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Drawing from affective intelligence theory, | hypesize that political incivility has
the ability to induce anger, which in turn redude$iberative attitudes. In one
experiment, | manipulate the amount of incivilityan online message board. | find
that uncivil political talk induced feelings of argn individuals when one’s partisan
in-group was targeted, and led to an increaseaiuseivility when the partisan out-
group was targeted. When feelings of anger areusited in people, they reprimand
the uncivil “perpetrator” on the message board, dsdlay anti-deliberative
attitudes—including a reduced propensity to corrsadternative views and lower

levels of satisfaction with interactive online conmmcation.

A second experiment, embedded in a national suoafjrms that
disagreeable incivility and like-minded incivilityave different effects. Uncivil
messages that are disagreeable induce feelinggjef,adecrease willingness to
compromise, and boost use of incivility. While ttennection between like-minded
incivility, anger, and anti-deliberative attitudedess clear, uncivil messages lead

like-minded messages to mimic uncivil and anti{oedative behavior.

My findings show that incivility limits political éliberation. | conclude by

noting the consequences of this, as well as doestior future research.



INCIVILITY IN MASS POLITICAL DISCOURSE: THE CAUSESAND
CONSEQUENCES OF AN UNCIVIL PUBLIC

By

Bryan T. Gervais

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the Grae&chool of the
University of Maryland, College Park, in partialffilment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
2013

Advisory Committee:

Professor Eric M. Uslaner, Chair
Assistant Professor Antoine Banks
Associate Professor Michael Hanmer
Professor Irwin Morris

Professor Christopher Foreman, Dean’s Represeatativ



© Copyright by
Bryan T. Gervais
2013



Dedication

| dedicate this dissertation to my parents, Adii&nmas Gervais and Pamela
Loucks Bosward, for their love, selflessness, asdichtion to my education.

And to my wife, Kathryn Stead Gervais, who was ¢hfer me throughout all the ups
and downs of my graduate career, who keeps me atetlyand who inspires me
daily.



Acknowledgements

| would like to give my sincere thanks to my disagon chair, Professor Eric
Uslaner, and the members of my dissertation coragttProfessor Antoine Banks,
Professor Michael Hanmer, and Professor Irwin Merdor their dedication,
patience, and knowledgeable guidance. Their acncefeedback was in-depth and
quick, and | benefited greatly from having eachhaim as a mentor. | am very
thankful to Professor Christopher Foreman for hingness to serve as Dean’s

Representative on my committee on short noticevatida busy schedule.

| am additionally thankful to the Department ofv@mment & Politics
community, for inspiring (and improving upon) maofythe ideas | have incorporated
into this project. The idea for this project camaerte early on in my graduate career,
and was fostered in courses, workshops, and casogérsations; through their
participation in each, the faculty and my studesiteagues greatly assisted me in

developing this project.

| owe much to the patient and competent staff ef@lepartment of
Government & Politics—especially Ann Marie Clarkhewent above and beyond to
help me solve countless issues over my five yeatisd program (many | am sure |

created on my own).

Last but not least, | would like to thank my famdlgd friends, for their advice
and encouragement. | am especially grateful to rather, father, and brother. And
to my incredible wife, Kate, whose advice is imaile, who put up with my moods

when things did not go as planned, and whose commpstmp | value above all else.



Table of Contents

D= To [ o3 11 o] o [T TSRUPRPP il
ACKNOWIEAGEMENTS ... e e e e ii
IS A0 N 1= 1 o] =2 Vil
Chapter 1: INtroOdUCHION .........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiime et e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeen 1
Layout Of DISSErtation ...........ccceuuuuuuiimmmmmie ettt ena e e e e e e e 4
Chapter 2: Incivility, Emotion, and Deliberation .............cccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeenn. 8..
How Does Incivility Affect Political DISCOUISE?...........uuuuuiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiees 12
Incivility, Emotion, and Information ProCesSiNg..........ccceeeveeieeeeeiiiiiieiieiiiinnnnnns 41
Incivility as a Negative Political StimulUS ... ...evvveeiiiiiiiiiis 16
Theory: Two Modes by Which Incivility Induces Ardeliberative Behavior ...... 18
Mode 1: Target Aversion and the “Mob EffeCt” ..., 19
Mode 2: Perpetrator Aversion and the “Retaliatidfe&” ............................... 20

Holding Their Feet to the Fire: How an Uncivil Pigdhfluences Elite Behavior 22

“Public Speakers” and Web 2.0 ........... .. eeeeriiiie e eeeeeeeeiiiiiiees 25

The Importance of Public Deliberation ... 29
Better Citizens, Better LAWS ..........ueiiieiiiieciieeeiiiiis e 31
Defining and Identifying INCIVIIILY ..........coooriiiiiiiiii e 34
Operationalizing INCIVIIITY .........coooiiiiii e 38
(@] o Tod 118157 0] o R 41
Chapter 3: INCIVIlIity OVEr TIME .....uiiiiei e 42
Party Polarization since the 1970S ... e 44
INCIVIlILY IN CONQGIESS ....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiitti ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeesseeesnnnnnrnnnes 45



Changes in the Media SINCe the 1970S......cceiiiiiiiiiie e 47

New Media and Narrowcasting on TeleVviSiON... .. .covveeeeeeiiiiiiniciiinnnneen... 48

JLIE= 11 G = T Lo T 49

The Internet and INtEractiVity............oos oo oo ee e 51
Looking at INCiVility OVEr TIME .......cooo i e 53
DAL ...t —————— e e e e e e nn e e e e eenans 56
Trends in Incivility among the Electorate. .. ..o 59
Modeling the Change over TIME ..............emmmeeeeeiriiiiiiare e eeeeeieeees 63
MOEI RESUILS ... e 66
(©0] o Tod 18157 0] o R 69

Chapter 4: Uncivil Partisan Media and the Use of lwgivility in Political Talk ... 73

Selective Exposure and Uncivil Political Medi@ ce-.......coooveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee, 74
Emotion and Information ProCeSSING....... .. eeiieieiiiiiiiiiiinaneee e e e e eeeeeee 57
HYPOTNESES ... s 77

DAL ...t ————— e e renn e e e eenans 80

METNOAOIOGY ... e 83
Exposure to Uncivil Political Media in 2008.............ueeiiiiiiiniiieiiiiieeeeeiiiiiiees 85
Exposure to Like-minded and Disagreeable UncividMe.............................. 90
Fixed-Effects APProach .........coooo oo 91

RESUIS et ——————— 92

[ o U 7] o o 106

Chapter 5: Emotional and Behavioral Reactions torcivility Online .............. 109

Incivility and Deliberative Potential .........ccccoooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccee e 111



The Retaliation Effect: Disagreeable Incivility aRdrpetrator Aversion....... 113
Like-minded INCIVIIILY ..........eiiiiii e 115
SEUAY DESIGN ...t e e s 118
SAMPIE. .. e —————— 122
Methodology and MEASUIES...........uuuuiiiiieieeee et e e 124
RESUIS et ————————————————— 127
INCIVility @aNd CHEQUES ....eiieeeieeeeeeeee e ee e 130
Probit Models of Incivility Exposure, Anger, and&ioral Reactions......... 135
Feelings of Aversion and Deliberative Potential .................cooovvviiiiiiicinnnnn. 140
Effects of Exposure to Histrionic Elements............ccooeeeiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiiceeenn, 143
Discussion and CONCIUSION ..........ooiiiiiimmmmmmm e e 145
Chapter 6: Like-Minded and Disagreeable INCIVility..............ccoeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnens 149
TREOIY e et a e e 150
HYPOTNESES ... s 151
STUAY DESIGN ... e s 152
(@] oo 11110} o E= SRR 155
MEAISUIES ...ttt ettt e et e e et e e e e e e ee e e e eenaas 156
Y= 10 0] 01 =T PPRUPPPPRPPPP 159
RESUIS et ————————————————— 160
INCIVIIIEY e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e bbb e s 162
(©70] g 0] o] £0] 14151 =TT PP 169
[ o U 7] o] o U 178

Vi



Chapter 7. Conclusion and Directions for Future Resarch................cccccooeeee. 183

Incivility and DemocratiC EffiCIENCY .........ueeariiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 184
SUMMArY Of FINAINGS ...ueuiiiiiiiee e e 186
FULUIrE RESEAICH ...ttt 189
Media RESEAICIN ... ..ot e 189
Stimulating CiVil DISCOUISE .......uuuuuuuierreeiiiiaaa e 190
APPENTICES ...ttt ettt ettt ettt a e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaeeaeeeeeeaarrres 193
Appendix 1: Additional INformation ............ccceeeeieiiiiiiiiiiii e 193
Al 2-1: Incivility by Criterion (Chapter 2) ...coooeeeiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaa 319
Al 4-1: Incivility by Criterion (Chapter 4) ... 49
Al 4-2. Uncivil Political Media in 2008.........c..coooiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee al9
Al 4-3: Fixed-Effects Argument .........ooo i iceeeeeiii e 205
Al 5-1: Additional Discussion of Democratic-Repwhin Attitudinal and
Behavioral DIfferenCes ...........coiiiiiiiicccmm e 206
Appendix 2: Additional Tables and FiguIes .....ccccoooeeviiivieeeeeieiicceeee el &0
271 0] oo =Y o] 1 )22SR 218

This Table of Contents is automatically generate®® Word, linked to the
Heading formats used within the Chapter text.

vii



2-1:

3-1:

3-2:

6-3:

6-4.

List of Tables

Incivility IndeX ..o e el 40

Uncivil Categories by Incivility Index Crit@m.......................... 58

Effects of Change in Time on Use of Incivility.......................66
: Cross-Sectional Analysis on Determinants oiitity Use............ 95
. Effects of Changes in Uncivil Media Exposureldse of Incivility...99

: Experimental Group and Control Group Post €ont................120

: Use of Incivility and Critiques of Original Ber........................138

: CCES Experiment Paragraphs............ccccoiviiiii i 153

: Conditions by Partisanship-Paragraph Comlonati.................. 155
Predictors of Incivility Use and Willingness Compromise.......... 164
Predictors of Willingness to Compromise, byn@ition............... 173

viii



List of Figures

3-1: U.S. House Polarization Gap and Major Mediarigfes since 1972.....

3-2: Percentage of Incivility by Year and Decad@7@-2004)................. 60
3-3: Percentage of Uncivil Comments Made Towardpd3mg Side........ 62
3-4: Predicted Probability of Using Incivility bye+r............................68

4-1: Effects of Change in Uncivil Pundit News aralkfRadio Exposure on
Probability of Using INCIVIlitY..........coooiiii e 101

4-2: Effect of Change in General Uncivil Media Espee and Like-minded Uncivil
Media Exposure on Probability of Using InCivility...e.....ccccoevinnnnn. 104

5-1: Differences in Means of Reported Feelings tow#riginal Post between
Control Group and Experimental GrouUpS.........ccovvviiiiiieiiiieneennas 128

5-2: Differences in Means of Anger towards OrigiRalst between Control Group
and Experimental Groups, By Partisanship.............c.ccoooiiiiiseneen. 130

5-3: Differences in Means of Use of Incivility a@uitiques of Original Poster
between the Control Group and Experimental GroupS.....................131

5-4: Differences in Means of Use of Incivility afuitiques between Control Group
Democrats and Experimental Group Democrats..............ccocvueen.... 133

5-5: Differences in Means of Use of Incivility aditiques between Control Group
Republicans and Experimental Group Republicans..........c.............134

5-6: Predicted Probabilities of Critiquing the Omnigl Poster by Experimental

Condition and Party Identification................cccoiiiiiiiiii i, 39
5-7: Effects of Aversion to Original Post on Deliagve Potential.......... 142
5-8: Effect of E2 Stimulus on Democratic DelibevatPotential............ 144.

6-1: Percentage Who Were “Very Angry” About the DBlebate, by

(©70] 0o 11 o] PRSPPI 161
6-2: Percentage Who Used Incivility, by Condition. ......................165
6-3: Average Compromise Score, by Condition..................cecceanis 172
6-4: Change in Compromise as Predicted by Changager............... 175



Chapter 1: Introduction

There is no shortage of political debate in thetéthStates. We can easily find
examples of political talk on television betweem@its. Quaint as it sounds, passionate
discussions still occur at the dinner table betwiaemly members, and in pubs, between
friends. And, in the early 2'century, political talk between masses of strasiigea
constant occurrence in the fast-changing forunte@internet. That social media has
made it so easy to connect with others who ardqzse about politics is nothing short
of a marvel. For democracy in America, this shdagdgreat news.

The Great American Experiment was founded on tha tHat discourse is the
lifeblood of democracy; the freedoms of speechsqrand assembly are protected so as
to ensure differences of opinion can be expreddadison’s reflections ifrederalist No.
10illustrate that the American system of governnveas$ designed to benefit from a
diversity of views, rather than be hampered byidaatlism (Hamilton et al. 1787/1788).
Madison is advocating for efficiency, more thanthing else—instead of government
wasting energy trying to restrict conflicting viewst threaten to bog it down or rip it
apart, the republican system of the United Statagdvallow differences to be collated
and filtered through the democratic process so asprove society. Sunstein (2009)
argues, “...the framers’ greatest and most originatrbution to political theory [was
that]...heterogeneity, far from being an obstacleide a creative force, improving

deliberation and producing better outcomes.” Thiodigcourse, enlightened thought and



better policy could be produced. As Jefferson oédflé, “Differences of opinion lead to
inquiry, and inquiry to truth®

Although there is much of it, differences in opimiin contemporary American
political society are not producing better outconfasd political talk does not seem to be
bringing us any closer to “truth.” Instead, we aitnessing an American politics that is
stalemated by factionalism, in the form of parts&@p. Partisan polarization in
government is nearing historic highand partisan conflict among the electorate has
surged since a mid-twentieth century decline (Bre2@g®5). With these partisan conflicts
has come increased confrontation, and reduced @ymge in government (Abramowitz
2011). The 11% Congress (whose term ended three months befotinthef this
writing, in January 2013) was so bogged down byigarship, that its legislative output
makes the infamous “Do Nothing Congress” of 1947et& productive®

Certainly, the two-party systems that have domoh&taerican politics since the
Constitution came into effect have restricted theltogeneity of views that enter
political conversations and are considered in govent. Yet avenues through which
people can directly communicate with others whéedifrom them have never been
greater. This is a conundrum—if it is getting eatseopenly debate politics with people
from across the country, why has American demochb&gn increasingly bogged down
by partisan conflict? Why does political heteroggngerve as a hindrance, rather than a

marketplace of ideas from which good policy is dnaw

! Jefferson stated this in a letter to Peter Wend@efferson 2012, 340).
2 As demonstrated by Poole and Rosenthal’s DW-Notmiseores:
http://voteview.com/political_polarization.asp

% See Steinhauer (2012).



These questions are less about the origin of cqmiesmy partisan polarization—
much research is dedicated to answering that quredtam instead asking what it is
about that polarization prevents political talknfrdbecoming deliberatiohMy answer to
this, and the central contention of my dissertatisithat the presence of incivility in
mass political discourse deserves substantial blémwility impedes political discourse
from advancing the democratic process. Ratheréixahange ideas and update positions
in light of new information, incivility leads thosaost passionate about politics and most
willing to discuss policy to reject alternative wig and become more dedicated to the
views they already hold. Despite all the modesughowhich we can communicate, and
despite all the energy that is put into politicdkt American democracy benefits little. In
fact, | argue that political discourse, beset wiitivility, is currently more harmful than
helpful.

Throughout this project, | will present informatithat demonstrates the negative
effects incivility has on political deliberationutilize both survey data and experimental
methods to show that exposure to uncivil politie¢lk can lead people to adopt incivility
into their own political comments. Additionallyafgue that people reduce their
willingness to deliberate and hold deliberativeuesl. There are some important
caveats—such as whether a political message isrlikded or disagreeable. Questions
remain as to how much like-minded incivility affecteliberative values, and more
research is needed. Yet what should be plainly ¢dethat incivility consistently has a
negative impact on political discourse. In the reedtion, | will overview the layout of

my dissertation.

* As | will explain in chapter 3, uncivil politicahlk can be thought of as both a cause and effqmntisan
polarization.



Layout of Dissertation

In the next chapter, | will define what | mean“civility,” explain how | will
operationalize uncivil political talk throughoutghproject, and lay out a theory that ties
exposure to uncivil political talk to feelings aiger. | will introduce research from
affective intelligence theory which ties anger tti-@eliberative attitudes, including
increased reliance of preexisting views and a edfictscompromise on policy matters. |
will present a theory that suggests exposure tovilipolitical talk will increase the
chances of people using incivility themselves, dndll also argue that incivility can
have these effects, whether we identify with thigetof an uncivil claim or not.

Based on the theory laid out in chapter 2, | vafittthree chief hypotheses in the
remaining chapters. First, (H1) | hypothesize tiss of incivility by the American public
when expressing political opinions has increaseat the last few decades. This
hypothesis is grounded in the substantial empiggalence of a changing political
culture in the United States: over the past fodgrg, partisan polarization has increased
and a disaggregated, hyperbolic media environmeichrhas developed. These trends
result in the reinforcement of preexisting viewsozag the public and a reduced respect
for the “other side.” Additionally, the rise of tieternet as a communication tool
provides increased opportunities for the publioffer and be exposed to uncivil political
talk. Using American National Election Studies dataack the use of uncivil language
in describing presidential candidates and the n@Eoties among the public from 1972 to
2004. The results of this analysis are presentetiapter 3.

| also hypothesize that (H2) exposure to uncivlitpal talk leads to an increased

propensity to use incivility when offering politicapinions. Mimicking the language and



behavior of the elites one is exposed to is watdgdshed in the political communication
literature. Furthermore, work in several literaguseiggests that those offended by uncivil
attacks on their “side,” retaliate by “returningtfavor.” In chapter 4, | use panel data
from the 2008 National Annenberg Election Survetesi this. | examine how changes
in exposure to uncivil political media affect peeglpropensity to use uncivil language
when discussing what they like and dislike aboat2B08 presidential candidates.

| additionally test this hypothesis in two experiitg In chapter 5, | present
results from an experiment in which exposure tovihity is manipulated in an online
forum, and subjects are asked to make their owtsplmschapter 6, | present results from
an experiment embedded in the 2012 Cooperative i€ssignal Election Study, in
which exposure to uncivil statements said to haenbmade by a “party leaders” is
manipulated, and subjects are again asked theirampi

The experiments are also used to test two “sub4dngses” related to H2.
Previous studies have found that incivility canueglrespect for the opposing side, but
they do not discriminate between scenarios whenitwes and politicians one is aligned
with are the target of uncivil attacks and whenissvs and politicians of the opposed
side are targeted, leaving a theoretical Vaisl political incivility often means intensely
negative, hyperbolic statements about the out-grbeyppect a political comment to
affect partisans on both sides. Specifically, lentgdH2A) exposure to disagreeable
incivility—in which one’s in-group is targeted by ancivil comment—induces the use
of incivility in retaliation; and (H2B) exposure bié&ke-minded incivility—in which the

“other side” is targeted—induces the use of intiill explore whether exposure to like-

5 Mutz (2007), for example, exposes individuals tnack debate where individuals of opposing sides
attacked each other. Mutz argues that it is theosh&ation of the other side that reduces respedhto
other side. However, experimental subjects als@w&posed to uncivil critiques of their own side.



minded incivility has this effect due to partisdesling anger upon hearing how “bad”
the other side is, or if partisans merely mimic Itle@avior of like-minded individuals.

| also use the experiments presented in chaptensl % to test a third hypothesis,
which is central to my theory: (H3) when exposednaivil political talk, individuals
will indicate less deliberative potential. As swdrgtal research links incivility to negative
political emotions, and individuals who experieargyer are less willing to compromise
in political debates, retreat to prior politicali@tdes, and limit information searches to
sources that reinforce these attitudes, thereasoreto belief that exposure to uncivil
political talk should reduce deliberative attitudes

Finally, the experiments are used to test two nsatehypotheses, related to H3.
As | expect that exposure to disagreeable andnikeded incivility should affect use of
incivility, | also expect that disagreeable anctikinded incivility will both affect
deliberative attitudes. Specifically, | anticipéitat (H3A) exposure to disagreeable
incivility will induce anti-deliberative attitudesind (H3B) exposure to like-minded
incivility will induce anti-deliberative attitudes.

In chapters 6 and 7, | summarize my findings.rictede in chapter 7 by
suggesting future directions for research on uhpnlitical talk. Two appendices follow
chapter 7, which include expanded discussions ddifianal table and figure.

Before showing that incivility negatively affectsliberation, an essential
guestion to answer is why it is important for thabloc to hold deliberative attitudes in

the first place. In the next chapter, | discussdtfects that a public holding anti-

® Appendix 1 contains expanded discussions of stsbjet included in the chapters. An expanded
discussion from chapter 4, for example, is refetceds Al 4-1, indicating it is included in thesfir
appendix (A1), and related to chapter 4 (4-1). Ajgide 2 contains additional tables and figures thate
not included in the chapters, with the tables caniafore figures. An extra figure from chapterds, f
example, is referred to as FigureA2 5-1, indiagit is included in Appendix 2, and related toutea 5.



deliberative views is likely to have on democratiocesses. In addition to examining the
theoretical and empirical support for the impor&n€ public deliberation, | detail the

theory that informs each of the above hypotheses.



Chapter 2: Incivility, Emotion, and Deliberation

Consider the following scenario. The United Staf@gernment is broken. The
country is crippled with an enormity of issues lirding serious debt problems and a
poor economy. Frustratingly, the leaders in théona capital are incapable of
implementing any solutions. Some members of Cosdregin to believe that radical
changes need to be made if the country is to serivnew domestic crisis emerges, and
the federal government seems incapable of dealitigitvconvincing many more that
something drastic needs to be done. So the natimo& preeminent politicians, political
insiders, and political thinkers agree to meetisgcubks the nation’s future. There is talk
of dramatically overhauling the government in orttemake it more efficient.

As the meeting of political elites begins, thecdissions are tempestuous, wrought
by ideological clashes. Heated debates occur ohat thie size and scope of the federal
government should be, and many refuse to comproomgbkeir principles. Over a period
of months, however, compromises and bargains ade nfdthough no one is completely
satisfied with the final result, a massive restdog of the American governmental
system is agreed upon, in order to address thermpegblems the country faces which
threaten to tear it apart.

This anecdote is a true story. As you might havesged, the “meeting” was the
Philadelphia Convention of 1787, in which the Aman Founding Fathers debated,
designed, and passed the United States Constitati@mdoning the “broken” Article of
Confederation. To create the Constitution, a graiupen, deeply divided on many of
the issues they debated, came to agree uponrisgeas, and completely reorganized

American government. Today, many Americans agdie\ethe government is



“broken,” and incapable of dealing with a numbedifficult issues that the country
faces. Among the most cited reasons for why isErehocrats and Republicans are
bitterly divided and refuse to find middle-grouragions (Mann and Ornstein 2012).
The Constitutional Convention saw delegates, alderly divided (small states versus
large states, the north versus the south, Fedsrakssus Anti-Federalists), manage to
produce the most important document in Americatohys and the longest lasting
constitution in the world. What lessons can werldewm the discussions that produced
it? What elements made the Constitutional Convardipolitical environment conducive
for compromise and problem-solving?

An important, oft-repeated lesson for contempopattical debates, and the
focus of my project, is the need for civility inlgial discourse. Incivility in political
talk and its purported consequences has becomte adée of sorts for American
politicians, pundits, and social commentators allkk@m the calls for civility in the wake
of the January 2011 shootings in Tucson, Arizooa, tally on the National Mall hosted
by political satirist Jon Stewart to restore “sghih politics, the idea that uncivil
discourse has harmful effects on American politias many adherents. As President
Barack Obama explained in a speech during the mahifor the victims of the Tucson
shooting, “...only a more civil and honest publicatigrse can help us face up to the
challenges of our nation...” (Hayes 2011).

Evidence of this can be found in the way the fongdathers conducted
discourse throughout the Convention of 1787, duwhgh efforts were made to keep
the debates civil. John Jay reflected that civiMgs crucial to creating a deliberative

environment during the convention, and was thetkadivided sides making “mutual



concessions” in various areas (Jamieson and H&t®)2When none other than James
Madison began to make ad hominem attacks on meosagphis Virginia Plan,
Benjamin Franklin proposed a break in debate g0 &t cooler heads prevail, and
deliberation ensued more smoothly afterwards (Jsoni@and Hardy 2012 ). Many more
examples such as these provide anecdotal evidkateitility in discourse was an
essential element to the success of the Philadetinivention. The attitude many of the
delegates held was that when discussions becannelyagreement and compromise
became much more difficult, if not impossible.

