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 "I Disrespectfully Agree": The Differential Effects

 of Partisan Sorting on Social and Issue Polarization

 Lilliana Mason  Rutgers University

 Disagreements over whether polarization exists in the mass public have confounded two separate types of polarization. When

 social polarization is separated from issue position polarization, both sides of the polarization debate can be simultaneously

 correct. Social polarization, characterized by increased levels of partisan bias, activism, and anger, is increasing, driven by

 partisan identity and political identity alignment, and does not require the same magnitude of issue position polarization.

 The partisan-ideological sorting that has occurred in recent decades has caused the nation as a whole to hold more aligned

 political identities, which has strengthened partisan identity and the activism, bias, and anger that result from strong

 identities, even though issue positions have not undergone the same degree of polarization. The result is a nation that agrees

 on many things but is bitterly divided nonetheless. An examination of ANES data finds strong support for these hypotheses.

 Political scientists tend to agree that partisan- cal identities involved. The partisan-ideological sorting
 ideological sorting has occurred in the Ameri- that has occurred during the last 50 years has not been a
 can electorate during recent decades (Abramowitz consequence-free realignment of static identities. Sorting,

 2010; Bafumi and Shapiro 2009; Baldassarri and Gel- by virtue of its basis in social identities, has acted to in
 man 2008; Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope 2005; Jacobson crease the strength of political identities and has polarized
 2007; Levendusky 2009). Specifically, people have sorted mass political behavior.
 into the "correct" combination of party and ideology— While sorting has brought partisan and ideological
 Democrats are now more liberal and Republicans are identities into alignment, levels of partisan bias, activism,
 more conservative than they were 50 years ago. Some view and anger have increased (Abramowitz 2006, 2007, 2010;
 this phenomenon as simply a reorganization of political Abramowitz and Saunders 1998,2005,2008; Abramowitz
 tendencies, with little effect on behavior or mass polar- and Stone 2006; Brewer 2005; Hetherington 2001; Jacob
 ization (Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope 2005; Levendusky son 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007; Levendusky 2009; Ma
 2009), whereas others suggest that this sorting is a re- son 2013). In comparison, issue positions in the mass
 flection of a deep polarization emerging in the electorate public have experienced relatively smaller increases in
 (Abramowitz and Saunders 2008; Bafumi and Shapiro polarization in the same period (Fiorina and Abrams
 2009). The effects of this sorting, however, remain rel- 2008; Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope 2005, 2008; Fiorina and
 atively unexplored. I argue that sorting itself has been Levendusky 2006; Levendusky 2009; Mason 2013; Wolfe
 responsible for increased levels of partisanship and po- 1998). Unfortunately, the difference between the social
 larized behavior, including partisan bias, activism, and elements of polarization and the polarization of issue
 anger. This is due to the powerful effects of the politi- positions has not been clearly elaborated and has thus
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 PARTISAN SORTING AND POLARIZATION

 led to a vigorous debate among political scientists over
 the nature and even existence of political polarization.
 At a time when many Americans consider polariza
 tion to be a real and apparent problem in American
 politics, political scientists cannot agree on whether it
 exists (see Abramowitz 2006, 2007, 2010; Abramowitz
 and Saunders 1998, 2005, 2008; Abramowitz and Stone

 2006; Brewer 2005; Hetherington 2001; Jacobson 2003,
 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007; versus Fiorina and Abrams 2008;

 Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope 2005,2008; Fiorina and Leven

 dusky 2006; Levendusky 2009; Wolfe 1998). The theory
 presented here helps to clarify the terms of this debate

 by demonstrating how partisan-ideological sorting has
 increased social polarization to a greater extent than it
 has increased the extremity of held issue positions in the

 American electorate. The result is an electorate that may

 agree on many things, but nonetheless cannot get along.

 Importance of Social Polarization

 Any discussion of the polarization of the American elec

 torate should begin with a theory-based mechanism by
 which polarization can be said to increase. When polar
 ization is understood as a largely social phenomenon, it
 becomes possible to identify political influences that may
 drive increases in specific types of polarized behavior,
 judgment, and emotion. Building on work in political
 science that characterizes partisan and ideological iden
 tity as social identities (Bartels 2002; Campbell et al. 1960;

 Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2002; Iyengar, Sood, and
 Lelkes 2012; Malka and Lelkes 2010; Mason 2013), and
 work in social psychology that examines the power of
 social identities to affect behavior and emotion (Brewer
 1999; Brewer and Pierce 2005; Mackie, Devos, and Smith

 2000; Smith, Seger, and Mackie 2007; Tajfel 1981; Tajfel
 and Turner 1979), this theory asserts that political iden

 tity is able to drive political bias, political participation,
 and political emotion. Furthermore, individuals can hold

 separate partisan and ideological identities, and as these
 identities move into alignment, political evaluations, be
 havior, and emotion grow even more polarized (Brewer
 and Pierce 2005; Roccas and Brewer 2002).1

 One important consequence of understanding polar
 ization as a social phenomenon is that it becomes clearly

 distinguishable from the competing understanding of po

 'Recent work by Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes (2012) has introduced
 the concept of affective polarization, which is closely related to the
 concept discussed here. I consider affective polarization to be a sub
 set of social polarization, which includes affect (anger), judgment
 (bias), and behavior (activism).

 129

 larization that focuses on issue positions. Social polariza
 tion is theorized to be motivated by partisan sorting and

 partisan identity because social identities have repeatedly
 been shown to affect judgment, behavior, and emotion
 (Ethier and Deaux 1994; Huddy 2001 ; Mackie, Devos, and

 Smith 2000; Smith, Seger, and Mackie 2007; Tajfel 1981;
 Tajfel and Turner 1979). However, there is less theoretical

 justification for a direct relationship between social iden

 tities and issue position extremity (for an exception, see

 Mackie and Cooper 1984). Therefore, as sorting drives
 social polarization, it is theoretically possible for issue
 position extremity to remain relatively constrained. This

 bifurcated view of polarization reveals the potential for

 Americans to grow increasingly politically rancorous and

 uncivil in their interactions, even in the presence of com
 paratively moderate issue positions.

 The Role of Political Identity

 Partisan identity should be understood here as a so
 cial identity, in line with prior work in political science

 (Campbell et al. 1960; Green, Palmquist, and Schickler
 2002; Greene 1999, 2002,2004; Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes
 2012; Mason 2013). This means that a partisan behaves
 more like a sports fan than like a banker choosing an
 investment. Partisans feel emotionally connected to the
 welfare of the party; they prefer to spend time with other

 members of the party; and when the party is threatened,

 they become angry and work to help conquer the threat,

 even if they disagree with some of the issue positions taken

 by the party. The connection between partisan and party

 is an emotional and social one, as well as a logical one.

