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Among the various ahtanpts to identlfy th\e\ soaial Y‘OOtb of ” . _ #
antifeminiam, two ‘theorles in parti oular are prcmi?xent ’I‘he : C , . ,_.‘\
' B - R
first argues that for | both men and wanen, ant1 aixartion an oo
. ! : ' L W
T anti- ERA sentiments ' have disproporl,lonate appeal smong lower - B
+ - & ’ \ '
soci_oecono.nm status, rural, and older c,ohsti tugncies. The %
second “asserts that for women these entimems m‘e molt common < - *
andhg t‘nose ‘most vulnerabl‘e Lo and demndent upon  man. _ ‘
: .
"Exémination of studies. sof anti- aborti&n' and anti-ERA opinien , |
© ",  Suggest that both theories are urong:  What snngmshes - e
| oppanents of abortion and ERA from proponent& 1:; nelther qogial '
: . pOx tion n parsonal - dependency but- ,r_':ootedness in r‘eliglous ) N w
, . s o _
hetwor} yreo - of religious: mvolvement . détennines )\) ' ¥
.- ! . & .
- dlelabll 1ty o femini st or antmfanim«si‘ mobil ization and uhﬂpeti | .« , o
o o
' oultpral beliefs about t,he oondithns Lhat L enpower wagen and ‘
ensure their security. Bo‘ph ‘of thcqe,‘ 1n t.urn, qietominu Oplnion
on abortion and ERA.. e | - » A
i . R { . r
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. ) : : . . . . _ l. 3 ‘
", Abortion'rights and&tﬁé'Eqdél ﬁightsr.mnendnent (ERA) are | | - : ;:
.'be;haps' the two :noﬂxjmmorgant of a seteof‘waneh'akissues that - ' o . .f
have bekn the fecus of fntense political oconflict in the late . R
] 1970s  and early, 1980s.  Support for boga oertafnly has been at’ ‘, ;‘ -
the heart of most feuinist agendas, jpst as} opgositiqn to then ‘;
nas‘ been central to the conservatiﬁe poliﬁios @fs’family, ) | ey "-ﬁj
moral ity, and religion. Identlfyinb what dlotlngulshes opponents | Vo | . -  _;?
of ERA and abortion r1ghts—~tfntifan1nlsts," to give than a. o , f-_g
simple mnn9~~frnn.the supporters. of U}ese measures thus ma( . ?é
.provide a key to certain basic social and poliﬁisal cleavages in
American society. \ ‘ | a k'_ | - - o | | 7}
| | o I
“Amofg the many theories of antifeminism, two iq particular '

d sﬁand out. The 'first, which applieé’ to both wamen and men, ' | f wﬁ§
‘ argues that ahti~abor€iog and.  anti-ERA  movements hégp . . :

. 'dispropogiionatea appeal among lower socioeconomic statué; furalh - “
Q‘ aﬁd older constituenaies that have always 'been qonservative‘ on- | o ,'ﬂg
social or moral issues and‘have.often provided a mass base for S .

R rightfwin# mOy@gent. (Lo, 198? 179 Thc€e oonstltueneles aré ' - )
cénservative beoauge thoy gre hoth tless educated and more

A vmﬂf@rablb to rolal and ‘cultural change - tg;; are others,. Like ;
' pﬁevion kinds -of  social conservatd qn (“ell 1964; Lipset and “;
Raab, 1970) antlfaninlén can be geen ag a ruﬁponde to, the sLaLus . :' - o "5p§
) 'anxiety enqendered by. social ohanwe; o; alternatively, it can be _; 5
seen as part of a now poqtinduqtrial battern of polltics in which B : -}iﬁ
Lo ; . ?
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Liberal uppcr" strata  battle coffservative _Lq,e;- “,t;; ,,;r,q over a _ ' _ g e

A . ,
range of social 1ssues—~from the environment to sex education\‘t(,“;)/ Yo

> : schoo;s. &_ﬁkadd and,ﬂbdley, 1975; Ladd, 1978; 'Himmelstein and

’

McRae, 1984) ‘In either 'czse, what i3  crucial, 18 the . .

ldentification of certain strata and groups as the likely or - .

natural hbme of antifemninian. ' ‘ ot

[ e ]
- The second theory, phich applies solely to wanen, én;;;s o
that antifeminist -sentiment,, perﬁaps paradoxiéally, is most 5

prevalent among wamen who are most vulnerable to and dependént ' -

.- A Y » M Al . ! ° !
upon men, , These wanen have the most to fear from any measure, * -

like abortion or ERA, that seems to threatén the tenuous security - . '

. a
r " -

they find "in marriage and fanily. ‘(Ehrengeich,- 1983; Burris, \: R
1963) Thus while ' professional wemen with relatively large .y .
personal incomes, a high degree of economic independendqe and a

strong sense of personalrfcompetemnce are drawn to the waen's
- 1 ) R ) . .

movement, housewlives with few personal material resourdes, little L Lot
. ? ) . ,

- economic indepehdence,,and a weak sense of per sohal  competence

are drawn ‘to a 1fan1n1@n. Ind@ed antifemijistu ofLen appeal

not to female conLeanent-ano_gender harmony, bt to a senge df

Ay

-

vulderability,i oppr033129f andg conflict. (English, 1981;¢

Dworikin, 1983; HMathews and ﬁathews, 198&) The fanily appearq

neither as a tool ‘of gendo; opprcssion hor as a site of pesce and B

hanaony, but as_a ertress-protecting'wanen-framxnen. o : .

~
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RoUr of these theories, I shall arpue, aré at least - partly S L

wrong.  What distinguishes supporters of ERA and abortion from —
. ot _ - . .
opponents‘in the first instance is neither social position. nom -

AN

. importanciPPf tamily "and ,he netwcrk of relationﬂqips that -
in

T dev@lop the private sphere to the happiness and safety of

A3 -

wanen.  (cf, Harding, 1981 Luker, 1984) Both theories- ar%l too v {
' quick to reduce these ~cultura1 differences to diﬁference;bln
social structures and personal experlence. In fact,.as we shall S o .
© see,  cult8re has a greater degree of autonomy than Lithor thcory . ) | ' 'T
; .suspects. ﬁgéfa hood ang Hughes, - 1984) The relationship between ’ : . '~ r§

"social  worlds and social values,ﬂ as Luker (1984: 198) O ' .

i
[PPSR

’ . . . . Lot

concedes, "is a "ery complex one," - rj/////// o .
' . . DATA - o . :

.o L - Ty ‘ T
In Qramining who the antifeminists are, we must Jook bothfat | RS

v the general population and at activists, The ;wQ may be very . °
diffgrént. Among. the general population, we ére concerned. simply . ‘ 1. .
About anti-FRA  ox anti-abortion sentiment--whether individuals ? L "

[4 « . "f T

L

express ispport“or opposition to either ERA or abortion, ' Among,
activists, we are * concerned - with activity as well. Activists S .

