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The parties’ polarization on abortion is a signal development. Yet while the issue has been much discussed, schol-
ars have said less about how it veveals the unstable relationship between legislators’ personal backgrounds and their
issue positions. We argue that the importance of personal characteristics may wane as links between parties and
interest groups develop. We focus on the case of abortion in the California State Assembly—one of the first legis-
lative bodies to wrestle with the issue in modern times. Drawing from newly collected evidence on legislator and
district religion and Assembly voting, we show that divisions on abortion were chiefly religious in the 1960s—
with Catholics in both parties opposing reform—but later became highly partisan. This shift was distinct from
overall polarization and was not a result of district-level factors or “sorting” of legislators by veligion into
parties. Instead, growing ties between new movements and parties—feminists for Democrats and the Christian
Right for the Republicans—made party affiliation supplant religion as the leading cue for legislators on abortion,
impelling many incumbents to revise their positions. Archival and secondary evidence further show that activists
sent new cues to legislators about the importance of their positions on these issues. Showing how personal character-
istics became outweighed by partisan considerations contributes to understanding of party position change and

polarization, as well as processes of representation and abortion politics.

INTRODUCTION

Many studies have shown that legislators’ personal
characteristics and backgrounds may affect their
stands on issues. Yet, are these relationships stable, or
do they vary over the history of an issue? If the latter,
then why? And if there is change, is it evident among
incumbents, or does it stem from their replacement
by a new generation? We argue that when an issue is
new on the agenda, legislators’ votes may be informed
by their personal backgrounds. Over time, however,
changes in party coalitions may alter legislators’ incen-
tives, leading them to follow a party cue instead. These
incentives will lead some incumbents to adapt, permit-
ting rapid change in a party’s stands.

Our empirical focus is on the case of abortion in
California. We examine voting on abortion laws in
the California State Assembly as the issue moved
from cross-cutting to partisan in the late twentieth
century. Drawing from an original data set including
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legislators’ personal characteristics, district demo-
graphics, and abortion-related roll calls, as well as
archival and secondary evidence of group mobiliza-
tion, we show that, at first, legislators split more
along denominational lines than partisan ones, with
Catholics in both parties opposing abortion while
Protestants and others were more supportive of
reform. Gradually the divide became a partisan one.
While the Assembly polarized more generally in this
era, the realignment on abortion was distinctive, as
we show via a comparison to labor issues that had
long been on the legislature’s agenda. Our analysis
finds little evidence that district-level factors or
“sorting” of legislators by religion into party caucuses
produced this change. Moreover, polling over this
period reveals that mass-level shifts in religious and
party alignments on abortion postdated changes in
the Assembly. Instead, we argue that growing ties
between new movements and parties—feminists for
Democrats and the Christian Right for the GOP—
helped party supplant religion as the chief cue for
legislators on abortion, leading incumbents to take
new stands on the issue.
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2 DAVID KAROL AND CHLOE N. THURSTON

Our findings have implications for multiple audien-
ces. First, they speak to a growing literature that posits
groups and movements as important shapers of
parties’ issue commitments over time, but has been
less attentive to the potential for personal factors to
shape politicians’ pre-polarized stance.! While schol-
ars have characterized polarization as a shift from
district to party cues, our analysis suggests that polar-
ization may be at times more accurately described as
a shift from personal to party cues. Moreover, by high-
lighting the dynamicinterplay between legislators’ per-
sonal characteristics, party coalitions, and position
taking, we also contribute to scholarship on represen-
tation. When issues are new to the agenda or other-
wise “uncrystallized,” legislators may have more
leeway to vote according to personal background char-
acteristics.” This may wane over time as groups and
parties begin to send clearer signals to legislators
about their policy positions. Finally, our focus on Cali-
fornia brings the study of party position change to the
state level. While there has been a renewed debate in
recent years among political scientists trying to under-
stand polarization and public opinion at the state
level,” states have generally been understudied by stu-
dents of party position change, with the exception of a
small number of race- -focused American political
development studies.* We believe that a state focus

1. See, for example, David Karol, Party Position Change in Ameri-
can Politics: Coalition Management (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 2009); Kathleen Bawn, Martin Cohen, David Karol, Seth
Masket, Hans Noel, and John Zaller, “A Theory of Political
Parties: Groups, Policy Demands and Nominations in American
Politics,” Perspectives on Politics 10, no. 3 (2012): 571-97; Jacob
S. Hacker and Paul Pierson, “After the ‘Master Theory’: Downs,
Schattschneider, and the Rebirth of Policy-Focused Analysis,” Per-
spectives on Politics 12, no. 3 (2014): 643-62; Katherine Krimmel,
“The Efficiencies and Pathologies of Special Interest Partisanship,”
Studies in American Political Development 31 (2017): 149-69; Daniel
Schlozman, When Movements Anchor Parties: Electoral Alignments in
American History (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2015);
Christopher Baylor, First to the Party: The Group Origins of Political
Transformation (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
2017).

2. Jane Mansbridge, “Should Blacks Represent Blacks and
Women Represent Women? A Contingent ‘Yes.”” Journal of Politics
61, no. 3 (1999): 628-57.

3. Devin Caughey and Christopher Warshaw, “Policy Preferen-
ces and Policy Change: Dynamic Responsiveness in the American
States, 1936-2014,” American Political Science Review 112, no. 2
(2018): 249-66; Devin Caughey, Yiqing Xu, and Christopher
Warshaw, “Incremental Democracy: The Policy Effects of Partisan
Control of State Government,” Journal of Politics 79, no. 4 (2017):
1342-58; Jacob Grumbach, “From Backwaters to Major Policy-
makers: Policy Polarization in the States, 1970-2014,” Perspectives
on Politics 16, no. 2 (2018): 416-35.

4. See, for example, Anthony S. Chen, Robert W. Mickey, and
Robert P. Van Houweling, “Explaining the Contemporary Align-
ment of Race and Party: Evidence from California’s 1946 Initiative
on Fair Employment,” Studies in American Political Development 22,
no. 2 (2008): 204-28, Brian Feinstein and Eric Schickler, “Platforms
and Partners: The Civil Rights Realignment Reconsidered,” Studies
in American Political Development. 22, no. 1 (2008): 1-31; David
A. Bateman, “Partisan Polarization on Black Suffrage, 1785-1868,”
Perspectives on Politics. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592719001087.

offers an important window into this process, given
that many issues first arise in the states. This was cer-
tainly the case for abortion, arguably the most import-
ant issue in the unravehng of the New Deal coalition
other than race.’

The remainder of this article proceeds as follows.
In the next section, we review literature on party pos-
ition change and representation, discussing the cir-
cumstances under which legislators’ votes may be a
product of their personal background and when
they may stem from other factors. We then present
the case of California, where the abortion liberaliza-
tion movement first began in 1959, and where legisla-
tion legalizing abortion passed years before the issue
reached the national stage. After describing the evolu-
tion of the abortion controversy and its relationship to
groups and parties, which draws predominantly from
archival and secondary sources, we then present a
series of analyses of an original data set to further
probe the relationship between party, personal back-
ground characteristics, and voting over time. We
show that the issue became increasingly partisan,
including among long-serving incumbents, while reli-
gious affiliation lost predictive power. We conclude by
discussing broader implications and potential exten-
sions of our findings.

A DYNAMIC VIEW OF PERSONAL COMMITMENTS AND
PARTISAN VOTING

Scholars have long seen party and constituency as key
determinants of politicians’ policy stands. When
issues turn from cross-cutting to partisan, some

5. For scholars of abortion policy, the state is hardly a new
arena. Yet our focus on the states departs from many of these
carlier studies. First, many examine policymaking over one
period, focusing on cross-sectional analysis of roll calls. Others
examine policymaking over a longer time horizon, but make
states the unit of analysis; this is key for understanding state-level
legislative characteristics that might matter, for example, the
effect of partisan control or gender makeup of the legislative
branch, or overall public opinion. Yet it tells us less about how pos-
ition taking on the issue may vary over time for members of the
legislature. See, for example, Rebecca Kreitzer, “Politics and Moral-
ity in State Abortion Policy,” State Politics & Policy Quarterly 15, no. 1
(2015): 41-66; Michael Berkman and Robert O’Connor, “Do
Women Legislators Matter? Female Legislators and State Abortion
Policy,” American Politics Quarterly 21, no. 1 (1993): 102-24; Barbara
Norrander and Clyde Wilcox, “Public Opinion and Policymaking in
the States: The Case of Post-Roe Abortion Policy” in The Public Clash
of Private Values: The Politics of Morality Policy, ed. C. Z. Mooney
(New York: Chatham House, 2001), 143-59; George S. Day, “The
Capabilities of Market-Driven Organizations,” Journal of Marketing
58, no. 4 (1994): 37-52; David Schecter, “What Drives the Voting
on Abortion Policy? Investigating Partisanship and Religion in the
State Legislative Arena,” Women and Politics 23, no. 4 (2001): 61—
83; David Yamane and Elizabeth A. Oldmixon, “Religion in the
Legislative Arena: Affiliation, Salience, Advocacy and Public Policy-
making,” Legislative Studies Quarterly 31, no. 3 (2006): 433-66; Brian
Robert Calfano, “The Power of Brand: Beyond Interest Group Influ-
ence in U.S. State Abortion Politics,” State Politics & Policy Quarterly
10, no. 3 (2010): 227-47.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Maryland College Park, on 10 Mar 2020 at 12:07:23, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/50898588X19000166


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592719001087
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592719001087
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0898588X19000166
https://www.cambridge.org/core

scholars understand this change as a shift from con-
stituency to party cues.’ Others do not seek to
explain pre-polarized stands.” Yet an elected official’s
personal background may predispose her or him to a
position, independent of constituency factors. While
largely absent from the literature on party position
change and issue evolution, this claim is investigated
in numerous descrlptlve representatlon
focused on race,® gender,” religion,'’ class or occupa-

tion,"" parental status, and even smoking.

