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Abstract:  American presidents routinely “go public” despite strong scholarly evidence showing 

that this governing tool has little effect on public opinion or policy success.  This poses a puzzle: 

why do rational presidents invest resources in behavior that research shows to have little or no 

apparent political benefit? I argue that existing studies overlook the effect of “going public” by 

failing to take into account the importance of partisan divisions in the American electorate and 

by focusing on the effect of individual speeches rather than a more comprehensive view of public 

action.  Addressing these two limitations, I examine the political debate over stem cell research 

and find that the actions of President George W. Bush sent a clear signal to rank-and-file 

Republicans and aligned the structure of public opinion on this issue along the partisan divide.   
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If we identify today the single most ―presidential‖ conception of the American 

presidency, it would likely be a picture of the president speaking to the nation, urging action on 

an important policy or leading the public through a crisis.  Presidents repeatedly ―go public,‖ 

they devote much of their time and resources to this task, and they are believed to draw vast 

public attention to their speeches (Ellis & Walker 2007; Kernell 1997, 2007; Ragsdale 1987; 

Towle 2004; Tulis 1987).  Yet, recent studies demonstrate that presidents only rarely are able to 

overcome the formidable obstacle of getting the public to watch or hear them, and that their 

speeches seldom influence public opinion (Cohen 2004, 2008; Edwards 2003, 2009; Welch 

2000, 2003).  Edwards (2003) finds that even following the public appeals of Presidents Reagan 

and Clinton, arguably the greatest rhetorical presidents in recent history, public opinion remained 

more or less fixed within the same range as it was prior to presidential promotion.  Presidential 

appeals, Edwards concludes, fall ―on deaf ears.‖   

Why, then, do rational presidents invest resources in behavior that research shows has 

little or no apparent political benefit?  I argue that existing work on presidential opinion 

leadership undergoes two limitations which lead to an incorrect reading of the presidents’ effect 

on mass opinion.  First, despite the importance of party identification in American political 

behavior, studies of the public presidency overlook the effect of presidential rhetoric on different 

partisan groups.  Second, most existing work shares a similar research design that fails to 

acknowledge the cumulative effect of presidential public efforts and the range of tools presidents 

can use to influence public opinion.  I address this perplexing focus and design by examining the 

actions of President George W. Bush on stem cell research from 2001 to 2007 and the public 

response to these actions.  I find that by talking to the nation and using his executive powers, 
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President Bush signaled a policy preference to his partisans.  In doing so, President Bush altered 

the structure of mass opinion on that issue. 

AN ENHANCED VIEW OF GOING PUBLIC 

Addressing the gap between the intuitive appeal of the ―going public‖ theory and the 

evidence against its validity, several studies suggest that presidential speechmaking efforts may 

still have a subtle effect on public opinion.  Edwards, for example, notes that the effect of going 

public may surface in realms that are more limited than the general public, suggesting that we 

examine the effect of presidential speechmaking on political elites (Edwards 2003: 245).  Canes-

Wrone argues that presidential effect is seen where issues are already supported by the public.  

She finds that while presidents are less successful in trying to change public preferences, they 

―lead‖ by getting out in front of an already popular position (Canes-Wrone 2006: 6).  Others 

demonstrate that the likely success of speechmaking as a presidential leadership strategy rests in 

large part upon how the public perceives the president (Cohen & Hamman 2003: 411), or on the 

policy type (Eshbaugh-Soha & Peake 2004).  Finally, Druckman and Holmes (2004) find that an 

indirect effect better explains the impact of going public: where presidents can prime their own 

image, speechmaking plays a considerable role in individual vote choices and opinions.
1
  

These studies, however, share two important limitations.  First, missing entirely from 

their analyses is partisan divisions within the electorate.  This is puzzling considering our 

conventional wisdom that Americans view government and politics through a partisan lens 

(Zaller 1992).  Presidents are inseparable of the two-party system:  voting behavior in 

presidential elections is strongly associated with party labels (Bartels 2000); and presidential 

approval ratings are determined by party identification (Bond & Fleisher 2001).  And yet, studies 
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dismiss the effect of party labels on the acceptance of presidential messages arguing that ―it 

functions as only a partially effective perceptual screen‖ (Edwards 2003: 226.  See also Kernell 

2007: 215-216).   

In contrast to these studies, I suggest that an analysis of presidential opinion leadership 

should take into account partisan divisions and the varying effect of presidential rhetoric on 

different partisan groups.  Empirical evidence of macro-level changes in mass opinion reveals 

that although attitudes of different public strata tend to move in the same direction, partisan 

groups demonstrate regular cases of divergent movement of opinion overtime.  These 

divergences of partisan trends, Page and Shapiro argue, are ―undoubtedly related to party 

leadership of public opinion‖ (1992: 307-311).
2
  A wealth of scholarly work on public attitudes 

and political messages support this observation.   This body of work concludes that partisan 

predispositions govern exposure and acceptance to political messages by serving as a screen 

through which Americans view the public sphere and evaluate proposed policies (see, for 

example, Cohen & Hamman 2003; Druckman & Holmes 2004; Iyengar & Valentino 2000; 

Mondak 1993; O’Keefe 1990; Page et al 1987; Popkin 1991; Zaller 1992).   

A second limitation of the going public analyses is their focus on the direct effect of 

individual speeches: comparing public opinion before and after a single speech.   This research 

design fails to acknowledge the cumulative effect of presidential public efforts.  Wood aptly 

addresses this limitation when he critiques this line of work: ―A single presidential speech may 

have little or no impact since it is one of many cues received by citizens.  A sustained 

presidential message, however, can have a strong impact that spreads more slowly and evolves 

more dynamically over time‖ (Wood 2007: 166). 
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More importantly, these existing studies fail to acknowledge the range of tools presidents 

can use to influence public opinion.  Presidents who wish to promote a policy agenda go beyond 

talking about an issue – they act.  While executing their duties in office, presidents voice their 

policy preferences through a range of public actions.  For example, they issue executive orders, 

they veto bills passed by Congress, and they travel to different locations to promote their agenda.  

These actions are usually supported by a public statement that indicates the policy agenda of the 

president, and are intensively covered by the media (Cohen & Powell 2005, Howell 2005).   

For instance, referring to the Faith Based Initiative, the flagship of his domestic agenda, 

President Bush said in a speech in Los Angeles:  ―I got a little frustrated in Washington because I 

couldn’t get the bill passed out of the Congress. They were arguing process….Congress wouldn’t 

act, so I signed an executive order – that means I did it on my own.  It says we are going to open 

up billions of dollars in grant money competition to faith-based charities‖ (March 3, 2004).  

Arguably, each action – his speech and the executive order – may have had an independent effect 

on public opinion.  Yet, these actions are inseparable and thus must have a combined effect on 

public opinion.     

I suggest that an enhanced view of going public will better address the effect of presidents 

on public opinion:  including the range of public actions and examining the effect of these 

actions on a more detailed understanding of the partisan structure of mass opinion.  I test this 

proposition using the political struggle over stem cell research.  This issue peaked during the 

Bush presidency, involved strong inter and intra branch political battles, pitted the president 

against the majority of Americans and several leaders of his own party, and by 2007 was viewed 

by seventy percent of Americans as an important factor in their forthcoming electoral decision 

(Pew Research Center for the People & the Press Political Survey, Oct, 2007). 
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STEM CELL RESEARCH 

The extensive involvement of President George W. Bush in the debate over stem cell 

research, the split among Republican leadership and the mixed public attitudes concerning the 

issue, make the issue an interesting case for examining the relationship between the actions of 

the president and public opinion.
3
  The issue gained salience in the President’s first days in 

office.  Following his campaign promise, President Bush used his executive power to freeze 

funding approved by the Clinton administration and to release new, more restricted, guidelines 

for federal funding.  Facing strong public demand for a new policy, Bush then devoted his first 

national address to lay out his existing stem cell lines policy.  He followed it with numerous 

public speeches and public statements where he repeatedly voiced his objection to expanding 

research on embryonic stem cells that is beyond the existing cell-lines.   