 For example, the intensity of a person's partisanship
 can derive from a number of nonissue influences, such as

 social group memberships (Campbell et al. 1960), social
 networks (Mutz 2002), personality (Gerber et al. 2012),
 specific genes (Dawes and Fowler 2009), leader-induced

 uncertainty (Hohman, Hogg, and Bligh 2010), or experi
 ence and habituation (Jennings and Markus 1984). Any
 of these influences can increase the strength of parti
 sanship without also increasing the extremity of issue
 positions. They are largely associational or psychological
 influences on partisanship that cause an individual to feel

 more strongly identified with the party because the party

 makes up a larger or more familiar part of that individ

 ual's social world, or because he or she is otherwise psy
 chologically inclined to cling more strongly to a political

 party. Partisanship is therefore a social and psychological
 attachment.
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 130 L1LLIANA MASON

 Partisanship is the most prominent political iden- party because of the party's positions on issues, but at
 tity because parties are the groups that directly com- some level they also prefer the party simply because it is
 pete for power in the political realm, and competition their home team.
 between groups increases the salience of the competing Second, when partisans feel strongly identified with
 group identities (Tajfel and Turner 1979). But this does the party, they are more likely to take action on behalf of
 not mean it is the only political identity. Recent work by the party (Ethier and Deaux 1994; Huddy 2001; Mason,
 Malka and Lelkes (2010) has established that ideology— Huddy, and Aaroe2011). Campbelletal. (1960) predicted
 whether a person considers himself or herself conservative a similar effect, though without the theoretical backing
 or liberal—does function as a social identity, one that is provided by social identity theory. Partisans should be
 separable from held issue positions. According to their more likely to participate in politics by helping the party
 findings, the link between ideological identity and issue win elections, not simply because the party holds sympa
 positions is by no means constant. Ideological identity thetic issue positions, but because the party is their team
 should therefore also be capable of affecting political be- (Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2002). A team win is a
 havior, though to a lesser extent than partisanship due to personal win for these group members, and they are mo
 partisanship's greater centrality to political competition. tivated to act by psychological imperatives to maintain
 For this reason, the following analyses focus on partisan group status, not simply by their issue positions,
 identity as the central political identity, but the interac- Third, intergroup emotions theory (an outgrowth
 tion between partisan and ideological identities is a crucial of social identity theory) suggests that strongly iden
 factor in motivating social polarization. tified members of parties should react with stronger

 emotions—in particular, anger—to party threats
 (Mackie, Devos, and Smith 2000; Smith, Seger, and
 Mackie 2007). The anger felt by partisans in the face

 Effects of Partisan Identity of a threat to the party's status is not simply anger at
 the prospect of failing to implement their desired issue

 Social psychologists have examined the implications of positions. They are angry because someone is threaten
 feeling part of a social group, in a field of study generally ing their team, and the stronger their affiliation with the
 known as social identity theory. Their findings lead to team, the stronger the emotional reaction to that threat,
 three concrete predictions about the effects of a strong independent of the strength of the issue positions they
 group identity. The results of this work on social iden- hold.
 tities can easily be extrapolated to political identities. Thus, when we think of partisanship as a social iden
 These theories are described below in terms of partisan tity, three testable outcomes emerge regarding the polit
 identity, but ideological identities should motivate similar ical behavior and emotion that are defined here as social
 behavior. polarization: stronger partisan identity leads to higher

 First, according to social identity theory, partisans levels of (1) bias, (2) activism, and (3) anger,
 should evaluate their own party more positively than the

 opposing party for no logical reasons at all, simply be
 cause they are in different groups (Tajfel 1981; Tajfel and
 Turner 1979). This is known as ingroup bias, and it in- Effects of Partisan Sorting
 creases as the strength of partisan affiliation increases.
 This effect has been demonstrated even with experimen- The characterization of partisanship and ideology as so
 tally assigned groups that have no bearing on the welfare cial identities only goes partway toward explaining the
 of the individual. People randomly assigned to Group X increase in polarization over recent decades. Specifically,
 or Group W believe their explicitly temporary and mean- it explains current levels of polarization, but not why
 ingless group to be superior to the outgroup (Billig and polarization has been increasing. Recent research has
 Tajfel 1973). This effect (referred to as the minimal group found that ingroup bias (Levendusky 2009; Mason 2013),
 paradigm) suggests that there is something inherent in rates of political activism (Abramowitz 2010; Mason
 group membership that causes people to be automati- 2013), and anger at the outgroup presidential candidate
 cally biased in their assessments of relative group merits (Mason 2013) have been increasing. If political identity is
 (Otten and Wentura 1999). In fact, party labels have re- a substantial driver of ingroup bias, activism, and anger,
 cently been shown to induce bias in the evaluation of why would these things increase over time?
 two candidates with identical issue stances (Munro et al. The answer has largely to do with changes in the
 2013 ). Partisans, therefore, may say that they prefer their alignment of partisan and ideological identities over time.
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 Sorting has brought our ideological and partisan iden
 tities into agreement, and this new alignment has in
 creased the strength of those identities.2 It is possible
 to follow the roots of this theory all the way back to
 the seminal voting studies by Paul Lazarsfeld and col
 leagues (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet 1944) and
 Angus Campbell and colleagues (Campbell et al. 1960)
 that introduced the idea of cross-pressures on voters. They

 suggested that partisans who identify with groups associ
 ated with the opposing party would be less likely to vote.
 Further research suggested that these voters would be less

 strongly partisan (Powell 1976) and that these "cross
 cutting cleavages" would mitigate social conflict (Lipset
 1960; Nordlinger 1972). These earlier studies, however,
 suffered from methodological limitations, and they have
 been difficult to replicate (Brader, Tucker, and Therriault
 2009).

 More recent work has begun to suggest that, in fact,
 cross-pressures do reduce the strength of partisan affil
 iation and levels of political activism (Brader, Tucker,
 and Therriault 2009). The main limitation of the cross
 pressures approach, however, is that these studies, while
 dancing around the concept of social identity, do not
 explicitly identify partisanship as a social identity. They
 therefore do not take advantage of the wealth of research
 that can be used to make concrete predictions about the

 types of political judgment, behavior, and emotion that
 are likely to come out of the most aligned, or least cross
 pressured, identities.

 Marilynn Brewer and colleagues have examined the
 psychological effects of holding multiple social identities
 in non-partisan contexts (Brewer 1999; Brewer and Pierce
 2005; Roccas and Brewer 2002). They have found that
 when group identities are nonaligned, or cross-cutting,
 individuals are generally found to be more tolerant, less
 biased, and more positively oriented toward outgroups.
 And conversely, those whose identities are aligned to the
 extent that they are seen as one identity are more likely to
 be intolerant, to be biased, and to feel negatively toward

 outgroups. This is because unaligned identities under
 mine the cognitive and motivational bases of ingroup
 bias and negative emotion by reducing the perceived dif
 ferences between the groups, and allow an individual to
 feel like he or she belongs to and is defined by a broader

 2Sorting has not been limited to political and ideological identities.
 Over the last few decades, we have seen other political identities
 come into alignment with partisanship as well: partisan identities
 have converged with religious (Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope 2005;
 Green et al. 2007; Jacobson 2006; Layman 1997, 2001; Woodberry
 and Smith 1998) and racial identities (Giles and Hertz 1994). These
 types of sorting also likely contribute to behavioral polarization,
 but fall outside the scope of this article.

 131

 range of groups. Furthermore, Roccas and Brewer (2002)
 raise the possibility that those with highly aligned iden
 tities may be less psychologically equipped to cope with
 threat and may feel higher levels of negative emotions
 when confronted with threat.

 This means that a member of a party that is unaligned

 with his or her ideological identity would feel less bias
 and anger toward the opposing party than a member of
 the same party who is ideologically aligned with his or
 her party, independent of issue positions. Partisans thus
 do not need to hold wildly extreme issue positions in
 order to be biased against and angry at their opponents.

 They simply need to hold aligned partisan identities. Once
 partisans are sorted, therefore, it can be expected that they

 will experience higher levels of ingroup bias and anger.
 Furthermore, part of the reason for evidence of in

 creased ingroup bias among individuals with aligned
 identities may be that, consistent with the cross-pressures

 literature, an aligned identity is a stronger identity. In
 other words, Democrats who identify as liberals will be
 more strongly affiliated Democrats than Democrats who
 identify as conservatives, and this will lead to all of the
 consequences of a stronger identity: increased ingroup
 bias, activism, and angry response to threat.