While explaining long-term change is a central pre-
occupation for students of political development,
representation-focused scholars have paid less atten-
tion to how the weight of personal factors may vary
over time. Many studies are cross-sectional or
examine a brief period Most scholars exploring the
effect of religion in legislatures longitudinally focus
on Congress, and their findings differ from ours."”
Nicholas Carnes finds little Change in the role of
class in Congress over decades.'* Barry Burden sug-
gests that the importance of personal background
may vary dependmg on the party’s position toward
the status quo.'” Yet the weight of personal factors

6. Edward G. Carmines and James A. Stimson, Issue Evolution:
Race and the Transformation of American Politics (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1989); John M. Bruce and Clyde
Wilcox, The Changing Politics of Gun Control (Lanham, MD:
Rowman and Littlefield, 1998); Karol, Party Position Change in Ameri-

can Politics.

7. Greg D. Adams, “Abortion: Evidence of an Issue Evolution,”
American Journal of Political Science 41, no. 3 (1997): 718-37; John
W. Burns and Andrew J. Taylor, “The Mythical Causes of the Repub-
lican Supply-Side Economics Revolution,” Party Politics 6, no. 4

(2000): 419-40.

8. Christian R. Grose, Congress in Black and White: Race and
Representation in Washington and at Home (New York: Cambridge Uni-

versity Press, 2011).

9. Michele L. Swers, “Connecting Descriptive and Substantive
Representation: An Analysis of Sex Differences in Cosponsorship
Activity,” Legislative Studies Quarterly 30, no. 3 (2005): 407-33.

10. Chris Fastnow, J. Tobin Grant, and Thomas J. Rudolph,
“Holy Roll Calls: Religious Tradition and Voting Behavior in the
U.S. House,” Social Science Quarterly 80, no. 4 (1999): 689-701;
Yamane and Oldmixon, “Religion in the Legislative Arena,” 433—
66; John McTague and Shana Pearson-Merkowitz, “Voting from
the Pew: The Effect of Senators’ Religious Identities on Partisan
Polarization in the U.S. Senate,” Legislative Studies Quarterly 38,

no. 3 (2018): 405-30.

11. Nicholas Carnes, White-Collar Government. The Hidden Role of
Class in Economic Policy Making (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2013); Jacob M. Grumbach, “Does the American Dream
Matter for Members of Congress?: Social-Class Backgrounds and
Roll-Call Votes,” Political Research Quarterly 68, no. 2 (2015): 306—
23; Eric Hansen, Nicholas Carnes, and Virginia Gray, “What
Happens When Insurers Make Insurance Laws? State Legislative
Agendas and the Occupational Makeup of Government,”

itics & Policy Quarterly 19, no. 2 (2019): 155-79.

12. Barry C. Burden, Personal Roots of Representation (Princeton,

NJ: Princeton University Press, 2007).

13. Fastnow et al., “Holy Roll Calls”; Yamane and Oldmixon,
“Religion in the Legislative Arena”; McTague and Pearson-Merko-

witz, “Voting from the Pew.”
14. Carnes, White-Collar Government.
15. Burden, Personal Roots of Representation.
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in a legislator’s voting may vary over time. Though
more work remains to be done to investigate this
empirically, this claim is implicit in some theoretical
treatments of descriptive representation. For
instance, Jane Mansbridge suggests that descriptive
representation may increase substantive representa-
tion of dlsadvantaged groups when issues are new to
the agenda or “uncrystallized.”'®

We posit that the effect of an elected official’s per-
sonal background on her or his policy positions may
vary depending on the partisan context of an issue
and may be greatest when an issue is new to voters,
politicians, and parties. This is so for multiple
reasons. First, in such a context, politicians and
their staffs may have difficulty ascertaining their con-
stituents’ views and may inaccurately project their own
beliefs onto their constituents. If those beliefs are
linked to characteristics like religious affiliation,
then the latter may predict legislators’ votes. This pos-
sibility is consistent with previous work showing that
legislators’ perceptions of their constituents’ views
are flawed.!7 Second, even if they perceive constitu-
ents’ views accurately, legislators’ backgrounds may
lead them to give greater weight to the perceived
views of a “subconstituency.”’® A politician may
expect to win greater support from co-ethnics,
co-religionists, neighbors, or others with whom she
or he shares traits or simply be more vulnerable to
social pressure from the community. Thus, absent a
strong party cue on an issue, a politician may
choose to reflect the views of the group in question,
regardless of her or his own beliefs. Finally, for all
scholars’ focus on politicians’ electoral concerns,
few deny that many officials have strong views that
underlie their policy positions, some of which stem
from their personal backgrounds. Especially when
there is a new issue on which there are few pressures
to vote a certain way, legislators may feel more free to
vote on the basis of their personal backgrounds. For
all these reasons, legislators’ personal characteristics
may be linked to their voting, especially on new issues.

16. Mansbridge, “Should Blacks Represent Blacks and Women
Represent Women?”.

17. Warren E. Miller and Donald E. Stokes, “Constituency
Influence in Congress,” The American Political Science Review 57,
no. 1 (1963): 45-56; Roland D. Hedlund and H. Paul Friesma,
“Representatives’ Perception of Constituency Opinion” jJournal of
Politics 34 no. 3 (1972): 730-52; Kristina C. Miler, Constituency
Representation in Congress: A View from the Hill (New York: Cambridge
University Press 2010); David E. Broockman and Christopher
Skovron, “Bias in Perceptions of Public Opinion among Political
Elites,” American Political Science Review 112 no. 3 (2018): 542-63;
Alexander Hertel-Fernandez, Matto Milderberger, and Leah
C. Stokes, “Legislative Staff and Representation in Congress” Ameri-
can Political Science Review 113 no. 1 (2019): 1-18.

18. Richard F. Fenno, Home Style: House Members in Their Districts
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1978); Benjamin G. Bishin, Tyranny of the
Minority: The Subconstituency Theory of Representation (Philadelphia:
Temple University Press, 2009).
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We would not expect these conditions necessarily
to remain stable. The relationship between legisla-
tors’ personal characteristics and their policy stands
may evolve. Legislators may surmise that they have
less leeway to vote on the basis of personal beliefs as
the cues sent from parties and constituents become
more clear. Legislators who have inaccurately pro-
jected their own views onto their constituents may
recalibrate their positions as their constituents form
and articulate clear preferences on the issue. Legisla-
tors may also learn that the views prevalent in their
social circles do not reflect those of their broader con-
stituency. And, finally, as groups with divergent stands
on an issue are drawn into party coalitions, elected
officials’ incentives change, even if public opinion
and the politicians’ personal views remain stable.
“Policy demanders” with intense issue preferences
are overrepresented in activist and donor circles.'”’
Politicians seeking nominations will increasingly side
with such groups on issues of great concern to them
once their strength in the party becomes apparent.”’
In such circumstances the importance of the factor
underlying officials’ positions at the earlier pre-
partisan stage—be it constituency or personal back-
ground—will decrease.

This will not be true for all elected officials. For
some, the stand to which their personal background
initially led them emerges as the position of the
party, so these two identities will reinforce one
another. Yet other politicians face a choice, and
many will side with their party and aligned interest
groups, even if it means taking a stand at odds with
those in their group and, in some cases, modifying
a previous position. In such cases, we can expect to
see a weaker association between legislators’ back-
grounds and their policy stands over time.

We examine these claims by focusing on voting pat-
terns on abortion-related bills in the California State
Assembly from the 1960s through the mid-1990s.
Abortion was a truly new issue for the California
state legislators who encountered it in the 1960s. By
contrast, when members of Congress voted on the
issue in the 93rd Congress (1973-1974), it had
already been addressed by a president and debated
at national party conventions, as well as in several
states. It had also been the subject of polling for
nearly a decade, so members of Congress would
have had at least some sense about the costs and ben-
efits of positions on the issue.

Our focus on California is driven by both substan-
tive and practical concerns. On a substantive level,
California is an ideal case because it was the first
state to see activity on the abortion liberalization
debates beginning in the late 1950s. It was also

19. Bawn et al., “A Theory of Political Parties.”
20. Baylor, First to the Party; Hacker and Pierson, “After the
Master Theory,” 643—-62; Schlozman, When Movements Anchor Parties.

among the first to liberalize its abortion law, which
it did in 1967 with the passage of the Therapeutic
Abortion Act. Among the other early movers in
terms of state legislation, three states—Georgia, Mis-
sissippi, and North Carolina—did not have two-party
politics at the time, so they cannot inform a study of
party position change. Finally, on a practical level,
data availability is a key concern in studying state-level
political development; documentation in prior
decades is far more limited at the state than the
national level, and this problem is compounded
when attempting to observe change over time on a
number of dimensions. While the final early mover,
Colorado, did have two-party politics at the time, a
comparative lack of data availability made this a
more difficult case to study than California.

THE EARLY POLITICS OF ABORTION POLICYMAKING IN
CALIFORNIA

In 1967 Governor Ronald Reagan signed the Thera-
peutic Abortion Act, legalizing abortion in the state
of California in cases where it would protect the phys-
ical or mental health of the mother and in the cases of
rape and incest. It was the first change to the state’s
abortion laws since the 1872 criminal code, which
outlawed the practice of abortion unless to save the
life of the mother (thirty-one other states had laws
similar to the 1872 code on the books as of 1960).
The act passed 21-17 in the Senate and 48-30 in
the Assembly.