Under the Bush policy, federal funds were now allowed to be spent on stem cell research 

but were limited to only be used for research on existing stem cell lines that were derived (1) 

with the informed consent of the donors; (2) from excess embryos created solely for reproductive 

purposes; and (3) without any financial inducements to the donors.  This policy draws a thin line 

between conservative groups who opposed stem cell research and liberal groups who were 

hoping that he would adopt a less restrictive policy.  Conservative groups, such as the American 

Life League, strongly denounced the President’s policy saying that ―through the use of his 

carefully weighed rhetoric, the president consistently worked to undermine the fundamental, 

irrefutable scientific fact at the core of this issue: that human life begins at conception / 

fertilization and that there is never an acceptable reason for intentionally taking an innocent 

human life‖ (Judie Brown, Sep 25, 2001).  For liberal groups, on the other hand, the existing line 

policy was far from enough, arguing that ―by limiting the federal role so severely, Mr. Bush will 
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hamper the government's ability to spur this important new area of medical research‖ (The New 

York Times, August 10, 2001; p. A18).   

This divide also echoes in the public response to the speech.  A Gallup poll that ran the 

night of the national address shows that only fifty-four percent of Americans were satisfied with 

the President’s new policy.  Among those who did not approve the policy statement, thirty-two 

percent said that the policy was too strict and fifty-two percent said the policy was not strict 

enough (Gallup/CNN/USA Today Poll; August 9, 2001).   

Looking to bypass the objection of President Bush, Congress entered a fierce debate over 

expanding federal funding for stem cell research.  In May 2005 the Republican-controlled House 

passed the Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act (H.R. 810), 238 to 194, with the support of 

most Democrats and fifty Republicans.
4
   The Senate passed the bill a year later (July 18, 2006) 

with a bipartisan support of sixty-three to thirty-seven including all but one Democrat and 

nineteen of the fifty-five Republican Senators together with the Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist 

(R-TN).  As expected, President Bush vetoed the bill – the first veto of his presidency, the 

longest term without any veto.  An attempt in the House to override the veto was unsuccessful.   

Following the 2006 election when the Democratic Party regained control of Congress, 

lawmakers renewed their attempt to pass the Stem Cell Enhancement Act (H.R. 3; S. 5). S. 5 

passed both houses with impressive support (again with strong support from Republicans), yet 

not veto-proof (House: 253 to 174; Senate: 63 to 34).  President Bush vetoed the bill and 

Congress did not try to override it.  Adding to this second veto, President Bush issued another 

executive order which directs the Department of Health and Human Services and the NIH 

(National Institutes of Health) to ensure that any human stem cell lines produced in ways that do 

not create, destroy, or harm human embryos will be eligible for Federal funding (E.O. 13435).   
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Despite these efforts, public opinion seemed to drift away from the President’s position, 

reaching over sixty percent support for research on embryonic stem cells.  Figure 1 plots this 

support based on sixteen surveys from 2001 to 2007 asking respondents whether they approve of 

embryonic stem cell research or not.
5
  The solid line represents a locally weighted regression of 

approval on time, thus smoothing the effect of each data point.  This evidence suggests that the 

President’s public attempts neither succeeded in mobilizing attitudinal change nor, as the two 

congressional votes indicate, in influencing his fellow politicians to oppose the two bills.   

[Figure 1 about here] 

Some indication of a public response to presidential actions can be found in a comparison 

between the public opinion before and after the national address in August 2001.
6
  Figure 2a 

compares the public support for stem cell research before and after the speech.  It shows that 

support for stem cell research dropped by more than ten percentage points reaching fifty-three 

percent.  Figure 2b reveals that the drop was significant for every partisan group (Republicans, 

t=3.82; Democrats, t=4.22; Independents, t=1.92).  Interestingly, although the change was very 

similar for each group (approximately eleven percentage points), following the speech only 

Republicans, as a group, reached nearly a fifty-fifty split on the issue.  

[Figures 2a and 2b about here] 

Nonetheless, the longitudinal measure of public support (Figure 1) and the analysis of the 

effect of the speech (Figure 2) both fail to correctly measure the effect of President Bush on stem 

cell research.  These analyses rely on a general question of support for stem cell research that 

offers very little leverage to examine the opinion leadership of the President.  As the discussion 

above reveals, President Bush took a middle ground on the issue of stem cell research.  He made 

it clear that he favors embryonic stem cell research as long as it is limited to existing embryonic 
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stem cell lines.  It is unclear whether the position he adopted and his subsequent speeches and 

actions should be interpreted as a quest to persuade the public to support stem cell research, 

albeit with some restrictions, or oppose such research, as the dichotomous question used in these 

surveys suggests.   

Given the level of public and institutional tension the issue generated, it is also 

oversimplified to examine the effect of a speech, especially as early as summer of 2001.  At that 

time, public awareness of the issue was low, and any change in public opinion may indicate an 

increased salience rather than change of attitudes (Nisbet 2004).  Since the national address and 

throughout his two terms in office, President Bush adhered to his controversial compromise in 

numerous public actions.  He mentioned his position in forty-two public speeches; he issued two 

executive orders (Creating the President’s Council on Bioethics, and Expanding Approved Stem 

Cell Lines in Ethically Responsible Ways);
7
 he signed two related bills into law (the 

Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related Agencies 

Appropriations Act, 2002, and the Fetus Farming Prohibition Act, 2005); he released a statement 

in support for one bill (the Hope Offered through Principled and Ethical Stem Cell Research Act, 

2007); and he vetoed two bills that extended federal funding for stem cell research.
8
   

Both evaluations of public support for stem cell research offer a misleading account of 

public attitudes about the issue and the effect of the President on them.  Presidential actions 

should be taken as a whole rather than examined individually; and their effect on public opinion 

should be examined within the context of the position of the President.  
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DATA AND HYPOTHESES 

To assess the effect of the actions of President Bush on public opinion in the context of 

the political debate, I examine a question asked by the Pew Research Center for the People and 

the Press (Pew Center).  The question asked respondents to choose between two moral views: 

conducting stem cell research that might result in new medical cures, or protecting the potential 

life of human embryos.
9
  The wording of the question offers unique leverage to examine the 

possible impact of President Bush on public attitudes because it follows the President’s 

consistent framing of the stem cell debate.  The President repeatedly said that he supports stem 

cell research; he allowed federal money to be used for stem cell research; yet he opposed and 

vetoed any attempt to expand federal funding for new embryonic stem cell lines.  Destroying 

embryos is the threshold he said he was not willing to pass.  Unlike other questions that ask 

respondents whether they support stem cell research, or support funding for such research, the 

Pew Center question asks respondents to face the moral dilemma President Bush said he was 

facing: the possibility of saving lives at the expense of destroying others.   