In the contemporary era, the deleterious effettsoivil political discourse
among elites are well-known. First and foremogby@duces an environment in which
governing becomes more difficult and legislativedarctivity is reduced (Uslaner 1993;
Jamieson 1999, 2011; Maisel 2012). Political ses¢htrgue that it becomes more
difficult to recruit and retain individuals to rdar office when elite discourse is
characterized by incivility (Maisel 2012), and wnktdiscourse is responsible for delays
in official activities, such as the confirmationfefleral judicial nominees (Schraufnagel
2011). This regards elites, of course—the peopigadly governing. When scholars and
social commentators lament an “incivility crisif8wever, they are not just talking about
the discourse on Capitol Hill, but also the poétidiscussions among the general public.
Why does the public need to be civil? This is tbegjion | attempt to answer in the
discussions to follow.

A central claim that | make is that what peoplg teaeach other in political
discussions—or how they say it—affects how muchsteration alternative views are

given and how willing people are to adjust theimgpolicy beliefs. Exposure to uncivil

10



political discourse, | argue, induces feelingsmjer in those exposed, and leads them
use anti-deliberative behavior. By anti-deliberatbehavior, | mean close-mindedness, a
refusal to find a middle-ground in policy areasj &ime adoption of uncivil tactics.

Incivility in political discourse limits the extemd which individuals consider political
views alternative to their own, and decreases tlespect for these views. This is
important for a couple of reasons, which | will exgl on later in this chapter: 1) an anti-
deliberative public will negatively affect elite g@iations, and 2) the extent to which
public deliberation can produce a “wisdom of thgargy” which contributes to policy
creation is inhibited if members of the public arevilling to listen to and consider views
alternative to their own.

Understanding the connection between incivilitg anti-deliberative behavior
has become all the more important, as current ntegli@s have added another level of
significance to the study of incivility; byproduat$ “new media,” such as narrowcasting
and interactivity, have created an atmosphere grifmeuncivil political discourse at a
time in which American politics are already affettey high levels of partisan
polarization. The current media environment noy@ilows individuals to tailor their
news exposure to reaffirm and intensify preexistiryvs, but the increasing presence of
social media and interactivity on the web allowmsdommunication between many
people with few social repercussions for disreplgtdlehavior. These media trends raise
the possibility for commonplace, popular uncivilipcal discourse to unprecedented
levels. If exposure to (and use of) uncivil disg®idoes produce an anti-deliberative
spirit among the public, then a fix for a “brokegvernment may begin with changing

the way the public talks politics.
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In the next section, | detail what is known (amdyre accurately, what is
unknown) about how the presence of incivility atéepolitical discourse. | then present
evidence from affective intelligence research timatnects negative emotional reactions
to information with anti-deliberative behavior, apésent existing research which
suggests that the presence of incivility in thespreation of political information induces
negative emotions. Following that, | detail theeett that a public which holds anti-
deliberative views is likely to have on the fundiing of government, before providing an
overview of the theoretical and empirical supportthe importance of public
deliberation. | then explain the definition of “imdity” | use throughout this project and
introduce the “incivility index” | have designed ientify and operationalize incivility,

before offering some concluding thoughts.

How Does I ncivility Affect Political Discourse?

The usual argument regarding the need for civitalisse goes like this: when
discourse is not civil, political deliberation cairoccur; when discourse is civil,
deliberation is possible, from which benefits taiety can be derived. Although
anecdotal evidence is aplenty, a direct empirisakasment of what effects the presence
of incivility has on individuals’ inclination to g@age in pro-deliberative behavidras
not been made. The same is true for the claimutheit/il political talk has been
increasing over time—for as many who point out weeia the midst of a civility crisis
(i.e., Mutz and Reeves 2005; Kamber 2003), thezetrers who point to the lack of

empirical support to back it up (i.e., Sigelman &aak 2007; Herbst 2010).

" For example, keeping an open mind to alternatieess, showing a willingness to compromise, and,
critically, resisting the utilization of incivilityn their own political remarks
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The lack of direct empirical support for the eteof uncivil political talk on
deliberative processes invites doubt as to whetiseourse must be civil in order for it
produce positive results. For instance, the argainas been made that ‘civil discourse’
as a democratic norm is not as black and whit@asetmes suggested; oftentimes, some
activities qualified as “uncivil,” such as civil disobedience, are resaey behavior in
order to defend civil rights and liberties (Cha881; Sapiro 1999; Mendelberg 2009).
Simply put, what counts as incivility is entirelylgective and much in the eye of the
beholder.

Furthermore, as incivility is context dependehtwing that there has been an
uptick in its use is theoretically challenging. Base of this, Herbst (2010) argues that
trying to determine what counts as political inkityj if incivility has increased with
time, or if incivility is bad for democracy, aretnq@roductive initiatives. Herbst goes so
far to say that the argument that, “[i]ncivilitydestructive and blocks proper democratic
debate...is a banal and unsophisticated answerhahénores the reality of politics,
communication culture, and the social environménihe twenty-first century” (9).

There is reason to believe, however, that in¢ywih political talk takes some
common forms that affect most individuals in a $amfashion—that is, it deters
individuals from engaging in constructive delibéat and instead promotes obstinacy.
Experimental research suggests that exposure tailypaitical talk induces emotional
reactions in those exposed. Relatedly, researaffective intelligence links feelings of
anger to anti-deliberative behavior. The central goafmyf project is to connect the dots

and show that incivility restricts deliberation Wwys of inducing anger in individuals.

8 Often, such actions become qualified as “inciet by the repressors.
° While political psychologists do not always malstidction between “anger” and “aversion,” | will
primarily refer to the emotion as “anger,” for theke of simplicity.
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The claim | ultimately make is a simple one: thmaivility in political talk has increased,
and this has negative ramifications for democi#gc

If incivility indeed inhibits pro-deliberative bakior—such as openness to other
views and maintaining civility in one’s own remarkthen trends such as the growing
presence of polarizing, vitriolic discourse in pickl media and interpersonal
communication should give us pause, and will raggitional questions as to the utility
of uncivil talk by elites? It is not clear, however, that incivility does this. In the next
section, | summarize arguments from research @ct@fe intelligence, which explain
how emotions affect information processing. | gisesent some evidence that suggests
that uncivil political talk likely induces the typ# negative emotions which lead to anti-

deliberative behavior.

Incivility, Emotion, and Information Processing

What reduces individuals’ willingness to considiernative ideas in a
democratic society? Within the subfield of politipaychology, research in affective
intelligence theory has shown that emotions indubesugh the presentation of
information affects how individuals process thdbrmation (Marcus et al. 2000;
Redlawsk et al. 2007). With political informaticaappeals to emotion can affect the
political behavior of those exposed; Brader (2@iH)6), for example, finds that the type
of emotion induced by campaign ads affected hownaade processed and subsequent
voting behavior.

MacKuen et al. (2007, 2010) advance the researtheoaffects of emotions on

willingness to deliberate, arguing that two typéglealized citizens exist, both of which

9 There is debate as to whether uncivil campaigredibing, for example, mobilizes or demobilizes the
electorate; see Brooks and Geer (2007).
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are necessary in certain circumstances: the datilercitizen, whose norms include
consideration, balance, open-mindedness, and iagvi#ss to collaborate and
accommodate; and the partisan combatant, whosaipafwictory impels citizens to
stand fast and reject middle-ground compromisesh B&us are capable of acting like
one these two types, and it is the emotions werestpee which affects whether we act
more as deliberative citizens or partisan combatanpolitical discussions.

MacKuen et al. detail the specific emotions asged with both modes of
idealized citizenship. The citizen “mode” is detered by whether we experience
feelings ofanger, produced through encounters with “known threats feelings of
anxiety produced through encounters with conditions afeutain risk. As MacKuen et
al. explain,

When familiar aversive stimuli are encountered pbeoely on previously learned

routines to manage these situations, just as thdgrdamiliar rewarding

circumstances. They often simply ignore uncomfdet@formation or,
alternatively, bolster their own views by seekimgiorming information...the
kind of citizenship people practice will dependtba kind of negative emotion
politics evokes.
When individuals are angered by policy-relatedtent) they practicanti-deliberative
behavior associated with the partisan combataciydimg a reduced willingness to
compromise, a withdrawal from open consideratiodifférent views, and a reliance on
prior attitudes. Research in political and soc&lghology shows that anger suppresses
the extent to which individual seek out politicaldrmation (Valentino et al. 2008), and
anger felt towards an out-group produces a desiaggue with, oppose, and attack the
out-group (Mackie et al. 2000). Alternatively, bgimade anxious by new and

uncommon stimuli leads faro-deliberativebehavior associated with the deliberative

citizen, including seeking out new information apenness to common ground remedies
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and compromise. The key to understanding how ta amti-deliberative behavior is to

understand what about the presentation of polittfakmation produces anger.

Incivility as a Negative Political Stimulus

What is not clear from the affective intelligenderature is when negative
political information produces anxiety and whepribduces anger. Sociologists,
however, have made inroads to linking exposuradvility directly with anger.

Focusing on incivility in everyday life (rather than political discourse), sociologists
have found that the most common emotional respanseascivil behavior are anger and
outrage, far outranking fear, disgust, and blaaétiens (Philips and Smith 2004; Smith
et al. 2010). Philips and Smith (2004) also findttimdividuals angered by incivilities
attempt to “sanction” the perpetrator of incivilityrough “retribution”—that is, returning
the favor and acting uncivil themselves.

Work in political philosophy also alludes to thiea that incivility in political
discourse leads to anger and undermines the datibbeiprocess. Kingwell (1995) argues
that the smooth interactions necessary for bertefibe derived from deliberation can
only come when individuals act civil to an extengesifically, when they are willing to
hold their tongues and not say any and everyttiaggdomes to their minds. Pointedly,
he writes, “...a policy of strict truth-telling antuth-seeking is at odds with a life lived
among other humans,” (1995, 199-200). That is mahly that it is plain honesty which
derails deliberation; dishonest deliberation istamg but helpful and the opposite of
what is needed, and etiquette that bars honesistiem is exactly the type of censorship

John Stuart Mill (1998/1859) warned against. Rathgmwithholding comments that
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offend and add little additional information to idea, attempts at deliberation are more
likely to produce positive results. As PapachatigD4) explains,

...Itis not civility that limits the democratic pateal of conversation, but rather,

a confusion of politeness with civility. It is adieace to etiquette that frequently

restricts conversation, by making it reserved,delgiss spontaneous. Adherence

to ci_vility merely ensures that the conversatiogugled by democratic principles,

not just proper manners.
| would not go so far as to claim politeness amility are two distinct things—rather, |
would argue that civility in political talk is afim of polite behavior. However, | agree
that it is a break from honesty that is the prohland equating incivility with honesty (or
civility with dishonesty) is inaccurate. Commenéde both uncivil and honest, but
they can also be civil and honest. But inciviléyen when it is honest, poses a threat to
deliberation because it generates feelings of anger

Substantial research suggests incivility in disseunay produce anger. Incivility
has been found to heighten arousal and induce imeganhotions—for instance, when
exposed to uncivil discourse, individuals’ polititaust in politicians, political parties,
candidates, Congress, and the overall system @rgoent is reduced (Mutz and Reeves
2005; Forgette and Morris 2006; Fridkin and Keng268). Exposure to political
incivility does more than induce negative emotiaractions towards government and
political figures. As Mutz (2006) demonstratesafiects the utility of deliberation itself;
the benefits of exposure to oppositional views @sxjpe to views different from one’s
own) are maximized when discussions have a ciignoation*

This is partly because, as Neblo et al. (201@), foonflict aversion substantially

deters people’s willingness to deliberate. Indialduvho are uncomfortable with debate

and argument are not going to benefit from delitb@na Conflict, to an extent, is intrinsic

1 By civil orientation, | mean discussions that dit completely avoid conflict, but value the mairaaoe
of social harmony.
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to deliberation, and the truly conflict averse kitely to never be active participants. But
what people are averse to in contemporary politedélis unlikely to be conflict, per se;
disagreement on its own does deter people fronbelgiion (Stromer-Galley and
Muhlberger 2009). Herbst (2010) finds substargiatience that discomfort surrounding
political talk is produced by incivility, especilhimong young people. In a survey of
undergraduates in a state university system, aleizortion of students characterize
discourse among people of different political ss@as disrespectful. Open-ended
responses reveal fears of verbal assaults whenggbolitics and a perception that others
approach discussions with “arrogance and certdimtyis research suggests it is not
debate or argument or even conflict which undersimevillingness to engage in pro-
deliberative behavior, but rather the uncivil, adgliberative tactics that are employed in

discourse.

Theory: Two Modes by Which Incivility I nduces Anti-deliberative Behavior

MacKuen et al. (2010) include fidelity to preexmgfiviews, failure to seek and
listen to alternative opinions, and a reduced mgiliess to compromise as examples of
anti-deliberative behavior produced through feedinganger. | argue that exposure to
uncivil political talk produces such anti-delibevatbehavior, via anger. Additionally, |
argue that incivility is further detrimental to teliberative process in that it propagates
even more uncivil political talk. Exposure to initity breeds more incivility.

There are two modes through which political infation can, via anger, induce
anti-deliberative behavior and breed an increasedgmsity to utilize uncivil language
and rhetoric: (1) the vilification of views and gadians of the opposing side rallies

together partisans of the same ilk in anger, w@)esimultaneously angering and
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offending partisans of the other side, who reaatdbseating to existing views and

responding with incivility.

Mode 1: Target Aversion and the “Mob Effect”

Mimicking the language and behavior of the med& tne is exposed to is well-
established in the political communication literatg.e., Zaller 1992; Layman and
Carsey 2002; Jamieson and Capella 2009). Medesdidve a significant influence on
the opinions of their audiences, and when commersiaarget certain individuals,
groups, or ideas, this antipathy is relayed toeatindience (Barker 2002). As Mutz (2007)
argues, incivility creates disdain for opposingasewith more intense incivility
correlated with views that the opposing side haglinus motives. A willingness to listen
to or actually consider the views of the other s&deot like to happen when the views are
considered illegitimate (Mutz 2006, 2007), and ad eonsequence is a refusal to
compromise.

Beyond convincing audiences that the oppositidhasl” and that their views
should not be weighed, uncivil discourse also ilegttes the use of uncivil language and
behavior in political talk—after all, if elites orirists are engaged in such behavior, it
follows that such behavior is acceptable or evaressary. Herbst (2010) argues that
incivility is used as a weapon of sorts, to rileli@nces up in anger concerning the “other
side” by reminding followers how “bad” the othedsiis; negative words and
associations (i.e., “socialism”) are used stratdtyco mobilize because they are cues the
audience understands, and are averse to. By cimpéwese concepts to opponents,
elites create disdain for their targets, legitimize use of uncivil language and set it as

example behavior, all the while mobilizing theitiéovers in anger. | refer to this as the
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“mob effect” as individuals are induced to “joirf ion the targeting of opposition views
and individuals in an uncivil fashion by the denmmation of the opposing side by like-
minded individuals.

What is not clear is if the “mob effect” is the uéisof negative emotions, where
incivility generates aversion towards a targeif drsimply a mimicking effect, whereby
witnessing like-minded individuals utilize inciwi legitimizes and inspires others to
adopt uncivil language. | call the strong, negatealings towards a target that are
potentially induced by like-minded uncivil commefigrget aversion.” | will investigate
whether a “mob effect” occurs with exposure todikended incivility, and, if so, whether

target aversion is the driving force.

Mode 2: Perpetrator Aversion and the “Retaliatioffdt”

Partisanship is much a part of many people’s ithe(Echuessler 2000), and like
any type of personal identity—whether it be gendaee, or geography—nblanket insults
about partisans of certain stripes are likely femd, especially when coming from
partisans of the other camp. It is not a great teagxpect people who are offended to be
unwilling to carefully weigh the claims made, and¢ject any notion of finding
common ground. This point, though not empiricalcked, has been suggested by many
scholars; Strahan and Wolf (2012), example, supfiwge“[ijnteractions characterized
by challenges, name-calling, disagreements, aedruytions usually lead to entrenched
positions rather than compromise. When opponeptsatéacked, especially when those
attacks are made public, they respond by diggirtg olefend their own position rather

than seeking out common ground.”

20



It is also not a great leap to expect the offertdea@spond in kind. Philips and
Smith (2004) have found the most common emotioree&pced by individuals offended
by incivility in everyday life is anger, and thatgered individuals react with
retribution—perhaps with incivility. Thus, due ts bffending nature and ability to
induce anger, one uncivil act breeds another. iEmst surprising; as anyone who has
been insulted by a personal attack or an attadkar her views knows, there is an
impetus to return the favor, not to concede thegteator has a point. And, when,
conditions are right, it only takes a spark to tzeafire. | call the strong, negative
feelings towards a person who makes a disagreeableil comment “perpetrator
aversion.” When a person experiencing “perpetratersion” feels compelled to “return
the favor” and act uncivil in kind, | refer to thas the “retaliation effect.”

There is some empirical evidence to suggest ttesrovhen incivility is present
in political discourse. Papacharissi (2004), utiliga natural experiment of politics-
themed Internet newsgroups (which are like Intechet rooms but feature asynchronous
responses and thus tend to be more deliberativéhaadhtful) finds that discussions of
policy are generally civil and polite in the newsgps, until an uncivil post is made by a
discussant. Following this, other respondents reaatedly, utilizing incivility
themselves, before the conversation eventuallymstio a more civil tone following
interventions by members of the discussion.

This “retaliation effect” can be seen at the mdexel as well; as Herbst (2010,
53-57) notes, Sarah Palin’s use of incivility oe #8008 campaign trail had the effect of
electrifying and bonding supporters (in accordanitk the “mob effect”) while

simultaneously eliciting angry responses from Derratsc While uncivil language rallies
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one side via anger by reminding them how bad thosg disagree with are, those whose
identify with the “other side” are angered as visgllthe charges and insults made. The
other side, in a sense, is instigated into reactirag uncivil fashion. Ultimately, aversion
to the claims being made, despite who or whatdlget is, connects the presentation to
the political information to the use of incivility the expression of political views.
Having established what exactly anti-deliberabebavior is, and provided an
argument as to exposure to uncivil political digseumight induce anti-deliberative
thinking in individuals, the “so what?” questiofillsemains. So what if the public is
close-minded? So what if they do not compromisé wéch other in message boards?
Why should we care if they are uncivil to each otred cannot find any middle ground?
In the next two sections, | explain that a publithvanti-deliberative views will affect the
functioning of government, via influencing elites\d restrict the “wisdom of the

multitude” that comes about through open deliberati

Holding Their Feet to the Fire: How an Uncivil Public Influences Elite Behavior

While the public may take its cues from elites ([@al992), less willingness
among non-elites (especially active partisansptagromise with opposing arguments,
and even regard them as legitimate, can reinfdreget sentiments among elites (or bind
them to them). As Jacobson (2000) contends, tHatiwaship between mass and elite
partisan consistency is inherently interactive.ti@#ers and Abramowitz (2004) argue
that the growing polarization and involvement ai\ge partisans may “reinforce

ideological extremism among party leaders...[presguithem] to support their party’s
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ideological principles and to eschew moderatiopursuit of electoral succe$s
Because the electoral (especially in party prinsaaied caucuses) and financial support
of party activists is needed, polarization amoreséhindividuals has a polarizing effect
on party politics (Layman, Carsey, and Horowitz @00

The extent to which partisans in the electorath@s any thoughts of
compromise with the “other side” is problematic gldonot be understated. Scholars
have found that the transparency of debate amatag elffects policy decision-making
(Chambers 2005; Levy 2005); because representdaeépressure to placate their
partisan base when speaking in public, openneskténdeliberation has been shown to
increase partisan polarization. As Stasavage (281@fes, “[p]ublicity of debate may
prompt representatives to use their actions oestants as signals that they are being
faithful to constituent interest... [and thereforepresentatives are much more likely to
engage in a free exchange of opinions and infoonatithey express these opinions in
private.” Stasavage adds that this does not jysydp elected officials, as all members
of government likely have a “more intrinsic neegyghological or other, to retain the
esteem of a constituency by adhering to an idecéddine.” Thus, public debates are
limited in their usefulness. As elites’ effortspgiease constituents derail their
negotiations with each other, and can potentialhkenthe situation worse, the use of
incivility and fidelity to party views by one side please the base will likely lead to
greater polarization on the issue at hand.

The knowledge that the public can influence sesesitegotiations between elites

is not new, and attempts have been made to inselisgs from public opinion during

12 Although they dispute the claim that there hasifigmt polarization among the general public, Fiar
and Abrams also note that more “openness” in gauent has allowed more ideologically extreme
individuals to influence government in new ways.
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debates over divisive issues. For example, duhedonstitutional Convention, all
deliberations were to be conducted in completeesgcoutside of the public eye
(Chambers 2005). Secret deliberations were deemegsaary because the delegates felt
honest discourse was needed--and that meant dedegjaduld feel free to offer their
thoughts, and change their minds, without feaebtike. Today, the public is likely to
reject the process of “secret” negotiations, andeno news media and technology
enable the public’s ability to do this. The repabh system the founders intended, in
which the opinions of the public would be “filterettirough their representatives in the
government, has over time been replaced with a wtioeet role for the public in
influencing policy. U.S. senators are now direetlgcted by the public, slates of electors
cast their votes for presidential candidates iretance with the popular vote in each
state, and the development (and dramatic growtkgiehtific public opinion polls
provide a means for the public to give feedbadh&ir representatives in between
elections:® In short, the publiexpectheir representatives to vote, think, and act ag th
do, and they have means of enforcing this.

In the summer of 2011, for example, Congress fdrebipartisan “super
committee,” charged with reducing the federal defiby $1.5 trillion over a decadé.
Debt talks between President Obama and Speakke ¢fduse John Boehner had failed
earlier in the year, resulting in Standard & Podog/ngrading the United States’ triple-A
credit rating. Aware that the message of “no compse” from the bases of both the
Democratic and Republican parties had derailedDib@ma-Boehner negotiations, the

White House hoped that “back-room” negotiationtssme of the public eye between a

13 As Sunstein (2009) points out, for the first timénuman history, something like direct democraag c
(and is) occurring, where the public can providdydeedback and instructions to the government.
14 See Tama (2011) for report on the “secret” negjotia.
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committee of six Democrats and six Republicansatedd to a “grand bargain.” Faced
with impending automatic, across-the-board “triggeductions if an agreement was not
made, much was at stake in the “super committe€udisions. Other lawmakers,
lobbyists, and the public were angered by thetfaattthe discussion were being held in
secret, sheltered from public feedback—and a posmtich more transparency was
made!® However, details of the negotiations were ledkadd lobbyist and activist
groups trying to protect benefits and tax breakswith members of the super-
committee throughout negotiatiofsWhen the negotiations ultimately failed, liberatla

conservative groups alike hailed it as a triumph hieir side did not “compromisé®

“Public Speakers” and Web 2.0

The “super committee” failure teaches us thattetkofficials conducting
important negotiations in secrecy is not goingealsolution for getting around a
divided public. Given that some “open governmenilf eccur with such negotiations,
whether intended or not, the public will have ard\ polarized public, unwilling to
accept compromise, can derail these negotiationsdisting officials on their “side”
sticks to their guns. Constituents who reject campse and middle-ground solutions are
expected to hold their representatives in governrtetnese same standards. Obduracy
alone among the public puts pressure on their septative to avoid compromise in
policy debates; however, when people believe timattews alternative to their own are
illegitimate or dangerous, compromise becomes equaith something like treason. To

the extent that it induces an anti-deliberativeispmong the public, uncivil political

15 See Pear (2011) and Riley (2011).

®See Parkinson (201E8nd Bouldan et al. (2011).
" See Pear (2011)

18See Herb (2011).

25



discourse has the potential to significantly lieniid complicate elites’ negotiations on
sensitive, controversial policy matters.

This is especially important given that the cdnsits most likely to provide
feedback to politicians (via the voting booth, dest and checkbook) are those who are
most likely to engage in political discussions (Rusone and Hansen 1993). It is true
that most people do not actively engage in politigdiberation. Yet, in the age of the
Internet, they become the audience of those whdf gou use the Internet to read news,
or utilize a social networking site like Faceboibks very difficult to avoid seeing other
people’s political comments. When these commemsnabued with incivility, you
become the audience to uncivil political talk.