 Issue Positions and Ideology

 An increase in the strength and alignment of partisan and

 ideological identities does not require an equivalent in
 crease in the extremity of held political issue positions.
 As Malka and Lelkes (2010) have found, the identity
 ideology relationship is by no means static, and ideo
 logical identity should thus be understood as a separate
 construct from ideological issue positions. Furthermore,
 Ellis and Stimson (2012) have argued that Americans'
 "operational" ideology, or their actual issue positions, is a
 divergent concept from their "symbolic" ideology, or how

 they identify themselves. This means that sorting should
 be capable of affecting identity-driven behavior differ
 ently than it affects the extremity of held issue positions.

 This is not to say that political identities have no ef
 fect on issue positions, or that issue positions have not
 polarized at all. Recent work has found that issue posi
 tions in the mass public have polarized somewhat, par
 ticularly among strong partisans and strong ideologues
 (Abramowitz 2010; Carmines, Ensley, and Wagner 2012;
 Garner and Palmer 2011; Jacobson 2012; Layman and
 Carsey 2002). However, many of these effects are relatively

 modest when compared to changes in social polarization.

 I expect to find that sorting has been capable of increasing

 social polarization to a greater extent than it has increased
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 issue position polarization, leading to an electorate that
 behaves as if its members are more polarized than their
 issue positions alone would suggest.

 Two major hypotheses are examined:

 HI: Partisan-ideological sorting increases political bias,
 activism, and anger on an individual level, both
 via partisan strength and independently of partisan
 strength, even when issue positions are moderate.

 H2: The effect of sorting on social polarization is greater
 than its effect on issue extremity.

 Methods

 Data are drawn from the American National Election

 Studies (ANES) cumulative data file, restricted to 1972

 (when ideology is first available) through 2004, and the
 ANES Panel Study conducted from 1992 to 1996.3

 Measures

 Partisan identity strength is a 4-point scale ranging from 0

 (Pure Independent) to 1 (Strong Democrat or Republican).

 This is an admittedly weak measure of social identity,
 and the results that follow would likely be significantly

 strengthened if a social identity-oriented measure of par
 tisanship or ideology were available in the ANES. Mason,

 Huddy, and Aaroe (2011) have found the relationship
 between partisan identity and social polarization to be
 significantly stronger with a social identity-based mea
 sure than with the traditional measure used here. The

 results here should therefore be viewed as a conservative

 test of the relationship between partisan and ideological
 identity and social polarization.

 Ideological identity strength is a 4-point scale ranging

 from 0 (Moderate Liberal or Conservative) to 1 (Strong
 Liberal or Conservative).

 The Partisan-Ideological Sorting score multiplies an
 identity alignment score (the absolute difference between

 the standard 7-point ANES party identity score and the

 standard 7-point ANES ideology item score, reverse
 coded) by the partisan identity strength score and the
 ideological identity strength score in order to account

 LILLIANA MASON

 for intensity of strength as well as alignment.4 The sort

 ing score is coded to range from 0 ( least aligned, weakest
 identities) to 1 {most aligned, strongest identities).

 Issue position extremity is an index of six political
 issue items. These issues were chosen because they are
 the only issues that are available consistently from 1980
 to 2004.5 The issue response set is folded in half, and
 the index is coded to range from 0 ( weakest issue posi
 tions) to 1 (strongest issue positions on both ends of the
 spectrum). The issues include the ANES items (1) when
 should abortion be allowed by law (4-point scale), (2)
 prioritize government services versus spending (7-point
 scale), (3) government's role in health insurance (7-point
 scale), (4) aid to minorities/blacks (7-point scale), (5)
 defense spending (7-point scale); and (6) should govern
 ment guarantee jobs (7-point scale). These issues are only
 all available after 1980. As a check on this measure, is

 sue constraint is also briefly examined, measured as the
 standard deviation from the mean of the six issue items

 (Barton and Parsons 1977).

 Partisan bias is measured in two ways. Thermome
 ter bias is a continuous scale measuring the difference
 between the respondent's placement of Democrats and
 Republicans on the feeling thermometer, coded to range
 from 0 to 1, with the most bias, or most uneven assess

 ment of the two parties, coded 1. Like bias is a continuous

 scale created using the number of likes and dislikes men

 tioned by the respondent for each party. First, the number

 of dislikes for each party is subtracted from the number

 of likes, creating a net like score for each party. Then the
 absolute value of the difference between the net like scores

 for each party is obtained. It is coded to range from 0 to
 1, with the most bias, or most uneven assessment of the

 two parties, coded 1.

 Anger is a dummy variable coded 1 if the respondent
 reported feeling anger at his or her outgroup presidential
 candidate.6

 3The 1992-1994-1996 panel is used for two reasons. First, the period
 from 1992 to 1996 was a time when political identity sorting was
 in flux to a greater extent than in the period from 2000 to 2004
 (the more recent ANES panel data). In the cumulative ANES file,
 between 1992 and 1996, identity sorting increased from a mean
 of .24 to a mean of .28, a significant difference. Between 2000 and
 2004, no significant difference is observed. Second, the 2004 wave
 of panel data does not include the 7-point measure of ideology, a
 crucial element in the measurement of identity sorting.

 4This is done in order to correctly identify cases in which a person is
 ideologically moderate and a pure partisan Independent, and thus
 receives the same alignment score as an extremely liberal strong
 Democrat. I suggest that the Independent moderate identity is
 often a lack of an identity, and conflating those respondents with
 ones who hold fully aligned and strong partisan and ideological
 identities would confuse the results. Identities cannot be sorted if

 they are not present.

 5One issue, whether women's role should be in the home, is avail
 able consistently but is strongly skewed toward the liberal end of
 the response range for both Republicans and Democrats, and was
 thus not included.

 6Though the outgroup presidential candidate is not an ideal repre
 sentation of threat, this candidate does represent the embodiment
 of the possibility that the ingroup will lose status. If the outgroup
 candidate succeeds, the ingroup will have suffered a public failure.
 Furthermore, the outgroup candidate spends most of his or her
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 Activism is a 5-point scale counting the number of trajectory over time, with issue position extremity and
 the following activities engaged in by the respondent: constraint following a more static pattern. In the cumu
 try to influence the vote of others, attend political meet- lative ANES file, the pairwise correlation between sim
 ings/rallies, work for a party or candidate, display candi- pie partisan-ideological identity alignment8 and partisan

 date button/sticker, donate money to a party or candidate. strength is .39, whereas the correlation between sorting

 This is coded to range from 0 ( none of these activities) to and issue extremity is .12 and the correlation between
 1 (all of these activities). sorting and issue constraint is .07.9 These initial results

 Controls are included for education, sex (dummy), suggest that sorting and partisan strength can potentially
 white race (dummy), age, southern residence (dummy), move without equivalent changes in the extremity or con
 urban residence (dummy), frequency of church atten- straint of held issue positions.
 dance (as a measure of religious commitment), and evan- In the following analyses, the causal effects of sorting
 gelicalism (as a measure of religious conservatism, a and identity on social polarization are examined first,
 dummy variable based on denomination). All continu- holding issue extremity constant in order to demon
 ous variables are coded to range from 0 to 1. strate the ability of sorting and identity to affect social

 polarization without the involvement of issue position
 polarization. These relationships are examined in three

 Partisan-Ideological Sorting, Partisan steps. First, the four measures of social polarization are
 Strength, and Issues regressed on sorting and partisan and ideological iden

 , . . , tities, holding issue extremity constant, and in separate
 In order to understand increases in social polarization, ,, .. r ^ . .» ,
 ... , , , , , models so as not to confuse the interpretation of entan
 lt is important to understand recent trends in political , , r , . , ^ , ,.rr . .
 ., . . , , gled measures. Second, in order to clarify the differential
 identity strength and alignment. As shown in Figure 1, cc . c , ... , .. , ,

 . .. . , , , . . , . effects of partisan identity and sorting, predicted values
 partisan identity strength has been increasing during re- c ■ 1 1 • , ., . , . . ,
 r j ' D . 0 , 0 of social polarization are examined at low and high lev
 cent decades. The percentage of people calling themselves , r r • • 1 ■ .