The question was asked every year except 2003 using the exact same wording, and 

therefore is suitable for examining public opinion over time.  Figure 3 illustrates the change in 

public attitudes as captured by this question in six waves from 2002 to 2007.
10

  Despite reflecting 

a lower rate of public support – as can be expected from such a moral question – the attitudes 

captured by the general question of public support (Figure 1) and the Pew Center question 

(Figure 3) share a similar pattern.
11

   

[Figure 3 about here] 

Figure 3 further illustrates the polarization of this issue over party lines.  In 2002, 

Republicans were the least favorable partisan group, with only thirty-nine percent supporting 



10 

 

such research.  Democrats, on the other hand, were evenly divided on the issue, with fifty-one 

percent supporting stem cell research.  At that time, the partisan gap was twelve percent.  

Lacking data for 2003, a growing partisan gap is evident only from 2004 when Democrats 

increased their support for stem cell research by nearly fifteen percentage points, and 

Republicans maintained a stable opposition to conducting stem cell research.  The consistent 

attitudes of Republicans is especially striking because during the course of these years research 

on embryonic cells progressed, more information about stem cell research became publicly 

available (Nisbet 2005), Congress debated and passed H.R. 810 (Republican controlled 

Congress) and S.5 (Democratic controlled Congress), and the issue served as a major topic in 

some Congressional and gubernatorial races in 2006.
12

   

In analyzing the Pew Center data I expect that the actions of President Bush were in 

tandem with his partisan audience.  Namely, that throughout the political debate over stem cell 

research, Republican identification has been a consistent predictor of the opposition to stem cell 

research (hypothesis 1a).  I further expect that the effect of party identification was significant 

across dominant groups within the Republican Party (hypothesis 1b).  Finally, I expect that this 

Republican opposition was a response to the opinion leadership of the President (hypothesis 2).   

THE PARTISAN NATURE OF THE STEM CELL DEBATE 

To examine the role of partisan divisions in the public debate about stem cell research, I 

apply a multivariate logistic regression model to an appended dataset of the six available Pew 

Center waves (11,056 total respondents).  The dependent variable is support for stem cell 

research:  ―conducting stem cell research that might result in new medical cures‖ is coded 1; 

―protecting the potential life of human embryos‖ is coded 0 (M=.54).
13
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I include several explanatory and control variables.  Party identification, the primary 

variable of interest, is measured with two indicators: Republicans (M=.42) and Independents 

(M=.13).  Independents are added to the model to control for the changing preference of the 

independents’ group (Figure 3) and because President Bush could have been targeting them as 

swing voters.   

To account for the effect of religion on attitudes about stem cell research I include 

measures of church attendance and affiliation.
14

  Attendance takes up many different factors 

associated with religion such as the extent of one’s devotion to religion, the influence of the 

social interaction in church, and the impact of the clergy’s sermon.
15

  I include three indicators of 

church attendance: weekly attendees (M=.43), monthly attendees (M=.15) and people who never 

attend (M=.09).  Respondents who reported that they attend services occasionally were left as a 

reference group.  I expect a negative relationship between church attendance and support for 

stem cell research (Nisbet 2005).   

Religious affiliation further accounts for a possible connection between denominational 

views and this moral issue.
16

  I include an indicator for born-again Christians (M=.42), the largest 

denominational group in the U.S., and among the most conservative religious groups on cultural 

issues (Hunter 1983).  I expect a negative association between born-again Christians and support 

for stem cell research.  In addition, I control for conservative ideology (M=.40)
17

  as well as 

several demographic and survey controls (summarized in appendix 1).  

[Table 1 about here] 

The regression coefficients (column 1 of Table 1) reveal the strength of the partisan effect 

on stem cell research.  Controlling for religion and ideology, Republican identification is a 

significant predictor of attitudes towards stem cell research (hypothesis 1a).  Taking advantage of 



12 

 

the binary independent variables and the tractable form of the logit model, I calculate the odds 

ratios (i.e. probabilities) of the parameters in the model (column 2 in Table 1).  For a unit change 

in each parameter, the odds (probability) of support for stem cell research are changed by the 

factor listed in column 2.  The interpretation is simple because the effect of a unit change in each 

variable on the logit does not depend on the level of the variable or on the level of any other 

variable (Long 1997: 79-82).  Therefore, the probability of support for stem cell research for 

born-again Christians is .57 times that of those who are not self identified as born-again 

Christians, or, in other words, born-again Christians are only fifty-seven percent as likely to 

support stem cell research.  Regular church goers are only forty-five percent as likely to support 

stem cell research compared to people who only occasionally attend church services (the 

reference group).  Most importantly, even after accounting for religion and ideology, the effect 

of Republican identification is strong: Republicans are only sixty-four percent as likely to 

support stem cell research compared to the Democratic reference group.   

Illustrating this effect, Figure 4 plots the probability distribution of support for stem cell 

research by partisan identification – comparing Republicans, Democrats, and independents – as 

predicted by the logistic regression.  The figure clearly illustrates that when we control for 

religion, ideology, and additional demographic factors, the partisan divide over stem cell 

research is significant and strong.  Republicans and Democrats have taken opposing views on the 

issue and independents have averaged between the two partisan groups, as may be expected with 

so divisive an issue.
18

  In short, party identification has played an important, independent, and 

strong role in the formation of public preferences about stem cell research. 

[Figure 4 about here] 



13 

 

Further analyses reveal that the role of partisan divisions is strong across intraparty 

constituencies (hypothesis 1b).  First, I add interaction terms that account for cultural 

conservative groups within the Republican Party – religion and ideology.  To simplify these 

models I apply the interaction terms to a restricted model (Table 2; model 2).
19

  When either 

interaction is added (models 3 and 4) and when both interactions are added together (model 5), 

partisanship is still a significant predictor of stem cell research.   

[Table 2 about here] 

Second, Figure 5 illustrates this partisan effect by plotting the probability distributions 

generated from the restricted model (model 2) of Republicans and Democrats in two 

conventional GOP target constituencies:  ―cultural conservatives,‖ including born-again 

Christians who attend church on a weekly basis (N=2490); and potential ―economic 

conservatives,‖ including people who have an annual income of more than $100,000 (N=1440).
20

  

As can be expected, the level of support for stem cell research of each social group (regardless of 

partisan divisions) is overwhelmingly different.  Cultural conservatives are less supportive of 

stem cell research; and, in contrast, upper and upper-middle class who enjoy an annual income of 

more than $100,000 have high rate of support for stem cell research.  Nonetheless, for both 

groups, party identification has a strong effect.  ―Cultural Republicans‖ (N=1458) are 

significantly less supportive of stem cell research, compared to their non-Republican peer group; 

and, while ―Economic Republicans‖ (N=939) are divided on the issue, when compared to their 

non-Republican peer group, they are more likely to oppose stem cell research.  This indicates 

that Republican identification has had a strong impact on one’s level of support, regardless of 

religious or ideological leanings (hypothesis 1b).   

[Figure 5 about here] 
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OPINION LEADERSHIP OF THE PARTY 

To assess the effect of presidential action on public attitudes I first apply the conventional 

research design of pre-post analysis to the Pew Center time-series.  Yet, unlike existing work 

which focuses on a single speech, I examine the overall support for stem cell research before and 

after the clash over H.R. 810.  By the time H.R. 810 was debated in Congress, passed both 

house, vetoed by the president and failed to pass an override vote in the House, the issue has 

settled in the minds of Americans who have had the chance to observe the views and tensions on 

this issue.  The fact that this veto was the first veto of President Bush and against a Republican 

controlled congress made the issue even more salient in the public agenda.  

