar's NOMINATE (abimos)  (mobimer)

Pro-Choies Proposals Other Cathalic Jevish

Affliation Afflation Affliation

External cnvironment

Proschoice media [ ——

P25, p75

Prolife media (o7im97)  common)  ti-ss)

25,075

Public opinion (a6 abial)  ob-or)

Hlection year opinion (98,98 (98, 98) (98..5%)
s

Internal egislative environment

cosponsors [ ]

v

House median NOMINATE (.7
s

Majority party NOMINATE (-4,

P25, P75






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl6_5.gif
Aporoprinions

Comrenee

Intenaioral Reltons

(Bassin Succss = 89)_ (Bascine Suces (Bassire Susces= 38)
Pl media oo P, otoro
Public pisins (depr sson a6 e
Sponser’s uty 204-87 rrmont 2y
b vl Sor00-45 76301 04 )

sponsor - Hors
ey pary TP Rt p— 38 S0-27 e
NOMINA'
Howseredinn peasoy 53880096 S50 5y
NOMINA“E
Corsar o8 73008 ssoor
. Neiri Negy
Wakdch-i6 ald i Walleie = qp7s Veldshi)
02 chit =0 Pk > chi Fobschicocn  Drok st

Troy

[

Reos






OEBPS/Images/p39_01.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581tbl6_3.gif
Demscratic Cortol

Eepuslizar Conaol

Dem Spamsor

RepSpormar

Da Spomsor_Rep Spomsor

Se—
Dyrammie

rtegic
Opporunis:

T —
5.
Abelte al spensor -
Hase e
Karke: o coseniors
s o)

oy mdiva
KCMINATE a5, pic)
Ranking minoiy i
KCMINATE (s, prs)
Hae medin

NCMINATE (pas, pyo)

List clcton pecaage 01,200
pis.prst i
Abschie ehiesponsce = 002,503
Hease adicr 735, prs.
Nembercfcsporsoes | nr, 201
psprst

Judiciay vedian p—
NOVINATE (pec, rs)

Rancrg udiciary o820y
NOVINEIE (pas, psa)

Heuse acdicr oo, 908

NONINATE (psc. 3]

—og-ocs

oczc0y






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl6_4.gif
Successful Proposals

Unsuccessfl Proposals

Democratic Republican  Democratic  Republican
Control Control Control Control
Judiciary 1083 4ot 547
median p <068 peoss peoo:
Howse 508 997 508
median < oe07 pe o p<otoy peoos
Constant n oo Zoa0
peoass peosi peoas
N-o
R R

Prachi* = 0.00






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl5_7.gif
Pro-Life Percentage

Catholic BaptistMethodist _Presbyterian _Protestant _Jewish
9398 P T o5 X
(975-1984) (176 ) (4ol )
99102 o8 ot 5o 50
(1985-1992) (34) (8] (1) )
1o3-108 95 o4 8
(1995-2004] W G 371
N B s S5
Nonincrementsl Percentage
Baptist_ Methodist Preshyterian _ Protestant _Jowish
9398 s s 5%
(175-1984) [T ]
(1985-1992] @G i ‘ ©
1o3-108 I P 4
o) (3] ) @ e

47 36






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl5_5.gif
Incremental Bills

Republicans  MostLibersl  Liberal | Comservative  Most Conservative
o o
99-102 75 55
(198 5-1992) (561 - (5
12318 5 = 94 s
3] 1 o (152 (591
93 s > an o 58
Nosincremental Bills
Democrats  Republicans  MostLiboml  Liberal | Comservative  Most Conservative
e o 7 B W
(147 (160 =8 (w7l (139)
99-102 2 A
(198 5-1992) (s) © (
(1993-2004) 511 o ) w8
191 209 4 43 168 N






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl5_6.gif
Representative’s

Pro-Life Pro-Choice Incremental Nonincremental

Total

Rejgous Bl Bill
Afiason
Cathalc S v
(158}
Bapeis 56
Epcopalian 7 ” 5
) o)
fewish 3 o
[ o
Protestant o5 3 5
(55) G541
Christian I 5 5
Methist i 50 o4
I
Presbytrian o b4 o
5) Gl
Other I “ w
Nonc 38 4
i






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl4_2.gif
Congress/Year

Incremental

T R——)
(1985199

165 (76.5%)






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl4_3.gif
Party Pro-Life Pro-Choice