Jinclude those'who'do anything from writing-létters-to the editor |+

or circulating petitions to maklng speechas, ™ lobbying - oy

leglalatéreu, or playing a major 1eaderun1p role. . Act ivisté thus

. ®»

S do not merely have an opinlon; they have been mobilized, in some

way Lo act upon 1t Théy may well differ in important wa&s from | . ;;f

"‘

+ “tnose  in thé ﬁenoral population who sharc thet r baslc stance on | £ . : ' h

KRA. ob abortlon. Fven if Lhey do not, tho study of act1v1sts . . \ﬁ\-f

J

- N - R 2

P
[P
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N impl icitly s oconcerned not only with the dymomics of opinion._ C )mfﬂt
- formation but also with the dyramics of mobilization. | o | o .
-¥§L . ) Studiel of opinion on abortion 1n the general populatlon aré:7

based primarily on  the Daripus Genefal Social ourvey¢ (GSS)
carried out by thQKNational Opinion Regéarch Center from 1972 to ';‘};. S .
1980 (Ebaugh “and Hanéy”-*1978 Granberg, 19782 Grénberg and - | ,  ﬁ
Granberd; 1980; Halebsky ‘and ORrJQu’ W o MeIntosa, Mston, . . T .
and Alston, 19795 Singh, and Leaby, 1978; Evers: and McGee, 1980; .
Arney and Trescher, 1979; Peterson and Mauss, 1976; - Mthtoéh
« 7. and Allston, 1977; Cutler, gt al/, 1980; Comfs and Welch, 1982; |
Tedrow and Mahoney, 1979; Renéi, _1975; Bérnagtt and. Harris, . : o =
1982).  Others have drawn upon the Natiogal Election Study (NES)
data collected by the Institute for -Social Researdh (éumnings,
19767 "Himmelstein and McRae, 1984), the Gailup Poll (Mileti and
Barnétt, 1§72), and surveys by Yankelowioh{ Sﬁéiﬁy,_ and White
(Henshaw and Marti¥e, 1982), Two* studies of opinion ?ﬁrERA hav e
drawn on the 1980 NES (Burris, 1983; Himmelsteln and McRae,
. T1984), and smaller surveys have examined opinion in Illinois
(Hubér, Rexroat, and 3pritze, 1978) and Norép éayolina (Institﬁte'
. Tor Research %n the Social Sciences, 1978): - |

-
-

) j\ ., "Data on qotivists are much more l1mited ‘There has been one

y“/
‘ —
‘s

v 5

R T
i e L5 A

national and one systanatlo 1ocal atudy of prO«abortion and . - ;~f?

;antx abortlon activists, and four local oLUdleb of prO~ERA and - - 2 - Lo
\ .' .

anti~ERA ackivists, The vational abortion study (Granberg, 1981; )

PR

/ Granberé and Denney,'1982) consiqted of mail survey of M72 ' "_ ‘&,

' ﬂu17ﬁru of the ! ational AborijOn Right% Action League (NARAL) and v,

* U271 members of tho National Right to Llfe Committee (NRLC), both
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Qanen and  men, Thg NARAL suuple W3s . drawn fras a national : o R
aanﬁirship lisL, while the NRLC semple was drawn only' froam 1ists Q
fran 31 cooperwting states (excluding New York and Callfornia) . o e
The L?lifornia study (Luker, 1984) entailed }ong interviews with T " |
a snowball sample of 212 fanale abortion activists. o ? - R

y 9 . . N
. [ S 8
. . _ B
a . (AN
LY

Studies of Pro-ERA and Anti-ERA activists have been done: in.

North quol&rm (Arrington ,and ,Kylé, 1978), Teﬁas (Brady and :>

Tedin, 1976;  Tedin, g_t;f_a;.,_ 197‘7 ‘fand.t978),"Héssachusetts h |

\ (Muéller and Dimieri,. 1982), and Pennsylvania,(Vi}ginia, and.» o . : 1;  §
Maryland--the "Mid- Atlantlc n (Deuhchman and Prince-Enbury, 1982) 4 . .?f
Of these, only the N.C. study inoludes a SUbotﬂnt1QI nunber of” . ::i
men The studles vary in smnple size' (frqn 12 to 310) sampl ing ’ _:E
technlque data~gathening 1nstrunents, questions askeé, and VE
analy fic techniques, ~ They also differ with regard.to ‘definition ) J f
of acﬁivist; The Massachusetts and.Mid%Atlantic studies limit g
themselves primarily to leaders, while the _Nort?‘ Carolina and ;
Texas studies include a wider range of activists. In addition,‘ - - | ' /4 é
several specific anomalie% or’ problené should be noted: The . . o i .; €
Mid—ﬁélantic study h%sa a very snaif smnpie.size (N=12) . The ' ) T »  £
North Carolina stu§§ has- a véry low rate of return- of mail | 't;
-éuestionnaiges among the'Antis (2?%). Finally; the Texas stud§ ) _ff
drew 'its Pro and Anti séﬁblés in very différent fways{ - The Pro ; .,‘ ?~_i§
sanple was - drawn from members of various wamen's orgsniz ation " 3 . .' ;%
the Antiv;mnnle'frau 8 group,of women waiting.'tq lobby againsb : ’ . %
EéA at the -Texas leglslature The 1étter group may wéll have _ ‘ @g
bonsiqted dlsprﬁportionately of Church of Chrlot Jmanbcrs (i.e., r/‘Ff

]

fundamentallst Chrlstians),.-asw‘well as being skewed in other . .
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ways, Iherq .1s no way to. take any of _these probl ens
systematicglly into . account 1n the following analysls, but they

should be kept inmind. f_ o ot

variables‘ to be discusged . will
1

t the notioh of "soéioeconoric status" should .

Most of e

-

se1f~explanatory,

be clarified Th term is used to encompas< g number of diqt ct
’ Y
measures - of hierarohical position in society: family income,

. education (in years of schooling) ogeupational status (frén

Ay

qerviré to profebgional~managerial), and class (ropghly spedking,

whether one is Qgif~enployed.or works for others) s, We. shall

refer. to these variables 1ndividually and as an aggregate called

ngEg o . : . . \ _ )

ANTIFEMINISHM AND SES

-~

4

Studies of contemporary opinion on ERA and abortion lend

only limitog support to the notion that antifeuinists are 11<ely

to.be laver SES, rurel; and old. To be sure, 5pgcific studies of

anti-ERA and antiaagg:ZTB% activists lend oredence to one or more

of Jhe just mentloned characteristlcs, but raroly to all of them

\g.mgﬁv to the same ones consistently. Anti-abortion activists are

)

lﬁss educated than their pro~abortion,\counterparts as are
anti FRA acq&ylsts ih TeXas, | North ' Carolina, -énd the,

Mld- Atlantlc, however, the =two groups do not dlffer in -

. » N
_Ha§3achusetts. Texas, North Carolina, and qusachusbtts ant1 ERA

3cL1v§sLo are indeed older than theLx counterparts, but xnlther

the ”1d~ALlant10 actlvibts hor the anti-abortion ones are. Roth

ant1~ERA and anti~abort10n activi ts tend to have ]ower family
/\

incbmes than thelr opponents, but, they are not consistently more

s

pos +5%

W et
Do e




et

? i ! ‘
v likely Lo come from fur_"al _bg_clg;_grounds.