 , . ,, , els of sorting, keeping partisan identity at its maximum
 strong partisans has increased by over 11% between 1972 ,, . . .. . , ,

 j 0 r . ' . , , and holding issue extremity at its mean. Third, a match
 and 2004, and the mean sorting score has increased by , , ^ . ,, r.

 , , , r ■ , mg procedure is used to examine the effects of increases
 nearly 8% of the total range of sorting. At the same time, . . , , . .. , ,
 , . 0 , , , , in sorting on social polarization when respondents are
 the percentage of pure Independents has decreased by . , , . , ^ , , „ .

 r , 0 „ r r , , , ' exactly matched on either party or ideology and all the
 more than 4%. Between 1982 and 2004 (the time period , , . , . 4
 , 1 . , , r h • • , • demographic and issue extremity covariates.
 tor which the full issue extremity scale is available), the XT . lL , a- ^ r . ,

 . Next, the relative effects of sorting on social versus
 percentage of people calling themselves strong partisans . , . .. . , . x
 f 7, f , 0 r issue polarization are examined m two steps. First, pre
 increased by about 3%, whereas the mean sorting score ^ , , r-ij- , . . .,

 , , ° dieted values of social and issue polarization are examined
 increased by nearly 5% and the percentage of Indepen- t, , , ■ , , , r c , 1Jx
 . ,, ' , r 0 r at low and high levels of sorting. Second, panel data are dents decreased hv 7%

 . , . . . used to examine changes in social and issue polarization
 At the same time, as shown in Figure 2, issue posi- ill ^ .
 . , . , , among people who have sorted,

 tions have polarized somewhat. Between 1982 and 2004,
 issue position extremity increased by about 3% of the
 total range of issue position extremity, though most of
 that change happened between 1982 and 1988. Between

 1988 and 2004, average issue position extremity did not Regressions. It is expected that partisan-ideological
 increase significantly, whereas the percentage of strong sorting will increase social polarization via partisan
 partisans and the average sorting score increased by 2% strength and on its own, independent of the extremity
 and 3%, respectively. Issue position constraint, or the of issue positions. First, the effects of sorting and iden
 consistency of positions across the six issues, did not sig- tity on social polarization are observed individually in
 nificantly increase between 1982 and 2004.7 In general, the pooled cumulative ANES file, controlling for issue
 partisan strength and sorting tend to follow a similar

 Sorting, Identity, and Social Polarization

 time publicly derogating the ingroup candidate and the traits of
 the ingroup as a whole.

 7As the issue extremity measure is not only empirically a stricter
 test of issue polarization but also a more widely used reference
 for the polarization of issue positions, the subsequent analyses will
 examine only issue position extremity. All models in the article were

 replicated with issue constraint, and it performed more weakly than
 issue extremity in every case.

 8The full sorting score is not used for this calculation, as partisan
 strength is a component of the full sorting score.

 9The simple partisan-ideological identity alignment score is cor
 related with issue extremity at -.02 and with issue constraint
 at .07.
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 Figure 1 Partisan Strength and Sorting, 1972-2004 (0-1 scale)

 ■ Percent Strong
 Partisans

 Sorting

 — — - Percent Pure

 Independents

 ~i 1 r—r 1 1 1 « 1 r~

 CM'tf'vOCOOCNTfvDCOOCN-'sfvDCOOCNT^
 r^r^r^r^cococoooco<^a^<^cr^cr*ooo

 v-H r—I t—I rH t-H t-H t-H t-H t-H tH t-H t-H t-H rH CN CN CN

 Figure 2 Mean Issue Extremity and Constraint, 1982-2004 (0-1
 scale)

 0.6

 0.55

 0.5

 0.45

 0.4

 0.35

 0.3

 0.25

 0.2

 Constraint

 • Issue Extremity

 , , j j , j j j , j

 CNtJ-vOCOOCN^vDCOO"^
 cococoœCTNCjNo^o^c^oo
 O^QsO^O^O^O^O^O^O^OO
 t-H t-H t-H t-H t-H t-H t-H t-H t-H (NJ • CNJ

 position extremity and other relevant demographic fac- constant) increases thermometer bias by about 33% of the
 tors. In all models, standard errors are clustered by year. total range of bias. An increase from weakest to strongest

 Table 1 examines the determinants of the four mea- ideological identity (holding partisan identity constant)
 sures of social polarization: thermometer bias, like bias, increases thermometer bias by about 13% of the total
 activism, and anger at the outgroup candidate. In the first range of bias. Thus, sorting and the two measures of po
 column of Table 1, the effect of sorting on thermometer litical identity are all powerfully capable, on their own,
 bias is large and significant. Moving from least sorted to of motivating large increases in bias in a respondent's
 most sorted increases thermometer bias by about 43% feelings toward the two parties. These effects are notably
 of the total range of bias. The coefficients related to par- resilient to the effect of issue position extremity. Issue po
 tisan and ideological strength in the second column are sition extremity does significantly increase thermometer
 also large and significant. An increase from weakest to bias, but far more weakly than sorting or partisan identity
 strongest partisan identity (holding ideological identity strength. More importantly, sorting and political identity

 Figure 1 Partisan Strength and Sorting, 1972-2004 (0-1 scale)
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 Figure 2 Mean Issue Extremity and Constraint, 1982-2004 (0-1
 scale)
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 Table 1 Effects of Sorting, Partisan Strength, and Issue Position Extremity on Social Polarization

 Thermometer Bias Like Bias Activism Anger

 1

 Sorting 0.43 (.02) 0.28 (.02) 0.17 (.02) 1.63 (.18)
 Partisan 0.33 (.01) 0.17 (.01) 0.10 (.01) 1.11 (.15)

 Strength

 Ideological 0.13 (.02) 0.10 (.01) 0.06 (.01) 0.65 (.08)
 Strength

 Issue Position 0.12 (.02) 0.12 (.02) 0.04 (.01) 0.04 (.01) 0.03 (.01) 0.04 (.01) 0.28 (.25) 0.29 (.26)
 Extremity

 Education -0.03 (.01) 0.00 (.01) 0.09 (.01) 0.10 (.01) 0.12 (.01) 0.13 (.01) 0.72 (.24) 0.83 (.24)
 Male -0.02 (.01) -0.01 (.01) 0.01 (.01) 0.01 (.01) 0.02 (.00) 0.02 (.00) -0.12 (.05) -0.09 (.05)
 White -0.05 (.01) -0.03 (.01) -0.03 (.01) -0.01 (.01) 0.01 (.01) 0.01 (.01) -0.20 (.20) -0.13 (.20)
 Age 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00)
 South 0.01 (.00) 0.00 (.00) -0.01 (.00) -0.01 (.00) 0.00 (.00) 0.00 (.00) -0.10 (.06) -0.13 (.06)
 Urban 0.02 (.01) 0.01 (.01) 0.02 (.00) 0.01 (.00) 0.00 (.01) 0.00 (.01) -0.30 (.24) -0.31 (.25)
 Church -0.01 (.01) -0.02 (.01) 0.00 (.00) -0.01 (.00) 0.03 (.01) 0.03 (.01) -0.19 (.10) -0.23 (.10)