For example, you could right this moment visit thebsite of théNew York Times
(nyt.com), the “paper of record,” and open up atal opinion piece. Scroll down to
the end of the article and look at the comments@edn all likelihood, many of the
comments will feature incivility. Twenty years agpmlitical opinion pieces featured in
theNew York Timeprobably did not sound or seem too different ttienone you just
opened; what has changed is the prominence anditybadf other people’s political
thoughts—which more often than not include inctyjlad hominem attacks, and little
filter.

The incredible democratization of political comrmuation via Web 2.0 that has
redefined the “public sphere” has serious drawbackbvidual people’s willingness to
use incivility has extended beyond private conva@reg, and is now available for public
consumption. Hyperbole and uncivil rhetoric are mestricted to the dinner table or

muttered among a few like-minded friends at a putey-tare posted on websites of all
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types, every day, all of the time. It is not anrmstatement to say avoiding uncivil
political talk on the Internet is much more difficto do than finding it, nor is it to say
that most political talk on the Internet will inwa some incivility"® As bad and as
plentiful as incivility may be in elite-run poliét media (and, as | will show, it has a
significant role in inducing the use of incivilitya public willing to use incivility, armed
with the means to broadcast their political opisiom large audiences, adds some
permanence to the connection between politicalaatkincivility—there is almost no
escaping it. Even if you do not respond to anyhefcomments you see irNew York
Timesopinion piece, you were exposed to the uncivilnetaof others. Perhaps most
Americans are merely in the audience of nasty endonversations, rather than active
participants. Yet if incivility does affect peopdewillingness to compromise or whether
or not they see legitimacy in views different froneir own, then the use of incivility in
the political talk ofsomehas the power to affect the behavior and viewgahtmany.

The ubiquity of incivility in online political disgssions can affect the political
behavior of those in the audience--whether it havoting booth or with their pocket
book. An anti-deliberative spirit amongst a dividgdctorate, with both sides unopened
to compromise and considering the other side’s sjeke more likely to send
representatives to Washington who share the “ngocomise” spirit (Wolf et al. 2012).
Mann and Ornstein (2012), addressing the hyperrdgeld and dysfunctional Washington
climate, write:

Paradoxically, the public’s undifferentiated disgw#h Congress, Washington,

and “the government” in general is part of the ol not the basis of a solution.

In never-ending efforts to defeat incumbent offelers in hard times, the public
is perpetuating the source of its discontent, elga new group of people who

9 political communication scholars find that indityilin online political discussions is widespread
(Sobieraj and Berry 2010; Borah 2013).
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are even less inclined to or capable of crafting@mmmise solutions to pressing

problems.

“Confrontation” rather than “compromise” has bela spirit of the most recent
Congresses, and has been increasing (Abramowi) 20dwever, | disagree with Mann
and Ornstein that the driving factor of this is*andifferentiated disgust” with
Washington and politicians in general among memogtise public. Rather, it is disgust
focused on the politicians and the party opposioown. As Mann and Ornstein point
out, the Tea Party Republicans elected to Conghaisisg the 2010 midterm elections
were done so in part because they promised to uradeircumstances compromise with
Democrats and the Obama Administration. The TeyBanantra, more or less, is “no
compromise,” and a central goal of the movemetu islefeat” policy initiatives (and
politicians) believed to morally wrong and illegiate.

It is easy to single out the Tea Party as thenessef the problem, but the spirit of
no compromise extends beyond (and predates) TeéadRguporters. A public that wishes
to see one side defeated rather than problemsdselVeget what it asks for. And a
public that utilizes uncivil tactics in discoursancaffect elite behavior even more
directly: through the open use of incivility, comsénts can disrupt public deliberative
forums or compel politicians to avoid them altogeth-as was the case with the summer
of 2010 health care reform “town meetings” (Her2310).

To the extent that incivility and polarizatioredyoth a function of each other,
then use of incivility by the electorate has théeptial to disrupt, complicate, and
prevent negotiations between elites in both paties issues in which little common
ground exists to begin with. If the voting publiamors for red meat, and want their

representatives to toe the party line at all cqmiBticians will give them what they want.
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Furthermore, the public’s use of incivility in th@e instances when representative and
constituent can directly communicate is likelyead to representatives avoid direct
interactions with constituents—a cornerstone otibdipan government—and pursue
policy without this input. If elite negotiations @vimportant but controversial issues are
to be transparent and successful, the public isimed)to be open to middle-ground
policies. Partisans must be open to their reprasigas compromising with the “other

side”—or at least willing to accept instances whwezir representatives do compromise.

The Importance of Public Deliberation

Public input in policy debates is important—butqtsality too depends on civility
in discourse. Within the many arguments made biasoommentators and academics
alike for why civility in political talk is importat is the idea that it is good for public
deliberation. Scholars have expressed the sentithanha lack of civility in political
discourse can be detrimental to deliberative pmeeéKingwell 1995). When norms of
civility are adhered to, Jamieson and Hardy (2&®)ain, “areas of agreement and
disagreement are clarified, the collective undewditeg of the issue at hand is reinforced,
and judgment is based on prejudice, force, or'f@ut why is deliberation amongst non-
elites important? Public deliberation, which Luskimd Fishkin (2002) define as “a
process of learning, thinking, and talking aboutqyoand electoral choices,” is an
essential component for a well-functioning demograthe idea that the public can
collectively produce better public policy througglideration has a long and illustrious
history of supporters, including John Stuart Mllirgen Habermas, and Hannah Arendt.

Even Aristotle promoted the idea of public deliliena, arguing inPolitics that regime
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guality is in part based on the extent to whichqyal based on superb deliberation—the
“wisdom of the multitude” (Wilson 2011).

Perhaps the most influential argument for the irfgpae deliberation was made
by John Stuart Mill irOn Liberty Mill (1998/1859), writing that “[a]ll silencingfo
discussion is an assumption of infallibility,” wead about the loss of individuality and
creativity in the face of collective identity. Healkes the case that no opinion should be
suppressed, should that opinion actually have rdespite being held by a minority. Mill
draws directly from Aristotle and the Athenian espece in developing his argument for
wisdomen mass¢€Mansbridge 1999), proposing that when individyakubjectivity,
and creativity are unrestricted, and when the rargginions are “collated” together, we
can expect the best possible collective outcomés foroduced. The American
constitutional system was designed with a simHaught it mind, where, through
deliberation, a heterogeneity of views and inter@siuld collate together to produce
policy “for the general benefit of the whole comntyyi (Sunstein 2009, 36).

It is from this line of thought that many make tteese for deliberation—that true
innovation can occur when various ideas and via@®penly exchanged and
considered. Less abstractly, more practical ends haen attributed to deliberation,
namely better citizens and better laws. As Wari®96) explains, deliberation is a
process, “wherein the point is to increase theityuat democratic judgments through
widespread citizen participation in multiple puldigheres, both within and between the
institutions of state, economy, and civil societiywill briefly go over some of the
support for and against the capability of the dehibive process to deliver these

democratic goods.
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Better Citizens, Better Laws

The concept that “public spiritedness” or activgagement in the public sphere
can make citizens “better” is a view promoted byl Mvith roots in the observations of
Alexis de Tocqueville (Mansbridge 1999). Contengpgmpolitical science research
provides empirical evidence that deliberation prasuhigher levels of political efficacy,
more informed judgments, and more participation (iGastil 2000; Guttmann and
Thompson 1996). Political sophistication levelsnafividuals increase when they take
part in deliberation, with individuals becoming re@onsistent in the rationality they
apply to political issues (Gastil and Dillard 1999)

If deliberation improves democratic citizens ariizens affect public policy, then
it follows that political deliberation can also ingwe public policy. More informed,
reflective participatory citizens make more infodneeflective democratic decisions. In
contemporary studies of political deliberation, @sgread support has been made for the
idea that better public policy is a likely resultdeliberative citizens (i.e., Gastil 2000,
Page 1996). After analyzing the results of a “Dalgtive Polling” event in Britain,
Luskin, Fishkin, and Jowell (2002) conclude thaartgipating in deliberations and other
aspects of the event provide the opportunity amdesmcentive for citizens to spend time
working towards their own, more considered opinidrise result, in the aggregate, is a
picture of a better informed and more thoughtfublpuopinion.”

Luskin and Fishkin (2002) claim deliberation prods more sophisticated,
tolerant, and participatory citizens, by first hefpthem to better understand their own
interests, providing them with a better understagaf the “public interest,” generating

more “public spiritedness,” increasing individudlaudible expression of preferences,”

31



and helping to increase appreciation and suppoddmocratic processes. However, the
work of Luskin and Fishkin has received a fair amtaaf criticism, usually concerning
the nature of deliberative polling (i.e., Parkin&fi06), which raises the question of
whether people want—or even can—deliberate andawgotheir political sophistication
in the process (Hibbing and Theiss-Moore 2002).

Mutz (2006) notably argues that there are drawdazlpublic deliberation. She
demonstrates that rather than producing a vibpanticipatory citizenry, exposure to
alternative views leads tessparticipation. Mutz shows that when people areocoed
within an environment where their preexisting vieaws reinforced and the views of the
“other side” are portrayed as wrong or illegitimatesir willingness to participate is
bolstered by a certainty in the “correctness” @fitiviews. When people are exposed to
alternative views, and consider them viable, tleatainty is reduced, along with the
motivation to participate. Mutz concludes, howevkat it is the fear of social
repercussions which limits the extent to whichwidlials speak freely, and that the
tension that exists between participatory and deditive practices can be reduced should
norms be developed for handling differences re$piéctn discourse (149-150).
Integrating civility into political conversationsould be a big step towards making the
exchange of views more respectful. Additionallyo8ter-Galley and Muhlberger (2009)
find that disagreement per se is not related redluoativation to deliberate. This
suggests that another factor —which | contendegtiesence of incivility in discourse—
is responsible for reducing the motivation to deddie. Civility in political talk,
therefore, may be the key to generating productelderation, as well as reconciling a

participatory spirit with deliberation.
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Becoming politically active via deliberation is amengful, as participating in a
political event once can lead to more habitualipigdtion—although studies have linked
habitual participation with casting a vote (Gerlfgreen, and Scahcar 2003), talking
about politics helps individuals overcome ratioigalorance, an informational
impediment to participation (Rosenstone and Had883). Even if deliberation fails to
improve or motivate democratic participation, hoeg\there is an argument that it can
still have a positive effect on public policy. Imeir seminal work on the rationality of
collective policy preferences, Page and Shapir@Z)fnake the argument for collective
deliberation:

... in which the public as a collectivity reasons atjaolicy, and collective public

opinion becomes something more than the a surmiodividual parts...Given the

limited effort and resources that any one individigan—or would want to—
devote to politics, a system of collective deliltienais needed so that people
arrive at preferences reflecting the relevantsfacid the realities of political
causation: that is, preferences for policies tipgtrapriate means to achieve the

ends they seek (363)

This point highlights the importance of deliberatio democratic society; if citizen
competence is low, public discourse becomes evar mecessary to organize and guide
collective preferences.

Deliberation can also serve as a means througthvgalicy on controversial
issues gets crafted. As Delli Carpini et al. (2004j}e,

In an era of great divisiveness over policy issared partisan positions, the

traditional tools of electoral and legislative aueas to collective decision making

remain essential. But they have also become deeatloar have alienated large
parts of America. Public deliberation has emerged potentially valuable way
of breaking (or at least sidestepping) this deddloc

This last point relates to the discussion to follawan era of high partisanship, might

public deliberation be the key to compromise whiemvpoints are entrenched?f

201 uskin and Fishkin (2002) make a slightly differgaint that deliberation is a means through which
respect can be fostered between individuals wiffoejmg viewpoints. However, that claim rests ugon t
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discourse is kept civil, might the public be aldeehcourage and contribute to solutions
to the country’s gravest problems—such as redui@dgral spending deficits—rather
than contributing to partisan deadlock? An avemueugh which to “fix Washington”
may not begin with changing Washington culture atlye but increasing pro-deliberative
behavior among the public.

The public’s ability to collectively produce “bettpolicy” is limited if the public
is largely polarized into two camps and neithewiling to consider what the other camp
has to say. In sum, the use of incivility by noitesl inhibits the extent to which
“collective wisdom” is produced through public deration. If incivility in political talk
induces anti-deliberative behavior, then understanaihat induces the use of incivility
IS an important question to answer. First, howeies,necessary to define what is meant

by “political incivility,” which | do in the next sction.

Defining and I dentifying I ncivility

What counts as incivility in politics is said to imeeye of the beholder (Herbst
2010). A central issue in works dealing with intityiin political discourse is defining
what it means to be uncivil—specifically, the poattwhich discourse has crossed the
line of merely being negative to being uncivil. $vhj and Berry (2010) define civil
political discourse as “political argumentation w@erized by speakers who present
themselves as reasonable and courteous, treatamgtleose with whom they disagree as
though they and their ideas are worthy of respdgtis vies with the definition used by

Mutz (2006) that “a civil orientation [in discouids one that does not duck conflict

assumption that true, real deliberation is possibke hyper polarized society where respect fowsie
opposed to one’s own is anemic. As | argue belodvsdmow throughout this project, respect seems far
more a prerequisite for deliberation than a resiit.
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entirely, but that simultaneously embraces the m@mze of maintaining social
relationship,” (75).

Yet, when discourse is “reasonable” and “embrécesnaintenance of social
relationships” is still subjective. However, asady on public perceptions of incivility in
American politics conducted by Allegheny Collegewk, the American public is largely
in agreement over certain types of claims in pmitdiscourse qualifying as unci/il
(Shea 2010). Furthermore, theoretical directiomsdentifying incivility has begun to
emerge over time; a number of studies in the cagmpadvertising and media and politics
literatures have considered the effects of ingitin the electorate, differentiating “civil
negative” claims from “uncivil negative” claims.iékin and Kenney (2008),
distinguishing between “mudslinging” and “legitireategativity,” define mudslinging as
the “presentation of campaign information thatislevant to governing, and the
presentation of campaign information in harshdstit, and shrill manner.” Brooks and
Geer (2007), distinguishing civil negative claimgrh uncivil negative claims, define
uncivil statements as those which include “claihe &are inflammatory or superfluous.”
In an experimental test of how exposure to mediatemvil discourse affects individual's
level of political trust, Mutz and Reeves (2005¢mdionalize incivility as exchanges that
include “gratuitous asides that suggested a lacksgdect and/or frustration with the

opposition.”

ZLThe Allegheny study asked individuals if they bedid various activities to qualify as incivility. €h
following behaviors were widely viewed as unciBklittling or insulting someone (89 percent), conmise
about someone’s race or ethnicity (89 percentsqel attacks on someone you disagree with (87
percent), shouting over someone you disagree witingl an argument (85 percent), comments about
someone’s sexual orientation (81 percent), inteimgmsomeone you disagree with in a public forum (7
percent), manipulating the facts about an issyeeteuade others (77 percent), and questioning Suarso
patriotism because they have a different opinidhg@rcent).
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What the public generally seems to believe coastsncivil political talk is
largely in agreement with what has been identified operationalized as uncivil political
discourse in the above studies. Collectively, tt@@mon themes emerge from these
definitions: uncivil claims must be disrespectimvirds their target, must do so in a
purposeful, confrontational manner, and must begied in a hyperbolic nature.
Suggesting that you do not have respect for a payspeople is the most basic element
of uncivil discourse. Making it clear through commeethat you do not hold a person or
persons in high esteem is not equivalent to diglilsomeone—it is possible to dislike
someone but still respect her or certain qualghes possesses.

Uncivil comments can be thought of as those thahot be consistent with
suggesting respect for the candidate. If a persene ' comment that, “the candidate’s
policies are bad, and are not what the country :i@gtit now, but | generally respect
her, and believe her to generally be an honest;intehtioned, and reasonable
individual,” she is saying something negative alibatcandidate that is still consistent
with the latter part of the sentence that suggesisect. However, if she were to
comment, “[tjhe candidate is a lying, foolish raaibent on destroying America, but |
generally respect her, and believe her to geneallgn honest, well-intentioned, and
reasonable individual,” the negative assessmethigrfirst part of the sentence is entirely
inconsistent with the latter half.

Lacking respect for an individual, in it of itsetfoes not qualify as uncivil
behavior—for a person to engage in uncivil disceuhg or she must be “actively
disrespectful.” Incivility is therefore not synonwgens with disrespect, as it is possible to

disrespect someone but still engage her in amianer. Incivility is a particular type of
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disrespect in which contempt is made clear thraagions, where something
disrespectful is done. Being uncivil is not a passnterprise; if uncivil discourse
involves claims that are gratuitous, strident, axflhmmatory, then it is expected that the
nature of such claims are obvious and deliberate.

Uncivil language is words and phrases that ararlgleneant to insult and
demonstrate a lack of respect. It is here thatitfierence between disliking and
disrespecting becomes clear—for example, if a pessesponse when asked what she
likes and dislikes about Candidate A is “nothingtdeverything,” she is suggesting she
does not hold a favorable view of Candidate A,iburtot saying anything disrespectful
about Candidate A. Uncivil behavior is thus differéom other types of behavior that
are considered disrespectful, such as rudeness-hwiagy be unintentional—and
passive aggressive behavior, which may not be olsvamd may go unnoticed.

Incivility in political discourse also tends tovea hyperbolic nature.
Deliberately saying something bad about Candidateight suggest you do not like or
even respect her, yet it also might be a legitinpaiat—it could qualify as a claim that is
civil negative. With few exceptions, what differgtés a civil negative claim from
uncivil negative claim is hyperbole—uncivil talkngs to be an exaggerated, embellished
version of civil negative talk and the “disrespattelement is made clear. For example,
claiming “Candidate A lacks many of the qualitiexassary to be successful in office,
and her policies are not impressive,” is negatwedvil. However, adding hyperbole,
the claim becomes, “Candidate A is a horrible,dyibad person who is the worst
candidate in the history of the office and hasdtmbest policies | have ever seen.”

While the central claim that you do not believe thadidate is fit for office and has
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unimpressive policies remains intact, just how dlagl is has been exaggerated to an

insulting and unrealistic extent.

Operationalizing Incivility

While civil negative language has been differéatidrom uncivil negative
language (Brooks and Geer 2007; Fridkin and Ker2@§8), the methods of
operationalizing such have been a matter of deBaigkin and Kenney (2006) critique
the operationalization of mudslinging by Jacksod &ides (2005), arguing some topics
such as references to the Washington establishamelnseeming out of touch with voters
gualify as legitimate negativity, as long as they presented in an otherwise civil
manner. Sigelman and Park (2007), critiquing tHgesttive element involved in coders
judging a statement as civil or uncivil (speciflgahe work of Brooks and Geer 2007),
use a computer program that functions as a dimeabkgzoring system to determine
whether presidential campaign ads cross the liteeineivility by rating the words in ads
on how “unpleasant” and “nasty” they are. The mdtbbrelying on a computer program
to code incivility in considerably limited as itrmaot take context into consideratith.
Given my wish to evaluate the opinions of indivityavhich are likely to include
content far more heterogeneous and dissimilar thampaign ads, accounting for context
is all the more important. However, it is accutt@tsay that the “I know it when | see it”
approach is not a rigorous enough test of civility.

Fortunately, studies on incivility provide somedinetical directions for how to

identify uncivil discourse by describing speciflements that characterize it. Brooks and

%2 By Sigelman and Park’s own admission, their progigentifies words deemed “unpleasant” but not
negation, a claim such as, “l do not think the ¢daig: has a dishonest bone in her body,” would be
deemed uncivil, due to the word “dishonest” beingsgnt, despite the fact that the claim was meelnét
flattering.
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Geer (2007) operationalize incivility by adding pi@d insults to civil negative,

opponent-focused messages, including “dishoneseartless,” and “cowardly.” Mutz

and Reeves similarly operationalize incivility tbgh the addition of gratuitous asides to

otherwise civil exchanges. These elements arepacated into the list of ways civility

can be breached in mediated political discourseldged by Sobieraj and Berry (2010).

Table 2-1: Incivility Index

Criteria of Incivility Example Type Example Statement

Claim
Criterion 1: “Namecalling,| The candidate| Civil “The candidate has not told the
Mockery, and Character | may not have | Negative | truth to the American people abo
Assassination” been his voting record.”
Additional superfluous | completely Uncivil | “The unethicaland_deceitful
adverbs and adjectives | sincere Negative | candidate has not told the truth tc
which add no new the American people about his
information, but are voting record.”
purposefully insulting,
belittling, and
condescending
Criterion 2: “Spin and Candidate’s | Civil “The candidate had effective and
Misrepresentative issue positiong Negative | convincing advertisements and
Exaggeration” were out of more money to spend.”
Use of a much more sync with Uncivil “The candidate manipulated the
extreme, inflammatory those of the | Negative | public and_essentially bought the
word or phrase which electorate election”
makes individual or actior
seem more radical,
immoral, or corrupt
Criterion 3: “Histrionics” | Candidate’s | Civil “The election of the candidate ha
Language suggests election is Negative | me worriedabout the direction of
individual or group should somewhat the country
be feared or is responsibleworrisome
for sadness. Also includes Uncivil “I| fear for what will happen to this
thoughts that are Negative | country if the candidate is elected.

purposefully exaggerated
through uppercase letters
and multiple exclamation
points

It will be a sadday for America.
-and-
“WE SHOULD ALL BE

*The civil/uncivil claims are adapted from an exaenpsed by Brooks and Geer (2006); Brooks and Geer
used “my opponent” where | put “the candidate.”
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Both of the descriptions provided by Sobieraj ardrig (2010) and Mutz and
Reeves (2005) include elements that describe vestaahples of incivility (i.e., eye-
rolling, raised voices, violent waving of the haneft.). However, my concern in this
study is only with use of uncivil language and el displays that are made through
text, which is increasingly relevant in the worldnew media and social networking. It is
therefore sufficient to develop an index to gaugsmility that specifically applies to
language. Utilizing the definitions and dimensiahsncivility that apply to language
developed in these studies, | have developed awilitycindex to follow (as well as
constrain) when coding statements, which can be isekill in Table 2.1.

Following Brooks and Geer (2007), | contend thahai nearly every uncivil
claim exists a civil, central message. What difféigges civil discourse from uncivil
discourse is the extent to which certain ideastiessed or radicalized. Superfluous
adverbs and adjectives with the sole purpose ofting are added into these claims. It's
not justwhatpeople say butowthey say it which differentiates incivility fromwulity
(Mutz and Reeves 2005; Brooks and Geer 2007). Aeion is conspiracy theories
(Criterion 4 in my index), which paint an individua a negative light without any civil
negative basis for such a claim; while conspir&®pties have not been included in
measures used by other incivility studies, Sobienaj Berry (2010) note, retrospectively,
that they should be considered examples of intyvih more detailed description of how
to identify occurrences of incivility in accordaneth each of the criteria is includes in

the Al 2-1 in Appendix 1.
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Conclusion

There is no shortage of issues of concern in Araarpolitics. We are also not
lacking for discussion of these issues—from caklsiprograms to online forums,
problems like the national debt are debatdaauseumWhat is missing, however, is
compromise and consideration of views which diffem preexisting ones. My goal is to
shed some light on how incivility keeps mass paditidiscourse full of partisan
combatants, but few active deliberative citizenghke chapters to follow, | will explore
how the presence of incivility in political talkfatts people’s willingness to deliberate.

Producing a better understanding of how incivilitydiscourse affects the
deliberative process is worth undertaking for tleéioal reasons, but there are practical
reasons for this analysis as well. Incivility hasne to be utilized more in political
discourse among the populace than it has in trentgmasts. Changes in political and
media culture are the likely culprits, with polatzparties and hyperbolic, niche political
media encouraging the use of incivility among thbéljz. Furthermore, the ability for
mass interpersonal communication via the Interndtsicial networking sites makes an
uptick in incivility more important than it has e previous eras. In the next chapter, |
will show evidence of an uptick in the use of inlify in political talk since the 1970s,

and discuss the implications of this trend.
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Chapter 3: Incivility over Time

The media often report that the public believeditj in politics has declined®
and studies indicate that this is largely true €¢s2@10; Herbst 2010). References to a
“civility crisis” abound, and communities have tak&eps to rectify what they perceive
as a civil discourse deficif. As Sapiro (1999, 3) explains, a crisis in ciyilis one in
which “civility has declined in such a way as tovbainfortunate effects for the
functioning of democracy by making members lesfofiengaging in democratic
politics, and less able to deliberate with eacleotiemocratically.” Are we experiencing
a “civility crisis”? The first step to answeringsiguestion is to determine whether the
use of incivility in political discourse has actlyahcreased.