. | : N | -
. More importeintl, , the differences between the oonserva‘_cive
§ | and  1liberal activiséﬁ are often very angl'/l;. they disappear when
. L .ol;her variabl eg, espeoaial 1y religious - ian'lVement, are .

conprolled} and above all, the}'_ arei less striking than the
S_irn.il arities betwesn the twﬁb‘groups when c:ompared-to the general
LY ‘.populati'on. Generally, Anti activists are not that much lower in
SE3, older, or more rural than thelr Pro counterparts; these
variablés dol not explain much of the varianoe in political
v position.  Even where di\f:ferencea?‘ are sizable, qu'y,‘ are wiped out

.

when  religious - involvement  (measured usualiy by church,
1qttendance)-is taken-.int@ account, which suggests that these
'Eelationships are either '.spuri‘ous or solely through religlon.
) .Fin:_ally, both Pro and Anti activists  are 'relati’lvely“ | high 'SES;
| _young-.,( and urban compared to the’ general pxapula—t;ion.1
From this pgers'pective, the battle - between Prc; and Anti

7

activists over ERA and abortion appegrs to be less a struggle

>

~ between polarizeyd social classes and mor‘é one between contending

’

'S

¢

A

elites with (as we bhall see) quite dlfferenl, worldviews Social ’

poelt,?ton can shdpe one's political beliefs and acj:iv‘ity in two

ways: first, by glvmg_ one a distinot set of political interests

and predispositions;  secondy by giving one agccess to ‘the
resotirces aﬁq. interpersoml.'mtworks necessary for polii:ical
-education and mobilization. To the exie_nt that Pro  and Anti
activists differ subsﬁantively in their politics,u one \Jouldv

‘expect them to come from different sbcial - positions. To the

extent that they share the fact of being activists, oné would

A b A g e e e T e ss e s s e e ks Apgy e e ameeh oo et
R e e T B Lo M o : |
THEY TV ,‘7_»,’.;;- o : Tf [ R A T k] AR T

-
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CXpoct'&nan.tofshare s0ai% traits that promote mgbilization,'
~ ’ " - N o /.. - ' .
Including education and affluence. The second factor is crucial -

-

+

wiﬂﬂyrggard°to ERA'and abortion aotivists: Relative to the rest’ -

of the population, both pre in a good position ror polttical RS
1nvolvanen€f Why.-hney get political]y in?olved i? quite i Th
diffeéerent Qays will soon;become a bit clearer.

.
- . - Py

_ . \ . Z
We rind a similar picture when we look at the general

population, Ihere are few consistent relationshlps between . : S

social position and opléion on ERA or abortion those we find ' T
are often snall and wash ooutt jm multivariate apdlysis, Ho;i
exanple, one analysis of 1980 MES data found thgh: neithér tage,
education, nor femily Jincome ‘had  a significant,émpact”on EéA
sentiment. (Himmelstein and.MéRae, 1984)_ Séﬁport, forf ERA . was
essecially high anong professionais, but othérwiSe 5ccupationa1 .1
ﬁt%tus had no ﬂff?"t Furthermore, this a%sociation'"betwcen
Pro~ERA sentiment and high SES was countered by opp051te findings

For class: There s{bport for ERA was hlgher anong those who”t

worked for. om1crq than among Lho self*anployed e ¢

A second multivariate analysis of NES data (Burris, 1983)
lboked at  men ‘and i waomen ueoamtely ano found that education snd
urban res 1dbnce had a et ldberalizln& effect, but  only for | S _;;ﬁ
'wq;en, and that gghggng;_income had a net conoervativo ef'fect,
but only for men, It fﬁgnd no net effect for age or;qlass. . The o | ' L é;

. stronges st influehoes upon ERA abtitudes were race, reglon, and - S

“religious involvement, with Blacks, persons livipg on the coasts,

nd infrecuent church attenders tending to favor LRA,
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- T The INnols study, apain o woltivariath dnalysisy  lound S

that  support for ERA mnépg wanen was related to being‘Black and
having more education buf not .to age or fﬁnily 1nc0ﬁe whil o . —
anong fnén it was relatéd to being young, * but not to race,
education, or. income. _Fiﬁally, “the "North Carpldna study of

_,fhonen, looking largely;at bivariate relationships, found support ' v

| for ERA higher anong,. Blacks and profeq31onals, but unrelated Lo v
‘ - -
L4 . e

residence, age, income, .and education. : ' ~ '
o

. B % . .

A The régglts_for abortion ére roughly similar: Sﬁpport for | |
abortion 1s greatest amOng high bnv, city dwellers, and the young v .f¥§
(also among Whités rather than Blacké)" Theso relétiohﬁlips,- |
ﬁbuever'- of ten dlsappear in mLﬂt&VHPlatG analys%g and they are
usunlly very weak. qucat1on ha - dne most cons13tently found -
significant effect: The more schooling one has, the more liberal o o . ﬁ;ﬁ

ohe is on abortion. The relationship; “however,  seems .to have | - ¥

otton 3ttenuated over time as the less educqted have become more . l

-

Y likely to SUPDOPT abortlon (Arney and Trescher, 1976), and the \‘;' S
a W R Y , : '
net effcot of education oan be weak (Granber*, 1978 Granberg '

-and Granberg, 1980). N ' ' v ' ' . P
. . »

‘Rural .rdsidents are usually mor e likoly to oppase dbohtion \

Are . urban re‘pdents, but again the net effeot can be weal

than
(Grhnverr, 1980; .« Peterson and Mauss,. 1976).- It is  also

i colsistent over time ‘(Arney and Trescher, 1976) and acrogs .
- .

dt; =rent questions on: abortion (Heﬁshaw and H§rtire, 1982) .