 Attendance

 Evangelical 0.02 (.01) 0.02 (.01) 0.01 (.01) 0.01 (.01) -0.01 (.01) -0.01 (.01) 0.07 (.28) 0.08 (.28)
 Constant 0.12 (.02) -0.03 (.02) 0.02 (.02) -0.06 (.02) -0.03 (.01) -0.08 (.01) -1.59 (.59) -2.15 (.55)
 R-squared 0.18 0.26 0.12 0.14 0.08 0.08
 Pseudo 0.04 0.04

 R-squared
 N 9858 9858 9858 9858 9858 9858 9858 9858

 Note: Thermometer bias, like bias, and activism are OLS models with standard errors clustered by year. Anger is a dichotomous variable,
 so a logit model is used, with standard errors clustered by year. Bold coefficients are significant at p < .05 in a two-tailed test.

 affect partisan bias even when issue position extremity The measure of activism is a scale of five political ac
 is held constant. It is thus possible for partisan bias to tivities; thus, a 17% increase in activism can be seen as
 increase due to sorting and political identity even when the addition of nearly one new activity due simply to the
 issue position extremity does not change. increase in identity sorting. The effects of partisan and
 An alternative measure of partisan bias provides sim- ideological strength are also large and significant in col

 ilar results. The third and fourth columns of Table 1 exam- umn 6. An increase from weakest to strongest partisan
 ine the determinants of like bias. In column 3, an increase identity increases political activism by 10%, whereas an
 from least to most sorted increases like bias by 28% of the increase from weakest to strongest ideological identity in
 total range of bias. In column 4, an increase from weakest creases activism by 7%. These effects are also robust to
 to strongest partisan identity increases like bias by 17% the effects of issue extremity, suggesting that even peo
 of the total range of bias, whereas moving from weakest pie who hold moderate issue positions can work hard to
 to strongest ideological identity increases bias by 10% of defeat each other in the voting booth,
 the total range of bias. Just as in the case of thermometer Finally, columns 7 and 8 of Table 1 examine the effects
 bias, the like bias models suggest that like bias is strongly of sorting and political identity on anger at the outgroup
 motivated by sorting as well as identity strength. Further- candidate. Those with strong and highly sorted politi
 more, the effects of sorting and identity are robust to the cal identities are expected to react with more anger to
 effect of issue position extremity, which is comparatively threats from the outparty. A logit model is used to pre
 weak. diet whether a respondent reported feeling anger toward

 Activism, presented in columns 5 and 6 of Table 1, his or her outparty's presidential candidate. In column
 is also motivated by sorting and political identities. In 7, sorting significantly increases the likelihood of feeling
 column 5, an increase from least to most sorted increases anger toward the outgroup candidate. The more aligned a
 political activism by 17% of the total range of activism. respondent's partisan and ideological identities, the more

 Thermometer Bias Like Bias Activism Anger

 1  2  3  5  6  7  8

 0.43  (.02)  0.28  (-02)  0.17  (.02)  1.63  (.18)
 0.33  (.01)  0.17  (.01)  0.10  (-01)  1.11  (.1

 0.13  (.02)  0.10  (.01)  0.06  (.01)  0.65  (.0

 0.12  (.02)  0.12  (.02)  0.04  (.01)  0.04  (.01)  0.03  (.01)  0.04  (.01)  0.28  (.25)  0.29  (.2

 1  o  ©  u>  (.01)  0.00  (.01)  0.09  (-01)  0.10  (.01)  0.12  (.01)  0.13  (.01)  0.72  (.24)  0.83  (.2
 -0.02  (.01)  -0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  0.02  (.00)  0.02  (.00)  -0.12  (.05)  -0.09  (.0
 -0.05  (.01)  -0.03  (.01)  -0.03  (.01)  -0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  -0.20  (.20)  -0.13  (.2

 0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.0
 0.01  (.00)  0.00  (-00)  -0.01  (.00)  -0.01  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  -0.10  (.06)  -0.13  (.0
 0.02  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  0.02  (.00)  0.01  (.00)  0.00  (.01)  0.00  (.01)  -0.30  (.24)  -0.31  (.2

 -0.01  (.01)  -0.02  (.01)  0.00  (.00)  -0.01  (.00)  0.03  (.01)  0.03  (.01)  -0.19  (.10)  -0.23  (-1

 0.02  (.01)  0.02  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  -0.01  (.01)  -0.01  (.01)  0.07  (.28)  0.08  (.2
 0.12  (.02)  -0.03  (.02)  0.02  (.02)  -0.06  (.02)  -0.03  (.01)  -0.08  (.01)  -1.59  (.59)  -2.15  (.5
 0.18  0.26  0.12  0.14  0.08  0.08
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 likely he or she is to feel anger toward the candidate. In
 column 8, partisan and ideological identities also increase
 the likelihood of feeling anger. In both models, the effects

 of sorting and identity are robust to the effects of issue po

 sition extremity, which does not have a significant effect
 on the likelihood of feeling angry at the outgroup candi
 date. However, the relative effects of sorting and partisan

 identity on all four measures of social polarization cannot

 be disentangled in a simple regression, as the measures
 are related by construction.

 Predicted Values. In order to better evaluate whether

 sorting is capable of increasing social polarization beyond
 the effect of partisan identity, predicted probabilities are

 presented in Figure 3. These values are drawn from re
 gressions similar to those in Table 1, but they include
 both sorting and partisan identity and exclude ideologi
 cal identity for ease of interpretation (see the appendix for

 originating regressions). Partisan identity is constrained
 to its maximum value; all other variables, including issue
 position extremity, are held at their means; and the values

 of sorting are varied between the minimum possible level
 of sorting for a strong partisan (.09) and the maximum
 level of sorting (1.0).

 In Figure 3, the effect of strong partisanship with
 out partisan-ideological alignment is examined in the
 low sorting/high partisanship bars. Here, holding issue
 extremity and all other variables constant, strong parti
 sanship with a cross-cutting ideological identity gener
 ates a thermometer bias score of .35 and a like bias score

 of .22. However, when strong partisanship is combined
 with a strong and highly aligned ideological identity, this
 ingroup bias score increases to .55 in the case of ther
 mometer bias and .40 in the case of like bias. Partisanship
 in the absence of a strongly aligned ideological identity
 is therefore a far less potent contributor to ingroup bias
 than a highly sorted partisan and ideological identity.

 These results suggest that inclinations toward one
 party over another are powerfully driven by the strength

 and alignment of political identities, even when political
 issue positions are unchanging. A person with moderate
 issue positions can still be very biased against the outparty

 if his or her partisan and ideological identities are aligned.
 Similar results are found in the case of activism.

 When partisanship is strong, but unaligned with ideolog
 ical identity, the predicted value of activism is .15. When

 that strong partisanship is aligned with a strong ideolog
 ical identity, activism increases to a level of .26. A highly
 sorted partisan-ideological identity is therefore capable of
 motivating higher levels of activism than a strong parti
 san identity alone. Furthermore, this effect is robust to the

 constraints on issue extremity. Issue position moderation

 LILLIANA MASON

 therefore does not moderate the increased levels of partic

 ipation brought on by highly sorted partisan-ideological
 identities. These results suggest that even when a person's
 issue positions are moderate, they can be pushed into
 political action simply by the strong alignment of their
 partisan and ideological identities.

 Finally, the bars labeled "Anger at Outgroup Candi
 date" and "Anger 1992" present the predicted probability
 of feeling anger at the outgroup candidate in the full data

 set and in 1992 alone, respectively. In the full sample, a
 strong partisan with a cross-cutting ideological identity
 has a 32% likelihood of feeling anger toward the outparty
 candidate. However, when a strong partisan is well sorted,

 with strongly aligned partisan and ideological identities,
 there is a 55% probability that he or she will feel anger
 toward the outparty candidate, even when holding issue
 extremity constant. The standard errors are large in the
 case of anger due to the dependence of the measure on
 the specific candidate in each year, so for a more precise
 picture, levels of anger are also examined in only 1992,
 and there the difference between low and high sorting
 is more evidently significant. An unsorted partisan has a
 59% probability of feeling angry, whereas a sorted par
 tisan has an 86% probability of being angry in 1992.10
 Sorting, therefore, is capable of driving significant levels
 of anger, beyond simple partisanship and other demo
 graphic variables. Furthermore, this effect is robust to the

 effect of issue position extremity. A moderate set of issue

 positions therefore does not reduce the increased anger
 brought on by the alignment of partisan and ideologi
 cal identities. The effects of identity sorting on anger can

 work independently of issue position extremity.