Political scientists also assume that a dechr@olitical civility has taken place,
without empirically testing this claim (SigelmandaRark 2007). This is in part because
showing an uptick in incivility is an empiricallyhallenging thing to do, due to changes
in context and norms over time (Herbst 2010, aruir8d.999). Even studying incivility
statically poises challenges; as Sapiro (1999¢stédkclontemporary social science
research on civility practices and perceptions figstematic evidence that what
constitutes civility is culturally constructed, d¢ertually driven, and depends on the
social standing and placement of those involvedil@rly, Herbst (2010) contends that

strict standards of civility do not exist, and ditnces in context over time make it

% For instance, in a piece BNN news personality Jack Cafferty, a poll indicatihgt Americans believe
civility has declined is presented as evidencewfity disappearing in American politics:
http://caffertyfile.blogs.cnn.com/2011/06/21/whyamerica-becoming-nastier-2/

% Howard County, Maryland, for example, recentlyrialned a “civility initiative” in order to encourage
civil interactions between citizens (Kelly 2009).
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impossible to determine if contemporary Americahtigs is less civil than it has been in
the past.

These arguments have merit—demonstrating that isareculture in 2012 is
more uncivil than American culture in 1812 or 1942 very difficult, if not impossible
thing to do, and egregious examples of incivilinde found in almost any era of
American history. Oftentimes, whether some actigilifies as “uncivil,” such as civil
disobedience or an accusation of racism, is eptg@bjective (Mendelberg 2009; Sapiro
1999). Yet an examination of trends in incivilglgould not be completely abandoned.
Specifically, an examination of whether incivility political discourse has grown more
common within the contemporary era can and shoelddmpleted rigorously for the
following reasons:

1. Trends in party polarization and media narrowcgsitincontemporary history
provide theoretical expectations for an increag@énuse of incivility within the
last four decades

2. Empirically assessing whether or not use of inttivivhen talking politics among
the general population has increased within théecoporary era is possible, as
modern scientific surveys provide data to test tiyggothesis, and contexts such
as language are more or less consistent withierthéi.e., terms such as “war
monger” and “radical” are as much relevant as negaéferences in 2012 as they
were in 1972).

3. Whether people are more uncivil when talking patithowadays might matter

more than it did in past, thanks in part to thednét. Interpersonal
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communication between many different peoples caanbeveryday occurrence

for a common person.
In this chapter, | present evidence that inciyiiit political discourse is on the rise. |
describe two trends that that would lead us to etx@e uptick in political incivility has
occurred, review existing research suggesting ilitgivias increased, before presenting
evidence that the use of incivility among the gahpopulation when talking politics has
grown over the last few decades. The data | useegpondents’ evaluations of
candidates and parties from the cumulative timeselata file from the American
National Election Studies.

Why might incivility among the electorate have eased? | next describe the two
trends—partisan polarization and substantial chengée media environment—that

scholar$’ suggest may be driving up uncivil political talkang the public.

Party Polarization since the 1970s

In the last four decades, elite polarization haxekerated. Formerly cross-cutting
issues have come to be entrenched partisan dispuig$he two major parties have
become more ideologically consistent (Abramowitd &aunders 2008; Layman and
Carsey 2002). Polarization in Congress is now tgkdst it has been since the end of
Reconstruction, as demonstrated by Poole and RuEnDW-Nominate scoreS.This
trend in polarization is not limited to officenoldeand candidates; activists associated
with the parties are moving farther apart and beasgmore ideologically extreme as

well (Abramowitz and Saunders 2008). Reflectintegholarization, parties in the

% See Shea and Fiorina (2013).
2| reference the scores made available on Mar@082, at:
http://voteview.com/political_polarization.asp
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electorate are also growing more polarized, withdbepest divisions existing between
the most politically interested and informed ormeitside of the political spectrum
(Layman and Carsey 2002; Abramowitz and Saunddi8;20laassen and Highton
20009).

Numerous studies find that the growing politicalislons between Democrats
and Republicans in the electorate began in thg &8iM0s (Abramowitz and Saunders
2008). Hetherington (2001) shows (using DW-Nomirsatgres) that increases in the
ideological gap between House Democrats and Hoapeliicans began in the mid-
1970s, accelerating since that time, with growintapzation among the electorate
occurring subsequently. Part of this can be trdxaaydk to realignment in Congress--
ideological polarization in Congress sharply begaimcrease with conservative southern
Democrats moving to the Republican Party and licevetheastern Republicans moving
to the Democratic Party, Additionally, Abramowi®20( 3) argues that polarization has
been augmented by the rise of social issues angrtiveng racial and ethnic diversity of

the base of the Democratic Party.

Incivility in Congress

Given that polarization at the elite level likehyggered polarization among the
parties in the electorate, it makes sense to regi@dence of growing incivility among
the former before examining incivility trends amadhg latter. It has been said that
politics has always been uncivil, at least amotigsse who practice it. Political
campaigns especially have a penchant for gettimgndind dirty, regardless of the era

they fall in—there is anecdotal evidence of inatyiin campaigns throughout American
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history (Herbst 2011), and there is a debate ash&ther negativity and incivility in
presidential campaigns in the contemporary ersbkas on an increasing treffd.

The day-to-day behavior of elites is another stbislaner (1993) finds that by the
1980s, use of incivility within the Senate (whidhsttypically been considered more
collegial than the House), had become much moremamm Uslaner (1991) argues
“...the digeneration of civilized discourse makes poomise more difficult. On issues
that are marked by cross-cutting cleavages, stateemsues. Compromise requires
particularly delicate negotiations and willingnésgive competing claims their due.” In
addition to legislative stalemate, Uslaner poinistbat inciviliy among members of
Congress can result in bad policy, if it is thelst voices which get their way.
Relatedly, Schraufnagel (2011) finds that the ongalecline in comity and increase in
incivility in Congress leads to delays in the comfation of federal judicial nominees.

Mann and Ornstein (2012) and Uslaner (1993) argaelawmakers publicly
attacking their colleagues has become common peastince the 1980s, and Jamieson
(1999, 2011) finds that attacks on the integrityhaf president have been common on the
House floor since 1976, which were unheard of edfand. Jamieson suggests that a
change in political campaign culture occurred fwollay the Vietnam War and
Watergate—both Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixorewensidered liars, and Gerald
Ford’s pardon of Nixon invited additional questiorgarding morality and candor of
presidents. Both Ronald Reagan and George H. \\h ®ase marked as liars following
the Iran-Contra Affair, and the presidential cangpaiof 1988 and 1992 brought about

new dimensions of uncivil attacks heretofore netspnt in contemporary elections: the

27 Geer (2006; 2012) argues negativity in campaigrsihcreased, while Buell and Sigelman 2008 and
Sigelman and Lee 2007 argue that there has notdbeear trend.
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guestioning of patriotism and accusations of exénatal affairs, respectively. As
Jacobson (2012) argues, growing party polarizdtesincreased the propensity of elites
in the party out of the White House to regularlplidnge the president’s legitimacy—
each of the last three presidents have faced arg@mifforts to prove that they in some
way “stole” the election that put or kept them ffice.

As the head of government and state, an upticikaivil attacks on the president
is not an innocuous change. For one, as with amytta do with the president, it invites
lots of national attention—Arizona Governor Janvge€s infamous “tarmac spat” with
President Barack Obama and Rep. Joe Wilson (R-I&8tiXieg “you lie!” at the president
during a 2009 speech in front a joint session ai@ess are prime examples. Incidents
like these suggest that a line once though sasredw regularly crossed, and the

changing (or the demise of) norms dictating whaitciseptable discourse.

Changesin the Media since the 1970s

Several trends over the last three decades, alhmh have grown at the expense
of the traditional journalism seen in newspapeus r@ational network newscasts, have
resulted in a media environment considerably dgfiéfrom that of the 1970s. Among
the changes are the development of cable newsxihlesion in popularity of political
talk radio, and the revolutionizing effects of théernet and social media. In the sections
below, | explain how each of these media trend® lasdtered political communication
and might contribute to increasing use of inciyilimong the general public. As the
subsequent data analyses focus on the public’sfuseivility in political talk during
presidential election years, | make note of whigttons became the first to

prominently feature each of these major changéiseémmedia environment.
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New Media and Narrowcasting on Television

Mainstream television news has undergone sigmfichanges since the advent of
cable television. As Prior (2007) describes it, lth@adcast era of television presented
viewing audiences with limited choice, and thugsndminate viewing of news occurred
frequently.. However, with increased choice in pamgming provided by cable
television—overwhelmingly entertainment-oriented-dinduals gained the ability to
create their own individualized media “diet.”

One result of the spread of cable television enta new political knowledge
and patrticipation gap between politically interesteews-junkies” and those with
limited interest in politics and currents eventovgmefer entertainment (Prior 2005;
2007). A second consequence, with the launch oCdt#de News Network (CNN) in
1984 and the addition of two more cable news heaights in MSNBC and the Fox
News in 1996 (both presidential election years3, lbeen the emergence of an era of high
octane, partisan news. The “fragmentation” of olacge network news audiences into
niche populations of news-watchers, often dividggbdlitical orientation, has left media
figures free to say and do things that they coolddo were it necessary to maintain a
broader, heterogeneous audiences. Furthermoreas®ed competition in news—as well
as entertainment options--pushes television newliarte feature uncivil, nasty political
commentary because it draws viewers in. This oceves (or perhaps especially) among
those who become angered by what the informatiesgmted (Mutz and Reeves 2005,
Fallows 1996, Prior 2005, 2007; Delli Carpini andlliams 2001; Sobieraj and Berry
2010; Zaller 1998). Thus, the expansion of telewisiews media allows for selective

exposure to programming which align with preexgtuews and often give accounts
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biased to support these views (Stroud 2008; 2(drhjekon and Capella 2009), and
market factors have pressured these news medectorte increasingly vitriolic and
uncivil.

Mutz and Reeves (2005) find that opinions of oppppartisans and opposing
views become extensively more negative when argtsrae presented in an uncivil
fashion, and, as | argue in the next chapter, tpesure to uncivil political news induces
individuals to utilize incivility when offering theown political opinions. The rise in
nasty, uncivil discourse on cable news not onlyges incivility, but likely feeds into
and increases party polarization; As Mutz (2007gues, “uncivil discourse increases
party polarization by helping partisans think eless of their opponents then they
already did.” Beyond narrowcasting, increases irs&aace and game-centered coverage
also have led to perceptions by partisans whose“gdt” an election that the winning
side won by illegitimate means (Mutz 2007b). EVieorésidential campaigns themselves
have not become more negative, increases in thexage of negative ads in the “new

media” have made them far more salient (Geer 2Q&2gar et al. 2012).

Talk Radio

In 1987, the Federal Communications Commission etige “Fairness
Doctrine,” leading to the explosion and continualpwing popularity of political talk
radio over the last 25 years, dominated by consge/talk shows (Pew Project for
Excellence in Journalism 2010). The end of therfesis Doctrine was critical to the rise
of the contemporary political talk radio, as itddemedia personalities from having to

give airtime to the targets of attacks to rebutrgha (Barker and Knight 2000). From the
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1992 presidential election dRpolitical talk radio has played a major role dgrthe
campaign season.

Sobieraj and Berry (2010) find that talk radiaraj with pundit cable news
produce high-levels of “outrage” political conteBkposure to emotionally-charged,
hyperbolic political talk radio programming, suchTde Rush Limbaugh Shphas an
influential effect on listeners’ political opiniosd political behavior, including visceral
reactions to targets of the programs’ hosts by me&ndicule, caustic language, and
radicalizing positions of their targets (Barker 299002; Hibbing and Theiss-Morse
1998; Jamieson and Capella 2009). As Owen (199€snYb]ecause of the unique
characteristics of the medium, talk [radio] showesienbued with an exceptional
potential to impart information in a manner thavfen emotionally charged.” Owen
argues that talk radio likely intensifies preexigtabstract feelings into strengthened,
emotionally-strident opinions.

In addition, talk radio likely plays a role in iming listeners with uncivil rhetoric
for reuse; as Barker and Knight (2000) point, 6uttalk radio’s most salient
contribution to the national dialogue may be inyidang listeners with rhetorical
ammunition that can be employed in attempting to @xer spouses, friends, and
acquaintances. In essence, political talk radiobmathought to serve the same function
as earlier media in a 1990s version of the two-8tap of communication.” Listeners use
the language and arguments they hear on poliatlakadio in political persuasion

efforts.

% As noted by Hollander (1999), political talk radimnaged to grab the attention of the public, prass
politicians during 1992 presidential election. nked the first presidential election in which tedklio
pundits had large national audiences; Rush Limbauggtional program, for instance, began right atbu
when the 1988 presidential election was takingglaat did not draw 5 million national listenergilin
1990 (Grossberger 1990).

50



The Internet and Interactivity

Following changes in television news and the ghoedttalk radio, an even more
revolutionary trend in media would begin in 1990@se of the Internet. The Internet’s
potential influence as a political communicationsd aobilization tool was thought to
have been realized during the 2000 presidentiatiele—but observers were left
underwhelmed (Schaefer 2002). However, the 200tiefewould see the use of blogs
and news aggregators (Rainie 2005), online grassomordinatiof’ (Best and Krueger
2005), and use of the Internet as source for palithformatiori’ (Pew Research Center
2004) all came to a head. The 2004 campaign caindoght of as the first presidential
election to witness the Internet “come of age” msndormation source and
communications tool (Johnson 2004).

Widespread access to the Internet brought aboexglosion of choice for the
public; for those choosing to use the Internetrtamtse politics, selective exposure is
even more pronounced with a much larger selectiatieavs (including radical views)
than are offered on cable news (Bimber and Davi820The “blogosphere” is a
particularly notable element of the Internet, aggblare less professional, more radical,
and more uncivil than “traditional” news sourcesd @reate what Lawrence et al. (2010)
refer to as “cloistered cocoons of cognitive corsme” where “blog authors tend to link
to their ideological kindred and blog readers geteito blogs that reinforce their

existing viewpoints.” Partisan bias is not limit@dobscure, amateur blogs; content

%9 |n 2004, Online grassroots campaigning was notatiliged by Howard Dean’s campaign, and put into
practice on websites like Meetup.org (Best and §ene005)

%9 As reported by the Pew Research Center for thplPéothe Press, over 1 in 5 Americans reported
using the Internet for campaign news in 2004, yedolbling the rate in 2000 (about 11 percent) and
seven time the rate for the 1996 election (abquér8ent). In the same poll, 41 percent reportiriggusf

the Internet for general news, a 33 percent ineré@sn 2000, and a 300 percent increase from 1986/ (
Research Center 2004).

51



analyses show that online news sites (such as A@xoem) and mainstream blogs with
large readerships (such as DailyKos.com) presatarilly biased accounts of current
events (Baum and Groeling 2008)

Beyond selective exposure, another element olintieenet revolution has
become increasingly influential—interactivity. Roerhaps the first time in human
history, regular interaction with masses of comgpktangers from one’s own living
room is possible. This includes commenting on kgicchat rooms, and news groups,
and communicating through social network sites (5NBe virtual anonymity provided
by the Internet leads to much more socially devand uninhibited behavior than
individuals would attempt in face-to-face interaatiDerks et al. 2008).

One popular behavior, known as “trolling,” involvi® purposeful attempts to
anger or rile up others by posting inflammatoryrakand use of impolite language. As
Chmiel et al. (2011) demonstrate, much of the emnali posting stems “from reactive
messages, especially prolonged quarrels betweengfaisers with opposing views.”
Chmiel et al. note that negative, emotional postingve the effect of raising the
emotional “temperature” of discussion boards, fugglbthers to react similarly.
Papacharissi (2004), utilizing a natural experinargolitics-themed Internet
newsgroups (which are like Internet chat roomsféature asynchronous responses and
thus tend to be more deliberative and thoughtfafd that discussions of policy are
generally civil and polite in the newsgroups, uatluncivil post is made by a discussant.
Following this, other respondents react heatedlizimg incivility themselves, before
the conversation eventually returns to a more ¢rik following interventions by

members of the discussion.

52



With Web 2.0, social media and open-sourcing laadded identity to postings.
However, social media may also enhance the chareeposure to nasty politics, even
when identity is attached to the posters. As nbieBerks et al. (2008), there is some
evidence that negative emotions and uncivil belraasi® common on political
discussions and postings on Facebook, where inghlgcare not shielded by anonymity;
this may be partially explained by a false sensanoinymity and privacy on Facebook
and other social networking sites (Acquisti and$3r2006), feelings which are not found
when individuals interact online through other neauch as email. That is, the
impersonal nature of social networking make undeihavior much easier than face-to-
face interaction (Shea and Fiorina 2012). The ubioqpf camera phones allow for spur-
of-the-moment, uncivil actions by politicos (i.&eorge Allen’s “macaca moment”) to
go viral, thanks to SNS such as YouTube and Fadeltbents, previously witnessed by
few, now live on for perpetuity, and can gain vidwsthe millions (Shea and Fiorina

2012).

Looking at Incivility over Time

The decades since the 1970s have seen incredsedatmn coupled with major
changes in the media environment; in an era whersgas are divided, news exposure is
increasingly tailored to reaffirm preexisting vievesid in which individuals can interact
through online social media with few social repessans, the possibility for

commonplace, popular uncivil political discourseinprecedented.
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Figure 3-1: U.S. House Polarization Gap and Majedh Changes since 1972

Internet Use**

| Fox News/
MSNBC
0.938
Talk
| Radio*
CNN —b—Media
launches Change
] Timeline

== Polarization

1972 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996 2000 2004

* The 1992 election was the first contemporary iestial election in which talk radio was a
major source of campaign information

**The 2004 election marked the first time the Imtetrr played a major role as a tool for political
mobilization and communication in an election caigpa

Note: The trend lines are not on the same scatedhdue been placed side by side to illustrate
their covariation over time. The polarization numseefer to the gap in DW-Nominated scores
between the Democratic and Republican partiesarHibuse of Representatives. This measure is
taken from the latest Poole and Rosenthal partgrizaition estimates available at
http://voteview.com/political_polarization.asp. Timedia change timeline displays the growth in
new media options by the presidential election yearhich they first became relevant.

Figure 3-1 displays these changes, side-by-sida,temporal scale. The media
trend line is a measure of the “new media” chamgssribed above, by the presidential
election year in which the change first becameveaie This is not a measure of incivility
in media per se, but rather a visual aggregatialdhe changes expected to influence
mass use of incivility as they occurred over tithAs 1972, 1976, 1980 predate any of

these changes, they each score a “0.” The 198#alaeceives one point, with the

31 Essentially, it is a timeline, except the line rswp the Y-axis as each change occurs, to show how
these changes have corresponded with changestisgpapolarization.
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launch of CNN earlier in the year, and 1992 recewecore of 2 with the presence of
political talk radio joining CNN. The launch of tik@x News Channel and MSNBC in
1996 would fully usher in the cable news era, anti®1996 and 2000 a 3 on the media
scale. Finally, 2004 earns a “4,” having been tts frue “Internet election.” The party
polarization trend line displays the distance betwthe two parties in the House of
Representatives on the first dimension of DW-Non@rszores over tim&. As can be
seen, polarization between the two parties hagasad with each Congress since the
1970s, and has grown more rapidly since the [aB®49McCarty, Poole and Rosenthal
2006).

The media trend line and party polarization linerelate together remarkably
well; a regression of the house polarization trensmedia changes, for example, shows
that the polarization gap jumps ten percentagetpoith each additional change in the
media environment (a relationship significant & €000 level). It is unlikely that the
changes in both are completely endogenous to ghehn-efor example, the initial
growth in party polarization probably had littledo with the launch of CNN, and vice
versa. The case can be made (and has been) thaterad has influenced the other over
time:*® for example, polarized elites may encourage narasting, and narrowcasting
can encourage the polarization of elites. Detemngind what extent the relationship

between the two trends is covariational rather ttaarsal is something of a chicken-or-

%2 These measures are from the latest Poole and fRasearty polarization estimates available at
http://voteview.com/political_polarization.asp.

% Hetherington (2001) suggests that polarizaticemsning from institutional changes, has clarified th
parties’ ideological positions, making party pasitt more salient and selective exposure to mediehwh
reinforce party views a tempting option for pamisaHowever, other research suggests selectivesaxpo
is the cause of polarization, or has at least dmglits effects; Prior (2007), for one, argued tpaater
media choice was the impetus of polarization in@ess. There are many specific examples of
narrowcasting contributing to declining bipartiships as well; for instance, Baum and Groening (3008
report that the failure of a 2007 immigration liths attributed to “grassroots conservative revalitéd by
one-sided commentary in conservative ‘niche’ meespecially talk radio.”
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the-egg scenario, and is outside the scope oatiab/sis. However, what is important to
recognize is that the trends have changed condly@rer time, in a way expected to
encourage incivility"*

But has incivility increased? | hypothesize thse of incivility by the general
public should have increased over time as a funafdhese two contemporaneous
trends: 1) a rise in partisan polarization, anth2)increasing presence and availability of
partisan, vitriolic news in a media environment thiso makes selective exposure and

mass interaction possible.

Data

The American National Election Studies survey &slsed Americans to provide
verbatim responses to questions asking what theigcplarly like and dislike about the
Democratic and Republican parties, as well as g@dxratic and Republican nominees
running for president. Since 1972, these respomses been coded into the same
categories, and, as most analyses of party poleneeestrict their analysis mark 1972 as
the beginning of the trend, using data from 19@®ards is appropriate (Layman and
Carsey 2002; Hetherington 2001; Abramowitz and 8ats2008). There have been
issues with the coding of these open-ended queshpANES coders, the concern being
different years have had different standards faliragp (Krosnick et al. 2008)—the
principal investigators went so far as to recadl #3008 data, which, as of Feburary2013,

is currently unavailable. As | am interested instdwing the numerous categories into

3% A Pearson’s r correlation produces correlatiorffiments of 0.96 between time (measured in years)
both house polarization and media changes, asasell0.98 coefficient between house polarizati@ah an
media changes. Including any two of these variafolgsther in a regression model results in
multicollinearity issues; thus, for both theoretiaad methodological reasons, it makes sense irnast
the effect that “time” has had on the use of ifitiui
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large categories--an uncivil category and a cigtegory--the coding issue is minimized
in my analysis.

To identify which response categories qualifiediasivil, | utilized the Incivility
Index presented in the previous chapter (Table #-&)category fit any of the criteria in
the index, it was marked as uncivil. Table 3-1 ldigp the response categories identified
as uncivil, organized by criterion.

Using the ANES data from 1972-2004 of respondélitg's/dislikes" of
candidates and parties, | created a dichotomows/iiity” variable, which is essentially
a measure of whether or not a respondent maderanvilti reference in any of their
responses. As my theoretical expectation is thaipaick in incivility is a function of
increased partisan polarization and changes inartedi accentuate the polarization gap,
looking at how much incivility is fueled by partisship makes sense.

One way to see if incivility is more partisan-basedecent elections is to look at
the percentage of all uncivil comments that weneedl at the party and the candidates
opposite those of the respondents’ party identifinaTaking the percentage of all
uncivil comments that Democrats (strong Democmaésak Democrats, and Democrat
leaners alike) made about the Republican partyitarghndidate, and the percentage of
all uncivil comments made by Republicans (strongaky and leaners Republicans) about
the Democratic party and its candidate, | createdcand dichotomous “attacks on the

opposition” variable.
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Table 3-1. Uncivil Categories by Incivility Indexi&rion

*Negative, personal,

affective terms applied bad man or a bad guy"; heard
to party--bad/lazy people; bad things about

lack of patriotism; etc.