Occupatimn, Income, and class have oonsistently nil (or vcry
. \ ¢

weak) exfeuto o: abortlon bellefg,dgvnl the 1unnut of'\ age 1s

3imply 1noono13t@nt Saie studies have found that, older persons

<

. .
E lC - DT P I o LT SRty e ld S S
A Provide c -y . . . . ,'\\ K
) : i - ° EAA A
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e R ;L 5 ?.- h #2  T e ) ‘ g
e " are n§ more likelY',yhan younger persons to oppo abdriion), | A
“g*_“m”_"eébecfafiyrrﬁhén“mé&ﬁééﬁioﬁ;- chur;h“#atteﬁdanee, and urban/rural  -' \: ‘ {ﬁ_;g
reqid@nce are controlled (Granbergfand Grahberg, 19803 Cutler, - . F h;
: ) .o - . LA™ .- R
T et al, 4980L ‘ Henshaw andﬁﬁaﬁkire;”1982'; Tedrdw aﬁg Mahoney,-_. . * N -’;fji
. ‘ 1979). Others have conéiuded that ﬂ)ey are sllghtly more llkely ‘ - o= ‘£. ”Ti
o qo SO (Slngh and Leahy, 1978 Ewers and’ MCQQL, 1980 Arney '-l. ' _i' ;,fg
‘ v and Trescher,,1976 Peterson and Mauss, 1976; Hlmmelstein and ) S ' -ﬂ-Q%
: | McRagr; .’?Bﬁu}.l" A; -least one study .fbund Lhat ,once'fother' &' ' S - ’g
,sociodemogrébhié_vqniébles are controlled, approyal for abortion * o -...' 1fi£
increased with’ age (Barnartt and Harris; 1952). ) ; « '.Eljjl ffég
In short, Americans are not polarized by SES or wny other - o o
social charaoteristios. on abortion and ERA.  In this. sense, : . ' .
S feminisn and antifeminisn are not "cléigﬁ/:;ii:s Tﬁey do  not - o, |
B fit a'hypothcsi7ed "postlndustr iﬁ%tern" of politics-in whith o ;.' ,sz
”' | the hain Canlacts ére_between a . »;ralfpupper ;trata and a . </;i§ J\ |
. cqpservétiVe léuer strata bverréogiai issues. 3' ‘ N 5
: : o , . -
NTIFEHINTSM AND FEMALE DEPENDENCY '
iﬁﬁortion and ERA appear to be of special ' significance to | L ' r.f“r%
waﬁen.‘ The one offers wanen &bre controllover fheir bOdiés-« the. . . | ;
other promlses to dynamite a mountain of 1aws that discriminate
against wanen. Yét, wanen are not 81gn1f1cantly more’ ltkely than | A
men to support either one. - (Hlmmelstein and HcRae, 1984) Indeed o e
v both Rssues sean to have polarized wcmen and galvaniz?d 1ntense, ;
angry polifical actlon both for ang against.




ot

Fl“ ulcory ﬁqat relates antlfaninism, to fenale dependency . -

, scems gp explain th@f polarlzation Those wanen who are most

(UL S . . o v

- powerless and most  dependent  upon men objectively  and <
*% > subj ectiveiy are most li..kély;\\ to oppose ERA and abor:tion. Put . - |
o 3not?er way, those with the.fewest resources for competing in the IR B

- ] = P) ¢

world of worl and the most invested in traditionl fanily roles |

are-most likely to Lake antifeninist positions (gf Luker, 1984 ;

19°—21 ) Thus opp031tlon should be- corrolated ith being ‘~ o 5
, married, being a ful]*thne housewife low education, low ;quonal

income, and low oocupational\ status and class. All of these

-
. reflect the extent to whlch quen‘have the rescurces Lo survive : \ f%
on their own and/or the extent to which they are independent of ' - o
’ - s »

men. Opposition to ERA and abortion Should also be correl ated

with low levels of personal and political self-confidence and a

strong sense of dependency. - , ¥ ' L _ S

¢

Certainly fena;e ERA and abortion activists are strongly T o "

- polarized along many . of these dimensions. In every «study, -

. . ) vy
» . . . - S

anti-ERA and anti-abortion activists, compéred to their Pro

counterparts, are less likely to work ouﬁside the home and to R

have pr?fessional careers and high personal incomes if they have

y N
Lo _éutsidé‘ edployment. They are more likely to be married, to have o ‘
. ) ] ' . "o ;s
‘ arown up in 1arge'famllie04 ahd to have large families of their " ..", B ';ﬁ
_ o , b
) In short; Pro and Anti wanen activists have very different S k‘ o “-“f
relatiphs to work and fanily,‘ The.;grmer are oriented inore to i L

HOri and the vuoljc worldy the 1étter more to"family Yet, we |
shoulq no@ be }oo haQty to onaraéterlze the Anti as'moved by R  _§£
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L ' -

feolin;b of VLﬂtBPability and as being essentially‘ dependent,

[

passive creaturas%l(Congider Mrs. Schlafly.) Ant1-ERA activists *

often have solid rbeords of. past poiltioal involvement and they *

score  high *on measures of political effioacy and personai
¥

_cqnpetence relatlve to, Lhe general population (Lhough sanq(hat

lower than Pro~bRA activists): DifferencCﬂ in relationship to .

'

work and family may reflect differenqes not 1n-vu1rerability, but

in culture and networks; matters rto which we shall return,

@ .

In the general popblatign,\uié:z;fort to rdot Lhé poiftical
polarization of wanmen in different ﬁelatiéns to work and fanily
falls apart. Perhaps the most systematic attempt to test this
theory has been Burris (1983). Although he concludes that his

1

data conf{inn the theory, a look ét his, actual tables shows
btherwise: In the -multivariate analysis (which includes race,
region, church attendanbe; and é host of other'variables)J there
was no relationship between opposition to EHA among wanen and

either personal “income, class,' marital status, or housewife

- status. The only significant felétionship was with feweér years

of schooling. .’

A ]

The thrust of this studyris confirmmed by both ‘the Illinois

and MNorth Carolina studies. In IllanIS, wanen who favorﬁa ERA

wore not less likely te be married or full time hous ewives,
though they  were more likely to be divorced and to have more
years of sohoo&inﬁ.. In North Carolina, marital and hougeﬁifé
Vtatudeo a% well as education were but woakly related to oplnlon

on ERA, : . )

T S R T S -
e PR
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b, like theorles of class polarization theories o wqu'en's .. o
* ,Jdependence t‘ail_ to account for differ&nces A mttitudes—qn ERA ;
Qand»?bortion, Support(:;s and opponents. of abortion -are ,not . ~ s
pgarized in any simple way by social positiop'ncpr is there aty, . 'ﬂ
cle‘ar‘ connection betheer; the personal Eidt;uation of’ wgnefn ‘as )@\ N | >
hox,'l‘sewives or_ breadwinners - and their opi?\ibns on abortio‘n,alnd , I
. ERA. ) g - S : F Ny ’ | o
| . RELIGION, CULTURE, AND NETMORKS L R
What Llear,ly, consistently, and strohgly distinguishefs the T L
Pros fnom the A;;Lls is rel iglous invo!tvancgmt ag mcasured by | - i
church attendance. Opponents of ERA and abortion\ .;éttend church
more often than do thelr‘ counterparts. 'I'he offeots are found in ' :
'_virtual’i_ty evéry study, and they - aré consistently quite ‘ _ ) | ‘
large--much larger than those of SES, age, residence, or woman's S . ;
relation to work and  fanily.  When 'n-ﬂeli'gious nvolvement “is - ; '
controlled, ~the effects of most oth_ér variabl;es are‘ reduced -, ~,
significantly, but 'controlling for these other varlables does ﬁot _ - B Co :
dimfnish the. impact of r‘@ll&,iOqu involvement To tﬁe extcnt that o ."l
Lheag other vakiables inflgence abortion or ERA attitudeu at all, ‘ ul
1t is l'-argely thrcn;gh their impact on rellglous involvement \If o i .‘ | d
the highly educated or the.young are meore likely to favor ERA or ' ‘_‘:
‘ abor‘tion, it is 1ar&,ely because many years of schoollng and youth , P
. are associated with low levels of relipious involvement.?—’ . _
Religious inv'olvezﬁent has an 1mpa'ct\ even within speeific _ '
._denominations‘ Supporé fFor abor'ti_on., for examble,“décl_ines with | ) ‘ "
religicus Involvenent for Catholics and for liberal, moderate, : - ) |
> ‘_ conservative\,f‘ “and f un_c}amentélist_ Pr&'eStantS alike. To be sure, ' l
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fa