 Matching. The final test of the relationship between
 sorting and social polarization is to use exact matching
 to examine the effect of sorting on social polarization,
 simulating a random assignment of sorting to the pop
 ulation as a treatment condition. This method matches

 respondents on party or ideology as well as issue extrem
 ity and every control variable, creating two groups that

 are as similar as possible on all covariates. The only dif
 ference between the groups is the level of sorting. The
 sorting score is divided into low and high values by cut
 ting it at approximately the median value. The matched

 10This result holds in every presidential election year. The year 1992
 is used as an example simply because it is a year when sorting was
 in flux, and it is thus realistic to discuss strong partisans who are
 unsorted. In 1992, the difference in predicted anger between sorted
 and unsorted partisans is .31. The year of the lowest difference was
 1984, with a difference of .14. The year of the highest difference
 was 1996, with a difference of .34. All presidential election years
 showed a significant difference.
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 Figure 3 Predicted Values of Social Polarization at Varying Levels of
 Partisanship and Sorting

 & Low Sorting/High Partisanship

 ® High Sorting/High Partisanship

 Note. Data are drawn from the cumulative ANES file. The 95% confidence intervals are shown. Anger
 models are predicted probabilities. All other variables are held at their means or modes. Low sorting is
 set at .09, the lowest sorting score a strong partisan can obtain. Originating regressions can be found
 in the appendix.

 /• X J
 /

 & Low Sorting/High Partisanship

 ® High Sorting/High Partisanship

 samples are then compared in their levels of social po
 larization across low and high sorting. Due to the exact
 matching, a simple difference in means on the matched
 data can estimate the causal effect. Because a number of

 the key variables are continuous, coarsened exact match
 ing is used to make the matches more feasible (Iacus et al.
 2012).11 The ANES cumulative data file is used in order

 to provide as large a sample as possible for the matching
 process, with standard errors clustered by year.12 Using
 exact matching on all covariates provides a very conser
 vative test of the effect of sorting on behavior. To find any

 effect of sorting at all on people who are identical in their

 education, age, sex, race, location, religiosity, issue posi

 tions, and partisan or ideological identity is a particularly
 strict test.

 Figures 4 and 5 present the results of the match
 ing. In Figure 4, the samples are matched on ideology,
 and the extent to which partisan identity is aligned with
 that ideological identity is varied. For both measures of
 partisan bias, ideologically identical people (in both iden
 tity and issue positions) are significantly more biased in
 their assessments of the two parties when their parti
 san identity is strong and in line with their ideological
 identity. The mean thermometer bias score for a per
 son with a cross-cutting partisan identity is .10, whereas
 an otherwise identical person with a well-sorted partisan
 identity has a mean bias score of .26. In the case of like
 bias, a person with a cross-cutting partisan identity has
 a mean bias score of .08, whereas an otherwise identical

 person with a well-sorted partisan identity has a bias score
 of .18.

 The effect of sorting on activism is smaller but is
 in the appropriate direction. The mean level of activism

 "The univariate imbalance in means for each covariate is below
 0.00001 for all covariates except age, for which the imbalance in
 means is .04. This indicates that the samples are very well balanced
 and thus do not require a statistical model to account for any
 remaining imbalance.

 "Matching on year was not feasible, as the sample size was too
 severely restricted.
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 Figure 4 Mean Social Polarization: Matching on Ideology

 ® Low Sorting

 ' High Sorting

 Thermometer Like Bias Activism Anger at
 Bias(n=275) (n=253) (n = 335) Outgroup

 Candidate

 [n=172]

 Note: The 95% confidence intervals are shown.

 Figure 5 Mean Social Polarization: Matching on Party

 ® Low Sorting

 High Sorting

 Thermometer Like Bias Activism Anger at
 Bias(n=568) (n=578) (n=726) Outgroup

 Candidate

 (n=411)

 Note. The 95% confidence intervals are shown.

 for a person with a cross-cutting partisan identity is .10, anger for a person with a cross-cutting partisan identity
 whereas a person with a well-sorted partisan identity has is .08, whereas an otherwise identical person with a well
 a mean activism score of .13. sorted partisan identity has a mean anger score of .31.

 The effect of sorting on anger, however, is the largest This is a significant difference, despite the fact that the

 of the four types of social polarization. Ideologically iden- confidence intervals are very large due to the dependence
 tical people are significantly more angry at the outgroup of the anger measure on the specific outgroup candidate,
 candidate when their partisan identity is strong and in The results from Figure 4 suggest that as partisan
 line with their ideological identity. The mean level of ship moves into alignment with ideological identity, even

 Figure 4 Mean Social Polarization: Matching on Ideology

 Thermometer Like Bias Activism Anger at
 Bias(n=275) (n=253) (n=335) Outgroup

 Candidate

 (n=172)

 ® Low Sorting

 ' High Sorting

 Figure 5 Mean Social Polarization: Matching on Party

 Thermometer Like Bias Activism Anger at
 Bias(n=568) (n=578) (n=726) Outgroup
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 PARTISAN SORTING AND POLARIZATION

 when issue positions do not change at all, social polar
 ization increases. People who are identical in their demo

 graphics, issue positions, and ideological identity become
 significantly more biased and angry when their party is
 aligned with their ideology.

 Interestingly, this result is weaker when party is held

 constant and ideological identity is allowed to move, as it
 is in Figure 5. Parties are the more salient groups in polit
 ical competition because they are the groups that directly

 compete for power. When party is held constant, a potent

 source of social polarization is tamped down. However,
 the effects of sorting are still capable of motivating some

 increases in social polarization, even when party and issue
 positions are constrained to be identical across the two
 samples.13

 The effect of ideological identity on matched parti
 sans is small but significant in regard to partisan bias.
 Identical partisans (who are also identical in their issue
 positions) are significantly more biased in their evalua
 tion of the two parties when their ideological identity is
 strong and in line with their partisan identity. The mean
 thermometer bias score for a person with a cross-cutting
 ideological identity is .23, whereas an otherwise identical
 person with a well-sorted ideological identity has a mean
 bias score of .27. In the case of like bias, a person with
 a cross-cutting ideological identity has a mean bias score
 of .15, whereas an otherwise identical person with a well

 sorted ideological identity has a mean bias score of .22.
 These are significant differences.

 In the case of activism, the effect of sorting is smaller

 than in Figure 4, but in Figure 5, this effect is marginally

 significant. The mean level of activism for a person with a

 cross-cutting ideological identity is .13, whereas an other
 wise identical person with a well-sorted ideological iden
 tity has a mean activism score of .15. Just as in Figure 4,
 however, the difference between the two means is very
 close to the significance threshold.

 Finally, the effect of anger in the party-matched sam

 ple is significantly smaller than its effect in the ideology
 matched sample. The mean level of anger for a person with

 a cross-cutting ideological identity is .34 (a much higher
 baseline than the ideology-matched sample), whereas an
 otherwise identical person with a well-sorted ideological

 identity has a mean anger score of .42. This is not a sig
 nificant difference due to the very large standard errors.