*Can't trust them; they
break their promises;
don't know where they
stand

*General reference to him as "a *Undependable/Untrustwo
thy/ Unreliable; a man you
can't trust with the
him/qualifications; general responsibilities of
ability; negative reference to his government
"personality”

*Undignified/lacks dignity
*Irreligious; "immoral” (in
religious sense) *Dishonest/Insincere;

breaks promises; no

a fence-sitter; for change others; not his own man/boss

*Controlled by party

—| *Racist/Bigoted/Preju-  *Negative reference to gender integrity; doesn't mean
5 diced what he says; tricky; not
S *Racial/Ethnic attribute open and candid; not
-‘5 *Unpatriotic referenced negatively straightforward
*Dishonest/Corrupt *Sexual orientation referenced *Negative references to
government; immorality negatively candidate's children or
in government extended family
*Unintelligent/Stupid/Du
mb
*Unsafe/Unstable; *Not humanistic; favor property *Socialistic
dictatorial; craves power; rights over human beings
ruthless *Communistic/soft on
*Pro-Far Left/radicals/Yippies/ Communism/apologist for
*Pro-Far SDS; encouraging anarchy/ Communists/dupe
Right/Birchers/reactionari guerilla state
es; encouraging fascist/ *Liberal-
«| police state *Pro-Extremists (No specific radical/Conservative —
o direction)/nuts/bomb-throwers reactionary
5| *Extremist/fanatic/too far
"8 out; not too moderate/not *Not independent; run by *Undemocratic (in non-

partisan sense)

regulars/ bosses/ machine

Criterion 3

*Will ruin America; last
thing America needs

*Bad for country; don't have
country's interests at heart; only
looking out for their own interests;
will not do a good job

[
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Trendsin Incivility among the Electorate

Examining the ANES data in aggregate, some treedeme apparent
immediately. Figure 3-2 displays the percentag@MES respondents who offered an
uncivil comment when asked about their “likes/die” of candidates and parties by
election year. The average throughout all ninetigles in the analysis was 33.5 percent.
This raw look shows a general increase over tinme ¢®ar stands out in Figure 3-2; the
election of 1976, until 2004, appears to have hadighest levels of incivility among
the electorate. However, the 95 percent confidameevals for each year's mean, also
displayed in Figure 3-2, show that difference iramebetween 1976 and the means for
1992, 2000, and 2004 are not statistically sigaific* In fact, these four elections appear
to be in a class of their own, as each was aboeeage in terms of the percentage of
comments featuring incivility, with differencesmmeans statistically significant from the
other years in the analysis. The election yead980, 1988, and 1996, all featured about
“average” levels of incivility among voters, and8#appears to have been below-
average for use of incivility, with a mean statatly different from all other years
(excepting 1988). The 1972 electorate is in a adss own, with by far the lowest level

of incivility use among the electorat®.

% Bonferroni, Scheffe, and Sidak multiple comparigdOVA tests confirm that each set of overlapping
confidence intervals displayed in Figures 3-2 afliBdicate that the two means are not statisticall
different from each other.

*The election was uncivil, but not polarized in atjgan manner. This finding is consistent with othe
accounts of the 1972 campaign (although not thetaiate) as being less nasty than elections shkxe.
lyengar et al. (2012) argue, “Despite its title,ntRr S. Thompson’s (1973) classic account of th&219
presidential campaign described, at least by combeany standards, a relatively soft-spoken campdgn
any relevant measure — length of time, amount ofpzdagn finance, scope and reach of television ads,
volume of news media coverage — American presidecgimpaigns have since become more antagonistic
and harder to ignore... There can be no doubt abeuntreased negativity of campaign
rhetoric...Virtually every study of campaign advertgsdocuments the steep increase in the frequehcy o
attacks and counterattacks.”
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Figure 3-2: Percentage of Incivility by Year andcBée (1972-2004)
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Note: The mean percentage of uncivil commentslfgrears was 0.34, with a standard deviation
of 0.47. Error bars are 95% confidence intervals.

Also displayed in Figure 3-2 are averages forftlue decades included in the
analysis. The average by decade was 34.5 peroauitirig at the trends by decade, the
average level of incivility among the public in eien years during the 1970s was nearly
identical to that of the 1980s, hovering aroung8fcent. However, the average jumped
up to 37 percent for the two elections in the 1980statistically significant increase from
the two previous decades. Use of incivility by éhectorate reached 41 percent during
the elections of the 2000s, a statistically sigaifit increase from the 1990s average.

This uptick in the average level of incivility ovéire last two decades, along with
the fact that three of the last four electionshie &nalysis are in the group with above

average incivility, (and constituted three of tberftotal elections in this group) supports
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the hypothesis that incivility among the public Inasreased. The question remains why
1976 had such a high level of incivility, if thiggpothesis is indeed accurate. Coming in
the aftermath of Vietnam and Watergate, 1976 wasudlier election in some notable
ways, as it was the only election since 1952 incWiihe dominant subject of both
candidates’ campaigns involved personal traits (gek 2009) and it was the first
contemporary election (from 1936 on) where dishgnasd lying were central themes of
both campaigns (Jamieson 2011, 16).

The inclusion of a “theme” based around the fagurépoliticians in 1976
opened up the doors for widespread use of ternth @s! “lying”) generally considered
uncivil. This suggests that incivility in 1976 wiass partisan-based, and more an angry
reaction to recent political events. This is meghitly different from partisan-based
incivility: an electorate united in anger at elitess much different repercussions for
democracy than an electorate divided and angtyosetwith views different from their
own.

To see if this is the case, | look at the extenwlhach partisanship explains this
general trend in increasing use of incivility, ugsihe measure of uncivil attacks on the
opposing side. Not only has use of incivility ingsed in recent elections, but, as shown
in Figure 3-3, it has become significantly moretisan. Until 1984, the percentage of
uncivil attacks aimed at the opposing party nevessed 70 percent, with 1976 having
the lowest percentage of the entire analysis,satijalow 66 percent. The smaller samples
produce larger margins of error, so not all théedénces in means are significant.
However, the percentage of uncivil attacks aimetti@but-group has been increasing;

the mean for the 2004 election, for example, isificantly different from all other years
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excepting 2000 and 1996, the two elections whiamédiately preceded it. The averages
for each decade also provide support for this trémel 1990s mean is significantly
different from that of the 1970s, and the 2000smisaignificantly different from the
means of the 1970s and 1980s.

Figure 3-3: Percentage of Uncivil Comments Made/dls Opposing Side
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Note: The mean percentage of uncivil comments n@adards the opposing side for all years
was 0.72, with a standard deviation of 0.45. Elians are 95% confidence intervals.

As can be seen in Figure 3-3, every election sif9& is statistically different
from 1976, with the exception of 1988, whose inaéharely overlaps with that of 1976.
The low percentage for 1976 is meaningful, sugggdtiat the high-levels of incivility

among the public in 1976 was a reaction to acttedegaling events (Watergate and

Vietnam), and not just based on disrespect foother side. From 1984 to 1992, the
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percentage hovered right around 72 percent. Howéwepercentage shot up in 1996,
getting to about 81 percent in 2004. While the E9&l@ctions’ “opposition incivility”
constituted about 67 percent of all uncivil comnsantthose years, the 2000s elections

averaged about 78 percent—an uptick of about 16epér

Modeling the Change over Time

What the 1976 case highlights is that macro-le¥felcts, such as the
idiosyncrasies of the various campaign and elegteans, can be distorting this trend—
presidential scandal, for one, might invite pariséo make uncivil comments about their
own side, and could explain why 1976 (coming aftetergate) and 2000 (coming after
“Monicagate” and Bill Clinton’s impeachment) hawsver percentages of opposition
attacks than the elections surrounding them. Toemddhese concerns, | turn to
regression analysis.

To produce a more rigorous assessment of thegrenase of incivility, | created
a logistic model (referred to hereafter as Modeklith the election year as the primary
independent variable and general use of incivifitthe ANES data (again dichotomous)
as the dependent variable. To control for factioas Yaried among the elections that
might influence the public’s use of incivility, asamber of other variables are included in
the model. First, | have controlled for whethelrmrumbent Democratic president is
running for reelection (the years 1980 and 199&rmcumbent Republican president is
running (1972, 1976, 1984, 1992, and 2004), as thatlncumbency status (Vavreck
2009) and partisanship (Geer 2006) of candidateshaught to be factors affecting

the extent to which a campaign season featurediniga
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| also control for a pair of factors that mightauant for the public being more
cynical or negative in certain campaigns--and those likely to utilize incivility.
Declining economic conditions may anger the puffionover and Feldman 1986), and
thus it is likely that they might react with indity towards the incumbent party and its
candidate. Therefore, | control for whether an becyear followed a significant
economic decline--both 1980 and 1992 fit this (Mhvreck 2009}’ As major scandals
might increase the likelihood that respondentswmavil terms like "crook," "liar,” et
cetera, when evaluating the candidates and pamesuse there is a is a grain of truth to
the references, | include a measure of whetheobamajor scandal occurred during the
previous four years involving the incumbent adntmaison. Presidential leadership
literature indicates that three elections in mylysia followed what could be considered
major scandals: 1976 (Watergate), 1988 (Iran-Cprarad 2000 (Clinton's impeachment)
(Simonton 2001).

The final election-level element | control fortie level of negative campaigning
in a given election, which could induce incivilitguell and Sigelman (2009) look at
negative campaigning in presidential elections awvee and find that there has not been
a linear increase in negativity. Their analysidudes measures indicating how

"negative" a given election year was, with (frorghrest to lowest) 1992, 1972, 1988, and

37vavreck (2009, 36-38) uses several election fatscmodels (which take economic and political fecto
into account) to sort all Democratic and Republipagsidential candidates into to campaign types:
“clarifying” candidates, whose election chancestarested by the state of the economy, and “insufgen
candidates whose chances are hurt by the econonfy ti@ee times during the period of 1972 to 2088 h
an incumbent president or member of the incumbartymualified as an insurgent candidate: 19802199
and 2008. In each of these cases, the candidatetfr® incumbent party was disadvantaged by sigmific
economic decline.
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1984 receiving the highest “negativity” scores ametection years in the analysfs.
Controlling for campaign negativity is also necegsa order to distinguish peculiarities
of particular campaigns (i.e., close elections mfghture more negativity) from the
larger trends | am interested in. | used Buell Siglman’s measures of negativity for
each election year in my analysis.

| also controlled for a series of individual-lew#laracteristics whichre
understood to be factors which influence politiggpinions and behavior, including: age
(Zukin et al. 2006, Wattenberg 2008), educatid{Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996,
Rosenstone and Hansen 1993), and gender (fromtantdeale) (Delli Carpini and
Keeter 1996, Kaufman and Petrocik 1999). | alstuite political intered? and partisan
identificatiori in the model, as both are well-established inft@snon political media
consumption and behavior (Zaller 1992; Green, Paistgand Schickler 2002).

Additionally, | generated several models to exanif targeting uncivil remarks
towards the presidential candidate and party opposspondents’ partisan identification
has increased over time. Model 2 includes the sate of independent variables
included in Model 1, but uses uncivil attacks oa ‘thther side” as its dependent
variable. The final model, Model 3, replaces whetirenot respondents made uncivil
attacks on the “other side” with whether or notyth@ade an uncivil comments about the

party or candidate of their own party identificatias the dependent variable.

3 To determine the negativity of a campaign, Buetl Sigelman (2009, 245-247) sum up the amount of
statements by major party candidates and theiogates that featured an attack, and divided ihbytdtal
amount of campaign statements made.

39 Education is measured on a seven point scale, feighth grade or less” to “an advanced degree.”

O political interest is measured as interest inpikesidential election, on a four point scale framt*
interested” to “very interested.”

“! partisan identification is measured on a seventpaile from strong Democrat to strong Republican.
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Table 3-2: Effects of Change in Time on Use of \ility

Dependent Variable

General Us Uncivil Attack Uncivil Attack ol

of Incivility on Other Side Allied Side
Election Level Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model
Year 0.02*** 0.02*** -0.00
(0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Incumbent Democrat 0.76*** 0.66*** 0.67***
(0.133) (0.144) (0.200)
Incumbent Republican 0.75*** 0.62*** 0.62***
(0.095) (0.103) (0.138)
Incumbent Scandal (last four years) 0.88*** 0.67*** 0.81***
(0.100) (0.110) (0.148)
Economic Decline (last four years) 0.41*** 0.25%** 0.43***
(0.049) (0.054) (0.073)
Campaign Negativity -0.00 -0.00 -0.01
(0.006) (0.007) (0.009)
Individual-Level Variables
Party Identification (7 categories) 0.09*** 0x2 -0.06***
(0.009) (0.010) (0.013)
Ideology (7 categories) 0.03 0.04* 0.02
(0.016) (0.017) (0.023)
Education 0.23*** 0.21*** 0.24***
(0.010) (0.011) (0.015)
Election Interest 0.45*** 0.51*** 0.21***
(0.024) (0.027) (0.036)
Age 0.01*** 0.01*** 0.00**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Gender (Male to Female) -0.21%** -0.11** -0.27%**
(0.034) (0.037) (0.050)
Constant -41.09%** -50.19*** -0.45
(4.942) (5.425) (7.561)
Observations 18,082 18,082 18,082
Pseudo R 0.09 0.08 0.04

Entries are logistic regression coefficients. Stadcerrors in parentheses
*** n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Model Results

Model 1 in Table 3-2 shows that, controlling foe@ion-level and individual-
level factors, election years (or time) has a pasitsignificant influence on use of
incivility, indicating that use of incivility amonthe electorate has increased over time.
With the exception of campaign negativity and idggl the various control variables
also reached significance; an incumbent Democpaésident in the race, an incumbent
Republican president in the race, economic deegliti@n the last four years, and a major
scandal within the last four years all have posig¥fects on use of incivility by the
public. Party identification (flowing from strongdinocrat to strong Republican),
education, interest in the election, and age ads@ Isignificant positive effects on use of
incivility, and gender had a negative relationshipéicating that men are more likely to
offer uncivil comments than women.

If the uptick in incivility is a function of partan polarization and changes in
media, then | expect that members of the publi@ehagreasingly directed incivility
towards the “other side.” Model 2 in Table 2 diggléhe effect of election years (time)
on the change in uncivil attacks on the opposidg,stontrolling for the same election-
level and individual-level factors as in Model 1s With general use of incivility, uncivil
attacks on the party and candidate opposite oratsspn identification has a positive,
significant relationship with time. All control vables are significant in this model, with
the exception of campaign negativity; in a chamgenfModel 1, ideology has a

significant positive relationship with use of intity (flowing from “Very Liberal” to
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“Very Conservative”). That uncivil attacks on one\wn party have not increaséd
emphasizes that the increasing use of incivilitiargely related to partisanship, where
polarization and changes in the media environnaggther encourage uncivil political

discourse.

Figure 3-4: Predicted Probability of Using Incitylby Year

036 e 0.36
0.29 -
0.22 -
0.15
0.08 T T T T T T T T
1972 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996 2000 2004
General Incivility *** = = Incivility Towards Other Side***
------- 95% Confidence Interval

% n<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

Note: Predicted probabilities are calculated usinegobserved values approach (Hanmer and
Kalkan 2012). The 95% confidence interval linesenvealculated using the simulation method

To better understand the substantive significafitkese results, | calculated the
predicted probability of using incivility over tim@s displayed in Figure 3-4, the
predicted probability of offering an uncivil resganabout a candidate or party was just
about 20 percent in 1972, hovered around 30 pefoetite two elections in the 1990s,

before rising to just about 36 percent in 2004+remease of over 80 percent from 1972.

2 Model 3 in Table 3-2 shows that there is no sigaift relationship between time and uncivil attacks
the party and candidates associated with one’ssparidentification; the election year variabtigalogy,
and campaign negativity fail to reach significartoat, all other variables do.
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Also displayed in Figure 3-4 are the predicted pholities of making an uncivil

comment towards the opposing side over time. Beggat about 10 percent in 1972, the
probability of using incivility when talking abotite “other side” reached the high teens
for the two elections in the 1990s, before risio@iout 24 percent by 2004—an increase
of 140 percent from 1972. Keeping in mind thatph@pensity to make an uncivil
comment about the side one identifies with hasmayeased over this same period, this
trend highlights the intertwining of partisan aksevith use of incivility.

These results lend strong support to the ideautbeabf incivility by the general
public when talking politics has increased—and iicegmtly so. Over a period which has
seen growth in elite partisan polarization andagrinented, partisan, and interactive
media environment develop--conditions thought tadabout more incivility in political
discourse—the rates with which 1) individuals made uncivihmoents about
presidential candidates and the major parties alir@cted the uncivil comments at the
out-group have grown tremendously. The probabdftytilizing incivility generally
when evaluating candidates and parties nearly @dutler the course of the eight
elections since 1972, and the probability of malanguncivil comment about the “other

side” over this period more than doubled.

Conclusion

There are theoretical reasons for expecting a grawincivility in contemporary
American politics. Growing partisan polarizatiordanassive changes to the media
environment have occurred throughout the periotdd2 to 2004 (and correlate strongly
with changes in time within this period), and reshan both of these phenomena

suggest an uptick in incivility is a likely resu¥tet direct empirical evidence of an uptick
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has yet to be shown. Through use of coded, verbasmonses to ANES questions
regarding individuals’ feeling towards presidentiahdidates and parties, | have
provided evidence which strongly supports the ithad political talk is becoming
increasingly uncivil in the United States.

Collectively, the results presented above proerdeence that there has not only
been an uptick in incivility, but that use of intity has increasingly become entwined
with partisanship. From the early 1970s on, whenpiérty polarization gap began to
grow and the media environment began to changeyfuseivility by the general public
in discussing political parties and their presigdrtandidates has increased quite
significantly. Looking at presidential election ys@ver time, the average percentage of
comments that featured incivility was about 30 patan the 1970s and 1980s, but had
increased by a third in the 2000s. Perhaps moiedhde of the partisan nature of
increasing incivility in political talk, the incread propensity to use incivility has been
directed at the party and candidate opposite amichdhl’'s partisan identification. The
average percentage of uncivil comments aimed dttiher side,” already high in the
1970s elections, had increased by 15 percent igdlies of the 2000s elections,
indicating that use of incivility has not only imased, it has become more partisan.

The predicted probabilities based on a logistgression model show that in
2004, individuals were 80 percent more likely te uwivility generally and 140 percent
more likely to use it when discussing the party eaddidate of the “other side” than they
were in 1972. That the probabilities of utilizingeivility when discussing presidential
candidates and parties has increased this much veviée controlling for a number of

individual and election-level factors, is not someg that should be overlooked—it
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speaks to the idea that a cultural change has meetamce the early 1970s, in which
incivility in political discourse by non-elites hageadily become the norm, rather than
the exception.

Incivility has been a part of politics in some wayanother throughout American
history, and there likely have been eras when kpfic its use have occurred before,
coinciding with growths in party polarization. Angament can be made that increased
incivility always brings with it negative ramifigans for political discourse, and
democratic processes more generally. Certainlynvetiges utilize incivility, things like
legislative productivity are reduced (Uslaner 19P493; Jamieson 1999; Mann and
Ornstein 2012). But non-elites utilizing incivility their political discussions is
problematic, too; for one, incivility is believed testrict deliberation (Kingwell 1995),
and the quality of public policy is dependent oa tjuality of collective deliberation
(Page and Shapiro 1992, 363) Furthermore, whilgtitdic may take its cues from
elites, less willingness among non-elites to compse with opposing arguments, and
even regard them as legitimate, can reinforce teesgments among elites (or bind them
to them); if the public clamors for red meat, golégns will give them what they want.

What makes this particular period of increasirgMiity among the mass public
interesting (or disconcerting), however, is theiagolid of an interactive element to
political communication within the last decade anhalf, via the Internet. Not only does
the Internet likely play a role in inducing incityl, but it makes its use more potent.
Anonymity, or at least the false sense of suchperages individuals to engage in more
uncivil political discourse than they would if thegd been interacting face-to-face.

Furthermore, off-hand, nasty remarks by non-etitas have an audience (sometimes
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quite large) in a way that was not possible 25, Dd@00 years ago—something | will
discuss more in chapter 5.

It is difficult to dismiss the current uptick irs@ of incivility as an innocuous
phenomenon, commonly appearing at various poingégnierican history, which will sort
itself out over time. Use of incivility by non-ed$ matters in a way it has not mattered
before. Upticks in incivility may not be unprecetishin American history, but in
today’s media environment, it will likely have unerepercussions for the foreseeable
future. The Internet provides uncivil political aersation with an environment in which
it can flourish, and partisans with a battlegrotméeep the fight alive. Incivility now
has something of a symbiotic relationship with piaktion, rather than being a mere
result of it. Should elites wish to dispense with ted meat and vitriol, will the
interconnected denizens of political message baandgshreads follow suit? Or, induced
by uncivil online interactions, will they rejectishdeparture and constrain elites into
keeping the rhetoric heated, and thus keep potaizalive? | will attempt to address
these questions by examining the role that elitesth-tm the media and in government—
play in inducing uncivil and anti-deliberative befa in the public. | begin in the next
chapter by examining how exposure to uncivil poditimedia influences the propensity

with which individuals utilize incivility when talkg politics.
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Chapter 4: Uncivil Partisan Media and the Use of liivility in
Political Talk

In the previous chapter, | revealed that therelbess an uptick in the use of
incivility in Americans’ political opinions, whichas coincided with increases in party
polarization and significant changes in the medxrenment since the 1970s. Party
polarization and the explosion of media “choices hkely to some extent related, with
both trends contributing to the rise of uncivilyieean media. Despite this evidence, the
role that the media has played in the mass pullbpting caustic, antagonistic, and
corrosive language in political talk remains uncl€zoes exposure to polarized, uncivil
media truly lead to use of incivility by the pulstic

Research in media and politics has shown that expde uncivil mediated
political discourse can induce a number of negginéical emotions and behaviors.
Furthermore, media elites can influence the opmimiraudiences through priming,
framing, and agenda-setting. My purpose in thiptdras to establish a direct connection
between exposure to uncivil political media and afs@civility when talking politics. |
use the incivility index (introduced in Chaptert@)gauge whether or not respondents
included elements of incivility in an open-endedvey item asking them to evaluate
then-presidential candidates Barack Obama and Nlai@ain. Using panel data
regression methods, | show that exposure to unuigdia, specifically pundit-themed
cable news and talk radio programming, has a pesgtifect on the use of incivility, but

only when individuals are exposed to “like-mindeutcivil media.
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Selective Exposure and Uncivil Political Media

First, 1 will quickly summarize the reasons presenn chapters 2 and 3 as to
why we might believe political and media elites bhedind the decline in civil political
discourse. Scholars have demonstrated that therbdemn a decline in civility at the elite
level, in day-to-day discourse on the floors of Q@ss (Uslaner 1993; Mann and
Ornstein 2012). Furthermore, many have arguednhbetased incivility in news media is
the product of increased competition for audier{peshing media figures to say more
outlandish and controversial things) and the ‘finagtation” of once-large network
audiences into niche populations, leaving mediarég free to say and do things that
they could (or would) not do were it necessaryresprve a more heterogeneous
audience (Mutz and Reeves 2005; Fallows 1997; RA6B, 2007; Delli Carpini and
Williams 2001; Sobieraj and Berry 2010). The resul partisan “new media”
dominated by bias, emotionality, ridicule, and athinem attacks (Jamieson and Hardy
2012).

In a move away from the “minimal effects” theorteat dominated the early
years of mass media research, there has beenvagorated debate over media effects.
Questions as to whether people advertently choolstecpl media with certain political
leanings and what the effects of such exposurecanain unsettled (Bennett and lyengar
2008; Mutz and Young 2011). Yet, in recent yeamnerous studies have found that in
the fragmented media environment, viewership ofi@aar cable news networks and
talk radio programs are driven by viewers’ partiaad ideological views (i.e., Stroud

2010, 2011; lyengar and Hahn 2009; Coe et al. 2008)
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As prominently argued by Sunstein (2009), seleax@osure of this kind is not
innocuous. Even if audiences tune into partisanianieelcause it aligns with preexisting
views, exposure can reinforce and intensify thesifs.”* A number of studies
utilizing panel data and experimental methods tpegided credence for this argument.
Among the effects of partisan selective exposueaeduced regard for out-groups and
the legitimacy of their views (Stroud 2008, 20101 2; Jamieson and Capella 2009;
Barker 2002), suggesting that even when individaalsexpose themselves to political
media, this exposure affects political opinions betavior. To the extent that certain
messages, knowledge, and affect can be relayaddadience, it follows that those who
tune into uncivil partisan media will adopt sometwé uncivil elements and tactics of the
uncivil media. In the following, | lay out two ways which uncivil partisan media

exposure might induce the use of incivility in pickl talk.

Emotion and Information Processing

With political information, appeals to emotion cafect the political behavior of
those exposed, and the manner in which they prgudgeal information (Marcus et al.
2000; Brader 2005, 2006; MacKuen et al. 2010; ateret al. 2008). Media elites have
a significant influence on the opinions of theideances (Zaller 1992), and when
commentators target certain individuals, groupsdeas, this antipathy is relayed to the
audience (Barker 2002). For at least the periodeniately following exposure to uncivil

media, individuals have been found to have negatrgeeral reactions towards political

“3 As Jamieson and Capella (2009) state regardingdtzgized views of Rush Limbaugh listeners, the
radio program either directly influences viewpojrdgaws in listeners with similar viewpoints and
reinforces these dispositions, or some combinaifahe two. They find evidence that the former agscu
more often, but the latter occurs as well.
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figures, institutions, and government (Mutz and \Rse2005; Forgette and Morris 2006;
Fridkin and Kenney 2008; Hibbing and Theiss-Mo288).