I divide the dataset into two subsets with the passage of H.R. 810 and the consequential 

veto (July 2006) separating the two.
21

  Table 3 summarizes the results and shows that the overall 

support for stem cell research remained nearly unchanged.  Yet, when partisan groups are 

examined, a change in public opinion is evident.  Following the Senate vote and the subsequent 

veto, Republicans decreased their support for stem cell research in four percentage points 

whereas Democrats (and Independents) increased their support at the same rate (the difference is 

statistically significant, p=.001).  This change broadened the partisan gap on this issue from 

twenty-one percentage points to twenty-seven percentage points.  This supports the conclusion 

that in his actions, President Bush was taking a stand on the issue and influencing the opinion of 

his partisan followers (hypothesis 2).  Failing to examine changes within the party coalitions 

would overlook this change in mass opinion.   

[Table 3 about here] 

To further assess whether Republicans responded to the President’s actions or whether 

the President followed the demands of his constituencies, I examine how knowledge about stem 
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cell research affected opinion of different partisan groups.  Nisbet (2005) shows that people who 

were informed about stem cell research were more likely to support such research.  It is therefore 

expected that respondents that are exposed to the issue of stem cell research will be more likely 

to support stem cell research, regardless of their partisan leaning.  If, however, informed 

Republicans are less supportive of stem cell research, we can assume that Republican opposition 

is influenced by elite cues.  Given the split among Congressional Republican leadership, these 

cues are most likely to be generated by the clear position of the President.   

Of the six Pew Center waves of surveys only the July 2006 wave asked respondents 

whether they heard about the debate concerning stem cell research.  The survey was in the field 

in July 2006 (July 6 – July 19) during the time that Congress debated and passed H.R.810 (July 

18, 2006) and the President vetoed it (July 19, 2006).  During this period, people who followed 

the issue were likely to be informed of the political debate it fostered and the position taken by 

the president.   

Model 6 estimates the effect of the information indicator – people who reported that they 

have ―heard a lot‖ about the issue (M=.25) – on the support for stem cell research using the 2006 

survey and including all substantive variables from the previous models.  As expected, the 

information indicator is significant and positive (Table 4; model 6):  people who heard a lot 

about the debate were more likely to support stem cell research.  This confirms previous studies 

suggesting that knowledge about stem cell research has a strong and positive effect on the 

likelihood of a respondent to support stem cell research.   

Other covariates are signed as expected.  Republican identification, conservative 

ideology, and weekly and monthly church attendance are negatively signed.  Religious affiliation 

(e.g. Born Again Christians) is not significant, which can be explained by the relatively small 
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number of observations and the correlation between religious affiliation and church attendance.  

Education is positive and significant.      

[Table 4 about here] 

Model 7 estimates the effect of an interaction term accounting for the specific group of 

informed Republicans.  The coefficient of this interaction term is strong and negative suggesting 

that Republicans who were more knowledgeable about the political debate, and, presumably, of 

the President’s position, followed his stance on the issue instead of increasing their support for 

stem cell research (hypothesis 2).  In this interaction model, Republican identification is not 

significant, indicating that partisan identification has no effect if elite cues are not available.  The 

information covariate is now statistically and substantively stronger than in the information 

model (odds ratio of 2.6 compared to 1.6 in model 6), indicating that, short of Republicans, 

knowledge about stem cell research increases the support for such research.  The direction and 

effect of all other covariates are not altered in this model. 

Models 6 and 7 reveal that the effect of information on public attitudes is conditional on 

party identification.  Overall, people with extensive knowledge about stem cell research (―heard 

a lot‖) are more supportive of such research.  Yet, the effect is not the same, indeed opposite, for 

different partisan groups: Republicans that ―have heard a lot‖ about stem cell research are less 

likely to support stem cell research while non-Republicans are more likely to support the policy.  

This falls in line with our understanding that individuals rely on heuristics as a means to process 

new information (Zaller 1992).  During the summer of 2006, Americans were exposed to an 

intra-branch and inter-party collision in which the Republican President vetoed the stem cell bill 

supported by the Republican controlled Congress.  In their response to these actions, Americans 

adopted the cues from their party leaders.  The position of Democratic leadership was strongly in 
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favor, and so were most rank-and-file Democrats.  While Republican leadership was torn on this 

issue, the President’s voice was clear and shared by most Republicans.  This supports the 

conclusion that by taking a clear policy on this divisive issue, President Bush overcame the 

conflict within his own party and signaled a preferred position to his partisan followers and 

aligned this issue along partisan lines. 

Controlling for ideological leanings, religious practices, and other demographic variables 

the model rejects the alternatives:  that the attentive audiences were exposed to a different 

framing of the issue, or that the attentive audiences followed the issue because they had an 

interest in the policy outcome.  First, while Republicans may have received their information 

from conservative media outlets and Democrats received it from liberal news sources, these 

sources are correlated with demographic differences.  Survey data indicate that most Americans 

rely primarily on local and network news broadcasts for their national and international news; 

and that people who prefer target news on cable and talk radio are identified by their ideological 

preferences, which are controlled for in the models.
22

  Second, the attentive audiences are more 

engaged in the political debate and therefore are expected to have had an opinion about the issue 

and a vested interest in any policy change.  Yet, these attitudinal differences are likely explained 

by the moral commitments of respondents based on their ideology and religious practices and 

beliefs (Nisbet 2005).  Controlling for these factors, party identification still has a conditional 

effect on the opinion of the attentive audience.    

CONCLUSION 

Between President Bush’s first national address in 2001 until his second veto of stem cell 

legislation in 2007, the public had increased its support for conducting research on embryonic 



18 

 

stem cells, yet Congressional leadership was divided on the issue.  Democratic leadership 

supported expanding funding for stem cell research, while Republican leadership could not reach 

a consensus.  Against President Bush’s consistent opposition to expanding stem cell research, 

Republicans in Congress showed little unity, with nearly a quarter of Republican Representatives 

and a third of Republican Senators supporting H.R. 810 and S.5.  Despite this divide in party 

leadership and the overwhelming public support for stem cell research, rank-and-file 

Republicans had been, to a great extent, in tandem with President Bush’s position: they favored 

protecting potential life over conducting stem cell research.   

This evidence, I argue, suggests that the public was attentive to leadership cues, and 

when the president clearly identified his position, he influenced his partisans to oppose 

embryonic stem cell research.  Using the powers of his office since August 2001, President Bush 

continuously signaled a clear policy preference to his followers and was able to change—at a 

minimum to sustain an existing preference amid changing public views—the views shared by 

Republicans.  In doing so, President Bush was able to align the issue along the partisan divide. 