 Figures 4 and 5 demonstrate two important points.
 First, sorting can affect social polarization even when
 respondents agree on issue positions. These two types

 13The sample sizes in Figure 4 are far smaller than those in Figure 5.
 This is due to the fact that there are more people who are matched
 on party and the other covariates than people who are matched on
 ideology and the other covariates.

 139

 of polarization can thus be understood to be capable of
 moving independently of each other. Political judgment,
 behavior, and emotion can therefore be affected by influ

 ences other than simple policy-based reasoning. Second,
 it is further established that while partisan identity is a

 powerful motivator of political behavior, the alignment
 between partisan and ideological identities has an addi
 tional independent effect on behavior. The bias, activism,

 and anger that are generated by political identities can be
 significantly intensified by the presence of sorting.

 Effects of Sorting on Social versus Issue
 Polarization

 Constraining issue positions to remain constant is one
 method of demonstrating the difference between social
 and issue position polarization. It shows that sorting can
 increase social polarization without an equivalent in
 crease in issue polarization, but it does not show that
 sorting does do so. In order to examine the differential
 effects of sorting on these two types of polarization, first

 the relative predicted values of social and issue polariza
 tion are measured at low versus high levels of sorting.
 Second, the ANES 1992-1996 panel data are examined to
 determine the levels of social and issue polarization in the
 same individuals pre- and post-sorting.

 It is expected that the effect of sorting on social polar

 ization will be greater than its effect on issue polarization,

 due to the known effects of social identity strength and

 alignment on bias, action, and anger. As a first examina
 tion of this relationship, predicted values of the various
 measures of social and issue polarization are examined at

 low and high values of sorting in Figure 6. These predicted

 values are derived from ordinary least squares (OLS) re
 gression models (logit in the case of anger), controlling
 for demographic variables, using the pooled cumulative
 ANES data with standard errors clustered by year (see the

 appendix for originating regressions).
 The results in Figure 6 demonstrate that although

 sorting does have a significant effect on issue polariza
 tion, its effects on the four measures of social polariza
 tion are significantly larger (with the exception of the ef
 fects on activism, which are equivalent in this model).
 Moving from unsorted to fully sorted increases issue
 position extremity by 17% of the total range of issue
 extremity. In comparison, moving from unsorted to fully

 sorted increases thermometer bias by 45% of the range
 of bias, like bias by 29% of the range of bias, anger by
 38% of the total range of anger, and activism by 17% of
 the range of activism. This means that as people's parti
 san and ideological identities move into alignment, their
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 Figure 6 Predicted Values of Social and Issue Polarization

 Low Sorting High Sorting

 Issue Extremity

 — — Therm. Bias

 * Anger

 ■ Like Bias

 • Activism

 Note: Standard errors are only shown in the case of issue extremity to improve data visibility.
 The increases in all four measures of social polarization are significant. All variables except
 sorting are held at their means or modes. Originating regressions can be found in the appendix.

 Figure 6 Predicted Values of Social and Issue Polarization

 0.7

 Issue Extremity

 — — Therm. Bias

 * Anger

 ■ Like Bias

 • Activism

 Low Sorting High Sorting

 issue positions and levels of political activism increase
 to similar extents, but their bias in making assessments

 of the two parties and their anger increase significantly
 more. The effect is an electorate whose members are more

 biased and angry than their issue positions alone can
 explain.

 A final examination of the differential effect of sorting

 on social versus issue polarization is achieved by exam
 ining only those people who have sorted between 1992
 and 1996, and comparing their levels of polarization pre
 and post-sorting. Because the panel examines the same
 individuals pre- and post-sorting, demographic controls
 are not necessary. Figure 7 provides the mean values of
 polarization in 1992 and 1996 among these increasingly
 sorted individuals.

 The effect of sorting here is similar to the effects seen

 above. Thermometer bias pre-sorting has a mean value
 of .26, increasing to .38 after sorting, a significant differ

 ence. Like bias increases from .20 to .28 after the sorting
 process. Thus, as people's partisan and ideological identi
 ties move into alignment, their respective evaluations of
 the two parties become increasingly biased toward their

 own party. Activism does not significantly change after
 the sorting process. However, among individuals who be
 come less sorted between 1992 and 1996, activism does

 significantly decrease (.12 in 1992 and .07 in 1996). Anger

 at the outgroup candidate increases substantially, mov
 ing from .39 among less sorted respondents in 1992 to
 .74 after sorting.14 In general, as a person's partisan and
 ideological identities move into alignment, his or her lev
 els of bias and anger increase. Furthermore, these effects
 were compared against mean changes in the electorate
 as a whole (in models not shown here). These analyses
 showed that after sorting, respondents are not only more
 socially polarized than they were before they sorted, but to

 an extent that is greater than what is occurring among av

 erage citizens. In contrast, issue polarization among these
 increasingly sorted individuals does not significantly in
 crease. Furthermore, unlike in the case of activism, a

 person who becomes less sorted does not experience a
 significant reduction in issue position extremity. Sorting,
 then, has a significant effect on every measure of social
 polarization, but it does not have a significant effect (in
 either direction) on issue position extremity.

 As Figures 6 and 7 demonstrate, the effect of sort
 ing on social polarization, particularly partisan bias and
 anger, is larger than its effect on issue position extrem

 ity. Sorting has a smaller and less consistent effect on

 14Part of this effect is linked to the specific candidates in 1992 and
 1996, so it cannot all be attributed to the effect of sorting, however
 those respondents who sorted became more angry than the average
 respondent during the same period of time.
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 Figure 7 Mean Polarization, Pre- and Post-Sorting

 * 1992

 88 1996

 Thermometer Like Bias Activism Anger Issue
 Bias Extremity

 Note-. Data are drawn from ANES 1992-1996 panel data. Mean values include only respon
 dents whose sorting score increased between 1992 and 1996. This includes 25% of the sample,
 or 618 individuals. In order to compare the same respondents across all types of polarization,
 only the individuals who responded to all polarization items in 1992 and 1996 are compared
 here, leaving 105 individuals. The 95% confidence intervals are shown.

 activism, but this effect remains more reliable than the world, as well as the vehemence with which he or she

 effect of sorting on issue extremity. The results presented reacts emotionally to political events,
 here suggest that as people become more sorted, their lev- Second, this research specifies two mechanisms by
 els of issue extremity and activism do increase, but their which social polarization is driven—political identity
 levels of partisan bias and anger increase substantially strength and alignment. Contrary to an issue-focused
 more. view of political decision making and behavior, the results

 presented here suggest that political thought, behavior,
 and emotion are powerfully driven by political identities.
 The strength of a person's identification with his or her

 Discussion party affects how biased, active, and angry that person is,
 even if that person's issue positions are moderate. Fur

 The findings from this research make a number of impor- thermore, when partisan and ideological identities move

 tant contributions to the study of political polarization. into alignment, that alignment is capable of motivating
 First, by identifying political bias, action, and emotion even more bias, activism, and anger independently of its
 as a relevant arena for the examination of polarization, effect on partisanship. Thus, political identities are able
 separate from issue position polarization, this article pro- to motivate social polarization in two ways—through the
 vides a toehold from which to begin looking theoretically effects of partisanship and through the effects of identity
 at whether polarization is occurring, and what we mean alignment. Even without any change in the distribution
 by polarization. As demonstrated above, issue position of issue opinions in the public, it is possible for the elec
 polarization is not by any means synonymous with so- torate as a whole to regard outgroup partisans with in
 cial polarization. They can occur independently of each creasing prejudice, to be driven to take action against the
 other, which suggests that when we discuss polarization, it outgroup party, and to feel anger in response to electoral
 should never be assumed that issue position polarization challenges from the outgroup party. This can happen sim
 tells the whole story. Social polarization affects political ply by bringing average citizens' partisan and ideological
 interactions and a person's understanding of the political identities into more consistent alignment, a phenomenon