B
the diilerences art more marked for Caqulicq _ than  for

ProLeqLants and for the more conservative Protestants than the

less conservative ones, but they are presenb across Lhe board.3 -

- B
’

# “
The impact of reki{i@us dananinatlon is less important

L

Jeaws and the undffiliatad are distinctly mor-e liberal on boLh ERA

and abortion than either Protestaan or Catholics. -Protestants

tend to be slightly more ,supportive ‘of abortion .and less

1

. v .
supportive of ERA  th$h - Catholics. Fundamentalist' . ang’

A
>

liberal Protespants.

conservative Protestants are %:157}ike1y'to opgose both than are. -

—pan
4

. The influence of religion on attitudes toward ERA and
abor@ion thus cannot be understood purely o primarily in temms
of differences in church doctrines. If doctrine were the ma}or

factor, one .would expect a socialization effect: In liberal

churches, the more religiods WGQid be;nore accepting of abor tion ‘

and EBA than the less religious; in‘conservative churches, the

opposite would happen, " This, héwever is not the case:’ Religious

. & ' i

fnvolvement  has a conservative effect no matter what the
¥ . . : \

denomination or its doctrines (though the magnitude of the-effect

* "*

varies), . o,

Clearly,. being religious 1m and of.itself is impOrtant. The

‘religious differ gystanaf1callv from the nDnF@llglOUb, whatev er

the éenomination. It is‘plau51ble that personq who find rellgion
{

pergonal1y mportant and who attend church often tend to inteéracl

ki

_ with and orlent thenselves toward other relaglous people They

- are likely to become part of a network of tgligious pelsons not

B Y

. oy
\

x
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only iIn church but also tn the secular world. This network may

well .susain a distinot oulture with political implications.’

Religious involvemént i@ thus not an isolated thing: It results

from, reinforces, and indicates a whole pattern of interaction.:
. L e /

Even if thdy are otherwiﬁ@ similar with regard to SES, age,

1dence, or any other social characteristic, the moré religious

are likely to differ.dranatically from the ~less Feligious in

regard to interpersonal.metworks and,hence culturs. ,
~ ” .

xf“ o

b

The religiously inyolved are mor e likely tp oppose ERA and"

abbrticwp for . two reasons. First, thelr religious invOlvanent

immerges them in a culture that contains traditional images of

<

| i t S . .
-wanen and: the family and encourages anti-ERA and anti-abortion

" 3
sentiments. Secopd they are tied 1nto networks. that make them

b
especially available for mobili 1on by movements that speak to

3 -

those sentiments. ' : ' . .

Ihe mobllivation effect is strQ1ghtforward so let &s deal
with it’fqut As McCarthy §1982) “and Mathews'and Majlews (1982)
have noted, recruitment for. anti-ERA anﬁ anti;abortio movement s
Lakes ‘place in networkb vcny differont from those for pro-ERA and
pro~abortion inov anent. s, The Pro moventnts are rooted in women's

professional and political'brganizatioﬁs_and networks; that is,

d in the publik sphere of politics and work and

t@us are likely to recruit wbﬁen whp are oriented to that sphere,

»

/ot working or in polities, The Anti

» ’

recruil. through -church, community, and
nel shbornood networiks in the private sphtre and thus _aré likely

& . .
to recruit wamen rooted in these networks and oriented to the

M R
P

i sl bt et e e B

i S

.
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movenents,

> s . ". . A3
allglously invodved persons are more likely to

oy ...-.*

private sphere.

. ]v_*h; . . .
end up -*’?’gn the Anti ﬁ;\rements than in the Pro ones or simply to

\
oppose rﬁth@r Lhan support ‘“RA and abortion Hecause, they are
\ *
exposed more' td the efforts and Ideas of the Anti movement.s than‘

-

to Lhos.e of .-{hefPro mbveménts_ Thege effort,s are f‘iltemd

through i‘rlends, m&l‘atlv\ Jnd r'ieighbors anci thus p@hn@ate theLr‘

N, ¢ + -
whole lives.

. ' ,
+ I N . ‘ ’ . . -
The more '}eneral point is that the persons most ‘susceptiblé

t(i mobilization by a. oooi»al moven@nt are not the atomlzed and

i

npruoted ag theories of mass soc:wty and SOOldl di %organi?atlon

Y

imply, but the socially integrated as theories of resource

?'nobilization tell us. As MoCart,hy (198: 9) put i, '
1here has emerged 3 'post*mass society theory!
consensus  around the 1mportance of prc«—cx:tsting social
infrastructures . for the mobilization . of  social
movéments. . [Plre-existing relations among social

w movements supporters make social movement mobilization

" far more 1likel and less.ocostly in human effort and
material resburces. - = These networks « of
interrelationships must, of course, be usable! or, as.
some say, cooptable. This means, as the latter term
implies, that they can be put to purposes pther than
those for which they were originally intended.  Such
networks — of  rdlations should also be more than
casual--the more solidary the relations generally, the
more useful. ) '

1

"
]

Yet, the efforts of

would  be  for , maught unless religiously involved"wcmen and men'

were ldeologically predisposed to accept the meosagfe of these .

4

Religious networks are fer\itlle ground . for‘those

movenents because they relnforce a corta1n way of looking at the

world. : L o o

'

anti-abortion, and anti~-ERA movements,

A T

d ) fa o .
FEL
.
' \
L}
!
!
o
i v
N —
’
\
v
“ (S
[ ’
\ H
. "ﬁ
i
” o L

‘s

!