The nationwide push for abortion liberalization
had begun several years earlier, in 1959, when the
American Law Institute (ALI) introduced a state
model abortion code that would legalize abortion in
certain cases, with the approval of a committee of
two doctors.”' One year later, California became the
first state to take up ALI’s model code, after it was rec-
ommended by a Los Angeles County grand jury
tasked with “finding a solution to the problem of
widespread illegal abortion.”** In 1961, Assemblyman
John Knox introduced a bill modeled after the ALI
guidelines, but it failed to advance for a vote. Liberal-
ization bills introduced in subsequent years met a
similar fate until 1967, with the passage of a bill pro-
posed by Anthony Beilenson, a Beverly Hills Demo-
crat and former assemblyman who had been newly
elected to the state Senate.”

21. Daniel K. Williams, Defenders of the Unborn: The Pro-Life Move-
ment Before Roe v. Wade (New York: Oxford University Press, 2016),
40.

22. Williams, Defenders of the Unborn, 41.

23. For a discussion of how Beilenson became interested in the
issue, and why he may have been more successful than Knox in
pushing reform, see Sagar Jain and Steven Hughes, California Abor-
tion Act 1967: A Study in Legislative Process (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Carolina Population Center, 1968),
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The early abortion fight in the California legisla-
ture was not a partisan struggle. Instead, as we detail
in the sections that follow, one aspect of legislators’
personal backgrounds was key: their religion. Catholic
legislators were far more “pro-life” than others, net of
party and constituency. The relative importance of
legislators’ religion and the relative unimportance
of party in the early years are consistent with the docu-
mentary evidence regarding activism around the issue
of abortion at the time. Pro-choice feminists have
long been active in the Democratic Party, and
pro-life traditionalists have been prominent in the
GOP. In 1967, however, neither group was visible in
Sacramento. Instead, the chief advocates for reform
were doctors. Physicians had led the campaign to
criminalize most abortions in the nineteenth
century, a drive scholars see as stemming from
doctors’ concerns about their then shaky professional
status and autonomy; if abortion was to be permitted
only when doctors prescribed it, the medical profes-
sion would be empowered.”* A century later the
same concern for professional autonomy underlay
doctors’ efforts to liberalize abortion law; the Califor-
nia Medical Association came to endorse abortion lib-
eralization in 1966, a year before legislators first voted
on the reform proposal.”

The demand for a change to the law was motivated
by concerns over the growing gap between law and
practice. Many doctors already quietly performed
abortions for women whose pregnancies were not
life threatening. Yet as medicine improved, the
reduced plausibility of “life of the mother” claims
made such physicians vulnerable to others who
hewed to the letter of the law. In a 1966 case, nine
Bay Area doctors were threatened with the loss of
their licenses by the state medical board, then led
by a Catholic, for performing abortions on women
exposed to rubella, which often produced birth
defects. A backlash ensued, with 128 medical school
deans signing a brief in the doctors’ defense.”®

While doctors were the most prominent lobby in
favor of the 1967 Act, support also came from
opinion leaders (major newspapers supported liberal-
izing the abortion statute), lawyers, hospital professio-
nals, social workers, non-Catholic clergy, and some
civic leaders. Many of these had been organized by

32-33. We thank Lori Delaney at the University of North Carolina
Population Center for helping to locate a copy of the report.

24. James C. Mohr, Abortion in America: the Origins and Evolution
of National Policy, 1800-1900 (New York: Oxford University Press,
1978); Kristin Luker, Abortion and the Politics of Motherhood (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1984); Carole E. Joffe, Tracy A. Weitz,
and Clare L. Stacey, “Uneasy Allies: Pro-Choice Physicians, Feminist
Health Activists and the Struggle for Abortion Rights,” Sociology of
Health & Illness 26, no. 6 (2004): 775-96.

25. “CMA Endorses Legislation to Broaden Abortion Law,”
Fresno Bee, March 24, 1966, p. 17.

26. Luker, Abortion and the Politics of Motherhood; Joffe et al.,
“Uneasy Allies,” 729-30.

the California Committee for Therapeutic Abortion
(CCTA), which formed in 1966 in response to
earlier legislative setbacks.?” CCTA defined its role
as primarily working to educate the public, believing
that this would bolster legislative support, enlisting a
public relations firm for help. In addition to distribut-
ing a newsletter, CCTA encouraged its affiliates to
make radio and television appearances and formed
a speaker’s bureau to organize public appearances.
Over a ten-month period, CCTA sent its affiliates to
speak to more than 300 meetings.”®

Roman Catholics were the main organized oppo-
nents of abortion liberalization in the years preceding
the 1967 Act. With 30 percent of the state’s popula-
tion identifying as Catholic, legislators’ fears of voter
backlash likely kept the issue from reaching the
floor of either chamber since its earliest days in the
legislature.” In 1965, Beilenson reportedly declined
to ask the twenty-one-member Ways and Means Com-
mittee for a vote because of the “tremendous pres-
sure” coming from the Church.” Legislators at the
time reported receiving a deluge of mail from
Roman Catholic constituents—“hundreds and hun-
dreds of letters, the nastiest mail ever,” described
one member of the Assembly.”’ Another described
the letters as “intemperate” and highlighted one con-
stituent’s hope: “May God in heaven [sic] strike you
dead and damn your immortal soul to hell for eter-
nity.”** When, by early 1966, a floor vote began to
look inevitable, Catholic clergy planned a statewide
campaign to mobilize parishioners, diocese by
diocese, against the bill.>

As before, Catholics mobilized en masse against the
1967 bill, sending tens of thousands of letters—many
handwritten, on the suggestion of the clergy—to their
state representatives. Legislators regarded the volume
of mail as unprecedented. As a New York Times article
reported:

Mail to legislators ran 10 to 1 against the bill.
George E. Danielson, a member of the
Senate committee considering the measure,
received 4,000 opposition letters in a single
day. Particular pressure was brought on those
Catholic legislators who supported the bill;
one state Senator sat in his church and heard
his parish priest tell the coq%regation: “Let us
pray for the Senator’s soul.”®

27. Jain and Hughes, “California Abortion Act 1967,” 36-38.

28. Ibid., 36-37.

29. Williams, Defenders of the Unborn, 71.

30. San Francisco Chronicle, July 7, 1965, Press Clippings, Schle-
singer MC 289, Society for Humane Abortion (hereinafter SHA
Papers), box 1, folder SHA Newsletters, 1965-1973 (scattered).

31. Ibid.

32. Ibid.

33. Williams, Defenders of the Unborn, 74.

34. Keith Monroe, “How California’s Abortion Law Isn’t
Working,” New York Times, December 26, 1968.
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The Catholic Church also responded by sending
physicians and others to testify in opposition to the
bill, while some outside of the leadership structure
mobilized the grassroots by, for example, sending
100 women to Sacramento to witness the proceed-
ings. Yet, intense opposition by the Church failed to
stave off the 1967 legislative push.™

The Catholics-versus-doctors alignment evident at
the beginning of the dispute over abortion in Califor-
nia affected how the debate mapped onto party divi-
sions. Theories placing “policy demanders” at the
center of parties suggest that alignment of the
groups active on an issue will determine whether a
dispute falls along or cuts across party lines. Thus, it
is notable that neither doctors nor the Catholic
Church were strongly aligned with a party in this
period as organizations. Yet on key concerns physicians
had long won more support from Republicans. The
American Medical Association’s opposition to Medi-
care was more widely shared among GOP politicians
than Democratic ones, for example. Doctors also
were probably mostly Republican voters during this
period.*

Conversely, while their Church was nonpartisan,
Catholic voters remained Democratic-leaning in 1967.
Given the lobbies active on abortion in California in
1967, we might not expect Democrats to be more pro-
choice than Republicans. A “doctors-versus-Catholics”
fight might even be expected to find Democrats on
what would now be termed the pro-life side. Indeed,
most Democratic Catholic legislators were on that side
of the debate at first. In 1967 Assemblyman John Vas-
concellos, a liberal Democratic Catholic, said, “I
cherish life whether it’s on Death Row or in Vietnam
or in the womb.””’

CONTEXTUAL AND COALITIONAL CHANGES AFTER THE
THERAPEUTIC ABORTION ACT OF 1967

The passage of the 1967 bill helped to shift the
ground on which allies and opponents of abortion lib-
eralization had fought. Under the strictest parame-
ters, the 1967 law should have legalized only 2 to 5
percent of the abortions that were already taking
place in the state. However, many hospitals

35. Several have argued that the dominance of Catholics in
both the organized and mass opposition may have undermined
broader public support. According to the director of the Northern
California Right to Life League, the visibility as Catholics as the
main opponents “made it easy for the proponents of the bill to
label the opposition as a Catholic reaction based on archaic think-
ing.” Jain and Hughes, “California Abortion Act 1967,” 39. See also
Luker, Abortion and the Politics of Motherhood, 130; Williams, Defenders
of the Unborn.

36. Michael Hout, Clem Brooks, and Jeff Manza, “The Demo-
cratic Class Struggle in the United States, 1948-1992,” American
Sociological Review 60, no. 6 (1995): 805-28.