 Figure 7 Mean Polarization, Pre- and Post-Sorting

 Thermometer Like Bias Activism Anger Issue
 Bias Extremity
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 that has repeatedly been shown to be occurring in the observed among citizens. But this is not what occurs. Nat
 American electorate. urally, issue position extremity has some effect on those

 Third, this research provides insight into the results behaviors, but these effects are not nearly as strong as the
 of the political sorting that has been observed during effects of identity and identity alignment. In contrast to
 recent decades. Though sorting is often described, the issue positions, which should be logically linked to po
 consequences of this new alignment have not been thor- litical decisions, identity is simply a group attachment,
 oughly explored. This research lays out three very im- It does not necessarily have logical content behind it.
 portant consequences of partisan-ideological sorting: the This psychological and emotional sense of attachment to
 intensification of partisan bias, activism, and anger. The a party and an ideology, and the extent to which those
 effects of sorting on bias and anger are stronger than attachments overlap, is capable of driving social polariza
 its effects on activism, consistent with the identity align- tion, even when the presumptive reasons for choosing a
 ment literature that predicts direct effects of sorting on party—issue positions—are held constant,
 bias and anger, and only indirect effects on activism, via Partisan identity strength and alignment should
 partisan strength. However, these findings further sug- therefore not be overlooked in the study of political po
 gest that the effects of sorting on bias and anger are larization. The effects of identity and sorting are capa
 significantly stronger than its effects on issue extrem- ble of driving large changes in political thought, behav
 ity, leading to an electorate whose members are more ior, and emotion that are disconnected from simple pol
 biased and angry than their issue positions alone would icy preferences. Normatively, this is a problem for the
 explain. pure democratic process in which citizens participate

 Finally, these results challenge an instrumental view to make their preferences known, not to settle a score,
 of politics, in which people choose a party and decide how It may therefore be disturbing to imagine a nation of
 strongly to support it based solely on each party's stated people driven powerfully by team spirit, but less power
 positions and whether the party shares interests with fully by a logical connection of issues to action. These
 them. In this view, political behavior should be driven results, however, demonstrate that as our political iden
 predominantly by reasoned policy interests. If issue at- tities fall increasingly into alignment, and our partisan
 titudes are the major motivators of political evaluation, ship consequently strengthens, the outcome is a nation
 behavior, and emotion, the extremity of issue positions that may agree on many things, but is bitterly divided
 should determine the intensity of bias, activism, and anger nonetheless.

 Appendix

 Table Al Originating Regressions for Figure 3

 Thermometer Bias  Like Bias  Activism  Anger (Full Sample)  Anger (1992)

 Sorting  0.22  (.02)  0.19  (-02)  0.12  (.02)  1.06  (.21)  1.66  (.45)
 Partisan Strength  0.27  (.01)  0.12  (.01)  0.07  (.01)  0.83  (.19)  1.47  (.28)
 Issue Extremity  0.13  (.02)  0.04  (.01)  0.04  (-01)  0.30  (.25)  0.44  (.41)
 Education  -0.01  (.01)  0.09  (.01)  0.13  (.01)  0.76  (.24)  0.76  (.30)
 Male  -0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  0.02  (.00)  -0.09  (.05)  -0.14  (.16)
 White  -0.04  (.01)  -0.02  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  -0.16  (.20)  0.19  (.21)
 Age  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)
 South  0.01  (.00)  -0.01  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  -0.11  (.06)  -0.38  (.18)
 Urban  0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.00)  0.00  (.01)  -0.31  (.25)  0.35  (.18)
 Church Attendance  -0.02  (.01)  -0.01  (.00)  0.03  (.01)  -0.22  (.10)  -0.27  (.20)
 Evangelical  0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  -0.01  (.01)  0.07  (.28)  0.15  (.17)
 Constant  0.01  (.02)  -0.03  (.02)  -0.06  (.01)  -1.95  (.54)  -1.73  (.45)
 N 9858 9858 9858 9858 785

 sorting  0.22  (.02)  0.19  (-02)  0.12  (.02)  1.06  (.21)  1.66  (.45)
 Partisan Strength  0.27  (.01)  0.12  (.01)  0.07  (.01)  0.83  (.19)  1.47  (.28)
 Issue Extremity  0.13  (.02)  0.04  (.01)  0.04  (-01)  0.30  (.25)  0.44  (.41)
 Education  -0.01  (.01)  0.09  (.01)  0.13  (.01)  0.76  (.24)  0.76  (.30)
 Male  -0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  0.02  (.00)  -0.09  (.05)  -0.14  (.16)
 White  -0.04  (.01)  -0.02  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  -0.16  (.20)  0.19  (.21)

 \ge  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)
 south  0.01  (.00)  -0.01  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  -0.11  (.06)  -0.38  (.18)
 Jrban  0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.00)  0.00  (.01)  -0.31  (.25)  0.35  (.18)
 Zhurch Attendance  -0.02  (.01)  -0.01  (.00)  0.03  (.01)  -0.22  (.10)  -0.27  (.20)
 Evangelical  0.01  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  -0.01  (.01)  0.07  (.28)  0.15  (.17)
 Constant  0.01  (.02)  -0.03  (.02)  -0.06  (.01)  -1.95  (.54)  -1.73  (.45)
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 Table A2 Originating Regressions for Figure 6

 Issue Extremity Thermometer Bias  Like Bias  Activism  Anger

 Sorting  0.18  (.01)  0.45  (.02)  0.29  (.02)  0.17  (.02)  1.68  (.19)
 Education  -0.04  (.01)  -0.03  (.01)  0.08  (.01)  0.12  (.01)  0.71  (.23)
 Male  0.00  (.01)  -0.02  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  0.02  (.00)  -0.12  (.05)
 White  -0.06  (.01)  -0.06  (.01)  -0.03  (.01)  0.00  (.01)  -0.21  (.21)

 Age  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)
 South  0.02  (.01)  0.01  (-00)  -0.01  (.00)  0.01  (-00)  -0.10  (.06)
 Urban  0.01  (.01)  0.02  (-01)  0.02  (.00)  0.00  (.01)  -0.30  (.24)
 Church Attendance  -0.08  (.01)  -0.02  (.01)  0.00  (.00)  0.03  (.01)  -0.21  (.11)

 Evangelical  0.01  (.01)  0.02  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  -0.01  (.01)  0.07  (-28)
 Constant  0.52  (.03)  0.18  (.01)  0.04  (.02)  -0.02  (.01)  -1.44  (.49)
 N 9858 9858 9858 9858 9858

 mg
 :ation

 te

 :h

 m

 rch Atte

 igelical
 stant

 0.18  (.01)  0.45  (.02)  0.29  (.02)  0.17  (.02)  1.68

 -0.04  (.01)  -0.03  (.01)  0.08  (.01)  0.12  (.01)  0.71

 0.00  (.01)  -0.02  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  0.02  (.00)  -0.12

 -0.06  (.01)  -0.06  (.01)  -0.03  (.01)  0.00  (.01)  -0.21

 0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00  (.00)  0.00

 0.02  (.01)  0.01  (-00)  -0.01  (.00)  0.01  (-00)  -0.10

 0.01  (.01)  0.02  (.01)  0.02  (.00)  0.00  (.01)  -0.30

 -0.08  (.01)  -0.02  (.01)  0.00  (.00)  0.03  (.01)  -0.21

 0.01  (.01)  0.02  (.01)  0.01  (.01)  -0.01  (.01)  0.07

 0.52  (.03)  0.18  (.01)  0.04  (.02)  -0.02  (.01)  -1.44
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