A careful look at the dynamics of mass opinion on stem cell research reveals that while 

the bioethical nature of the issue lends itself to fit within the ―culture war‖ framework, the issue 

in 2001 and 2002 did not take on a partisan form in a party system structurally divided along 

cultural lines (Fiorina 2006).  During the Bush presidency, however, and despite the lack of unity 

on this issue among Republican leadership, the issue aligned with this partisan structural divide 

demonstrating a stable Republican opposition for embryonic stem cell research in face of a 

significant increase in Democratic support.  By making a strong policy statement and deploying 

the powers of the office to implement it, President Bush was going over the heads of his fellow 

Republicans in Congress to sustain the opposition of rank-and-file Republicans, and by doing so 
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succeeded in structuring mass opinion on stem cell research.  From this standpoint the public 

actions of President Bush were not falling on deaf ears but on partisan ears, and their effect was 

consequential.
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1
 Others suggest that, even if presidents are unlikely to change public opinion about policies, their communication 

directly with the public may still serve to reinforce their leadership role by affecting vote choices, their own public 

approval, or the systematic agenda.  See, for example, Behr & Iyengar 1985; Cohen 1995; Cook et al. 1983; Dearing 

& Rogers, 1996; Edwards & Wood 1999; Gans 1980; Gilberg et al. 1980; Hill 1998; Iyengar & Kinder 1987; Kumar 

2007; Lang & Lang 1983; ; McComb 2004; McCombs & Shaw 1972; Wanta & Foote 1994; Wanta et al. 1989; 

Wood 2007, 2009; Wood & Peake 1998; Young & Perkins 2005.   

2
 Page and Shapiro provide several examples in support of this claim:  Eisenhower’s effect on the Republican’s 

movement to an interventionist foreign policy, Nixon’s effect on the Republican’s support of the Vietnam War and 

about wage and price controls, or Carter’s effect on Democrats’ support for military involvement. 

3
 Controversy over embryonic stem cells arose because, unlike adult stem cells, embryonic cells are harvested from 

a blastocyst: a sperm-egg combination that may eventually form a fetus.  Harvesting the cells prevents the blastocyst 

from developing and thus destroys a potential life.  While there was some debate over the possibility of banning 

research that would lead to such destruction of potential life, the core of the debate revolved around federal funding 

for this research (Burden 2007: 129-135).   

Federal regulation of research on human embryonic cells since 1996 is controlled by the Dickey Amendment, a rider 

introduced to the Labor, NHS, and Education Appropriations Act, which prohibits the National Health Service 

(NHS) from ―using appropriated funds for the creation of human embryos for research purposes or for research in 

which human embryos are destroyed.‖  (Named after Representative Jay Dickey (AK-Rep), who first introduced the 

rider.)  The Dickey Amendment has been added to each of the Labor, NHS, and Education Appropriations Acts for 

FY1996 through FY2009.   

Following the 1998 announcement of the derivation of human embryonic stem cells, the National Institute for 

Health (NIH), directed by the Clinton Administration, published its guidelines for federal funding of stem cell 

research allowing funding of research utilizing stem cells derived from human embryos that were in excess of 

fertility clinics (and therefore would be discarded).  No federal money, however, was granted by these guidelines 

because by the time the NIH was ready to review grant applications, in April 2001, the Bush administration stalled 

the process.    

On March 9, 2009 President Obama issued an executive order that removed the restriction against federal funding of 

stem cell research.  However, the Dickey Amendment remains an obstacle for federally-funded researchers seeking 

to create their own stem cell lines.   

4
 The bill negates Bush’s stem cell policy by allowing federal support of research that utilizes human embryonic 

stem cells regardless of the date on which the stem cells were derived.   

5
 Source: ABC (June 2001, July 2001, April 2005, June 2005, January 2007); Gallup (August 2001); Pew (February 

2002, August 2004,  July 2005, November 2oo6); Fox (July 2003, August 2006); Voice of Mom (February 2005); 

Health Pulse (September 2005); NBC (July 2006); Stem Cell Research (December 2006).  To avoid wording bias I 

included only questions that did not offer any additional information on embryonic stem cell research that might 

have led the respondent to take one position over the other.  For a careful discussion of the wording of questions on 

stem cell research see Nisbet 2004. 

6
 ABC News/Washington Post Poll #17383, July 26-30, 2001; Virginia Commonwealth University Poll #2001-

LIFE, August 23-September 2, 2001. 

7
 E.O. 13237, Creation of the President’s Council on Bioethics (11/28/2001); E.O. 13435, Expanding Approved 

Stem Cell Lines in Ethically Responsible Ways (6/20/2007). 

8
 The Departments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 

2002; The Fetus Farming Prohibition Act, 2006; H.R. 810, Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act, 2005; S.5, The 

Stem Cell Research Enhancement Act, 2007; and S.30, The Hope Offered through Principled and Ethical Stem Cell 

Research Act, 2007. 

9
 ―All in all, which is more important?  (1) Conducting stem cell research that might result in new medical cures; (2) 

Not destroying the potential life of human embryos involved in this research; (3) Don’t know / Refused.‖ 
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10

 Religion and Public Life Survey – April 2002 (2002 Wave), July 2006 (2006 Wave 1), August 2007 (2007 Wave); 

News Interest Index – August 2004 (2004 Wave), July 2005 (2005 Wave), November 2006 (2006 Wave 2).  I 

appended the two 2006 waves.   

11
 Despite the decline in public support in 2006 and 2007, from 56 to 53 percent, shown only in the Pew data, the 

difference between the two datasets is not statistically significant (p=.22). 

12
 See, for example, vast political advertising in the Wisconsin Gubernatorial race in 2006. 

13
 Respondents who said that they don’t know were excluded from the model. 

14
 The course of events leading to President Bush’s policy declaration in 2001, strongly indicate that such 

connection exists.  During the spring of 2001 President Bush called to Washington a number of experts and 

stakeholders, including Roman Catholic leaders, and in July 2001, on the eve of his televised address, President 

Bush visited Rome, where Pope John Paul II had explicitly stated that support for embryonic stem cell research 

bespeaks moral desensitization (Peters 2006: 232).  When asked about his meeting with the Pope, President Bush 

said that the issue did not come up in their meeting (July 23, 2001; The President's News Conference with Prime 

Minister Silvio Berlusconi of Italy in Rome, Italy).  Nonetheless, it is imperative to note that the Pope did find it 

appropriate to address the issue during his visit. 

15
 For more information on the importance of religious attendance as an indicator of religion see Layman 2001 and 

Layman & Green 2006.  

16
 While the two religious measures are instrumental measures of faith rather than a subjective belief measure, the 

combination of the two should capture the effect of religion on attitudes about stem cell research. 

17
 Following Ho and colleagues (2008).  Most conservatives (71 percent) have identified themselves as Republicans 

but the meaning of ideological self placement might be influenced by the topic of the survey – conservative on 

economy or cultural issues – and by the dynamic of political ideology through the span of a six year period.  

Removing ideology from the models only strengthens my findings.  

18
 The interest of this paper is the Republican opposition to stem cell research – an opposition made clear by the 

model and the probability distribution it generates. Yet, some interesting explanations can also be made about the 

preferences of Democrats, such as their opposition to Republican positions, disagreement with President Bush’s 

policies, or a different set of beliefs and moral judgments. 

19
 Column 1 and 2 of Table 3 compare the full and restricted models.  A Wald test confirms that there were no 

structural changes to party identification ( ) or the two religious measures – weekly church attendance (

) and self identified as born-again Christians ( ).  This is verified using a Likelihood Ratio 

test that compares the full model (model 1) and a nested restricted model (model 2), where the identification with 

the Republican Party, weekly church attendance, and the born again indicator are not interacted with the individual 

survey indicators (p=.48).  The logistic regression estimates of the new restricted model are presented in column 2 of 

Table 3.  

20
 Probability distributions of the subgroup including only people who have identified themselves as conservatives 

show similar results yet with significantly less observations and smaller variation between Republicans and non-

Republicans.  This, however, can be associated with the fact that both ideology and party are self identification 

indicators and are usually highly correlated.  Similar probability distributions broken down to Republicans, 

Democrats and independents are not any different.  Independents are constantly an interim group between the two 

partisan groups.  