As Mutz (2007) finds, incivility creates disdairr fopposing views, with more
intense incivility correlated with views that thppwsing side has insidious motives.
Herbst (2010) argues that incivility is used aseapon of sorts, to rile audiences up in
anger concerning the “other side” by remindingdalérs how “bad” the other side is;
negative words and associations (i.e., “unethical®) used strategically to mobilize like-
minded individuals because they are cues the aceli@nderstands and are averse to. By
connecting these concepts to opponents, elitetecdesdain for their targets, and urge
audiences to “join in” on the targeting of oppasitviews and individuals in an uncivil
fashion. Uncivil television programs (Mutz 200Ndapolitical talk radio (Owen 1997)
are particularly potent in inducing intensified, @monally-strident opinions in audiences.
Talk radio commentators such as Rush Limbaugh beee implicated in attaching
negative emaotion to their targets by using ridictdaustic and primal” language, and by
radicalizing their targets’ positions (Barker 200@mieson and Capella 2009). Pundit-
dominated cable news and talk radio stand out arotrey forms of media when it
comes to the use (and extremity) of incivility (8ohj and Berry 2010).

There is also the possibility that for some, negagiolitical emotions are
preexisting, and exposure to uncivil political nedbes not generate more disdain for an
out-group than which already exists. However, tleglim, through priming, framing, and
agenda-setting, can legitimize and promote ceqalitical opinions without altering
preexisting attitudes (lyengar and Kinder 2010)sTi& especially true of like-minded

partisan media (Stroud 2011). If the elites onstrgpromote a certain idea (i.e.,
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“McCain/Obama is a dangerous extremist”), then tigpe of this message must be
acceptable or even necessary. Furthermore, rexpasere to an uncivil political
message will increase the odds that it is reusatlgfz1992, 48), and partisan “echo
chambers” are particularly effective in relayingssa&ges to audiences for reuse
(Jamieson and Capella 2009). Thus, even if it isgaa, politically interested people
with preexisting disdain for the “other side” whme in to uncivil partisan programming,
exposure can provide particular phrases, tactia$ aaguments to utilize, and will
sanction the use of incivility more generally.

In sum, there is strong reason to believe thatcsige exposure to uncivil political
media will affect the way audience members talktjpst-whether exposure to uncivil
political media generates genuine negative emotiongdividuals, spurring them to react
with incivility, or individuals are merely receiwyt‘permission” and “instruction” from a
trusted, like-minded media elite and uncivil makto mimic--or some combination of
both. Distinguishing between these processes—enaitarousal versus mimicry—is
beyond the scope of this chapter (but | will addrdss in chapters 5 and 6), but in each
case, audiences are being endowed with sometlongdxposure to the incivility. To
this extent the propensity to use incivility shodktline when exposure to the media

source is interrupted, and increase when expoggeaf

Hypotheses

To recap from chapter 2, my definition of incitglin discourse is the presence of
claims that are disrespectful towards their tanget purposeful, confrontational manner,
and presented in a hyperbolic nature. | argueth®e are two modes through which

political information can breed an increased prajgro utilize uncivil language and
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rhetoric: (1) the “mob effect,” in which the vildation of views and politicians of the
opposing side rallies together partisans of theesighnAttacking the “other side” can
also simultaneously produce (2) the “retaliatioieetf” in which partisans of the other
side become angered by the attacks, and reactrwithlity.

| hypothesize that exposure to uncivil politicaldreleads to an increased
propensity to use and exhibit uncivil behavior (eiynlanguage) when talking politics.
As previous studies have shown that behavioralpgydhological responses to uncivil
media can be induced immediately following exposue&ld to this hypothesis that the
effect of changes in exposure to uncivil medialead to uncivil talk in the very short-
term. A change in exposure to uncivil media willisa an increase in the propensity to
use uncivil language by individuals; likewise, aobe in exposure from uncivil media to
no uncivil media will decrease this propensity.
(H1): Exposure to uncivil political media leadsan increased propensity to use and
exhibit incivility when offering political opinions

| have previously detailed two modes through whinchividuals may potentially
be induced to use incivility: the “mob effect” atie “retaliation effect.” However,
selective exposure limits the extent to which aaliation effect” occurs® In all
likelihood, if an individual becomes exposed toiuihenedia, it will be uncivil media
which does not conflict with their preexisting pimlal viewpoints, and is not cognitively

displeasing to hear (lyengar and Hahn 2009). Bele exposure theories (or even

*4While | do not specifically look for the effectésuch, it is possible that exposure to other tygfesivil
media’ can reduce the propensity to use incivilitythe extent that political media induces anxiatyer
than anger, individuals may broaden their subsedquérmation searches and view alternative views
more positively than they normally would. By incsesy positive assessments of alternative viewsedls
as providing cues for the type of acceptable beimaand language, civil political media might lead t
greater levels of civility in discourse.

| will test the “Retaliation effect” in chaptersahid 6, however.
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agenda-setting theori® adequately explain patterns in media use, thisnuinlikely that
someone who identifies as a liberal will choosevéich Bill O'Reilly, unless they do not
become upset by O’Reilly when watching him—in whazse they would not feel the
need to retaliate. While | believe that when indualsare exposed to upsetting uncivil
attacks on their side, they will retaliate withiwnlty, it is unlikely that many will choose
to be exposed to cognitively displeasing politichbrmation.

An alternative hypothesis is that tuning into likeéaded political programming
generates incivility merely by reinforcing preexistviews, and whether or not the
program includes incivility does not matter. If figan bias extends beyond the “opinion”
shows to standard news programs on television—aare is evidence it does (Morris
and Francia 2010) —and audiences voluntarily tatethese programs because they
perceive them to reflect their own views—which tlagpear to do (Dilliplane 2011,
lyengar and Hahn 2009) —then a comparison betwessvevship of “uncivil” and
“civil” partisan news is possible. Thus, | expdwt only exposure to like-minded media
featuring incivility will affect the use of incivtly.

(H2): Exposure to uncivil like-minded political maadvill induce the use of incivility
when offering political opinions, but exposureik@tminded political media lacking
uncivil elements or uncivil discordant media wititnnduce the use of incivility

Audiences tend to be consistent in their viewershipolitical media (Dilliplane,
Goldman, and Mutz 2012). When changes in exposu@dur, what might account for
it? Two scenarios seem likely. One is that a nunob@tiosyncratic and non-systematic

reasons, such as gaining or losing access to talblgasion, having a change in schedules

6 Agenda setting effects likely reflect deliberakmices on behalf of knowledgeable, sophisticated
individuals, who seek out political media that abgwith their preexisting political philosophiesi{r
and Krosnick 2000).
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SO certain programs can or can no longer be viewdidtened to, or the attraction to a
particular news story (i.e., elections or scandaffgct whether viewers are exposed to
uncivil political media. Prior (2007) notes thattwvthe increase in cable television
choices, passive exposure to television news hasdd, but news viewership “in terms
of control and degree of choice...is dwarfed by titerhet... [which can be] customized
to a greater extent,” (111-112). Under this scenatiewers might simply be seeking
partisan news (or news in general), and the effechange in exposure on the propensity
to utilize incivility is likely to be significant.

Another possibility is that a psychological jolt (et-down) increases (or reduces)
the motivation to talk about politics and tune ifwo tune out) uncivil political media. In
this case, when people are in a certain nfdodhey are more likely to self-expose
themselves to uncivil political media and use iilitivwhen expressing opinions, but the
exposure should still reinforce and strengthenripetus, motivation, and ability to use
incivility. In both cases, the propensity to utdimcivility should increase with exposure

to uncivil media.

Data

To test my hypotheses, | used data from the 20f1®hal Annenberg Election
Survey Online datasé&t.Respondents interviewed for the online dataseéweawn from
KnowledgePanel, a random sample of US householdsagiee to complete periodic

Internet-based surveys on a variety of topics,@mdplete the surveys over the Internet.

"It is not clear what “mood” it is which draws péejnto like-minded incivility. Would it be ebulliee?
Or frustration?

“*8 The NAES online panel started in October 2007 witandom probability sample of about 30,000
people. Respondents were re-interviewed anothertifoes throughout 2008, during the primary, elacti
and post-election periods. Retention rates betwleemwaves averaged about 82 percent.
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The 2008 NAES study has a panel component thatiagksduals repeatedly throughout
the 2008 election season to provide verbatim exasnpli what they particularly like and
dislike about Barack Obama and John McCifihe NAES questions are beneficial due
to both their open-ended nature and the fact aerahgnswers is possible. An adequate
answer does not require an uncivil response, yaegurovided one nonetheless. As
respondents entered in their own answers for thieatien questions, the spelling,
punctuation, and capitalization in all the answeese completed by the individuals
themselves, providing an unfiltered and untaintatection of respondents’ views as
they intended them.

Furthermore, using panel data is advantageous aggament can be made for
causality over correlation (Allison 2009; Finkel9B). As | wished to determine if use of
incivility in language changed when exposure toivihmedia changed, the panel data
allowed me to look at individuals whose exposurangjed between waves. The NAES
guestion, defining regular use of media as tunmgithin the last month, provides a
measure of reported media exposure immediatelyedneg each wave. Thus, what can
be measured is the effect of tleangein media exposure between waves. While cross-
sectional analyses provide estimates of the “chaingean independent variable on
“changes” in the dependent variable based excllysoreinter-unit variations at a single
point in time, panel data analysis allows for tirect detection of the determining factors

of individual-level variation (Allison 2009; Finkdl995, 5).

*9 The exact wordings of the questions were: “Isgtarything in particular that you like or dislikecaut
[Barack Obama/John McCain]? If so, please filllie boxes below.” All respondents who gave a
thermometer ranking score for the candidates (scaée of 0-100) in response to a previous questene
asked this question.
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The NAES asked panel respondents who claimedwe heard about the
presidential campaign from television news or rgaimgrams (which was around 90% of
sample) which programs they watched in the lasttmofhis measure, which asks
respondents about whether they have viewed spgafitical programming, has been
found to very reliable by Dilliplane, Goldman, My@2012), and generally avoids many
of the issues the plague self-reports of media &x@ Respondents are constrained to
reporting simply what they have recently watched-d-amhile this may mean
significantly more exposure for some than it daesothers, it is consistent with my
hypothesis that any recent exposure is enoughve &a effect. If exposure to uncivil
media everyday has more of an effect than expaswe a week, then conflating all
those exposed into a single “exposed” categoryigesva conservative estimate of the
effect, given that any exposure Ismneeffect. The NAES list of media is nearly
comprehensive of national television programming008 likely to feature some
analysis of the 2008 election. The list also asl@iaexposure to nearly every major (and
not so major) nationally-broadcast conservativie tatlio program.

While there were five waves in all, only waveglaznd 5 asked respondents about
their typical media exposure. Wave 2 took placenftanuary 1, 2008 to March 31,

2008, and wave 4 took place throughout the 200@mgéelection season, with

interviews conducted from August®¢hrough November 4th. Wave 5 took place during
the immediate post-election period, from Novemb#rrbugh January 31. Respondents’
interviews were spaced in thirds, in order toileetpass between wave interviews; a

respondent interviewed during the first third of W¥d., for example, was re-interviewed
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during the first third of all subsequent waves. lgst a month passed between

respondents’ wave 2, wave 4, and wave 5 interviews.

Methodol ogy

To make reading through and coding the verbatsporses a feasible task, |
randomly selected 15 percent of these observatomuse, resulting in 2,514 units and a
total of 6,387 verbatim answers included in thelysis® To control for experimenter’s
bias, two research assistants and | independevalyaed the open-ended resporides.
Unlike previous studies of political incivility thhave gauged its presence in text and
speech, this study is not evaluating campaign naddecandidates’ speeches, or media
coverage—which are all more or less the polishetkwbprofessionals and generally
rather homogeneous in scope and topic. Ratheratheunfiltered quality of
respondents’ responses that make the data so domgso includes misspellings, poor
grammar, limited punctuation, and incomplete thasgtse of computer programs that
cannot take context into consideration is thereilmmgractical. Human coders can take
context into account, however. We used the Intywihdex (Table 2-1) to identify
instances of incivility, and calculations of inteder reliability of the coding indicate
substantial agreement concerning what commentgfigdaas uncivil. The percent

agreement between all three coders was 91 permhf calculation of Krippendorff's

0 As the subsample was random, the panel is unbedams discussed below, this is not a problematic.
*1 The research assistants were told that the gomtavaave a conservative estimate and were thus
instructed to give the benefit of the doubt to ltii—comments they felt were on the borderline ddmot
be marked as uncivil. To ensure that there weretindependent analyses of the responses, theakesea
assistants were instructed not to discuss speaesigonses or types of responses amongst eachootivéh
me during the coding process.
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alpha? produces a coefficient of 0.72, which is accetabspecially considering the
heterogeneous and crude nature of the responsigpéddorff 2004).

If a comment violated one or more of the critetiavas deemed uncivil. In order
to make the process as objective as possible,comiynents that clearly and
unambiguously qualified as incivility under onenoore of the criteria definitions were
deemed uncivil. When a comment seemed “borderlithe, 'benefit of the doubt was
given to civility, thus creating a conservative m@a of incivility. This is consistent with
my definition of incivility, in which uncivil clains must be deliberate and obvious. A
description of common uncivil claims by criteriandae found in A1 4-1 in Appendix 1.

Overall, about 20.6 percent of the responses atedigualified as uncivil.
Having one wave in the analysis take place earthi@nelection year during primary
season, a second during the heart of campaignrseasw the final after the election
raises the questions as to whether there are @liftess in pre- and post-election
tendencies to be uncivil. Perhaps people are lémstiae to the election earlier in the
year, and, following the election, partisans froothbsides begin the “healing process”
after the long and bitter campaign. The percentdgespondents who used incivility in
each wave suggests there could be some truthstolthivave 2, about 13 percent of
respondents used incivility in their answers. TeRecpntage nearly doubled to 25 percent
in wave 4, before dropping to 22 percent in wave 5.

It is also possible that the levels of incivilitypolitical media are not constant

throughout the election year. Yet, it is likely tls@me amount of incivility is constant in

*2 Krippendorff's alpha is a conservative estimaténtércoder reliability beyond that which can be
ascribed to mere chance. It is appropriate regssdiéthe number of coders, levels of measurement,
sample sizes, and missing data.
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certain types of media all of the time, and thaividuals exposed to it will react to the
incivility with some consistency. Still, while tfancivil media” effect may be constant,
it may also be nonlinear. This might mean that medites do not produce the same
amount and type of uncivil political talk throughdhe panel study period, or that those
exposed react to it somewhat differently througtibase periods. | cannot rule this out.
It is necessary, then, to control for campaign @ea&dfects. First, | will explain how |

distinguished between “civil” and “uncivil” politad media.

Exposure to Uncivil Political Media in 2008

What does the literature tell us uncivil mediawdddook like? Sobieraj and
Berry (2010) conceptualize and measure exampleztagme incivility in politically-
oriented news media. In doing this, they devisédlpful “road map” to determining if a
media source tends to be uncivil, identifying & manifestations in language and
behavior, including name calling, misrepresentagixaggerations of views and actions,
and mockery? Sobieraj and Berry also describe a method forticrgan “outrage score”
for four types of media (newspapers, televisiodjaaand blogs) and identify the “most”
uncivil current examples for each type of mediae Elements used by Mutz and Reeves
(2005) in their “recreation” of civil and uncivil ediated political discourse to
differentiate uncivil discourse from polite, cidiscourse were hostility, rudeness,
emotionality, and quarrelsome discussions. Togethese studies provide a theoretical
guide to identifying media that include uncivil dmsirse. For media to include such

elements as mockery, hostility, and character assston, the programming’s host,

%3 The thirteen elements include insulting languagene calling, emotional display, emotional langyage
verbal fighting/sparring, character assassinatigisrepresentative exaggeration, mockery, conflagrat
ideologically extremizing language, slippery slopelittling, and obscene language.
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hosts, or guests need to have opinions and nesdhe very least take a negative view
towards some persons, policy, or institutions (@sosed to standard news programs, for
example, where news is merely read and very bipi@ionated commentary is offered).
The Project for Excellence in Journalfmeleases annual reports featuring
content analyses of different forms of media, idatg cable television news, network
television news, local television news, newspapmrbne news, magazines, and radio.
The 2009 PEJ report (which reviews media throug608)°° reports that prime-time
cable news programming was dominated by shows iohwisommentators and pundits
dissect and magnify the one or two biggest devetogmthat lend themselves to debate
and disagreement.” Talk radio programming, doneiddtty conservative commentators,
consisted of hosts attacking policies and vilifytaggeted individuals. Among all the
comments on conservative talk radio in 2008 maaeitaHillary Clinton, for example,
30 percent emphasized the idea that she did net dway hard core beliefs, and 15
percent revolved around the idea that she was paiospunlikable (Project for the
Excellence in Journalism 2009). The report alseddbat “prime-time cable in 2008
closely resembled talk radio with pictures” in thath “placed a premium on high-
octane opining and polarizing.” The dominance aigitry and polarizing commentary
in prime-time cable news and talk radio suggesisttiese media fit the bill as the
quintessential uncivil political programming. Tgsconsistent with the content review of
various media by Sobieraj and Berry (2010) whialnfd that nearly all pundit-themed

cable news and political talk radio programs cdesidy include some uncivil “outrage,”

** The PEJ is a non-profit research organizationaatal with the Pew Research Center.
% As explained below, the data in my analysis asenf2008, so | am concerned with what qualified as
uncivil political media in 2008, as well.
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and on average contain significantly more inciyititan other “opinionated” media, like
blogs and newspaper columns.

To make more rigorous distinctions between theousrtelevision programs
featured in the NAES survey, | utilize two studmdsich have previously dichotomized
the programs into political and non-political cadggs (Dilliplane et al. 2012) and
grouped the programs by partisanship (Dilliplan@Qsee Al 4-2 in Appendix 1 for
more details). For a more nuanced understanditigeoéffects of exposure to uncivil
political media, it is helpful to know if certaimfmats are more effective than others in
inducing the use of incivility® | initially created seven groupings of televisimograms:
pundit cable news, standard cable news, partisisttaws, non-partisan talk shows,
network news, satirical news, and pure entertainnidre breakdown of programs by
category can be seen in Table A2 4-3 in Appendix 2.

To determine whether each type of political prograng qualified as uncivil
media, | utilized two measures. A full explanatmfrboth measures is included in Al 4-2
in Appendix 1, but | will overview the measureséneFhe purpose was to simply divide
the political media into civil and uncivil groupiagnot to compare levels of incivility
between uncivil programs, so use of the scorescasittnuous or ordinal explanatory is
not an option. That is, the measures were meativide up political programming by
looking for elements likely to be prevalent onlyuncivil political media, but not gauge
the overall level of incivility in each program,

The first measure involved searching via Lexis Ndar reports in major world

publications of particular types of uncivil incidsroccurring on the various programs,

% As previously mentioned, the emotionality and amiroriented formats of pundit cable news and talk
radio have been found to be particularly effectivenducing reactions in audiences.
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which were examples of the modes of incivility foule be most common in political
television (Sobieraj and Berry 2010). By tabulatihg unique number of uncivil events
that made the mainstream news throughout the pduadg which the panel survey took
place and dividing the total by the amount of hafréhe program’s estimated airtime, a
sense of the prevalence of incivility on each paogican be made. Eight programs that
had scores above average were qualified as uncivil.

There are some problems with relying on “hearsaydetermine if a program is
typically uncivil. For one, if a program is usualincivil, it might not be newsworthy if
something uncivil occurs, but it would be if thereaevent occurred on a typically civil
program. Furthermore, this measure does not halptermine if the levels of incivility
on programs differed between periods during thetiele year. Thus, | used a second
measure to evaluate the level of incivility in #ietual content of the programs during
each wave. To do this, | used Lexis Nexis to setirehiranscripts of the various
programs for some common examples of incivilityt fiedl under criteria 1, 2, and 3 of
the Incivility Index. Unfortunately, complete tramgpts (or any at all) were not available
for some of the programéncluding two talk showprograms deemed uncivil by the first
measure. Nonetheless, this measure allows me loa¢gdhe accuracy of the “hearsay”
measure and determine in incivility in political die varied over the course of the
election year.

For each program, | tabulated the occurrencesoofiiity and divided them by

the average amount of words in each transcriphpar of programming, to get a

>" Shows perceived to have a conservative bias butati have full transcripts included FNEsx &
Friends FNC’s Fox Report with Shepard SmithNC’s Geraldo At Large FNC’s Studio B with Shepard
Smith and FNC’sYour World with Neil CavutdShows without transcripts perceived to have eréibbias
includedMSNBC Live CNN’s Out in the Openand ABC’sThe View
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standard score of the amount of incivility per hd®nograms with above-average scores
across the waves were marked as uncivil. The sigrams marked as uncivil under this
measure were the same six (minus the two uncikilsiaows) that were marked as
uncivil under the “hearsay” measure. This consisgagives me confidence in the
accuracy of the measures.

The averages across programs for each wave inditaténere were differences
in the amount of incivility on these programs betwevaves, with wave 4—taking place
during the heart of campaign season, featurindpithieest average. Wave 2, which took
place during the primaries, had a slightly loweerage, and wave 5, which took place in
the period following Election Day through Janua®@Q, averaged the lowest level of
incivility. Nonetheless, even during the periodsvhich waves 2 and 5 took place, the
programs marked as uncivil were not devoid of ilityy and were consistently the top
six “perpetrators” within each period. Thus, expesio the programs during each period
likely had the hypothesized effect. A change framrerposure in wave 4 to exposure in
wave 5 will still have an effect--albeit perhapshwinot the same potency as a change
from no exposure in wave 2 to exposure in wave 4.

Based on these two measures, six pundit cable peygsams and two partisan
talk shows were marked as uncivil. In additionhe television programs, | designated
twelve talk radio programs as uncivil; the listioigthese programs is included in Table
A2 4-4 in Appendix 2, and the rationale for codthgm as uncivil in included in Al 4-2
in Appendix 1. To measure the impact of a changeposure to these three types of
programs, | created dichotomous variables for exyosuncivil pundit cable newand

uncivil talk radia Additionally, uncivil talk showsnay affect incivility use, although this

89



is not backed by any previous thedfyn addition, | generated dichotomous measures of
exposure ta@ivil cable newsnetwork newssatirical news”® National Public Radi¢°
andentertainment program&' The only predictors | expect to positively afféoe use of
incivility are the uncivil media types, althoughistpossible that exposure to civil

programs may have a negative impact on incivilgg.u

Exposure to Like-minded and Disagreeable Uncivitie

| also hypothesized that a change in exposurn&genhinded uncivil media would
lead to an increased propensity to use incivibiyt, a change in exposure to both like-
minded civil media and disagreeable uncivil medauld not. To test this hypothesis, |
divided the uncivil media programs into “conservatuncivil media” and “liberal uncivil
media” sub-groups, utilizing the groupings credigdilliplane (2011) (programming
qualifying as either is indicated as such in Takie4-1 of Appendix 1). Then, using
respondents’ partisan identification (partisanseattose who identified as a strong,
weak, or leaner partisan), | identified if they eexposed to media that either aligned
with their partisan orientation, contrasted witkithviews, or was neutral programming.
To test the hypothesis, | created dichotomous nmeasf exposure tike-minded
uncivil medialike-minded civil mediaanddisagreeable uncivil mediBecause party

identification was measured over time, these meastan take into account how

8 These programs can be qualified as “soft mediatiwhave previously been found to be ineffective in
influencing political opinions (Prior 2003). See A2 for more details.

%9 | separate out satirical news from other partisadia, as such has been found to be effective in
generating cynicism about mainstream partisan viémtp, rather than reinforce them (Baumgartner and
Morris 2006; Warner 2007); a more in depth discussif the satirical news programs is included A4. 4-
¢ Specifically, exposure to the prograth Things ConsideredSee Al 4-2 for more information.

®1 | initially broke down these variables furtheivil cable newswvas divided up into partisan, pundit
programs and standard, “neutral’ programs, @il network newsvas divided into standard network news
broadcasts, network news magazines, and Sundayngaoundtables. As these smaller groups were
insignificant and combining them has little effectthe size and significance of coefficients, | these
larger groupings for the sake of parsimony.
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individuals’ attachment to party may have shiftegrahe course of the campaign and
panel study. | also created dichotomous measuregpafsure tpdisagreeable uncivil

media, disagreeable civil mediandneutral civil mediaas controls.