37. Lou Cannon, Governor Reagan: His Rise to Power (New York:
Public Affairs, 2003), 130.

interpreted the mental health provision broadly,
with newspaper headlines announcing a 2,000-fold
increase in the number of annual abortions
between 1968 (the first full year abortions were per-
mitted) and 1972 (at which point the rate stabilized
to roughly 100,000 per year).”® This figure startled
advocates on both sides of the issue. Abortion oppo-
nents pointed to not only the massive increase in
legal abortions performed, but also the likelihood
that by overwhelming hospital resources with so
many requests, abortion provision might ultimatelg
move to much-maligned abortion-only clinics.”
Meanwhile, though generally supportive of abortion
legalization on the grounds of professional autonomy,
the medical community found itself facing an unex-
pected development. By the early 1970s, over 99
percent of patients’ requests for abortion were
being granted, suggesting that rather than shoring
up doctors’ autonomy, the law had tilted the
balance toward patients. As Kristin Luker writes,
“For the first time in over a century, medical control
of abortion was becoming nothing more than a
legal fiction. By 1971, women in California had abor-
tions because they wanted them, not because physi-
cians agreed they could have them.”*"

The Christian Right and the Evolution of GOP Positioning
on Abortion

In the wake of the law, new groups mobilized around
abortion legislation, sending stronger signals to legis-
lators about their issue preferences and eventually
allying with each of the major political parties. As
Darren Dochuk describes, the surprise liberalization
in 1967 catalyzed a new “alliance of former foes—
Protestants with Catholics.”*' Caught off-guard by
the rapid move toward legislation in 1967, the Arch-
diocese of Los Angeles organized anti-abortion acti-
vists into the Right to Life League, which would
become the oldest prolife organization in the
United States, eventually working to incorporate
pro-life evangelicals to the cause. The league
emerged too late and lacked the resources to
counter CCTA’s already-established public relations
campaign, though it managed to meet with Governor
Reagan, who conveyed his sympathies to the group,
shortly before he signed the bill into law.”* The
Right to Life League grew in size and prominence,
while other organizations also emerged, including
Voice for the Unborn; Save our Unborn Life;

38. Luker, Abortion and the Politics of Motherhood, 94.

39. Williams, Defenders of the Unborn.

40. Luker, Abortion and the Politics of Motherhood, 94.

41. Darren Dochuk, From Bible Belt to Sunbelt: Plain-Folk Religion,
Grassroots Politics, and the Rise of Evangelical Conservatism (New York:
W.W. Norton, 2010), 345—46.

42. Jain and Hughes, “California Abortion Act 1967,” 39;
Williams, Defenders of the Unborn, 230.
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United Parents Under God; and the League for
Infants, Fetuses, and the Elderly.43

The new constellation of pro-life organizations may
have made headlines for their more controversial
and public tactics, such as picketing outside of clinics
and schools with vivid images of aborted fetuses. The
Right to Life League of Southern California even
sold sets of these images to activists, while another Cali-
fornia organization reproduced a widely circulated
image taken in 1971 of a bucket of aborted fetuses
onto “postcards that pro-ifers could mail to their
state legislators who were considering abortion bills.”**
But our examination of archival evidence is also sug-
gestive of a state legislative strategy intended to send
stronger signals than before about their constituents’
concern about the issue. To help with this, the Right
to Life League hired former Assemblyman Robert
Burke, a Republican, to lobby in Sacramento. It also
retained Governor Reagan’s public relations firm,
leading to speculation of a new channel of influence.
Activists on the ground worked to mobilize voters by
issuing voter guides and circulating petitions, as well
as by organizing telephone trees to direct supporters
to call or write their legislators on important issues.™

Targeting legislators had been discussed as early as
1971, when a conference of several hundred pro-life
activists convened in San Francisco. One workshop
at the conference focused on legislative action and
featured four attorneys who discussed a plan by a
coalition of anti-abortion groups to sponsor new legis-
lation to return the state’s abortion laws back to the
pre-1967 code.” Legislation was also discussed
during the general session on the final day, with
leaders urging pro-life advocates to “go to the State

43. Texas Right to Life, “An Interview with the Leader of Amer-
ica’s Oldest Pro-Life Organization, Texas Right to Life, August
19, 2014, https://www.texasrighttolife.com/an-interview-with-the-
leader-of-america-s-oldest-pro-life-organization/; Patricia Miller,
Good Catholics: The Battle over Abortion in the Catholic Church (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 2014), 46; Betty Liddick, “Pro-Life
Viewpoint Championed: Abortion Foe Wants Equal Time,” Los
Angeles Times, June 2, 1972; Society for Humane Abortion, newslet-
ter, vol. 7, no. 3, Winter 1971, 1-2, in SHA Papers, box 1, folder SHA
Newsletters, 19651969 (scattered).

44. Williams, Defenders of the Unborn, 137.

45. A district representative for a pro-life group in Southern
California explained the strategy in an interview with Kristin
Luker: “Primarily what we do is visit the various legislators and try
to convince them. We present petitions to them, and try to
educate them on our feelings about life and when life begins,
this kind of thing. And then ... when the funding comes up or,
like in the case of the Human Life Amendment, present him
with petitions or floods of letters to convince him that this is what
his constituents want.” Vaughn interview transcript, n.d., 1, in
Kristin Luker Papers, MC 186, Schlesinger Library, Harvard Univer-
sity (hereafter Luker Papers), box 3: folder: Schlesinger M186,
Kristin Luker Papers, box 3, folder Mrs. Vaughn. See also Society
for Humane Abortion, newsletter, vol. 7, no. 3, Winter 1971, 2,
SHA Papers, box 1, folder SHA Newsletters, 1965-1969 (scattered).

46. Society for Humane Abortion, newsletter, vol. 7, no. 3,
Winter 1971, 2, SHA Papers, box 1, folder SHA Newsletters,
1965-1969 (scattered).

Capitol as soon as each bill is announced, pin down
the legislative assistants, and demand answers and
commitments from them.”*’

Foreshadowing the partisan split that would even-
tually occur on abortion, one pro-life activist inter-
viewed by Luker compared the pro-life cause to that
of the populists, hoping it might spur the “reconstel-
lation of political loyalties.”™® As is now well-
established by scholarship, pro-life issues ultimately
became linked to other positions also important to
the conservative movement, as well as to the develop-
ment of the religious Right and its incorporation into
the GOP. In California, this evolution began in the
early 1970s, as the Republican Party looked toward
evangelical churches in Southern California as a
way to expand its coalition.*” While the Prolife
Council (founded in 1969, as the state branch of
the Catholic-dominated National Right to Life Com-
mittee) was the chief anti-abortion lobby in Sacra-
mento, from the late 1970s legislators also
encountered new anti-abortion voices from the Chris-
tian Right. Rev. W. B. Timberlake’s Committee on
Moral Concerns was a pioneering lobby later joined
by the California Coalition on Traditional Values
led by Rev. Lou Sheldon, a group active in Republican
campaigns.”

By the late 1970s, the New Right had “recast the
pro-life cause as a conservative issue” as Republicans
began to purge pro-choice politicians from the
party.”’ This seems to have occurred somewhat
earlier in California than nationally.bQ The begin-
nings of the national Republican Party’s association
with the pro-life stand can be traced to Nixon’s 1972
re-election bid. Yet Nixon’s effort was shortlived,
and the clear alignment of the GOP with the
pro-life movement came only with the nomination
of Ronald Reagan in 1980, who had termed his
earlier support for abortion law liberalization a
mistake by the time of his failed 1976 bid for the
Republican presidential nomination.”®

Feminism, Pro-Choice Activism, and the Democratic
Party

Like the religious Right, the feminist movement was
not a political force when the Therapeutic Abortion
Act became law in 1967. To be sure, women “as

47. Ibid.

48. Coventry interview transcript, n.d., 13, Luker Papers, box 3,
folder Mr. Coventry.

49. Dochuk, From Bible Belt to Sunbelt, 341.

50. “Dueling Bibles: Timberlake vs. Sheldon,” California_Journal,
July 1985, 274.

51. Williams, Defenders of the Unborn, 253-54.

52. Robert O. Self, All in the Family: The Realignment of American
Democracy Since the 1960s (New York: Hill and Wang, 2013), 371; Wil-
liams, Defenders of the Unborn, 219-42; Andrew Lewis, The Rights Turn
in Conservative Christian Politics: How Abortion Transformed the Culture
Wars (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2017), esp. pp. 16-19.

53. Karol, Party Position Change in American Politics, ch. 3.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Maryland College Park, on 10 Mar 2020 at 12:07:23, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/50898588X19000166


https://www.texasrighttolife.com/an-interview-with-the-leader-of-america-s-oldest-pro-life-organization/
https://www.texasrighttolife.com/an-interview-with-the-leader-of-america-s-oldest-pro-life-organization/
https://www.texasrighttolife.com/an-interview-with-the-leader-of-america-s-oldest-pro-life-organization/
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0898588X19000166
https://www.cambridge.org/core

8 DAVID KAROL AND CHLOE N. THURSTON

individuals were amply represented in the elite
groups [lawyers, public health ofﬁcials,r Physicians,
etc.] that supported the Beilenson bill.””" But their
arguments in favor of liberalization were “virtuall
indistinguishable from those of their male peers.””
This changed by the late 1970s, as access to abortion
became recast as a feminist issue rather than one of
professional autonomy, and as the issue ultimately
became linked to Democratic Party politics.