wr‘r"‘*!"‘i:*"“""‘“f '”'_ﬁ"‘":;_ N i £ > i ‘\‘ \‘rrf S St ..1.:,..l.‘_...:...31.:,.,,.,."‘?‘.,,._.:_1%:"\,;.\;.,,IT;_,.{”«..,"__...‘. ,.’ S ILa ] ..(t:‘“-‘:.::vf‘,ﬁv.ﬁ.._,l_.ﬁ,._ W-—")c‘-,yu—‘.,lr--.«.“?.-f.‘;..“I.__..... T .(.,‘..,.-u;..‘...H‘:‘i:..\,"I.l:‘..‘?:\.‘.-_. :.‘\:‘.T:\
Tt PO S e S e s : e Rt
A | , - . Pare 18/ : :
;” ﬂ\idwﬁy of lboking}Q \world ‘however, does not  amount - ot
to’ a fully developet DOlith&ll rhilosophy that cﬁonsistenhly . ’ L
shapes opinion acr(ss a wilde range oi“ issues inL a OOY'L:GIVOU.VO o
'ay or otherwise, The polit,idal opinions of the Anth, like '0_»_,‘"
those of most Americans, cannot, be tied into neat little .
cor_)se{~vative, libere;g,‘ or radical mckages. Instead, opposition ' | s
' ) . N b
to abortion and ERA fits with .opinions on a mrrow. range of ’
: . . ‘ : i ® . '
tssues only.
. & -
> , -‘ : AN
The only indicatlon,of a, brmder pg}itioal rhil o3os is . \
am.ong anti~FERA  activisty, who often have unifind conse vaLive v
'ppl{tical stances and prior experience in ‘}“ighb—wing and
Republ 1can polities;’*;, (Just . as many Pro-ERA activists are :
consistent liberals with prior experience in liberal  and . O
Democratic politics). This, ,‘}:wever, is not consistently the
€ . . . . ] * < I . . \/ .'t“
case among anti-abortion activists, who were actually more , i
- liberal than, the general population on civil Iiberties, capital ' R
, punishment, and U.S. "iygterventién in foreign countries.
- The ppint 18 eveh clearer with rega'rd to the pgeneral :
popul ation. Attitudc toward, abbrtlon and ERA do not correlate \ _ T 5
stronlgly w1th a whole range of politioal and economic attl tudes. '
'Imtead Lhey seen to fit closely only with bel iefs Eboul the v
fanily and  personal morality, out of which a coherent, if ' B
linited, , worldview ener‘g,eb
Abortion studies have consistently shown that ’_opp'osition ~to
_ : _ _ / o
abortion correlates most strongly with tonservatism on a distinet
set of personal morality issued. (Granberg, 1978; G@anberg and ;o
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. . ! - ! ’ .
« ) A ;] ‘ .
Granberg, . 193Q, Halebsky and OkraRu, n.d.: Singh and Leshy,

B Barnartt and Harris, 19823 Conover ~and Gray,” 1983)

Persons who oppose abcrtigh aré very 11ke1y el so to disapprove of N

- pr&ﬁarltil extrauarltal, and hcmosexual s2x and to oppose looser
divorce laws, provision of birth’control infq{mation to teenagérs
y " . .

without parental consent, s&x education clagses in public scheols

without parental ahd éommunity Ihvolvement, vbluntary
sterilization, Jegalization of " marihuang,  éuthanasia,  and
suicide. They are also very 1ikély'to abprove of large family

51208, Do

=

As Halebsky and Okralu (1981) have noted, the - common theme
here 1s opposition to too much 1ndividuel gutonomy, too wmuch

freedom from constralnts 1mposed by Lraditional roles and norms
~ .
(especially those of the family), too much enphas?s on individual

3e1f~detenninatipn and self-fll fillment. Many of' the frecdoms

L]

opposed here, moreover, diractly threaten. the family by loosening

the close ties between sexuality, -repnoduction, 'nprriage, ahd

| chil drearing. This is afpehsondfloonservatisn, a goncern with

consﬁraint; limits, and controls on human drives within the

. ! - ‘

intimate sphere of life. ) . x

.‘i . ’ - i
Underlying anti-abortion Qpihion, in short,. is a concern for

protecting  the c¢oherence of tﬁe ﬁriVate' sphere agginst.the

corrosive eéfects of individuation. A related toncern emerges

{rom 'the st udy of' fanale ERA actlvisto and voter‘o in .

Massachusetts, Both Prod and Antd acLivths were asked to rank 13

proposals, ranging from squal tay ror’ equal work to abortion, in

L]

terns of whether they would help or hann wonen, The Pro-ERA.

BRER
®
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Ipropo%al" that 3ymbollcally undennlne Lhe traditional 1mage of

- teans). (Cloarly, tgk iasue of quotws -anong BCL1V18Lb “and

. | E : H '

- activists  consistently rated all 13 items as hel plud, but the | _ S

Ant.1~ERA activists did not consistently go. in Athe other
direction. The Anti§ regarded ahortion, paternity leave,

affimative action quotas, more sexual frepdon, -~ goverrment

e

support for day-care’ centérs,’k@eping one's maliden name, using . ' ~

. N \ . ~
~ ‘

e

the appellat} "™s.," and éllowing girlg on boys' spurls teams -

as harmful; pry they tended to.regard equal pay for equs v v

work more wanpen in elective office, showing mor e compete,ﬁ‘ men | ' l~_ | .f ,,P
“on television, and® encouraging girls to entér Lhe prof essions as ' | "
helpful. Among the sample of_ voters, who were &sked about’ onlY\
six of  the .itens, those epposed to ERA differ@d signifioantly
from those supporfipg ERA 'on "their assesaneht ‘of paternity
leaves, maiden names, rand- day‘ care, but_‘noﬁ ~of eﬁﬁal pay,
electing wangn, and aboﬁtron. |

A pattern emerges her'e that is suggestive of a broader - .

L4

cworldview.  Generally, anti-ERA wanen approve of proposals aimed _ ,jaff

-

at Qrovidingwuaden a greéter role'in~ the pubiié sphere (equal
pay, electing more wanen;y encouraging wanen in the professlons ; ' s
showing more- competent wanen oOh TV) but they oppose those__ -f - |
proposals phat attack the traditiqnal sexual divi§ibn of labor or
the coherence and autonomy of the fanilyf (day care, abortion, o _ 'ﬁﬁ

paternity leave, more sexual freedom). They al 80 reject - o

»
v

wanen (uslng Hs‘, keeping\ ohets maiden name, playing'on Doy st

abortion among the general population are anqnalies here.) In - ‘
short, antiZFRA weomen accept a greater role for wanen in work and

. . ' SN, .. N
- > . : T

Fa)
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¥

'politics,' but refuse any co:relative changes in wonen's roléfﬁT/

the fanily, ‘In a way similar to the anti»abortdon position, the'

anti-ERA position fits with a broader concern for the 1ntegrity

of the per50nal sphere and waman' s Lraditional role therein.t
A

i ¢ |
Analysis of enti-feminist writings (Dworkin, 1983) and

+

intensive interviews with éhti—ERA activists (Mathews  and
f ]
Hathews, 1982) convey,a sense of female vulnqrabllity that is

wrapped up with this personal congerv ali am. 1.%M1 this
perspective, wanen“live in & dangerous, male«déhirﬂted world, 'fh
which thelr only protection are ;he Family, the protections they

can claim therein, and the relationships with other - women that

amer ge From fanily and community ties. 'Anything that seems to

-

challenge these.protections directly or indirectly by asserting a

nori-family-oriented- identity fbr waneh*appears as dangerous and ’

i
-

:Hurtful to wowen. - ERA threatens to do this, because.it seems  to

deny wanen Lhe oDeCldl right to be supported by men and %o foroe

walen into  a -wQ(i\frld' donminated Ly wmen ,and?Nmale values.