Fixed-Effects Approach

To test the effect of change in exposure to uhoiédia between the waves on
the propensity to offer an uncivil response, | emgpt a fixed-effects model. Fixed-
effects models are the standard for panel datysisahs the method can ensure that
results are not biased by an omitted variable,vatiaminimize the chances that the
relationship between changes in exposure to untigdia and changes in use of
incivility is misidentified as causal when it isfiact an endogenous relationship (Allison
2009). While questions of spuriousness limit thiéitsof cross-sectional analyses to
establish causality, fixed-effects models focushtenchange occurring within
individuals, allowing for much stronger cases fausal effects. Time-invariant variables
(i.e., gender) are differenced away in such moa@ashey cannot help to predict a
change in the dependent varidblgSreene 2002; Hausman and Taylor 1981). The fixed-
effects method instead controls for potential canfiting effects of all unobserved time-
invariant variables by using each person as hieeoown control (Allison 2009).

However, fixed-effects logistic regression resuitsignificant observations being
dropped from the analysis when there is a lackwéigroup (or “within-group”)
variation (Allison 2009; Hausman and Taylor 198Eurthermore, fixed-effects methods

with limited dependent variable models are lesgiefit (compared to random effects

%2 A way around losing these time-invariant covasatefixed-effects models is to interact them with
period effects (i.e., waves). Since the fixed-e¢fanethod controls for these factors (by using each
individual as their own control), this is unnecegdar most demographic variables.
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and GEE models) as between-individual variatiogm®red; the focus on within-person
can lead to fairly large standard errors, as tielienited variation in dichotomous
dependent variables. Allison (2009), however, seesacrifice of efficiency to reduce
bias as well worth it, as fixed-effects provides test test for causality excepting
experimental methods. The result for my analysefiscus on individuals who differed
from wave to wave, which allows for a test of thypdtheses. As | show below, the

stable cases that are dropped have the expec&tinehip with uncivil political media
exposure (the consistently exposed had the hightsof incivility use, and the
consistently unexposed the lowest, with “changé&abihg in the middle). Additional
information on the inappropriateness of randometéfand lagged dependent variable (or

dynamic) models for this analysis can be found 1n4A3 in Appendix 1.

Results

Looking at the raw means, there is evidence of eagmpeffects on the use of
incivility, but differences persisted among thogpased to uncivil political media in all
three wave§> Among those who were consistently exposed to lintiedia throughout
all three waves, the average rate of incivility \#2s3 percent in wave 2, 40.1 percent in
wave 4, and 32.7 percent in wave 5. Each of thetes were higher than the rates for all
respondents in each wave (12.6 in wave 2, 24.%wvewt, and 22.0 in wave 5), and much
higher than the rates of those respondents werainech unexposed to uncivil pundit

news and talk radio throughout each wave (7.7 mewy 17.4 in wave 4, and 12.8 in

% For the wave 2 period, a familiarity factor witretcandidates and campaign may influence the
propensity to offer uncivil comments. A Pew Reshatenter (2007) study in the fall of 2007, takeo tw
months before wave 2 began, found that only 62gré¢rcould name Barack Obama as a Democratic
presidential candidate, and a mere 24 percent ndotgd McCain as a Republican candidate. The vitsibil
of both candidates likely increased throughoutphimary season and as the general election begamd
the earlier months of wave 2, however, particul@as about either candidate in the press and imithes
of the public were likely less prevalent than laiar
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wave 5). This suggests that a consistent relatipristtween uncivil media exposure and
use of incivility existed across waves, but thagrall rates of incivility were the lowest
before the start of the general election campaigd,the highest during the time
immediately preceding the election.

Among those who were consistently uncivil acrogsviaves, the mean exposure
rate to uncivil media was 33 percent—meaning abaetthird of the responded who
used incivility across all three waves correspondeck exposed to uncivil political
media. The same rate for those whose commentsodi@ature any incivility across all
three waves was 12 percent, less than one 1 im&urdrisingly, given the theoretical
expectations, the rate of exposure for those whiedan their use of incivility
throughout the waves fell in between the rate efttto consistent groups, at 21 percent.
The differences between each group mean paireth@geere significant (p=0.000).

To further evaluate the relationship between usaa¥ility, uncivil media
exposure, and the wave periods, | conducted a-sexgonal analysis to see if a
relationship between exposure to uncivil news exish the waves independently and in
pooled form. Note that these models lack the cdasatage that fixed-effects models
(presented below) have, but can provide some ihgigih the relationship between media
usage and incivility within the different wavesntlude measures of exposure to the
other types of media, as well measureagg gender education andpolitical interest*
in the models. The results of the logit regressinalyses can be seen Table 4-1.
Exposure to bothincivil pundit cable newanduncivil talk radiohad statistically

significant positive relationships with use of wmitity in waves 2 and 4, andncivil

® The gauging of political interest was part of gi@nal public affairs profile in which nearly MAES-
Online participants partook in, usually before theave 1 interview. It ranges from 0 (no interdstB
(very interested).
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pundit cable newsas significant in wave 5 as well—however talk cadias not. In the
pooled data, both pundit cable news and talk radobpositive, significant relationships
with use of incivility. While talk radio not reactg significance in wave 5 is curious, its
performance in the pooled model strongly suggésisa relationship between exposure
to its content and use of incivility exists.Uncivil talk showexposure was not significant
in any of the wave or pooled models, suggestingehygpes of (“soft media”) programs
have no relationship with the use of incivility.

Additionally, several other media variables reachigdificance. A pair of media
types had positive relationships with incivilityPRin waves 4, 5, and the pooled data,
andsatirical newsin wave 4 and the pooled data. Betitertainment programandcivil
talk showshad negative relationships with incivility in wa/4 and the pooled data.
Additionally, females (all waves and pooled datagre educated people (4, 5, and
pooled), Republicans (4, 5, pooled), conservat{2e$, and pooled), and older people (4
and pooled) all were more likely to use incivilityis important to note, that this cross-
sectional analysis suggests that these variabdesekated to the use of incivility—but it
does not provide evidence that exposure to anlyedet types of media increases the

propensity to use incivility.

% Different media effects between the waves mayugetd the differences in the degree to which uhcivi
media was uncivil, and the degree to which audighezame aroused by it, before, during and afeer th
election. For instance, those who were uncivildaiing conservative talk radio exposure before the
election might be less willing to talk about theatlon at all in wave 5. Differences in may alsadéhe
unbalanced nature of the data, where two-sidedocegsresults in a slightly different set (and skeal
number) of observations in waves 2 and 5 than vewa
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Table 4-1: Cross-Sectional Analysis on Determinafitdse of Incivility

Variables Wave 2 Wave 4 Wave 5 Pooled
Uncivil Pundit News 0.41** 0.58*** 0.87*** 0.63***
(0.211) (0.129) (0.154) (0.087)
Uncivil Talk Radio 0.36* 0.50%** 0.13 0.45%**
(0.212) (0.133) (0.160) (0.084)
Uncivil Talk Show 0.03 -0.00 -0.14 -0.04
(0.204) (0.129) (0.147) (0.086)
Civil Talk Show -0.22 -0.30** -0.20 -0.25%**
(0.191) (0.119) (0.134) (0.079)
Civil Cable News 0.22 0.04 0.05 0.08
(0.209) (0.126) (0.150) (0.085)
Civil Network News -0.03 0.01 -0.15 -0.08
(0.215) (0.127) (0.147) (0.081)
Satirical News 0.38 0.31** 0.20 0.32%**
(0.234) (0.143) (0.161) (0.095)
NPR 0.04 0.30** 0.32* 0.21**
(0.263) (0.151) (0.163) (0.094)
Entertainment Programs -0.24 -0.39*** -0.17 -0.37**
(0.200) (0.114) (0.137) (0.074)
Gender (Male to Female) 0.39** 0.28*** 0.31** 0.28*
(0.172) (0.106) (0.121) (0.067)
Age (18 and up) 0.00 0.01** -0.00 0.01**
(0.006) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002)
Education 0.05 0.08** 0.08** 0.09***
(0.054) (0.033) (0.039) (0.021)
Party Identification (7 cat, R-D) -0.05 -0.07** aQ** -0.10***
(0.051) (0.031) (0.037) (0.017)
Ideology (7 cat, C-L) -0.19** -0.04 -0.11* -0.06***
(0.081) (0.047) (0.057) (0.022)
Political Interest (0-3) 0.39*** 0.09** 0.23*** 0.2%**
(0.119) (0.045) (0.069) (0.033)
Constant -4 55%** -1.82%** -1.52%** -1.87***
(0.757) (0.313) (0.355) (0.192)
Observations 1,773 2,514 2,100 6,387
Adj. R-squared 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.06

Standard errors in parentheses
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

Note: Table reports unstandardized log-odd coeffits from logistic regression models.
Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Fixed-effects models, however, allow me to evaldlagerelationship between
changes in media exposure with changes in the psiyeo use incivility, eliminating
many spurious associations. The lack of within-greariation for a portion of panel
respondents results in those units being dropped the analysis, and consistency across
waves was common; in the fixed-effects modelsntimaber of observations decreases to
2,052 and the number of groups to 752. While e smaller sample, the analysis is
focused on individuals who underwent some “charggiveen waves in the variables
included in the model, and on how changes in exjgosuuncivil news affects use of
incivility in political talk. Additionally, | do nofind any evidence of this biasing the
effects in any way; given that those who remaimausistently unexposed to uncivil
partisan media had the lowest levels of incivilapd those who were consistently
exposed to incivility had the highest rate, the oeai of stables cases should
underestimate the effect of exposure, if therenistaas at all.

Included in the first fixed-effects model testitg timpact of general uncivil
media are the dichotomous measures of exposunecigil pundit cable newsincivil
talk radio, anduncivil talk showsas well as measures of exposureiwd talk shows
civil cable newscivil network news, satirical news, National PulfRadio,and
entertainment program#s noted, time-invariant demographics (gender, agd
education) do not need to be controlled for inftked-effects model&® The NAES,
however, asked respondents about their partisamndaotbgical orientations to politics in

each wave, which results in varying identificatiaver time. As the strength of partisan

% Additionally, including these variables interacteith the waves has little impact on the size and
direction of the other coefficients in the moddthaugh some of the significance of the wave vdealis
sapped. None of the demographic interactions wiese o significance.
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and ideological orientations impact media habit$ epinion change (i.e., Zaller 1992), |
include both party identification and ideology hetmodels.

To control for the differences in the levels ofiunlity in political media at
different points in the election season, as wetkasiced interest in the election and
politics among the electorate during the wave 2%apdriods, | include dummy variables
for both of these waves in the mo8&f? a technique that can efficiently control for a
number of time-varying influences (Dilliplane, Goldn, and Mutz 2012). Because the
fixed-effects models analyze only within-group @ion, it is unnecessary to make a
distinction between when in the wave each interwieas conducted. As political interest,
which likely varies throughout the campaign, wasamntinuously gauged throughout
the waves, | interact the measure taken beforértevave of interviews began with the
waves®®

The results of the first fixed-effects model supgisong support for my first
hypothesis. Column 1 of Table 4-2 shows the effetthanges in the various types of
media exposure, along with party identificatioreatbgy, and controls for waves 2 and 5
on the use of incivility. Both exposure dacivil pundit cable newanduncivil talk radio
had a significant positive effect on the propentatytilize incivility. None of the other
media variables in the model were close to sigaifez, including, notably, exposure to

uncivil talk showsThis is not especially surprising—despite thd that programs like

% Dummy variables for the two waves allow me to gatige impact of the particular time periods. Wave 4
is left as the baseline wave to avoid collineatitgluding dummies for any two of the three wavas ho
impact on the other coefficients in the model.

% Additionally, as the strength of partisan idewttion has been found to fluctuate in response to
campaign events (i.e., Gerber, Huber, and Washimn2®d 0; Allsop and Weisburg 1988) the time-varying
measures of partisan and ideological orientatioag capture the effects of campaigns on attitudds an
behavior.

% This measure will essentially gauge how intenesidlitics before campaign season, likely reflegtin
“true” interest in politics uninfluenced by the caaign, affected the propensity to use incivilityedesction
season wore on.
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The ViewandFox & Friendsfeature uncivil partisan displays, both showsli&edy best
gualified as “soft news” which feature significarhount of apolitical information (see
discussion in Al 4-2 Appendix 1), and have beemdoio have a limited impact on
political knowledge (Prior 2003). This idea is sapgpd by the data, in that the size,
direction, and significance of the “uncivil” talkew coefficient are very similar to that
of “civil” talk shows.

Additionally, civil cable newsNPR andsatirical newsexposure were
insignificant. While people who watch these progsanmight use incivility (as reflected
in the cross-sectional analysis), changes in expado not have an effect on individuals’
propensity to do so. This reflects the fact thel ciable news programs included in the
analysis, while partisan at times, feature substiytess emotionality and “example”
uncivil behavior to mimic.

Changes in exposure to civil network news and &itenent programs did not
have any impact on the use of incivility. The imsfgcance of network news (as well as
NPR) suggests that becoming exposed to more waditjournalism does not induce
more civil political talk—although this finding dexwes additional analysis. The
insignificance of entertainment exposure is nopgsing—although it is unclear how
this relates to Prior's (2007) thesis that entartant viewing is attached to reduced

interest in politics.
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Table 4-2: Effects of Changes in Uncivil Media Egpee on Use of Incivility

Variables

Column 1

Column 2

Uncivil Pundit News

Uncivil Talk Radio

0.55** (0.197)
0.36* (0.230)

Uncivil Talk Show -0.12 (0.197) -

Civil Talk Show -0.27 (0.207) --

Civil Cable News -0.08 (0.180) -
Civil Network News -0.16 (0.183) -
Like-minded Uncivil Pundit News - 0.48*** (0.184)
Disagreeable Uncivil Pundit News - 0.07 (0.197)
Like-minded Civil Cable News - 0.08 (0.200)
Disagreeable Civil Cable News - -0.23 (0.198)
Neutral Civil News -- -0.18 (0.183)
Satirical News 0.08 (0.216) 0.10 (0.214)
National Public Radio -0.12 (0.219) -0.11 (0.217)
Entertainment Programs 0.07 (0.165) 0.09 (0.166)
Party Identification (7 categories) -0.03 (0.079) 0.06 (0.087)
Ideology (7 categories, 0.00 (0.031) 0.00 (0.031)
Political Interest*Wave 0.03* (0.018) 0.03* (0.018)

Wave 2 -0.96** (0.127)  -0.97*** (0.127)
Wave 5 -0.41** (0.116)  -0.42*** (0.115)
Observations 2,052 2,052
Groups 752 752

Standard errors in parentheses
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

Note: Coefficients are unstandardized log oddesdtiom logistic fixed effects models, reflectimdra-
group impact of change on use of incivility (0-$jandard errors are in parentheses.
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Although campaign effects have been found to exfae partisanship, and in turn
political behavior and attitudes (Gerber, Hubed ¥ashington 2010), changes in
political orientation did not affect the propensityuse incivility. However, both of the
dichotomous wave variables were significant, intingathat respondents were less likely
to utilize incivility in waves 2 and 5 comparedwave 4, which took place during the
heart of election season. Also significant waspblgical interest-wave interaction,
which had a positive effect on the use of inciyjlindicating that having an interest in
politics early in the election year influenced grepensity to use incivility as the
campaign wore on.

The positive, significant relationships wifcivil pundit newsndtalk radio with
the use of incivility, and the insignificance oktbther media variables, provide support
for my first hypothesis. However, it is useful toderstand how large an impact a change
in exposure to both has on uncivil talk. To intetghe substantive significance of the
fixed-effects coefficients, | calculated the preditprobabilities’ of using incivility
when a change in exposure to uncivil pundit cakblegs) talk radio, or both took place.

Figure 4-1 displays these changes in graphic fovith exposure to uncivil
pundit news, the probability of using incivilityareases from about 39 percent to a
probability of 53 percent—a change of 14 percenfagets. For talk radio, the
probability of using incivility increased by 8 perttage points, moving from about 43
percent with no exposure, to 51 percent with expadtfollows that a change in

exposure to both of these types of programs shoydct incivility even more.

0| calculate the predicted probabilities using dhserved value approach (Hanmer and Kalkan 2013),
which involves holding each of the other independaniables at the observed values for each caein
sample, calculating the relevant predicted proltasifor each case, and then averaging over dlief
cases.
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Displayed in Figure 4-2 is the effect that a chaimgexposure to both talk radio and
uncivil pundit cable news has on incivility use.eléffect of this change is indeed quite
large, with the probability of using incivility imeasing from about 38 percent with no
exposure to over 59 percent with exposure. Thasdgference of over 20 percentage
points, and represents a 53 percent increase usthef incivility.

Figure 4-1: Effects of Change in Uncivil Pundit Neand Talk Radio Exposure on
Probability of Using Incivility.
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Note: Probabilities reflect intra-group changeha propensity to utilize incivility with exposure pundit
cable news and talk radio (separately).

These effects are significant for a number of reaspbirst of all, media effects are
notably hard to detect, even with samples signitigdarger than the one used in this
analysis (Zaller 2002). A larger sample might réwe@n larger effects. Furthermore,
time-variant exposure to other sources of politisaivility—most obviously via the
Internet and interpersonal discussions—are notilples® control for with this data, so
there may be cases where those who are deemedilityitiree were being exposed to

incivility. Additionally, programs deemed “civil” @are not completely devoid of
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incivility, meaning exposure to some of these paogs could have impacted the
propensity to use incivility without exposure t@ thncivil programs. Such exposure is
still likely to affect the likelihood of using ingility, and a more precise, continuous
measure of incivility in media might illustrate amen stronger relationship between
uncivil media exposure and use of incivility; trerge thing might be said for the levels
of incivility in respondents’ verbatim comments.

Moreover, the measure of media exposure is acchtdteonservative, in that it
cannot take into account the effect thatah@untof exposure has on the use of incivility
(Dilliplane et al. 2013)—recent exposure could meace or twice within the last month,
or nightly exposure. On top of all of this, if wesaime it is mostly strongly partisan,
politically aware people who self-select in unciwértisan media exposufkthe size of
the change in probability is even more impressiverergthat they are the least likely to
have their political attitudes influenced by chamggucing political messages, even
when the message is congenial (Zaller 1992, 127-1¥Bat these changes in probability
of using incivility reflect is a strong connectibetween exposure to uncivil political
media and the use of incivility.

One question is why talk radio seems to have alsmaipact than pundit news.
The small amount of within-person change in tatkaaxposure likely makes it difficult
to detect the effect--only 18 percent of resporslentiuded in the fixed-effects models
(and just 15 percent in the entire subsample) unglgra change in exposure to talk radio
throughout the three waves. The measurement ofsexpdime may be too imprecise

(for example, perhaps many talk radio listenery tialve brief exposure during a

" The descriptive statistics included in Table A3 # Appendix 2 show that uncivil political mediaars
tend to be more partisan and ideological than remsrsy and are overall more politically active, as
measured by political interest, campaign contriimgj and participation in the 2006 midterm election
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commute), and something may be said for the vistiraluli that are a part of uncivil
political television in inducing uncivil reactioislutz and Reeves 2005). A larger
sample with more precise measurement of exposugbtrdetect a larger effect.

As my second hypothesis states, it should onlyxipesure to like-minded uncivil
political media which affects the likelihood of ngiincivility, as individuals should
select into uncivil media which reinforces preenxigtviews. Furthermore, a change in
exposure to civil like-minded incivility should nbave an impact. To test this
hypothesis, | estimated the effect that changexjposure taincivil like-minded media
uncivil disagreeable medjaivil like-minded medizcivil disagreeable medjandcivil
neutral mediaall had on the propensity to use incivility. Expostosatirical news
National Public Radig? andentertainment programsere also included in this model,
as were the time-varying political orientation meas, wave dummies, and political
interest interacted with the waves.

Column 2 of Table 4-2 displays the results. Expesalike-minded uncivil
political mediawas the only media measure to reach statistigalfsiance, indicating
that becoming exposed to uncivil media congenialrte’'s partisan identification had a
positive effect. This confirms the hypothesis tih& self-exposure to like-minded
uncivil political media which influences the useigivility. The wave dummies were
again significant, indicating that early in the gaign season (wave 2) and the post-
election period (wave 5) the propensity to usevility was lower. The coefficient on

political interest interacted with the waves wasoadgain significant and positive.

"2 Including NPR exposure as civil like-minded newsliberals has little effect on the model.
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Figure 4-2: Effect of Change in General Uncivil Neé&xposure and Like-minded
Uncivil Media Exposure on Probability of Using laitity
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Note: Probabilities reflect intra-group changeha propensity to utilize incivility with exposure general
uncivil political media (pundit cable news and gioél talk radio) and like-minded uncivil media @ivil

media that expresses views in accordance withdinigtual’s partisanship)

A change in exposure to “civil” like-minded medhias not significant at
conventional levels, suggesting that reinforcenoémreexisting views alone does not
lead to a greater propensity to use incivility. S'ts despite the fact that even the partisan
media qualified as “civil” included some incivilityy my measures—some more than
others. Yet less uncivil behavior to mimic—in bettope and volume—makes exposure
to these like-minded “civil” programs less potemproducing incivility as the like-
minded uncivil media. Furthermore, it is worth mgtithat few pundit-themed
programs—where the program’s host offers opinionadifjad as “civil” under my
measures. It is likely, as previous studies sugdgiest the emotionality of political
punditry is particularly effective in influencingé opinions and behavior of audiences.

As in comedy, theleliveryof the message matters.
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As it is unlikely that individuals choose to bepesed to media that promote
views that conflict with their opinions and indugiscomfort, the insignificance of a
change in exposure tmcivil disagreeable pundit newsake sense; another context, in
which individuals are involuntarily exposed to unkattacks on their “side” could
provide insight into how individuals react to uritpolitical messages about their in-
group. As expected, neithelisagreeable civil cable newsr civil neutral newsdhad a
significant effect on incivility use.

The change in the predicted probability of usingvitity when becoming
exposed to like-minded uncivil political news i#m in Figure 4-2. A change in
exposure produces a 32 percent increase in thalpitity of using incivility, rising 12
percentage points from about 37 percent to aboped&ent. Again, in the context of
impreciseness of the exposure measure, the diffiaukdetecting media effects in
smaller samples, and the consistency in attitudesng politically aware individuals, this
change is large. These results provide signifisapport for the overarching “mob
effect” hypothesis, as exposure to like-minded vhdiscourse does seem to spur the
use of incivility. Hearing arguments which reinfengreexisting views and which also
feature vitriol and vilifications of the out-groggems to affect the use of incivility by the
audience. Whether this effect is due to emotionaiidation, mimicry, or both, cannot be
determined with this analysis, but previous redeatggests both likely occur. | will turn
to this issue myself in the chapters to come.

In sum, a change in exposure to uncivil politicadia increases the probability
that a person will use incivility. This occurs, hewer, only with exposure to like-minded

uncivil media. The changes in probability—rangingni 8 to 21 percentage points—are
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conservative, to the extent that measures of expad levels of incivility are
imprecise. Yet these increases can result in sogmfly higher levels of incivility in
political conversations and interactions. Assunargrger sample and more precise
measurements might detect even larger effectsciear that exposure to uncivil political

media can affect the tone of political talk en neass

Discussion

The nature of the political programming of thevinmedia” era, designed to be
hyperbolic and intense, and to emphasize conffidtdisagreement, allow various shows
to compete for ratings in a disaggregated and ctitiygemedia market. Such programs
aim to stir the emotions of members of their audésn who tune in in order to receive
news and commentary that align with preexistingtisal views, to maximize the chance
that viewers stay tuned and return again to thevshimwever, the uncivil elements used
to do this have effects on the way those expodkgdditics, and the mass interaction
capabilities that have come with “Web 2.0” addsidigance to how people talk politics.
Incivility, as this analysis shows, breeds morevitity. The differences in the use of
incivility between when one is exposed to uncivlippcal media and when one is not are
enough to alter the tone of political discourserasse; if the individuals who
experienced a “change” in exposure to uncivil neag avoided these types of media,
then any type of political discussion they engaigedould have featured significantly
less incivility, resulting in a multitude of polil conversations that were more civil,
conciliatory, and deliberate.

A divided public utilizing incivility will have negtive repercussions for both

public and elite deliberation: if smooth interaasoare necessary for any benefits to be
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derived from political discourse, and if fruitfuégotiations among elites require some
openness to alternative views among the publicy éx@osure to uncivil political media
does a great disservice to the democratic proGagsen the supposition that incivility
hinders the pro-deliberative attitudes, polarizai®ultimately reinforced and the quality
of policy is reduced.