An early mover in California was the Association for
the Repeal of Abortion Laws (ARAL), which was
established in 1966 as an offshoot of the Society for
Humane Abortion. ARAL’s position that abortion
ought to be fully legalized put it at odds with the coali-
tion supporting the 1967 Therapeutic Abortion Act,
so it was inactive during those debates. But by the
early 1970s ARAL was sending out candidate ques-
tionnaires on abortion-related issues and memos to
its supporters with advice on how to support abortion
law repeal, suggesting, for example, that they “write
state legislators urging introduction of a repeal bill”
or to support pro-choice legislation already under
consideration.?®

While ARAL was less prominent, two rising
“second-wave” feminist organizations that formed in
the late 1960s later became leading voices in the
debate, nationally and in California.>” The National
Organization for Women (NOW) was founded in
1966 with only twenty-eight members. The new
group first addressed abortion at its second national
meeting in November 1967, some months after abor-
tion reform was enacted in California. At that time
NOW called for the repeal of abortion restrictions,
though this stand was controversial even within the
organization and only gradually became a top prior-
ity. By the early 1970s NOW had several chapters in
California and was active in Sacramento.”® After ini-
tially eschewing such conventional tactics, NOW
began endorsing candidates in 1976 and created a
political action committee (PAC) in 1977. NARAL
Pro-Choice America, the leading pro-choice lobby,
was established at a conference in Chicago in 1969.
Its by-laws proposed “to initiate and coordinate polit-
ical, social, and legal action of individuals and groups
concerned with providing safe abortions by qualified
physicians for all women seeking them regardless of

54. Luker, Abortion and the Politics of Motherhood, 92.

55. Ibid.

56. Association to Repeal Abortion Laws, “Ways to Work for
Abortion Law Repeal,” n.d., SHA Papers, box 4, folder Publications
ca. 1966-1971.

57. Luker, Abortion and the Politics of Motherhood, 94.

58. “Feminism: The Bills are Coming Due,” Los Angeles Times,
August 5, 1973, 11; Suzanne Staggenborg, The Pro-Choice Movement:
Organization and Activism in the Abortion Conflict (New York: Oxford
University Press,1991), 202; Maryann Barakso, Governing Now: Grass-
roots Activism in the National Organization for Women (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 2004), 63.

economic status.””? NARAL first formed a PAC in
1977 and grew increasingly focused on electoral polit-
ics.?” A less grassroots-based organization than NOW,
it was slower to create branches and only launched
the California Abortion Rights Action League
(CARAL) in 1977.

As soon as it launched, though, CARAL began
sending its members legislative alerts, with advice on
how to “repeatedly get the pro-choice message to
our legislators.”®" It also began training activists on
lobbying and political advocacy techniques, begin-
ning at CARAL South’s first annual meeting in 1978
(which featured a workshop with staffers from Beilen-
son’s office to discuss the topic). By 1979 CARAL’s
Northern and Southern California branches had
jointly hired a lobbyist to focus on issues in the state
legislature.®

CARAL was also working at this time to develop a
pro-choice action network across the state that could
be quickly mobilized to respond to new legislative
threats or opportunities.”” An alert sent in April
1978 as Medi-Cal funding for abortion was on the
table provides an example:

Enclosed, please find a list of State Assembly-
men and State Senators for the districts for
which CARAL-North Coast is responsible.
Also, sample letters are included to help you
and your pro-choice friends. Please remember
that numbers count; don’t worry about writing
a lengthy masterpiece, just get those letters in.
As I mentioned in the first CARAL-North Coast
alert, please start a lobbying file, and keep
these mailings for future reference.®*

Activists noted that a major reason for organizing in
this way was to send a stronger message to legislators,
since, according to the executive director of CARAL
South, “so many of the legislators—both state and
federal—take an anti-abortion position when voting
on legislation. That must be changed.”® Over the

59. Society for Humane Abortion, newsletter, vol. 5, no. 1, April
1969, 1; Society for Humane Abortion, newsletter, vol. 6, no. 1,
December 1969-January 1970, 1, both in SHA Papers, box 1,
folder SHA Newsletters, 1965-1969 (scattered).

60. Staggenborg, The Pro-Choice Movement, 84.

61. Mary Haberman Clark to CARAL-South Supporters and
Friends, February 5, 1977, in NARAL Printed Materials Collection,
Pr-3, Schlesinger Library, Harvard University (hereafter NARAL),
carton 1, folder California.

62. Ibid; “First Annual Meeting,” April 29, 1978; CARAL-North,
press release, October 22, 1979; California Abortion Rights Action
League, South, “Abortion Rights Organizers in San Diego” press
release, June 12, 1979, all in NARAL, carton 1, folder California.

63. Mary Haberman Clark to CARAL-South Supporters and
Friends, February 5, 1977, NARAL, carton 1, folder California.

64. Sharon J. Simms to Pro-Choice Activists (CARAL North
Coast) Legislative Alert no. 2, April 29, 1978, NARAL, carton 1,
folder California.

65. California Abortion Rights Action League, South, “Abor-
tion Rights Organizers in San Diego,” press release, June 12,
1979, NARAL, carton 1, folder California.
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years they engaged in similar advocacy tactics to build
legislative support.

Both the NOW and NARAL lobbies became associ-
ated with the Democratic Party. Democrats had long
been less supportive of the Equal Rights Amendment
(ERA)—a feminist priority then surpassing abortion
—than Republicans, because their union allies
feared the ERA would invalidate state “protective”
laws limiting women’s working hours. Yet by the
early 1970s, unions realized that the 1964 Civil
Rights Act made such state laws untenable and
endorsed the ERA, facilitating the incorporation of
feminists in the Democratic coalition.®” Thus Demo-
cratic politicians gradually came to face an engaged
pro-choice constituency that was absent in 1967
when California reformed its abortion law.

In sum, during the 1970s, interest groups arose on
both sides of the abortion debate and rejected the
compromise “leave it to the doctors” approach of Cal-
ifornia’s 1967 law. These organizations and the
broader constituencies for which they spoke eventu-
ally became aligned with the two parties, pulling
Democratic and Republican elected officials of all
faiths in different directions on abortion.

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE SHIFT IN ABORTION
VOTING OVER TIME

In the sections that follow, we examine the factors that
shaped abortion voting as the issue turned from cross-
cutting to partisan between 1967 and 1996, based on
an original data set of recorded votes, constituency
characteristics, and personal background information
for legislators. Our dependent variable is a scale
based on legislators’ votes on abortion in the State
Assembly during each term. The scale ranges from
0 to 1, with 1 signifying consistent support for abor-
tion restriction by a legislator and 0 signifying consist-
ent opposition. Our data on voting come from the
California State Assembly Journal, which also provides
a topic index of bills for each legislative session.
After collecting all recorded votes on bills listed
under “abortion,” we used principal components

66. For example, after holding pickets of seven anti-abortion
state legislators in advance of the 1980 elections, the executive dir-
ector justified the decision: “We are putting these and other anti-
choice legislators on notice that we, as individuals, will remember
their voting records on election day, 1980. We will call upon their
constituents who agree with us to make their voices heard. Across
this state and the nation you will hear the phrase ‘I'm pro-choice
... and I vote!” We are just as single-issue in our dedication to the
right of every woman to decide for herself whether or not to have
an abortion as is the other side in their determination not to
allow that option.” Sharon Simms, quoted in CARAL-North, press
release, October 22, 1979, NARAL, carton 1, folder California.

67. Jane Mansbridge, Why We Lost the ERA (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1986); Christina Wolbrecht, The Politics of Women’s
Rughts: Parties, Positions, and Change (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 2000).

factor analysis to ensure that all votes incorporated
into the measure tapped into a common dimension,
discarding those that did not load on the same
factor at .6 or greater. The number of votes on abor-
tion varied from year to year, as did the bills’ provi-
sions. Table Al in the Appendix lists the votes
underlying our scale, by year, on which Figures 1-3
and Tables 1-3 are based. It also provides breakdowns
by party and religion for each vote.

Our data on legislator characteristics, such as ideol-
ogy, party affiliation, sex, race, and religion, come
from multiple sources, including the California Blue
Book, the California Assembly Handbook, and the
Project  Vote Smart website. Coding of Assembly
members’ religious affiliation was especially challen-
ging, as it was not included in state legislative publica-
tions in the early years covered in our study. Many
legislators serving in that period were still in office
in later years when religion was reported or served
in Congress, making their religious affiliation check-
able in the Almanac of American Politics (first published
in 1972). In other cases, we used newspaper reports
(including obituaries), oral histories, and interviews
with retired legislators and their relatives to code
Assembly members’ religious affiliations. Due to
data limitations, we can only identify legislators as
Protestant, Catholic, or Jewish, rather than as
members of particular Protestant denominations.

Religion, Partisanship, and Abortion Voting

As we argued earlier, the early abortion fight in the
California State Assembly was more religious than
partisan. Catholic legislators were far more “pro-life”
than others net of party and constituency. Figure 1
reports this central finding, showing the difference
in mean support for abortion restrictions between
Catholics vs. other legislators and Republicans vs.
Democrats, from the first votes on the issue in 1967
through 1996. The figure reveals that initially Assem-
bly members’ religious affiliations were a better pre-
dictor of their votes on abortion than their party
membership. Although Catholics and Republicans
were both more pro-ife than others, the gap
between denominations greatly exceeded that
between parties in 1967.