21
 The July 2006 survey was in the field while Congress passed H.R. 810 and President Bush vetoed it and therefore 

was not included in the model. 

22
 Pew Research Center Biennial News Consumption Survey, August 17, 2008.    



28 

 

TABLES AND FIGURES 

 

 

 

4
0

5
0

6
0

7
0

S
u

p
p

o
rt

 f
o
r 

s
te

m
 c

e
ll 

re
s
e

a
rc

h
 (

p
e

rc
e
n

t)

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
 

Source: ABC, Fox, Gallup, Health Pulse, Pew, NBC, Stem Cell Research, Voice of Mom

General Approval Questions

Figure 1: Support for Stem Cell Research, 2001-2007

0
2

0
4

0
6

0
8

0

p
e
rc

e
n
t

Pre Post

Source: ABC/Post Poll, July 26-30; VCU Poll, August 23-September 2

Pre and Post National Address by Survey

Figure 2a: Support for Stem Cell Research

Support stem cell research Oppose stem cell research



29 

 

 

 

 

0
2

0
4

0
6

0
8

0

p
e
rc

e
n
t

Republican Democrat Independent

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Source: ABC/Post Poll, July 26-30; VCU Poll, August 23-September 2

Pre and Post National Address by Party ID

Figure 2b: Support for Stem Cell Research

Support stem cell research Oppose stem cell research

3
0

4
0

5
0

6
0

7
0

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Year of Study

all Republican

Democrat independent

Source: Pew Research Center 4/2002, 4/2004, 7/2005, 7/2006, 11/2006, 8/2007

percent support for conducting stem cell research, by Party

Figure 3: Support for Stem Cell Research



30 

 

 

 

 

0
1

2
3

D
e

n
s
it
y

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1
Supporting Stem Cell Research

Republicans

Democrats

Independents

Source: Pew Research Center 4/2002, 4/2004, 7/2005, 7/2006, 11/2006, 8/2007

Basic Model, 2002-2007

Figure 4: Probability Distribution by Party Identification

0
1

2
3

4
5

6

D
e

n
s
it
y

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1
Supporting Stem Cell Research

Republicans

Democrats

kernel = epanechnikov, bandwidth = 0.0195

Cultural Conservatives

0
1

2
3

4
5

6

D
e

n
s
it
y

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 1
Supporting Stem Cell Research

Republicans

Democrats

kernel = epanechnikov, bandwidth = 0.0436

Economic Conservatives

Source: Pew Research Center 4/2002, 4/2004, 7/2005, 7/2006, 11/2006, 8/2007

Probability Distributions of two GOP constituencies (Restricted Model)

Figure 5: Effect of Republican Identification, 2002-2007



31 

 

Table 1: Full Model Logit Estimations 
 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001 

Source: Pew – Religion and Public Life Survey (April 2002, July 2006, August 2007); News Interest Index (August 

2004, July 2005, November 2006) 

  

“Conducting stem cell research 

that might result in new 

medical cures” 

  
Regression 

Coefficients 

Odds Ratios 

Republican -0.442*** .64 
 (0.128)  

   

Independent -0.645*** .52 
 (0.185)  

   

Conservative -0.447*** .64 
 (0.120)  

   

Weekly Church Attendance -0.792*** .45 
 (0.135)  

   

Monthly Church Attendance -0.215  

 (0.157)  

   

Never Attend Church 0.0311  
 (0.275)  

   

Born Again Christian -0.561*** .57 
 (0.119)  

   

Age -0.0415  
 (0.0408)  

   

Education 0.223*** 1.25 
 (0.0614)  

   

Income 0.0612  
 (0.0382)  

   

White 0.277  
 (0.163)  

   

Male 0.241* 1.27 
 (0.111)  

   
D04 0.944*  

 (0.434)  

   
D05 0.782  

 (0.493)  

   
D06a 0.657  

 (0.552)  

   
D06b 0.365  

 (0.411)  

   
D07 -0.164  

 (0.378)  

   
Interaction Terms 

 

See appendix B for full regression 

estimates 

   
constant -0.310  

 (0.279)  

N 7944 7944 
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Table 2: Full, Restricted and Interactions Models Logit Estimations 
“Conducting stem cell research 

that might result in new 

medical cures” 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Full Model Restricted Model 

(RM) 

RM with Religion 

Interaction 

RM with Ideology 

Interaction 

RM with Religion 

and Ideology 

Republican -0.442*** -0.719*** -0.620*** -0.657*** -0.579*** 
 (0.128) (0.0601) (0.0644) (0.0747) (0.0772) 

      

Independent -0.645*** -0.784*** -0.762*** -0.789*** -0.765*** 
 (0.185) (0.176) (0.175) (0.176) (0.175) 

      

Conservative -0.447*** -0.362** -0.352** -0.281* -0.297* 
 (0.120) (0.115) (0.115) (0.129) (0.129) 

      
Weekly Church Attendance -0.792*** -0.853*** -0.771*** -0.849*** -0.771*** 

 (0.135) (0.0622) (0.0648) (0.0622) (0.0648) 

      

Monthly Church Attendance -0.215 -0.250 -0.254 -0.251 -0.254 

 (0.157) (0.143) (0.142) (0.143) (0.142) 

      
Never Attend Church 0.0311 -0.00447 0.00932 0.00214 0.0134 

 (0.275) (0.269) (0.268) (0.269) (0.268) 

      
Born Again Christian -0.561*** -0.541*** -0.423*** -0.541*** -0.427*** 

 (0.119) (0.0543) (0.0609) (0.0543) (0.0610) 

      
Republican x Religion   -0.424*** 

(0.102) 

 -0.414*** 

(0.102)    

      
Republican x Conservative    -0.155 

(0.111) 

-0.106 

(0.111)    

      
Age -0.0415 -0.0460 -0.0516 -0.0456 -0.0512 

 (0.0408) (0.0407) (0.0407) (0.0407) (0.0407) 

      
Education 0.223*** 0.244*** 0.245*** 0.247*** 0.247*** 

 (0.0614) (0.0611) (0.0610) (0.0611) (0.0610) 

      
Income 0.0612 0.0703 0.0686 0.0716 0.0695 

 (0.0382) (0.0381) (0.0381) (0.0381) (0.0381) 

      
White 0.277 0.359* 0.378* 0.358* 0.377* 

 (0.163) (0.160) (0.159) (0.160) (0.159) 

      
Male 0.241* 0.256* 0.263* 0.255* 0.262* 

 (0.111) (0.111) (0.111) (0.111) (0.111) 

      
D04 0.944* 0.921* 0.903* 0.916* 0.900* 

 (0.434) (0.409) (0.409) (0.409) (0.408) 

      
D05 0.782 0.718 0.670 0.700 0.659 

 (0.493) (0.467) (0.467) (0.467) (0.467) 

      
D06a 0.657 0.756 0.748 0.762 0.752 

 (0.552) (0.509) (0.510) (0.509) (0.510) 

      
D06b 0.365 0.266 0.277 0.278 0.285 

 (0.411) (0.391) (0.390) (0.391) (0.390) 

      
D07 -0.164 -0.0358 -0.0488 -0.0452 -0.0550 

 (0.378) (0.362) (0.362) (0.362) (0.361) 