Republic 85.67






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl4_1.gif
Depencent Varishle Reprasenting Tyoes of Lagislative Enactmss

Landmad  Mao: Other Mirer Cormacd o

o
Ensctnens Engements  Eraanens Encenoms Lanémak Major
Ensctmeats  Enacemnts
No.of prodit:
propsals % ) < (300 49 (7 17t (rg)
Consant 159 6o Srsas s gy een) 7073 (5635
AdiR: = A= AGR= T

No.of shorionrektel
proposals ddresce
e ouse e

Cansant

1 (145) S (1457 53476 124i53) 124 (2578)

AGR =0 AdiR=us AljRi=a6  AdiR= AGRe=






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl5_3.gif
Democrats Republicans

Most  Liberal

Conservative Most

Libers! Comervaive
. e 8 [
(io73-1984) W 5o s G
oot LA 75
(1985-1992) Gl e ) 5)
103-108 5 o so
o) it i (591






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl5_4.gif
Party Incremental Bills  Nonincremental Bills
Party Democrat 39-5%
Republican s
ldeology  Mast liberal 319
[
Liberal 388
(145)
Conservative 449

Most conservative






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl5_1.gif
Pro-Life Bills

Pro-Choice Bills

Torals

Partisanship  Demecrat
Republican

ldeology Mot Liberal (<-c.5)

(Sponsor's

NOMINATE  Liberal (o to -a.5)

Scorc)

Conservative (1o 0.5).

Most Consersative (>0.5]

803]
73.6%
H5.6
t447)
74
i
G64]
74






OEBPS/Images/51581tbl5_2.gif
Democrats

Republicans

gious and cthical concerns

which many Amricans have
about abortion. We also
recognize the belicf of many
Americans that a woman has
the right to chacse whether
and ehild. The

Demoeratic Party supports the
1973 Supreme Court decision
o abartion rights as the lan

of the land and opposcs any
constitutional amendment to
restrct or overturn that decisicn,
[The platform also approved
Medicaid funding for abortion.|
Demoerats stand behind the

right of every woman to chocse

We believe it i a constiutional
liberty: This year’s Supreme
Court ruling shorws us that
climinating a woman'sright to
chaose is anly one justice away
Our goal s to make abortion
more rare,not mre dangeros
We support contraceptive

rescarch, family planning,
comprehensive family it
education, and policies that

support healthy childbearing,

There can be o doub that the

question of abortion, despite the

Rature of it various fsscs, s

ultimately concermed with squalit
s under the lav: While

nize differing vicws on

this question among Americans
in general - and in our own
party - we affrm our support of
aconstitutional amendment to
restore protection of the right to
fite for unborn children. We also
support the congressional eforts
to rstriet the use of taxpayers”
dollars for abortion,

W say the unborn child has
fundamental right o life We
support a human ke amendsment
to'the Constitation and we

endorse legislation that the

Fourtcenth amendiment’s protec-
tioms apply to unborn children.
Our purpose i o have legilative
and judicial protection of that
tagainst thosc who perform

abortions, We oppos wsing public
revenes for abortion and will not
fund organizations that advocate

it We support the appointment of

judges who respect the sancity of
inmocent human life






OEBPS/Images/51581tblA3_2-2.gif
Congress Member Nare Py Bills Bill Amerdments - Consituticnsl  Insremental

Sponsred Spwened | Amndmrts Lgnbaen
Sponwred
o5 ChriopberSmith Rep B 5 . : 5 .
9 Dachucll De 5 . o B 3
o IhilpCrom Rep 5 . o ; H
99 chen domar Rep 5 . o H -
o Tichort Jomar Rep E B : - H -
or ficbort Jomar Rep @ . : 5 N -
o JalanDisen Der 5 . o 5 o
or Dane Fusell Der 5 . N 5 o
VillanNawher  Den 5 . o 5 o
Hary Wesaman Den H B B B &
Jalan D Den 4 B N . o
Fien Wyder Der 5 . o o 3
Fichert Jommar Rep 5 . ' 5 o
VilanNawher  Der 5 . o 5 o
Chriopke:Smith— Rep. . - H -
Fien Delluns Der 5 . o : '
Fichert Jommar Rep 5 . : 5 o
DavidOker Dan 5 . o ; : '
Fichert Jommar Rep i B : i ‘ B
James Valh Rep 4 B B i B -
Sonry Callshas Rep 5 . o N 5 -
St Hoer Dan : o i
Tohn Kesich Rep . o . -