Figure 1 also shows that while both religion and
party remained correlates of abortion positions in
later years, the association between party affiliation
and Assembly members’ votes grew far stronger over
time. By contrast, the linkage between religion and
abortion diminished and the relationship actually
changed sign, with Catholic legislators becoming
more supportive of abortion rights than others, begin-
ning in the early 1980s. This last finding is striking
given the Catholic Church’s unwavering pro-life
stand. However, as we show later, it is not evident in
multiple regression analyses. In addition, Figure 1
reveals that much of the increase in the partisan
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Fig. 1. Party, Religion, and Support for Abortion
Restriction, California State Assembly, 1967-1996.
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Fig. 2. Correlation between NOMINATE Scores and
Support for Abortion Restrictions, California Assem-
bly, 1967-1996.

divide occurred between the late 1970s and the early
1980s. There were no abortion roll calls in 1979-1980,
but the gap between the parties was much larger in
1981-1982 than it had been in 1977-1978. Changes
before and after that period were less dramatic.
Viewed in isolation, polarization on abortion as
shown in Figure 1 could conceivably reflect an
overall trend toward party polarization over this
same time period. For this reason we also investigate
the relationship between votes on abortion and
broader voting patterns in the Assembly. Figure 2
reports the correlations between  Assembly
members’ voting and their DW1 and DW2 NOMIN-
ATE scores.”® It reveals that initially abortion did not

68. DW-NOMINATE Scores for California Assembly members
were estimated by Seth Masket, “It Takes an Outsider: Extralegisla-
tive Organization and Partisanship in the California Assembly,
1849-2006,” American Journal of Political Science 50, no. 3 (2007):

map neatly onto either dimension. Starting in the
1970s, legislators’ abortion voting was more strongly
associated with their position on the first dimension,
while the second dimension had little connection to
the issue. However, abortion did not map neatly
onto even the first dimension until the early 1980s,
from which point legislators’ voting patterns on the
issue ceased to be distinctive.

To the extent that DW1 NOMINATE is a proxy for
ideology,” Figure 2 suggests that the study of abortion
politics in Sacramento is not just one of the polariza-
tion of the parties, but that it had its own dynamic.
It is not simply that in 1967 abortion divided Califor-
nia liberals and conservatives, and that they later
“sorted” themselves into the two parties. Instead,
some conservatives, like Governor Reagan, supported
reform, while some liberals, often Catholics like John
Vasconcellos, opposed it.

Figure 3 offers more context regarding the growth
of the partisan divide on abortion in the Assembly. It
compares the difference of party means on abortion
roll call scales with the same statistic based on rating
of legislators by the California Labor Federation
(CLF). The CLF focused on labor law, but also
included welfare state concerns and, eventually, civil
rights bills (especially those related to employment)
in their ratings. However, purely “social” issues such
as gun control and, importantly, abortion, were not
used by unions to rate state legislators, making these
ratings a useful comparison case.

The period depicted in Figure 3 begins in 1957, a
decade before the Assembly first voted on abortion,
and runs for four decades. Polarization is evident
on labor issues already in the 1950s, which is no sur-
prise since these topics have been central to party
competition since the New Deal.

Again, the story for abortion is different. When the
issue first arose in 1967, the gap between parties on
abortion was dwarfed by the gap evident on labor
issues. Yet by the early 1980s, the divide on abortion
had become nearly as great as the one on issues that
had long been the parties’ stock-in-trade. This was
the case even though there was also a less dramatic
increase in party divisions on the older labor
agenda during this period. Insofar as abortion was
added to, but did not replace, the preexisting cleav-
age on labor and welfare state issues, these findings
accord with Layman et al.’s description of “conflict
extension.””® Even so, the growing party gap on

482-97, using the same procedures as Poole and Rosenthal use to
calculate scores for Members of Congress.

69. But see Frances Lee, Beyond Ideology: Politics, Principles, and
Partisanship in the U.S. Senate (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
2009).

70. Geoffrey C. Layman, Thomas M. Carsey, John C. Green,
Richard Herrera, and Rosalyn Cooperman, “Activists and Conflict
Extension in American Party Politics,” American Political Science
Review 4, no. 2 (2010): 324-46.
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71. California Field Poll data are from the University of Califor- E < S S N N ©
nia, Berkeley, Data Lab and are available at https://dlab.berkeley. ‘g — |
edu/data-resources/ california-polls. g — —

72. In fact, a witness during hearings for the 1967 Beilenson = S < =
bill cited the Field Polls’ findings from July 1966 about the broad 2 —~ —~ <
support among citizens, among Protestants, and the bare majority t < ot Nl
of Catholics, also noting that despite 51 percent agreeing, only 26 =S ’ ’ oy
percent were opposed. See Edmund W. Overstreet, “Testimony a o 2 3 % = N
before the California Senate Committee on Judiciary on Senate - = o ° g ..s >° = g >
Bill 462,” in Michigan State Senate Committee on Abortion Law ® -9 _§ R £ 5 5 g P 2 “;
Reform SR 185, “Information on the California Therapeutic Abor- % O %R % S RO = 2 g ﬁ O =
tion Act of 1967,” December, 1968, 9. = QULRASTPEARCNKZIZ
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Table 2. Religion, Party Affiliation, and Assembly Members’ Votes on Abortion Restriction: Difference of Party Mean Support for All

Legislators and Long-Serving Legislators Compared

All Legislators

Those Serving from 1967 through 1972

1967-1968 159
1971-1972 .316
Change .158

.252
.328
.076

All Legislators

Those Serving from 1977 through 1982

1977-1978 .325
1981-1982 .806
Change 481

125
518
.393

Table 3. Difference of Party Means on Abortion Restriction Scale: All Assembly Members and Long-Serving Legislators Compared,

OLS Regression Models

1967-1968 All Legislators Those Serving from 1967 through 1972
Catholic b5 ((11)* A46(.14)*

GOP 22 (.10)* 29(.13)*

Constant -.07(.17) —.13(.21)

R 32 25

N 62 42

1971-1972 All Legislators Those Serving from 1967 through 1972
Catholic 2(.12) A(.13)

GOP 24(.10)% 24(.12)

Constant 38(.17)* .39(.2)

R 12 .09

N 52 42

1977-1978 All Legislators Those Serving from 1977 through 1982
Catholic 28(.12)% 16(.16)

GOP 34(.11)* 21(.17)

Constant —.19(.16) —.11(.23)

R 20 07

N 59 29

1981-1982 All Legislators Those Serving from 1977 through 1982
Catholic 11(.07) 10(.14)

GOP .81(.06)* 47(.16)*

Constant —.72(.10)* —.35(.21)

R? 70 25

N 75 28

Party differences in mass-level opinion were small
at first, though Republicans were slightly more pro-
choice than were Democrats. In 1966, 68 percent of
GOP respondents and 62 percent of Democrats

favored reform. In 1967, 75 percent of Republicans
polled favored reform, compared with 72 percent of
Democrats. While abortion initially cut across party
lines among Field Poll respondents and elected
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officials, Democratic Assembly members were more
pro-choice from the beginning, with 71 percent
voting for final passage of the Beilenson bill, com-
pared to 51 percent of their GOP colleagues.

The alignments of voters and legislators on abortion
evolved over time. The gap between Catholic respond-
ents and other Californians on abortion narrowed,
though it did not disappear. Change was more dramatic
in the Assembly. In 1967, Catholic legislators were more
pro-life than Catholic survey respondents. By the 1980s,
the roles had reversed; Catholics generally remained
less supportive of abortion rights than other Califor-
nians, but Catholic members of the Assembly were
more pro-choice than their non-Catholic colleagues.

A look at partisan alignments also reveals change.
The initially greater support for liberal abortion policies
by Republican survey respondents was time-bound. The
Field Poll suggests that this masslevel shift occurred
earlier in California than it did nationwide. In 1975,
California Republican respondents were still more pro-
choice, but by 1979, they were more prolife than
Democratic respondents. The timing of this partisan
reversal, then, is not consistent with a view that shifts
in public opinion inspired change among elected offi-
cials. After all, as early as 1967, Democratic legislators
were already slightly more pro-choice than were Repub-
lican legislators. Instead, the chronology suggests that
elite leadership of public opinion occurred.

OLS ANALYSIS

We have demonstrated so far that between 1967 and
1996, voting on abortion-related issues moved from
cutting across party lines to highly partisan, with Dem-
ocrats consistently voting for fewer restrictions on abor-
tion and Republicans consistently voting for more
restrictive policies. Our initial findings suggest that in
the early years, religion—or more precisely, Catholi-
cism—was more closely tied to an Assembly
member’s vote than was the member’s party, but that
over time, party became the main line of division on
these issues. Moreover, comparing both to general
measures of ideology as well as the CLF’s legislative
scorecards suggests that, while polarization occurred
throughout the legislature on many issues over this
time, it was distinctive on abortion issues. A look at
these factors alongside the California Field Poll from
the time also suggests that political elites led, rather
than followed, public opinion into polarizing the abor-
tion issue. Finally, archival and secondary source evi-
dence suggests that organizations on both sides of
the issue began to recognize the need to send clearer
cues to legislative officials. Movements on both sides
eventually became associated with political parties.
But while knowing about these trends and the timing
of shifts is important, key questions remain. Were legis-
lators’ religious affiliations a proxy for constituency
factors? Did the diversification of the legislature

underlie the changes shown in Figures 1 and 2? To
answer such questions, additional analyses are
required.

In Table 1, we report ordinary least squares (OLS)
regression models based on Assembly members’
voting on abortion in four periods: 1967-1968,
1977-1978, 1981-1982, and 1983-1984. We selected
these periods to provide snapshots of the conditions
both before and after the parties coalesced on the
abortion issue. Thus the period from 1967-1968 cap-
tures the earliest positioning on abortion by California
state legislators, the snapshot from 1977-1978 is drawn
from when both party and religious affiliations were
important predictors of legislators’ votes, and the
period from 1981-1982 reflected the first time in
which partisanship was by far the dominant predictor.
Finally, we ended our OLS analysis in 1983-1984
because by this point, the relationship between party
and voting had largely stabilized, with minimal
change occurring in later years. (While we deliberately
wanted to choose periods before and after the parties
coalesced on the abortion issue, the particular years
we selected also were dictated by data availability. As
Table Al shows, there are some years where there
are no recorded votes or too few to be informative.)