      
See appendix B for full regression estimates 

 

constant -0.310 -0.319 -0.406 -0.354 -0.427 
 (0.279) (0.271) (0.271) (0.272) (0.272) 

N 7944 7944 7944 7944 7944 

Standard errors in parentheses; 
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001 

Source: Religion and Public Life Survey (4.2002, 7.2006, 8.2007); News Interest Index (8.2004, 7.2005, 11.2006) 
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Table 3: Support for Stem Cell Research – Before and After the Veto by Party (summary means) 

 All Republican Independent Democrat 

Before the Veto .52 .43 .45 .64 

After the Veto .53 .39 .47 .66 

 Source: Pew Research Center.  Before – 4/2002, 4/2004, 7/2005; After – 11/2006, 8/2007 

 

 

Table 4: Information Models Estimations 
“Conducting stem cell research that might 

result in new medical cures” 

(6) (7) 

Information Model Interaction Model 

Informed Republicans  

   
Republican -0.732** -0.176 

 (0.232) (0.285) 

   
Independent -0.455 -0.501 

 (0.339) (0.348) 

   
Conservative -0.852*** -0.825*** 

 (0.203) (0.204) 

   
Weekly Church Attendance -1.004*** -1.032*** 

 (0.240) (0.242) 

   
Monthly Church Attendance -0.792** -0.789** 

 (0.298) (0.301) 

   
Never Attend Church 0.656 0.687 

 (0.550) (0.551) 

   
Born Again Christian -0.356 -0.295 

 (0.200) (0.202) 

   
Information 0.483* 1.215*** 

 (0.195) (0.301) 

   
Republican x Information  -1.306*** 

  (0.389) 

   
Age 0.0293 0.0190 

 (0.0761) (0.0766) 

   
Education 0.286** 0.284** 

 (0.109) (0.110) 
   

Income 0.0828 0.0924 

 (0.0758) (0.0767) 
   

Male 0.0975 0.0732 

 (0.191) (0.193) 
   

White 0.365 0.361 

 (0.268) (0.275) 
   

constant 0.409 0.148 

 (0.480) (0.488) 

N 628 628 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001 

Source: Pew – Religion and Public Life Survey (July 2006) 
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APPENDICES  

APPENDIX A – CONTROL VARIABLES FOR BASIC AND RESTRICTED MODELS 

Variable Measured Mean SD Predicted Effect 

Education 

(1) No diploma;  

(2) High School diploma;  

(3) Some higher education;  

(4) College or higher.  

2.95 .97 + 

Income 

(1) under $30,000;  

(2) under $50,000;  

(3) under $75,000;  

(4) under $100,000;  

(5) more than $100,000  

2.76 1.47 + 

Race White .83  + 

Age 

(1) 18-29;  

(2) 30-39;  

(3) 40-49;  

(4) 50-64;  

(5) 65+ 

3.34 1.34 + 

Gender Men .47  + 
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APPENDIX B – FULL REGRESSION ESTIMATES 

 “Conducting stem cell 

research that might result 

in new medical cures” 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Full Model Restricted Model 

(RM) 

RM with 

Religion 

Interaction 

RM with 

Ideology 

Interaction 

RM with 

Religion and 

Ideology 
Republican -0.442*** -0.719*** -0.620*** -0.657*** -0.579*** 
 (0.128) (0.0601) (0.0644) (0.0747) (0.0772) 
      
Independent -0.645*** -0.784*** -0.762*** -0.789*** -0.765*** 
 (0.185) (0.176) (0.175) (0.176) (0.175) 
      
Conservative -0.447*** -0.362** -0.352** -0.281* -0.297* 
 (0.120) (0.115) (0.115) (0.129) (0.129) 
      
Weekly Church Attendance -0.792*** -0.853*** -0.771*** -0.849*** -0.771*** 
 (0.135) (0.0622) (0.0648) (0.0622) (0.0648) 
      
Monthly Church Attendance -0.215 -0.250 -0.254 -0.251 -0.254 
 (0.157) (0.143) (0.142) (0.143) (0.142) 
      
Never Attend Church 0.0311 -0.00447 0.00932 0.00214 0.0134 
 (0.275) (0.269) (0.268) (0.269) (0.268) 
      
Born Again Christian -0.561*** -0.541*** -0.423*** -0.541*** -0.427*** 

 (0.119) (0.0543) (0.0609) (0.0543) (0.0610) 

      
Republican x Religion   -0.424*** 

(0.102) 

 -0.414*** 

(0.102)    
      
Republican x Conservative    -0.155 

(0.111) 

-0.106 

(0.111)    
      
Age -0.0415 -0.0460 -0.0516 -0.0456 -0.0512 
 (0.0408) (0.0407) (0.0407) (0.0407) (0.0407) 
      
Education 0.223*** 0.244*** 0.245*** 0.247*** 0.247*** 
 (0.0614) (0.0611) (0.0610) (0.0611) (0.0610) 
      
Income 0.0612 0.0703 0.0686 0.0716 0.0695 
 (0.0382) (0.0381) (0.0381) (0.0381) (0.0381) 
      
White 0.277 0.359* 0.378* 0.358* 0.377* 
 (0.163) (0.160) (0.159) (0.160) (0.159) 
      
Male 0.241* 0.256* 0.263* 0.255* 0.262* 

 (0.111) (0.111) (0.111) (0.111) (0.111) 

      

D04 0.944* 0.921* 0.903* 0.916* 0.900* 

 (0.434) (0.409) (0.409) (0.409) (0.408) 

      

D05 0.782 0.718 0.670 0.700 0.659 

 (0.493) (0.467) (0.467) (0.467) (0.467) 

      

D06a 0.657 0.756 0.748 0.762 0.752 

 (0.552) (0.509) (0.510) (0.509) (0.510) 

      

D06b 0.365 0.266 0.277 0.278 0.285 

 (0.411) (0.391) (0.390) (0.391) (0.390) 

      

D07 -0.164 -0.0358 -0.0488 -0.0452 -0.0550 

 (0.378) (0.362) (0.362) (0.362) (0.361) 
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D04_REPUBLICAN -0.379     

 (0.204)     

      

D05_REPUBLICAN -0.250     

 (0.230)     

      

D06a_REPUBLICAN -0.278     

 (0.264)     

      

D06b_REPUBLICAN -0.327     

 (0.184)     

      

D07_REPUBLICAN -0.422*     

 (0.175)     

      

D04_INDEPENDENT -0.377 -0.188 -0.178 -0.182 -0.174 

 (0.331) (0.316) (0.314) (0.316) (0.314) 

      

D05_INDEPENDENT 0.287 0.379 0.350 0.387 0.357 

 (0.394) (0.378) (0.376) (0.377) (0.375) 

      

D06a_INDEPENDENT 0.213 0.343 0.304 0.331 0.297 

 (0.385) (0.360) (0.358) (0.359) (0.358) 

      

D06b_INDEPENDENT -0.538 -0.369 -0.387 -0.369 -0.386 

 (0.302) (0.288) (0.286) (0.287) (0.285) 

      

D07_INDEPENDENT 0.215 0.417 0.392 0.410 0.388 

 (0.254) (0.241) (0.240) (0.241) (0.239) 

      

D04_CONSERVATIVE -0.199 -0.318 -0.323 -0.314 -0.320 

 (0.189) (0.177) (0.177) (0.177) (0.178) 

      