OEBPS/Images/51581tblA3_2-3.gif
Fatricia Schroeder
Chrisopber Snith
Chrstopbe Snith
Eejania Gilnan
Sue Myiick

Nins Lover
Erncst btock
Tom Coburs
Chrstopbes Swrith
Sonry Calchan
Jim Kolke

Fica Putl

il Yo
Charks Canads

Jobn Edeard Poreer

Harold ogers
Loreta Senckes
Sue Myiick
Duncan Funter
Fien Pl

i Regala
renk Wolf

Dar
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep
Dar
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep
Dar
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep
Rep

3






OEBPS/Images/cover.jpg
CAMBRIDGE

more information - www.cambridge.org/9780521515818





OEBPS/Images/51581tbl3_2.gif
wgrss Mot Mol Saxrmaioeity Vot Mos Mot Mot Veinte  Sopemajoriy Madar
Coorative Lgitace Logiln  Lberl Consete - Corcrais - Ubers - Mo Sopemsoty s Rt 3 o

Mekin AU
Disance dekgizl

o s

B st

» e

7 st

» o

» oty

o4 Py

e pos

i oeso

Aerse

i o i oas ot ody s o e ot

Avrige






OEBPS/Images/51581tblA3_2-1.gif
ol Pro-Lie Pro-Choice

Congress Member Neme Taty Bl Bl Amendrencs - Consicational  Irere

Soomored Spomared  Amencimenrs  Legisation
Spemsered

i VilanWhichus ke I B O 5 H B
i Harold “ichlide— ep. " o N n u <
i Margare Heckler— Rep. s B - s 5 B
i ingelo Romcalls Rep ‘, o n u <
" e Cbzsar Dar I o B b B
+ VillanWichust R “ o ' s <
«, Keerano Mzl Dar 3 o > i N
s Jares Chirsar Dar w o i i © <
s Hay Hyde Rep & o ‘ > s <
s VillanWichust  Rep N o N > i <
s Clament Zabocki — Dar 5 o : N 3 N
@ s Witen Dar B o 7 ’ B
i Fewrano Ml Dar 5 o > 5 <
. John shbrook Rep 5 5 5 <
- Thip Crae Rep H o o 5 3 N
7 Kerano Mol Dax 5 o N ' 5 <
7 Hary Vasman Dar 5 o o 5 > 3
. Janie Witten Dar 3 o - N -





OEBPS/Images/51581fig3_7.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581fig4_1.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581fig5_1b.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581tbl3_1.gif
Member Party YearFint  Total Sponscrships  Number of Consitatonal
Elected Amondments Spemored _ Sponsorsd
tobert Dornen Apblion 17 B =
fames Obentar — Dresrst 1375 s i
Chebtcphe: Smith  apublian 1951 '
Wilin Whithust  ublion 1560 I o
Heary “Irds piblian 1375 s 6
julan Discn Sarecrst 179 . s
Howy Wasman Darrcsrst . 6
Wilim Katcwr  Durrcerst B 4
thilip Crans epublcan B f
Wilam Emersan epublian o .
o delms Surcxret .
o anl epublcan . :
David Ober Surexret N .
fames Whitten Sarexret B
Dats Faserl Surcxret B
fosph Gaydos Surexret N
Merin Russc Surexret o u
Fdverd gl Darrcsrst o B
i Kolbe epublcan " .
oo Mazzcli Durrcerst e 7
Horeld Volame:— Darrcerst e s :
fokn Porix epublcan m . o
Neal Smich Surexret m . @
Nita Lowey Surexret e B @
fames tock epublican i N 5






OEBPS/Images/51581fig4_2.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581fig5_1a.gif
[a—
o Al

tncemenl o a5 e s e
e






OEBPS/Images/51581fig3_1.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581fig2_2.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581fig3_3.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581fig3_2.gif
5§ & @ 3 3 &





OEBPS/Images/51581fig3_5.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581fig3_4.gif





OEBPS/Images/51581fig3_6.gif
FEELEFEL LIS S EF S





OEBPS/Images/51581fig2_1.gif
12M-S0)

Righe





OEBPS/Images/logo.gif
CAMBRIDGE
UNIVERSITY PRESS