For each period we present three models of support
for abortion restricion by California Assembly
members. The first model includes only party. The
second incorporates religious affiliation of legislators
as well as the number of Catholic churches in their dis-
tricts. For legislator religion we include an indicator
variable coded as 1 if the legislator was Catholic and
0 otherwise. It is also important to know whether legis-
lators’ faiths are a proxy for constituency or have an
independent effect. To that end, we would like to
know the share of voters in each legislator’s district
adhering to various faiths, as McTague and Pearson-
Merkowitz include in their study of the U.S. Senate.”
Such data are unavailable at the level of California
Assembly districts, and while a county religious census
exists, Assembly districts do not map well onto Califor-
nia counties. Large, diverse counties can contain
many districts, while other districts are composed of
portions of multiple counties. Given the centrality of
religion to our study, we turned to an alternative indica-
tor of a district’s Catholicism, Churches, which is a count
of the number of Catholic churches in an Assembly Dis-
trict during a given year.74 While the number of Cath-
olic churches in a district is not the ideal measure of
the strength of Catholicism within a district, analyses
not shown revealed that controlling for county

73. McTague and Pearson-Merkowitz, “Voting from the Pew,”
405-30.

74. We created this measure by geocoding the addresses of all
Catholic churches, as listed in the Catholic Directory, and them
placing them into Assembly districts based on legislative redistrict-
ing maps for each decade.
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population, the number of churches in a county is sig-
nificantly associated with the percentage of Catholic
residents.

The third and final model reported for each period
incorporates other legislator characteristics including
race, gender, and an indicator variable capturing
whether the legislator was Jewish. In addition to the
constituency-level variable of churches carried over
from the second model, we also include a measure
of the share of urban residents in districts, as well as
a voter partisanship measure—the percentage of the
vote received by the Democratic presidential candi-
date in the previous election. Finally, we note that
both the second and third models are based on a
smaller number of observations for each period
than in the first model. This is because the religious
affiliations of several legislators have proven elusive,
requiring us to exclude them from our analyses.

Results

As Table 1 shows, in the 1967 bivariate model, party
affiliation has a positive coefficient, meaning that
from the beginning, Republican legislators were
more opposed to abortion rights than Democrats.
Yet this coefficient is small, and party affiliation was
not a significant predictor of Assembly members’
votes on abortion in 1967. By contrast, the coefficient
for the Catholic indicator variable in model 2 is both
positive and significant, despite the smaller number
of observations due to the lack of information regard-
ing some legislators’ religious affiliations. However, in
this model, the coefficient for the variable capturing
the number of Catholic churches in districts is close
to zero, suggesting that the relationship between
Catholicism and legislators’ votes on abortion as
seen in Figure 1 was not driven by constituency
factors. Rather, the legislator’s own religious affili-
ation was key. (Analyses not shown, including an inter-
action term for churches and Catholic legislator,
found no significant interaction effect.)

In the third, combined, model for 1967 the
coefficient for the Catholic indicator variable actually
grows. The only other significant relationship observed
is negative: Assembly members from districts where
the Democratic presidential candidate (Lyndon
B. Johnson) had run better were less likely to take anti-
abortion stands. This finding is unexpected in that both
national surveys and California Field Polls show that
Democratic respondents were slightly more pro-life
than Republicans in the 1960s and 1970s.”” None of
the other variables that reflect the growing diversity of
the legislature are predictive in any of the models.

Change is evident by the second time period, 1977-
1978, which was a decade after the passage of the
Therapeutic Abortion Act and a few years after Roe.
As models from this period show, the party coefficient

75. Adams, Abortion, 718-37.

doubled compared to 1967-1968 in both models
including a party indicator. The Catholic variable is
halved in both the religion (second) and combined
(third) models. It falls just short of conventional sig-
nificance in the second model, though it is significant
in the combined model.

Recall that by the third time period (1981-1982)
Ronald Reagan had been elected president running
with a stronger pro-life position than previous GOP
nominees, helping to align the religious Right with
the GOP. By this period, party affiliation had become
strongly associated with legislators’ abortion stands. A
curiosity of the second (religious characteristics)
model for 1981-1982 is that the Catholic coefficient
changed signs and Catholics in the Assembly were
actually more pro-choice than were non-Catholics.
Yet the combined (third) model shows that controlling
for party, race, and district characteristics, Catholics
were still significantly more pro-life than others. This
is obscured in models that do not include party,
since most Catholic legislators were Democrats.

In the final period (1983-1984), the chief differ-
ence observed again concerns the role of Catholi-
cism. In the second (religion) model, the negative
coefficient is larger and significant for the first time.
Yet once again, the combined (third) model incorp-
orating all of the variables tells a different story, with
Catholicism remaining associated with pro-life
voting and suggesting that the negative association
observed between Catholicism and opposition to
abortion restrictions in the second model is a spuri-
ous result of Catholics’ greater presence in the Demo-
cratic caucus. Yet the coefficient is small and, for the
first time, statistically insignificant. Taken together,
the models suggest that as party affiliation’s import-
ance grew, religion’s declined. The irrelevance of
legislators’ Catholicism evident by 1983 in California
was far ahead of developments in Congress, where
Catholics remained relatively pro-life into the 1990s.”®

LEGISLATIVE TURNOVER OR CONVERSION?

We have shown that voting on abortion in the Califor-
nia Assembly became far more partisan from the late
1960s to the early 1980s and that there was a marked
decline in the association between legislators’ religion
and their votes on the issue. This appears not to have
been driven by constituency factors and is consistent
with the shifts in party coalitions evident over the
period under study. Moreover, of the Assembly
members serving when abortion came up for a vote
in 1967, only five remained in office in 1981, suggesting
that legislative turnover could have caused the change.

76. Raymond Tatalovich and David Schier, “The Persistence of
Ideological Cleavage in Voting on Abortion Legislation in the
House of Representatives, 1973-1988,” American Politics Research
21, no. 1 (1993): 125-39; Fastnow et al., “Holy Roll Calls,” 689-701.
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Table 2 examines two periods in which the party
divide on abortion grew in the California Assembly.
The first is 1967 through 1972, in which a modest
increase in the party divide is evident. And the
second is 1977 through 1982, when a far larger gap
between parties emerged. For both periods, we
compare the voting behavior of legislators serving
during the beginning and end of the period with
the pattern evident in the Assembly as a whole. It is
useful to observe these two periods separately since,
as we noted, very few legislators serving when the
abortion issue arose in the 1960s were still in the
office in the 1980s, but many served for portions of
this period during which time the divide grew.

Table 2 reports the difference in party mean
support for abortion restriction or limitation in the
1967-1968 and 1971-1972 legislatures, and the
same statistic for 1977-1978 compared with 1981-
1982. As in previous figures and tables, the dependent
variable is coded so that higher values mean more
support for the “pro-life” side.

Comparing the change in the difference of party
reveals that it occurred not only in the Assembly as
a whole, but also among the subset of legislators
serving at the beginning and the end of each
period. In other words, there was substantial position
change by incumbents on abortion. The change in
the earlier period is less dramatic than the shift
evident from 1977 through 1982, the period in
which the religious Right emerged. The shift is also
smaller among continuing legislators than in the
chamber as a whole, indicating that both conversion
and turnover contributed to the growing party divide.

Continuing a focus on behavioral change among
legislators, Table 3 reports coefficients from multiple
regression models for the same groups and time
periods explored in Table 2. In both cases we see a
decline in the coefficient for the Catholic indicator
variable and an increase in the party coefficient. As
in Table 3, the same basic trend is evident among con-
tinuing legislators, as well as chamber-wide, even if
the shift is smaller among the veteran Assembly
members. This is evidence that while there may
have been some inertia among continuing legislators,
the change in party positioning occurred among
incumbents and was not entirely a result of turnover.

Over the course of the decades we explored, there
was of course some change in the alignment of
groups vis-a-vis parties and visible evolution of the
demographic composition of the state legislature.
The California State Assembly is far more diverse
than it once was in terms of race and gender. In
recent years Speakers have included men and
women of color, as well as openly lesbian and gay legis-
lators. Yet much of this diversification postdates the
shift in the partisan alignment on abortion that we
documented. For example, in 1967 when the first
recorded votes on abortion in modern times occurred,
there were only three female State Assembly members,

out of eighty. In 1981, by which time most of the parti-
san polarization on abortion had occurred, there were
still only ten women in the Assembly. In 2019 there
were twenty-three.”” Similarly, while there has been
change in the relationship between religious affiliation
and party, the percentage of Catholics in the Demo-
cratic and Republican caucuses within the State Assem-
bly was relatively stable from the 1960s through the
1990s. In 1967 the Democratic caucus was 40 percent
Catholic, while the Republican caucus was 22 percent
Catholic. In 1995 the analogous percentages were 39
percent for Democrats and 18 percent for Republi-
cans. We report these percentages for each legislative
term in Table A2 in the Appendix.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, we charted the growing partisan divide on
abortion in one of the first state legislatures to face the
issue in modern times. This issue is important for stu-
dents of American political development as it exempli-
fies the culture war divisions that did so much, along
with race, to undermine the New Deal party alignment
in the late twentieth century. More broadly, we have
shown that the importance of personal background
to a legislator’s voting can shift over time as issues
emerge and evolve, and as positions become linked
to political parties. When California legislators faced
abortion as a new issue in 1967, their religious affilia-
tions were more important than their party ties or dis-
trict characteristics. Yet the effect of religion was gone
by the mid-1980s. In the intervening years, the issue
saw a shift from personal background cues to partisan
ones, not, as is typical in the study of party position
change, a shift from district cues to party ones. This
shift coincided with the incorporation of groups
focused on abortion in both parties’ coalitions: femi-
nists for Democrats and the religious Right in the
GOP. These changes altered the incentives of legisla-
tors. Many incumbents changed their stands, helping
to polarize the parties on the issue. Party polarization
was evident in the Assembly in this era, yet the abortion
issue had its own dynamic.