—

Abortion threatens to do this because it-helps to sever the tie

between sexuality and rfeproduction and thus gives wamen fewer

legitimate claims on men. Both weaken or seem to weaken the

- . ® "y o % A
special privileges available to women and the private sphere.
within which these privileges reside. ~ .L‘aﬁg'

Lentrql to the\vorldv1tw of opponentu of abortlon aud ERA
are  thus cultural - images of female dependenCc and .of the
1mpor tance éf a strong private sphere,to_ wcmeh. Superficially,

as  far as wanen are concerned, we seem to be back to a theory of

& -

: tanale dependonogw_but in fact wq are in a very dlfferCﬂt place.

-

&,ﬁ

'

“<

4

.
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It 13 not that self;sufficienﬁ, indeﬁendenpdgqnen are nore likel% .
than wonen more d_?pendént an men  to suppoft ‘}ERA ot abortion; ' ' L~
rather 1t is -th@t wanen who ghare a culture in whith wanen are

pictured ag potentlall|. self sufficient 1ndepenﬁent éﬁd the |
enuals of men arexmore likely to support ERA and abortion than | _ | &_F

are wanen who ‘share a culturc that pictureo women  as 1nherently

or recessarily  dependent er vulnerable. ‘There need not 4 é

-

N\
be-—-1indeed there prmably is not-gany direct - correspondence

/- _ .
between -a wman's ge_nﬁmml situation of dependenee/%ndepe"’)d@nce _ ot

and the cultural images of wcman's~&ﬂ§.!:§l oondltion she .

possesses, o - ' | | $

r

o ,\\Tnis invblves’g dif‘%‘ié:ul‘t distin‘ct,ibn‘ -betweéjn lcul'ture'- and B !
. pérsoi?ai experience and feelings, Two analogi'es n‘my- help, one _' o
fran Freud and the omeral from Aresearch on antl senmiitign. In The o

- Euture Q.IC ﬂn Llluaign having noted that re¢ligious beliefs were

‘similar in content and structure ‘r,o those of the neurotic, Freud

+ 3 . T

haste ned to poilnt out that rellgious persons were not, therefore ’ S

.
- . ¥

especially meurotic. R'el\igiqhsimply reproduced on the oultural
level “certain features of the personal experience of neurotics.
Similarly, a-major study of anti-—sem'itism in the Unitcd States -
(Selznick and Stei nber_g, 1979) concluded that anLi-—‘oemteu dzd
not;_ necessarily share distinctive personality' tr;aits (such as “ | - X
@hhoritarianiem)- or oven deep—séé'ted animosities toward Jewsd, . -
What they shared 'Qas a cylture, common to the -iess edicated 1in | ‘.
Hastern sbcieties, in which negatlve stereotypes of me were Lo

commnon and acceptable, S o R L
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Stimilarly, wanen who oppose ERA and abontion need not. do $O
because (they pvrsonally ara especially dependent on men or feél
particularly vulnerahi@“%o than. : Indggd, we have found that
among_tha}general pdpulat%on supporc féi/kRA is not greatesr anoﬁg
employed wanen than hoUsewives, anong.wanen with high personal
inéomeq Lhan wanen with low 1no&ﬁeq, or among single wamen rather
thqn marrigg wanen. To be sure;, antl ERA 'activists are more

\

likely than pro~ERA activists' to be married, housewives, less

educated, snd. less personally affluent but this objective

dependence on men does not seem to be matched by any espe01ally
héightened subjective sense of vulngrability: ) Anti-ERA
activists, after all, of'ten have.;lbng. records  of political
activity, and they repért fairly high levels of - personal
competené; "and politicai 'eff%cécy. They .do né£ appear to be
shrinking viglets, driven to polities only hy personal fegr and

anxiety.-»

Wanen may oppose ERA or abortion quite indepéndently of
personal  circumstances or feelings because they partiéipate in a

culture that pictures wamen in peneral as ~ dependent and

]

vulrerable, sanctions the family and traditional gendeﬁ roles as

a haven for wanen in a male world, and regards ERA and abortion

1

-as attacks on that haven. Thi.s: culture flourishes in networks of'

rollglously 1nvolved persons and makes such netwo“ks and persono

fertile ground for anti-ERA and antinabortion mobl'tlon and’
~ultimately for the New R;ght |
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in a - general way, the finding here fits with the'nﬁ§Ults of
resaar"h done by qoars, Kinder, -and their colleagues (Searﬁ;
au, Tylér, and Kllen, 1980 . Sears,. Hgnslerf and Spear, 1979;
Kifeflet, 1983;- Sears, Tylery Gitrin, and Kinder, 1978; kinder
and.Kiewiét, 1979; Eau; Brown, and Sears, 3978) Examining pyblic
Opiqion on a vaﬁ;eﬁy ~of is§ues, inoludipg Eﬁe economy, the

vietnam War, bus%ng, the energy crisis, and natiqnéi heal th

-y ¢ .
' A Y 3

'insurénce they concluded that - | - C

. . ) e YA
In all these casos, self-intergst, defified n tenns ‘of 4
A real «or potential impact of a poliay. 1ssue upon the
Inddvidual 's personal 1ife, had only minor effeats upon
policy attitudes. and "upon voting behavior cohriected
with them, (Lau, Brown, and Sears, 1978 H79) :

n

That is, personq whode fanllies had exparienced Unanployment or a

wordew1ng financial condltlon were nQt wore likely to oppose the

&

political parLy in power 3"to favor a greater governncnt role in

'guaranteeing llvalihood Lhan those in vbetter" economic
o ' :
ghrcunstancns.  Persons without adequate health insurance were

L

_rot mor€ likely to favor national hgalﬂi insurance. Persons with

) ' .

close relatives Fightiﬁg in tha Viebnam War were not more likely

to: give the war 1mportqnce as an 1souq or to support the U.s

fFovermient.' s Vietnam policies. Pe gons who perceived | the .197M

4 '

enersy orisis to affect thCIP liveb were 1ot more likely to,-

.

'shpport elther consumpt ion reduction or resource dcvelounent

measures.  White persons whose,-chlldren' had been bused ~or

) L _ -
potentially faced busing were not more likely to oppose buging.