D05_CONSERVATIVE -0.674** -0.764*** -0.746*** -0.757*** -0.742*** 

 (0.213) (0.197) (0.197) (0.197) (0.197) 

      

D06a_CONSERVATIVE -0.386 -0.460* -0.460* -0.456* -0.457* 

 (0.235) (0.219) (0.220) (0.219) (0.220) 

      

D06b_CONSERVATIVE -0.351* -0.479** -0.481** -0.473** -0.477** 

 (0.172) (0.160) (0.160) (0.160) (0.160) 

      

D07_CONSERVATIVE -0.394* -0.503*** -0.508*** -0.507*** -0.511*** 

 (0.162) (0.153) (0.153) (0.153) (0.153) 

      

D04_WEEKLY 0.00858     

 (0.210)     

      

D05_WEEKLY -0.308     

 (0.244)     

      

D06a_WEEKLY -0.172     

 (0.273)     

      

D06b_WEEKLY -0.214     

 (0.191)     

      

D07_WEEKLY 0.0963     

 (0.181)     

      

D04_MONTHLY -0.0395 -0.0413 -0.0541 -0.0392 -0.0523 
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 (0.255) (0.224) (0.223) (0.224) (0.223) 

      

D05_MONTHLY -0.467 -0.267 -0.277 -0.266 -0.276 

 (0.295) (0.249) (0.247) (0.249) (0.247) 

      

D06a_MONTHLY -0.541 -0.441 -0.467 -0.436 -0.463 

 (0.335) (0.287) (0.285) (0.287) (0.286) 

      

D06b_MONTHLY -0.0600 0.0681 0.0500 0.0682 0.0507 

 (0.233) (0.203) (0.202) (0.203) (0.202) 

      

D07_MONTHLY 0.177 0.114 0.103 0.118 0.106 

 (0.215) (0.189) (0.188) (0.189) (0.188) 

      

D04_NEVER -0.162 -0.140 -0.137 -0.147 -0.142 

 (0.406) (0.391) (0.389) (0.391) (0.389) 

      

D05_NEVER -0.984 -0.805 -0.777 -0.808 -0.779 

 (0.506) (0.483) (0.480) (0.482) (0.480) 

      

D06a_NEVER 0.650 0.741 0.713 0.738 0.711 

 (0.612) (0.590) (0.587) (0.590) (0.587) 

      

D06b_NEVER 0.211 0.355 0.352 0.342 0.343 

 (0.406) (0.391) (0.389) (0.391) (0.389) 

      

D07_NEVER 0.550 0.475 0.472 0.473 0.471 

 (0.401) (0.388) (0.386) (0.389) (0.386) 

      

D04_BORN -0.0797     

 (0.186)     

      

D05_BORN 0.0802     

 (0.205)     

      

D06a_BORN 0.185     

 (0.232)     

      

D06b_BORN -0.0555     

 (0.169)     

      

D07_BORN 0.0895     

 (0.160)     

      

D04_AGE 0.0678 0.0769 0.0800 0.0778 0.0805 

 (0.0649) (0.0644) (0.0644) (0.0644) (0.0644) 

      

D05_AGE 0.109 0.106 0.108 0.107 0.108 

 (0.0745) (0.0737) (0.0739) (0.0737) (0.0739) 

      

D06a_AGE 0.0865 0.0840 0.0819 0.0821 0.0807 

 (0.0858) (0.0852) (0.0855) (0.0852) (0.0855) 

      

D06b_AGE 0.162** 0.163** 0.162** 0.161** 0.160** 

 (0.0619) (0.0611) (0.0611) (0.0611) (0.0611) 

      

D07_AGE 0.153** 0.164** 0.165** 0.165** 0.166** 

 (0.0579) (0.0577) (0.0576) (0.0577) (0.0577) 

      

D04_EDUCATION -0.146 -0.166 -0.163 -0.166 -0.163 

 (0.0988) (0.0980) (0.0980) (0.0980) (0.0980) 
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D05_EDUCATION 0.121 0.0831 0.0925 0.0857 0.0942 

 (0.113) (0.111) (0.111) (0.111) (0.111) 

      

D06a_EDUCATION 0.113 0.0817 0.0874 0.0801 0.0863 

 (0.124) (0.122) (0.123) (0.122) (0.123) 

      

D06b_EDUCATION -0.0729 -0.102 -0.101 -0.103 -0.101 

 (0.0916) (0.0901) (0.0900) (0.0901) (0.0901) 

      

D07_EDUCATION 0.00454 -0.0149 -0.0110 -0.0142 -0.0105 

 (0.0866) (0.0854) (0.0854) (0.0854) (0.0854) 

      

D04_INCOME 0.0789 0.0705 0.0726 0.0696 0.0720 

 (0.0655) (0.0645) (0.0645) (0.0645) (0.0645) 

      

D05_INCOME -0.0545 -0.0667 -0.0657 -0.0662 -0.0654 

 (0.0748) (0.0740) (0.0742) (0.0741) (0.0742) 

      

D06a_INCOME 0.0407 0.0248 0.0231 0.0249 0.0232 

 (0.0842) (0.0833) (0.0837) (0.0834) (0.0837) 

      

D06b_INCOME 0.0716 0.0627 0.0617 0.0617 0.0610 

 (0.0586) (0.0577) (0.0577) (0.0577) (0.0577) 

      

D07_INCOME 0.0413 0.0247 0.0244 0.0248 0.0245 

 (0.0551) (0.0547) (0.0547) (0.0548) (0.0548) 

      

D04_MALE -0.251 -0.274 -0.279 -0.272 -0.277 

 (0.175) (0.174) (0.174) (0.174) (0.174) 

      

D05_MALE -0.111 -0.109 -0.110 -0.103 -0.106 

 (0.195) (0.193) (0.194) (0.194) (0.194) 

      

D06a_MALE -0.126 -0.142 -0.158 -0.140 -0.156 

 (0.220) (0.219) (0.220) (0.219) (0.220) 

      

D06b_MALE -0.0915 -0.0931 -0.101 -0.0914 -0.0992 

 (0.159) (0.157) (0.157) (0.157) (0.157) 

      

D07_MALE 0.0390 -0.00102 -0.000169 0.00427 0.00348 

 (0.151) (0.150) (0.150) (0.150) (0.150) 

      

D04_WHITE -0.00580 -0.120 -0.116 -0.115 -0.113 

 (0.247) (0.236) (0.235) (0.235) (0.234) 

      

D05_WHITE 0.221 0.173 0.188 0.177 0.190 

 (0.278) (0.261) (0.260) (0.261) (0.260) 

      

D06a_WHITE 0.0814 -0.0112 0.0214 -0.00612 0.0240 

 (0.313) (0.297) (0.296) (0.296) (0.296) 

      

D06b_WHITE -0.00653 -0.0831 -0.0774 -0.0823 -0.0770 

 (0.230) (0.222) (0.221) (0.222) (0.221) 

      

D07_WHITE 0.101 -0.0433 -0.0338 -0.0374 -0.0300 

 (0.216) (0.209) (0.208) (0.209) (0.208) 

      

constant -0.310 -0.319 -0.406 -0.354 -0.427 

 (0.279) (0.271) (0.271) (0.272) (0.272) 

N 7944 7944 7944 7944 7944 

Standard errors in parentheses; 
*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01, 

***
 p < 0.001 

Source: Religion and Public Life Survey (4.2002, 7.2006, 8.2007); News Interest Index (8.2004, 7.2005, 11.2006) 