These results speak to multiple research areas. Our
findings highlight the fact that even for voting behav-
ior on a particular issue the importance of legislators’
personal backgrounds may vary over time. In our case
the initial importance of religious affiliation seemed
to reflect legislators’ own views, rather than serving
as a proxy for constituency. The subsequent import-
ance of party affiliation meant that many incumbent
legislators who did not change their party or religion
still gave more weight to the former in deciding how

77. National Conference of State Legislatures, “Women in State
Legislatures for 2019,” July 25, 2019, http://www.ncsl.org/legisla-
tors-staff/legislators/womens-legislative-network /women-in-state-
legislatures-for-2019.aspx.
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to vote on abortion. Changes in party coalitions gave
them an incentive to do so. A similar process occurred
later on in Congress, but as in so much else, California
was on the cutting edge of change.

Questions remain. Is the abortion issue sui generis,
or are there lessons to be gleaned for other
issues across other states and at the national level?
Some recent work suggests that the importance of
personal characteristics other than religion has also
changed over time, with age and education becoming
less predictive of Congress members’ votes on envir-
onmental issues as party divisions on this topic grew
in the 1980s and 1990s.”® Yet on other issues that
were on the state and national agendas for many
years, long enough for attitudes to crystallize,” yet

78. David Karol, Red, Green and Blue: The Partisan Divide on
Environmental Issues (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2019). Karol also reports a growing partisan divide on environmen-
tal issues among California legislators.

79. Mansbridge, “Should Blacks Represent Blacks and Women
Represent Women?”

which did not become strongly partisan (e.g., Prohib-
ition®”), personal characteristics like religious affili-
ation might have remained important far longer
than they did on abortion or environmental issues.
And to what extent might more the recent develop-
ment of evenly matched and polarized parties at the
national level, along with the growing one-party dom-
ination of most state governments, complicate these
dynamics identified in an earlier period? Both ques-
tions are ripe for further examination. Other states
were in the forefront of other controversies, and
more study is required by students of party position
change, representation, and state politics to gain a
more comprehensive understanding of these
dynamics.

80. Sean Beienburg, Prohibition, The Constitution and States’
Rights (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2019).
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APPENDIX

Table A1. Descriptive Statistics on Votes Underlying Abortion Measures

FROM PERSONAL TO PARTISAN: ABORTION, PARTY, AND RELIGION 17

Vote Dem  Rep Cath. Other

Date Bill Description y/n y/n y/n y/n Relig. y/n
1967-6-13 SB462  Therapeutic Abortion Act 3342 1524 18-18 16-3 13-27
1967-6-13 SB462 ” 30-45 1227 1818 14-5 12-28
1967-6-13 SB462 ” 35-42 1426 21-16 16-3 14-28
1967-6-13 SB462 ” 23-52 1128 12-24 13-5 7-34
1967-6-13 SB462 ” 48-30  29-12  19-18 5-14 32-11
1970-820 SB543 [ABORTION] 36-11 21-8 15-3 8-0 13-15
1971-1199  SB385  Records and reports 46-11 22-8 24-3 11-1 26-6
1971-11-11 SB385 ” 42-16  17-14 25-2 11-1 209
1972-6-20  AB1470 hospitals performing: family planning ~ 52-11 33-1 199 13-2 29-6

services counseling and information
1972-11-30 AB1004 Prisoners 449 27-1 17-7 7-1 25-7
1976-1-29 AB2346 Fetuses, live born 60-11  36-11 24-0 17-1 30-8
1976-5-20 AB3133 Insurance benefits 41-29  24-23 17-6 9-4 24-16
1976-5-28 AB3133 ” 39-25  31-14 811 7-4 20-18
1976-6-18 AB3133 ” 4527  22-25 2-23 12-3 25-15
1976-8-25 AB2346 Fetuses, live born 51-9 30-9 21-0 11-1 29-6
1978522  AB2967 Medi-Cal funding 43-28  36-14 7-14 49 27-15
1978-5-25 AB2967 ” 54-9 42-4 12-5 9-2 32-5
1982-6-10 AB3766 School employees: abortion services: 40-37 40-6 0-31 13-10 24-25

referral, etc., of students
1982-8-13 SB946  Reporting 43-35 40-7 328 14-10 27-23
1982-8-13 SB154  Minors, parental consent 41-32 384 3-28 12-8 27-22
1984-5-21 AB2314 Medi-Cal recipients 4725 44-0 3-25 20-4 24-20
1984-5-21 AB2314 ” 42-31 42-1 0-30 19-5 20-25
1984-5-21 AB2314 ” 64-9 44-1 20-8 20-3 41-5
1984-529  SB1379 Medi-Cal recipients 68-11 44-3 24-8 20-3 44-8
1984-6-14 SB1379 ” 47-31 470 0-31 194 25-26
1984-6-25 SB1379 ” 55-19 384 17-15 17-5 37-12
1984-6-25 SB1379 ” 54-17 384 17-15 17-5 37-12
1984-6-28 SB1379 ” 31-33 11-29 20-4 6-15 23-18
1984-8-9 SB709  Hospital staff: right not to participate 60-9 30-9 30-0 19-2 39-7
1985-9-5 SB130  Funding—family planning, office of 45-23 43-1 2-22 194 24-18
1986-6-2 SB130 ” 41-26 40-1 1-25 174 22-21
1986-6-16 AB4199 Minors 43-29 42-2 1-27 174 24-24
1986-8-26  SB130  Funding—family planning, office of 44-31 43-3 1-28 17-6 25-24
1986-8-27 SB7 Minors 46-30 46-0 0-30 185 26-24
1986-8-27 SB1656 Terrorist acts against clinics 57-18  26-16 31-2 174 37-14
1987-5-28 AB67 Minors—consent, unemancipated 40-13 38-1 2-12 16-3 23-10

minors
1987-6-1 AB67 " 41-25 39-0 25-2 13-4 27-21
1987-6-3 AB67 ” 36-18 35-1 1-17 14-2 21-16
1987-6-4 AB67 " 38-32 36-3 2-29 14-7 23-25
1987-6-8 AB67 " 42-26 40-3 2-23 17-6 24-20

Continued
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Table A1. Continued

Vote  Dem  Rep Cath.  Other

Date Bill Description y/n y/n y/n y/n Relig. y/n
1987-6-25 AB2274 Minors—consent, unemancipated 30-48  30-14 0-34 12-12 17-36
minors
1987-6-25 AB2274 45-30  12-30 330 11-12 34-17
1987625 AB2274 40-34 7-33 33-1 10-12 30-21
1987-6-25 AB2274 " 46-28 1228 340 12-12 34-15
1987-9-11 AB1754 Minors—consent, unemancipated 47-28 1328 34-0 11-11 36-16
minors
1990-8-22  AB2154 Adolescent health programs 54-20 45-0 9-20 172 27-14
1990-8-22 AB2154 ” 56-18 45-0 11-18 172 29-12
1991-6-12 AJR10  Services, abortion: provision by federal 49-24 44-0 5-24 194 29-18
government
1991-6-25  AB2005 (ru-486) mifepristone 54-16 44-0  10-16 20-3 33-11
1991-8-28 AJR40  (ru-486) mifepristone 48-24 44-0 4-24 19-5 28-18
19919-3  AJRIO  Services, abortion: provision by federal 47-25 42-2 523 17-7 29-18
government
19919-13 AB2005 (ru-486) mifepristone 51-24 45-1 6-23 20-3 30-19
1993-5-20  AJR26  Health facilities: freedom of access 48-21 46-0 2-21 19-6 27-14
1994-5-9 AJR26 " 47-23 43-0 4-23 17-5 26-16
1996-5-30 AB2984 Partial-birth abortion 41-35 0-35 41-0 59 17-12
1996-5-30 AB2984 ” 34-36 0-31 34-5 4-8 14-13
1996-5-31 AB2774 Report requirements: health facilities,  35-37 0-32 35-5 49 15-14

physicians, etc.

Source: Descriptions come from California Legislative Counsel Bureau, California Legislative Index to Bills, Constitutional Amendments, Joint and
Concurrent Resolutions and House Resolutions (Sacramento, CA: California Legislature, Multiple years) and refer to the bill description listed
under the index term “abortion” for each legislative session. Vote tallies come from Legislature of the State of California, Journal of the
Assembly, (Sacramento: California State Printing Office, Multiple years).
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Table A2. Catholic Percentage of Democratic and Republican
Caucuses, California State Assembly, 1967-1996

Session Democrats Republicans
1967 40 21.9
1971 40 17.9
1975 33.3 27.3
1977 30.2 15
1979 30 15
1981 39.1 20.7
1983 42.2 16.1
1985 41.3 15.6
1987 41.9 16.7
1989 39 18.5
1991 42.6 17.2
1993 42.2 25
1995 39.1 18.2

Sources: California Legislative Handbook (Assembly), 1967-1985;
California _Journal Almanac of California Government and Politics
(Assembly) 1989/90 to 1995-96; and various newspapers, oral his-
tories, and personal communication. Data set available from
authors.
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