Rather than immediate self~interest Sears, - et al,,

- generally  found two other fsaotor*s“%5 at work. I‘lrst\ "political

attltudeo...are Formed ABQEEX/JH oongruence wlth »1ong-stand1ng

S ey s

-4
..
I
g
N
§
e
v
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+t
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o ialues ‘about society and the polily, ‘vather than short-term
B inStrumentalities ‘)r ~satisfaction of one's current needs."
\-c . ) ° )

 (Sears, et al., 1980) ‘That is, measures of self-interest are less”

¢

: o o _ ,
.« -strongly related to specific policy bellels than are measures of

“and/or . PQClal prejudlce do a “better job than  personal

-
&

1ivelihood; rational - healgh ‘insurance, or tusing.  Attitudes

2

N toward ,pol;tical' institutions and political leaders more
effectively shaped responses to the -energy cohisis.  Attitudes

toward the military, heliefs about commund an, and political

‘

ideology 1n gcnerql more: declslvely influenced %tance toward the

s
-

Vletmw1bar. - : T

Second, at least in some instances, voting behavior reflects
one's assessment not of onc's own personal condition but of the

-----

sel{-interest., “While personal. edbnqnlc 01rcwnstances have llttle

B A S o LR A A VR LA U M A I T S e C I B S O

T e e

broader vglues, Political party preference, political ideclogy,

C1roumutances in prediotlng-beliefs about government—guaranteed'

(A

L L I R I R ,.-,...,.,....l:.._ﬁ_,.l._‘.wx
EEEN T

tat
v

. influence on votlng behav1or4 beliefs about the state of - ule.f

economy ("colleotlvge_...ecqnomlc° Judgments")l_had a significant

effect: ‘Persons who beliéve the economy is doing poorly are more
+likely - to vote against .bandidatgs of the' incumbent political

v

L party. | ' | e

The relevance of this peneral Jlterature to uae spedific

case of antifenlnlsn should be clear., As On the issugs studied-'
by Sears, et al, bellefs about abortion and ERA, . cspeclally for

- wc1en, depend- 1685 on selfkinterest and personal ciroumstances,

. and more on 1onb btandlng values and colleotlve judgments. B
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The crucial factor distinguishing supggnters of ERA and

“abortion from theiﬁ opponents, both among ‘activists and in the

general population, s religious involvanent and the

» . - ’

interpersonal nretworks and culture rooted thereln. Rel igious
persons are more likely to oppose ERA and abortion because ‘they
possess a culture that sanctions traditional\family }elationships

and woamen's roles and because thcy are integrated into rel igious

£

-

;networxs that make them relatively acce851b1e to Anti movements.

-~ N *

‘Education, income, occupational -status, - olass, age,

residence, and most  other social traits seem less important.

«

They either have no /1;Bbct whabeoever on ERA and ab3rt10n
attitudes; .or  they inf‘luenoe these only to the exLerLt Lhat they

detarmine how rellglous a. person is likely to bé.‘ . Since . thése

factors have ‘no  strong or consistent qplationship.to-attitudes
and since no one of them has an overwhelming impact on religious
Y . {'$*' . . 3

involvenent; what secems o be important is the fact of religious

- . . _.\ N “ he
fnvolvement not what causes Shni?ne\ to become religiousiy

involved. | . o S

r

For wanen, the1r on personal 81tuation andJexper1ence also

secems npt to the p01nb What~matters 1s less one's specific

r o

©. dependence on men and more 'one's sense of’ the generic

r

relationship petween- wemeh . and men._

IR

culture, not personal psychology;,'

L

-

What nhtters is Shared_
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1. Luker stresses the lcwer family 1noomes and .fewsr yeaxs of

l" »

schooldng of her M"pro-life aotivists compared to pro-chol ce
‘ N .

activists, Nonetheless; they appear'to: be relatively affluent

and educated when comparagd to the general population. Luker 83y s

Lne average pro*lite activist has a femily inc ome of $30,000. and

at least some college education (1984: 197).

v
-

2. Similarly, ‘according to a 1971 .NORG‘Value Survey, the

greatest .difference in-values belwseén those most and those least

receptive to sexusl  equality -concerned "religious salvation, '\

S

Those who qupportcd sexual equality in both word and deed ranked
this value 1Uth of 18, while those who did not support sexual
equality ranked. it third of 18. (See Ball-Rokeach, 1976.) A

study of the Nagional Organizétion for Wanen  (NQW) = and

Fascimating Wananhood (FW), a very  traditionalist women's

organization, likewise found that thé married female members of

!

NOW  expressed less interast in religion than their counterparts

’

ine FY (Arnott 1978) . The NOW wanen Were also more éeducated,

slightly younger, and likely to have fewgr chlldren

3. The data are nctually a bit mor-e compllcated than this ‘brief

sunary  conveys. HcIntosh Alston,. and Alston found that

opposition to abortion increased significantly with oinroh

attendance  among - Catholios énd~ liberal, conservative 3’and

qundamentalist»ProEesﬁants. Opp051t10n also varled'dmrec ly with

3

church attendance for moderate Protestants, it the differences
; _
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‘?- wore not statistically sighifioant Ebaugh and Haney, who-simplj
dichotqnized Protestant denanlnatibhé,' found a ”uﬁiMiiér-,

relation&hip for both llberal and conservative Protestants, but,
r.

o 1t was significant only for the 1atter; The diff@rence beﬁ@éeﬁ : ' g
| . ‘the studies probablg\lies in the faoct that McIntosh, et al., T, o

i 1ooked"'primar11y at  MsoaialM reasons for @bortion (wandn .is

‘single; woman is married but couple wants no more children; v
v+ fanily is too poor to support another chila), whil e Ebaugh and: , ' AR

. Hancy combined social with phystcal reasons (dangar to mother's

health posQibility of geneti e defect in,baby, prégnancy the _ o .Qﬁ
result of rape) into one overall . scale, This may weaken the >
relatibnship betWeen churoh attendance ‘and abortlon beliefs,

sinte almost all Americans, however often or seldmﬁ they go to o
church, appr0ve of - abortion for at least smne of uuephysicaly:ﬁﬂ?' '. .f

L] . [ 4

'reasons.“ | e _ . o | - 'fﬁj“

Mich less regearch has'beén-dope on ERA, but Burris fpung
that the relationship betwee?--oppositioh to ERA and religious
o involvenent remained significant when degkeo of religioUb

f\ndamentallan was controlled but that the relationsthYbetween . o

opposition to ERA and religlous fundmnentalian dld not rdnain

sivnlficant when rellgious involvanent was pontrolled ' . - B

. P,
. _ gig
. )
-

. s
Yy, rh@ faot that ant1 FRA que(ifsupporh equal rights in the .

workplace, but\\oppo any ﬁchanges in the tradltlonal sexual - o _g_"

[

-

division of labor in the famlly 13 ' t at all odd Draw1ng on
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In shaping a woman' s position:on ERA is

marricd

Pageef9

.

Over the 1964-197U period, however,

e

wanen  wder U5,

.these éorrelatiéhé'iﬁékéQSéd“éoméwhat and éﬁppbrt”for both equal

An the workplace and changing traditionsl fbmily roles
1976).

Lo . ‘ { "

rights

increased substantially (Mason, Gzajka, and Arber

L] . 2

5. Cynthia Pearlman has Sugested,to me that the crucial factor

depandency”rmﬁ'on men but

on a network of rulations to ofher wanen rooteo tn faS‘}y and

3

WGnen who are 1ntegrated into such g notwork are likely

) k] Al

to conceive- of fanale power and independenoe in terms_ of the

capacity to’ call Upon resources and support’within such networks.

kin%hip

Wanen who are not so integrated are likely to conceive of fanal ¢

power and indépendence in terms of.economic self-sufficiency and

hence position in the world of work, The f(ormer leads to -

opposition to ERA; the latter to support. ﬁ
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