In this chapter, | hypothesized that exposure uilmpolitical media induces
individuals to utilize incivility when given the ance to offer political opinions. | also
hypothesized that it is only like-minded uncivil di@ exposure which induces the use of
incivility, and not disagreeable uncivil media ielminded “civil” media. To test these
hypotheses, | designed an index that includeddateria of incivility, and identified
open-ended responses from a 2008 panel data setchaled one or more of these
criteria. Measuring the effect of within-group clgas in media use on within-group
changes in the use of incivility, | find support fmoth hypotheses. That selective
exposure to like-minded media results in a greatepensity to use incivility provides
support for the “mob effect” hypothesis.

This analysis has some limitations. First and farsins the question of how
much of the change in the propensity to use intpihat exposure alone accounts for.
Certainly, most people will not tune into uncivdlgical media if it does not appeal to
their political sensibilities. But, as previousdies of media effects have shown,
exposure to uncivil political media can affecttatiies and behavior, including
reinforcing and intensifying preexisting views, dmaming arguments and issues of
concern. Uncivil messages delivered by trusteébrant them legitimacy, and recent

exposure to such makes them readily availablegioollection and reuse. All the same,
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while fixed-effects methods used are uniquely ¢i¥edn controlling for spuriousness,
cannot be ruled out that most or all of the imgaches from the stimulation of uncivil
“attitudes” by another source, and the resultingnge in exposure to uncivil media is
largely endogenous to the use of incivility in fiokl opinions”®

Relatedly, this analysis does not take into accthmeffect that interpersonal
political conversations and interactions have anafancivility—where the “retaliation
effect” might be expected to occur. Exposure tkeflininded) uncivil political
programming may be a catalyst for a chain reaaifamcivil discourse among the
general population, where incivility by some indsicghers to join in or retaliate in the
same uncivil fashion. Furthermore, if use of inldyiis indeed impacted by uncivil
media, this analysis is unable to determine whetkposure simply legitimizes and
increases the salience of uncivil talk, thus legdimose exposed to mimic this behavior,
or if the use of incivility by those exposed angetemotional reactions—or some
combination of both. In the next chapter, | turresgperimental methods to better
understand how emotions and interpersonal commiimicaffect the propensity to use

incivility.

3 Note, however, that the election does not seeave influenced viewership of uncivil media. Viriya
the same percentage of Republicans (just undee@@pt) and Democrats (just under 40 percent) timed
to uncivil political media in each wave. This istho say that feelings about the candidates, thetieh,

and politics did not change with the events ofdleetion—but the election did not appear to syst&aidy
affect mass viewing habits.
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Chapter 5. Emotional and Behavioral Reactionsitovility
Online

Social media has changed political communicatiastdtically, it has been a top-
down process, with media and political elites disisgating political messages to the
public. The interactive elements of Web 2.0 haaedformed political communication
into a horizontal process, where members of théigpunan communicate with and
influence each other. This development has ledlachto consider the potential
possibility of a digital public sphere (Dahlgren08) Dahlberg 2001), where the mass
public can deliberate on policy and politics frame tomforts of the living room.

Indeed, the “infrastructure” for a digital publiphgere is sufficient. The various
social media platforms through which people carallcast their political opinions (the
comments section under online news articles, Faateawitter, YouTube, etc.) all
provide opportunities for non-elites to interactiwmnass audiences of complete
strangers. These same interactive elements alleweay people to not only disseminate
political information, but to affect the politicattitudes and behavior of others. The
anonymity and limited constraints on expression ¢éimdine communication provides
results in considerably more uncivil behavior tivaface-to-face interactions (Borah
2013; Papacharissi 2002). Limited social cues asehae that there are no repercussions
for one’s behavior means people feel far lessiotstr in interpersonal communication.

In this chapter, | argue that the presence of ihigivn online political
expressions by members of the mass public can éndegative emotions and anti-

deliberative attitudes. Even if most Americansraezely in the audience of discussions
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rather than active speakers in digital politicaladissions, the ubiquity of incivility in
online political discussions can lead to a more-@eliberative public.

Scholars estimate that the presence of incivititgnline political commentary is
widespread and common (Sobieraj and Berry 2010atB2013), and experimental
studies on incivility in the blogosphere show tegposure to uncivil commentary
induces certain attitudinal responses. Borah (2@h8)Thorson et al. (2010) find that
people view political blog commentary featuringivility as less credible than civil
commentary, and that the perceived credibility lgkotive new stories is boosted when
they are juxtaposed to partisan uncivil blog pdBtgah argues that the uncivil
manipulations increase perceptions of hostility] &nds that the presence of incivility in
blog posts also reduces political trust and efffjcdhese studies establish the power of
uncivil political messages in online settings tteaf information processing.

In this chapter, | address how exposure to untak affects people’s willingness
to use incivility and deliberate, as well as thie that emotions and affective ties play in
this dynamic. | employ an experiment in which expreso an uncivil post on a message
board is manipulated, to test a series of questions
1. Do general feelings of anger increase with expot uncivil treatments?

2. What role do affective ties (that is, partisasdd allegiance) to the target of uncivil
attacks play in determining people’s reactions?

3. Do reprimands of incivility perpetrators increasith exposure to uncivil treatments
when the message is disagreeable, and are repsnradhuted by feelings of anger

directed at the uncivil “perpetrator”?
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4. Does the use of incivility increase with exp@sta uncivil treatments, and is use of

incivility induced by feelings of anger?

5. When the uncivil message is like-minded, iset®ridence of anger directed at the

target of uncivil comments?

6. Does the potential for deliberation decreasermmibose angered by the message?
The experiment reveals that the uncivil versionthefpost, which attack a policy

proposal made by President Obama, lead to incrdasédgs of aversion and decreased

deliberative attitudes among Democrats (exposédisagreeable incivility”), while

inducing Republicans (exposed to “like-minded inty’) to increase their use of

incivility in their own posts.

Incivility and Deliberative Potential

| have argued that incivility affects the way thadividuals process political
information, as well as their willingness to engageeliberation. To the extent that
incivility can induce anger and aversion, it walduce consideration of alternative
viewpoints (MacKuen et al. 2010). Additionally, egure to uncivil political discourse
may reduce satisfaction with political discourserengenerally. Stromer-Galley and
Muhlberger (2009), using an online deliberativeexpent, find that higher satisfaction
with deliberative exercises increases the motivattoengage in deliberation in the
future. Moreover, satisfaction increases the peecelegitimacy of decisions made
through deliberation. Dissatisfaction with deliigon is not boosted by the amount of
disagreement that occurs; those who report sigmfidisagreement in their political

discussions may still find their deliberative expece satisfying and believe that
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collective decisions are legitimate. This sugg#sas another factor —which | contend is
the presence of incivility in discourse—is respobiesior reducing deliberative potential.

| expect that exposure to incivility can reducelbsiative potential by affecting
people’s attitude towards deliberation in bothrege ways. If a political message angers
individuals, | expect that they will act more asffisan combatants” than they will
“deliberative citizens.” If what people see andmegolitical discussions largely
offends them, it is likely they will be dissatiddievith the discussion. | predict that
dissatisfied participants should be less likelgaasider alternative views and to want to

engage in future deliberative exercises.

Main Hypotheses

MacKuen et al. (2010) find that individuals who expnce aversion are less
willing to compromise in political debates, retréaprior attitudes, and limit information
searches to sources that reinforce these attitGidxstantial research links incivility to
negative political emotions, but not to feelingsawérsion specifically. My goal is to
make the connection between exposure to incivilgglings of aversion, and anti-
deliberative attitudes. My overarching hypothesithat exposure to online incivility will
lead to reduced deliberative attitudes and monedafiberative behavior.
H1. The presence of political incivility in onlii@eractive settings will induce anti-
deliberative attitudes and behavior
To test this overarching hypothesis, | will test thllowing hypotheses:
H1A. The presence of political incivility in onlimgeractive settings will induce anger
H1B. The presence of political incivility in onlingeractive settings will induce

incivility use and critiques of the messenger
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H1C. Those angered by the presence of politicavility in online interactive settings
will have lower deliberative potential

As Sobieraj and Berry (2011) argue, in text-basedraunication, “the deliberate
use of uppercase letters, multiple exclamationtgpenlarged text, and so on”
constitutes “shouting,” and are emotional, commams of incivility in online political
discussions. As emotional displays, these tactosnecunicate an idea to the reader: the
poster really believes in what he is saying. Thaeot of the message is not just uncivil,
but the way the message is delivered is unciwlels | expect that histrionic,
emotionally-charged incivility will be particularlgffective in inducing anger, incivility,
and critiques of the messenger. The reason fasttbager effect is the addition of
displays of emotion, in the form of capitalized ds@and multiple exclamation points.
H1D. Emotionally-strident incivility is particulayleffective in inducing anger, use of
incivility, and critiques of the messenger

A nuanced understanding of the effect that indiviias on deliberative attitudes
requires that a distinction be made between expdsutisagreeable incivility and like-
minded incivility. In the following, | outline myypotheses in regards to how those

exposed to either “type” of incivility should react

The Retaliation Effect: Disagreeable Incivility aRérpetrator Aversion

The “retaliation effect” assumes that when an imlial is exposed to
disagreeable incivility—or incivility which targetser or her in-group—she will likely be
offended. Sociological research on “everyday” iiitivshows that the most common

emotional reaction among those offended by in¢wis anger. This “anger” is directed
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at a specific target: the perpetrator of incivilyd his or her actions. | refer to this
phenomenon as “perpetrator aversion.”

The uncivil behavior of one person can affect hbase exposed to this behavior
engage in subsequent interpersonal interactiodszittuals angered by incivility directed
at them or their in-group often respondrbtaliating andsanctioningthe perpetrator of
incivility (Phillips and Smith 2004; Smith et al020).Retaliationrefers to instances
when offended individuals “return the favor,” arat n an uncivil manner towards the
person who was uncivil to them.rHtaliation occurs, this means more uncivil
behavior—potentially reducing the chances of arijpdeative behavior and further
escalating unpleasant situations.

Sanctionsnvolve critiquing or reprimanding the uncivil p&trator out of anger;
they are substantively different from providingegative evaluation of an argument or
comment, because they represent feelings that aneoins not just factually wrong, but
ethically wrong’* In political discourse, this means that sancticars potentially shift
the discussion away from the topic at hand to dh#te personal characteristics of the
messenger. Sanctions can therefore lay the fowrdatdr a discussion that is less about a
particular topic and more about the traits and bieinaf the people discussing the topic.
As Phillips and Smith (2004) argue:

From the Durkheimian perspective incivility is aach of the normative order

that rends the fabric of the collective conscieficgenerates powerful primary
emotions such as anger and outrage. These leachitotinterventions in the

" Confronting individuals about the errors in theéthavior and thinking could theoretically be helgitu
deliberation—for one, this lets individuals knovattheir behavior is unacceptable, allowing them to
correct their behavior. But it is not guaranteeat ganctions point out the misdeeds of an uncivil
perpetrator; the responses can be restitutivegairig the perpetrator generally without focusimghis or
her use of incivility. For instance, if you tell riigat the capital of Kansas is Wichita, | wouldadjeee with
you and tell you the correct answer is Topeka. H@aneif you tell me that the capital of Kansas ighita
and that | am an idiot if | think otherwise, | aikelly to tell you that | think there is somethingomg with
you.
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form of negative sanctions which, no matter howdgeded in intensity, at some
level express disapproval and exact a restituteregeance.

While Philips and Smith are referring to uncivilhaeior in face-to-face interactions,
there is evidence of these same types of behaviaations occurring on the online
world, when individuals are uncivil in online forgnjPapacharissi 2004; Lee 2005)

If exposure to disagreeable incivility in onlineliical communication does
induce perpetrator aversion, | expect that thetebsihigher levels of anger, increased
propensity to use incivility in political opinionand more sanctions of uncivil
perpetrators among those exposed.

H2: Exposure to disagreeable incivility will indutgerpetrator aversion” in which
anger, use of incivility, and critiques of the unicperpetrator will all increase

Self-reported feelings of anger are one way | caasure whether perpetrator
aversion occurs with exposure to disagreeableiiitgiv Another way is to look at
reprimands of the messenger. Critiques of unceipptrators clearly reflect feelings of
aversion (you do not critique behavior that younkhis acceptable), and should also
indicate reduced deliberative potential. | hypotbeshat both self-reports of anger and
the reprimanding of an uncivil perpetrator shoutdalssociated with a decreased
willingness to deliberate.

H3: Perpetrator Aversion, as measured by self-r&pof anger and reprimands of a
messenger, will be associated with reduced conaiater of disagreeable messages and

satisfaction with discourse

Like-minded Incivility
When people adopt incivility following exposureadike-minded (or

“agreeable”) uncivil political statement, | calighthe “mob effect.” Evidence presented

115



in the previous chapter suggests a “mob effectStexWhat is not clear is if the “mob
effect” is the result of negative emotions. Whedtividuals use incivility when they are
exposed to uncivil attacks on the “other sidefhis a result of an emotional reaction, in
which they become angered upon being “reminded” badithe other side is (“target
aversion”)? Or is it simply a mimicking effect, wieby witnessing like-minded
individuals utilize incivility legitimizes and ingg@es others to adopt uncivil language,
without a change in anger? | will briefly overvigiae theoretical argument for both cases
here.

A number of studies look at the “sorting” phenomebthe Internet age, in
which people cocoon themselves into like-mindededtambers which reinforce their
preexisting views (Prior 2009; Sunstein 2009; &somn and Capella 2009; Stroud 2008,
2010). Sunstein (2009), reflecting on the pervapnaetice of political-oriented Internet
sites providing links to other like-minded sitesjtes, “[o]ne of the most striking facts
here is that when links to opposing sites are piedj it is often to show how dumb,
dangerous, or contemptible the views of the advenrsally are.” Hearing these
arguments may not only reinforce the beliefs yold hlout also reinforce your contempt
for the other side by hearing how “bad” they aneirthictions are. Uncivil rhetoric is very
effective in sending this point home. Individuaigee with the commentary of the
perpetrator and become “riled” up in anger. Fotanse, a conservative Republican who
tunes into Rush Limbaugh and hears about all tdetiags Barack Obama is up to may
become genuinely angry with Obama—the target ofdaagh’s incivility.

Thus, | believe that another type of “anger” magyph role in affecting the

dynamics of political discussions, induced throeghosure to like-minded incivility.
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This anger is not directed at the perpetrator ovihty, but rather the target of the
perpetrator's comments. | refer to this phenomeattarget aversion.” My third
hypothesis provides a test of the “target aversafféct:
H4A: Exposure to disagreeable incivility will indaittarget aversion,” in which anger
and use of incivility will increase

One of the factors driving “cocooning,” howeverthst it is cognitively pleasing
for people to hear arguments that reinforce préegyiews and denounce views
opposed to their own. A conservative Republicams$unto Rush Limbaugh because he
knows that Obama and the Democrats are bad, amchgpéambaugh reinforce these
views is cognitively pleasing. This person may stitrease his use of incivility because
incivility has been legitimized—that is, a like-ndied commenter has made uncivil
remarks about Obama, so it must be okay (or eveassary) to repeat these claims. It is
unclear if those who identify with the target ofamcivil claim and adopt incivility into
their own comments are driven to do this by angér the perpetrator, or are merely
mimicking (or “recycling”) language that has beeneged into a conversation’s lexicon.
| pose an alternative hypothesis to H4A:
H4B: Exposure to disagreeable incivility will inage use of incivility but not feelings of
anger

If exposure to like-minded incivility does induceger, this anger should not be
directed at the messenger. Instead, it shouldreetdd at the target of an uncivil claim
and whatever “bad” activities they are doing. Fxaraple, if conservative Republicans
become angry while listening to Rush Limbaugh Batack Obama, their anger is

probably directed at Obama, and not Limbaugh ocbmments. They are not averse to
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Limbaugh or Limbaugh’s behavior, but they are ta@h and his behavior. Affective
intelligence theory suggests that when peopleegesa to political information, they
close their minds and adopt anti-deliberative amk&) however, because individuals
exposed to like-minded incivility agree with thesaage, | do not expect them to become
more anti-deliberative—at least for as long asni@ssages remain congenial. This is a
critical distinction—the measurements of willingades deliberate that | present in this
chapter all revolve around feelings towards a paldr political message. Exposure to

like-minded incivility will therefore not lead t@$s deliberatioft

Study Design

To test these hypotheses, | designed an experiwiere three groups would
each be exposed to a political post on an onlinesage board. | created three non-credit
online workshops, each of which featured a mesbaged containing a different version
of the post—one for a control group, and one for each of twpegimental groups. The
only element that varied between the posts on padsage board was the presence of
incivility. In the control group, the message tawka civil negative tone, but lacked
incivility. | added uncivil elements to the messaglown to the two experimental
groups, one of which also featured histrionic eletsel randomly chos$é Democrats to

be exposed to a disagreeable message, with Repuabkxposed to a like-minded

> However, the tolerance for opposing views shoglddsiuced among those exposed to like-minded
incivility—I will explore the connection betweerké-minded incivility and reduced tolerance for opipg
views in the next chapter.

® The message boards were generated through platitesigned by the

Enterprise Learning Management System (ELMS) Blaekth Academic Suite. Using the ELMS platforms
was advantageous for this study in that | couldehaamplete control over who had access to the rgessa
board and what information could be seen by subject

7| flipped a coin to decide which group would bgesed to disagreeable incivility.
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message; | expect the content of the message &ablgss to individuals whom identify
with the Democratic Party than to those who idgniiith the Republican Party.

The study population consisted of undergraduatiesame graduate
students of at least 18 years of age, enrolledeatUniversity of Maryland. | recruited
participants from class rosters of online summerses (from all disciplines and all
majors)’® ”° | explained to subjects that they were testingsmayincorporate the use of
“new media” into online classes, by partaking iftreal run” of an inter-class message
board program run by the university called “No Qs Limit Terps® or “NOLT.”
The instructions | sent to them explained thatghgose of NOLT was to forge campus-
wide conversations about issues of national impoegaand that each person would be
given a chance to put in his or her two centspnegletermined, random order. The
instructions also told subjects that their parfaipn would involve making a pair of
posts on the message boarde of which had to be in response to a previoss po
Afterwards, they would be asked to provide someflfegedback about their experience
with the message board.

After agreeing to participate, | randomly assigi@8 subjects to one of three
“workshops” (subjects did not know of the workshaiser than the one they were
assigned to, and could not see who else was iwadhieshop with them). At this time |
asked them to complete a pretest questionnairenitiiie next 48 hours. Through this

survey | was able to gather demographic informatiorcluding partisan identification.

"8 | recruited from online courses to ensure participdad access to and were familiar with the ELMS
platform, as well as to minimize the chances thbjects would discuss the experiment with eachrothe
9 Students were recruited through an email listseated by the University of Maryland’s Registrar
office for the purpose of this study. Studentseneffered a $5 electronic gift card in exchangettieir
participation in a “trial run” of a new universigpmmunication program. After completing the “tria”
full, redemption codes for the e-cards were emdibegiach participant.

80 «Terps” is short for “Terrapins,” the mascot oéthniversity of Maryland.
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Table 5-1. Experimental Group and Control Groupt Bamtent

Control Group:
Thread Title:This policy is problematic

Thread ContentCollege is expensive, but this policy will likeiyve a negative
impact on economic growth in the long run by addimye to the national debt. |l
think this proposal is probably a typical electi@ar attempt at trying to mobilize
support among undecided voters. The bottom litleas!’'m skeptical of its
ability to ease Americans’ financial burdens, arnllink it will probably be more
helpful to president Obama in reaching out to youoigrs.

Experimental Group 1 (E1):
Thread Title: This policy is_ridiculouslyroblematic

Thread ContentCollege is expensive, but this policy will likeiyave a disastrou
impact on economic growth in the long run by addimye to the national debt. |l
think this proposal is probably a shamedidction year attempt to trickndecided
voters_through liesThe bottom line is that I'm skeptical of its atyilto ease
Americans’ financial burdens, and | think it willgibably be more helpful as
socialist propaganda f@resident Obama in reaching out to najgang voters.

[72)

Experimental Group 2 (E2):

Thread Title:This policy is RIDICULOUSLYproblematic

Thread ContentCollege is expensive, but this policy will likeiyave a disastrou
impact on economic growth in the long run by add4@RE to the national
debt!!! | think this proposal is probably a shamedldction year attempt to trick
undecided voters through lieBhe bottom line is that I'm skeptical of its atyil
to ease Americans’ financial burdens, and | thinkiil probably be more helpful
as SOCIALIST propaganda fpresident Obama in reaching out to najgang
voters.

[72)

Following completion of the survey, | sent eachtipgrant an email explaining
that he or she would be the second person to pateoboard (subjects were unaware

that the other participants were receiving the sexaet message), and that they would
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have another 48 hours to make their posts in resgptman article made available to read
in the workshop. After they made their posts, tmnsted participants to complete a brief
“feedback survey” about their NOLT “experience.”

The article | posted in the workshops was an ddiggsion of an actual article
published online by the media platfoOOD.?! The article concerns a policy proposal
made by President Obama to help relieve student Oglortened the article from its
original version and removed some temporal refereffce., “end of the year”). Before |
told participants it was their time to post on thessage board, | added the first “post”
(the experimental stimulus) to the discussion bpander a gender-neutral fake name.
This post was the only post on the message boapdmelents were able to see, in
addition to their own. Each of the three versiohthis post can be seen in Table 5-1. The
uncivil elements included in the experimental grougssage boards are underlined in the
text of experimental group 1 (E1) and experimegtalp 2 (E2) in Table 2 (but did not
appear underlined in the actual experiment). Ircthrgrol group message board (CG),
the post consisted of an argument that is negafib®th Barack Obama and the student
debt relief policy, but lacks any uncivil elementée “poster” argues that the policy will
have a negative impact on long-term economic canrditby adding to the national debt,
and that Obama likely sees the policy as a waydbil@e young voters in an election
year.

In the first experimental workshop (E1), | addedhsauncivil elements to this
post, falling under criteria 1 and 2 of the indtyilindex, in an effort vilify and radicalize

the policy and Obama. The post now describes theypas not just having a negative

8 GOODis essentially an online magazine. It can be viehere: http://www.good.is/everyone. the article
was published in October of 2011
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impact on economic conditions, but likely to hawdisastrousmpact. No longer just
attempting to mobilize young voters, the post ctigrazes Obama’s behavior as a
“shameful election year attempt to trick undecideters through lies...[the policy] will
probably be more helpful as socialist propagandaifesident Obama in reaching out to
naive young voters.”

The differences that exist between the E1 postlaagost added to the
experimental group 2 (E2) message board are fatamees of histrionic incivility
(Criterion 3 in my incivility index). Three wordsakie been capitalized (“ridiculously,”
“more,” and “socialist”), and three exclamation qsiwere added to the end of a
sentence. The use of words in all uppercase latetsnultiple exclamation points have
been identified as the digital equivalent to shayi(Sobieraj and Berry 2010). These
elements make the E2 post a more histrionic, diameg¢sentation of the uncivil claims
included in the E1 post. As hypothesis H1D stdtegpect the E2 stimulus to be more

effective in inducing reactions than the E1 post.

Sample

Methodologists commonly claim that experimentsoge samples are comprised
of college students have weak external validityressilts cannot be generalized to larger
populations (Sears1986). An increasing amounésdarch, however, suggests that
convenience samples (specifically student populajiare not necessarily problematic
for external validity (Druckman and Kam 20%4if the sample does not differ from the

type of people likely to encounter a stimulus ia treal world.” My sample is made up

8 A Druckman and Kam (2011) argue, if the stimuhestment effect is homogenous across the
population, or if the use of a convenience sammams the experiment has high levels of “mundane
realism”—defined by Aronson et al. (1985) as “thkéeat to which events occurring in the researctirggt
are likely to occur in the normal course of thejsats’ lives, that is, in the ‘real world.™
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of mostly younger people, and consists of undelgate students and some graduate
students; since political social media users teraetyounger people with at least some
college educatiof® my sample is appropriate for investigating tHfeefof incivility in
online political discourse.

Of the original 138 recruited, 109 of the subjextimpleted the pretest survey by
the deadline; the remaining participants were dedpipom the study. This left 38
subjects in the control group, 34 subjects in tie €xperimental group, and 37 in in the
second experimental group. Of the 109 subjectsadvanced to the message board
stage, 92 completed the “post” assignment and dsestimulus “feedback” survey.
Among those who completed the trial in full, 33 @er the control group, 30 in E1, and
29 in E2. The average age of my sample was abqtt&®l 72 percent were femdfe.
Around two-thirds of the sample identified as @y, weak, or leaning Democrat, with
the remaining third identifying as strong, weak|eaming Republicar.More details
about the full sample and each group can be fomdtable of means (Table A2 5-1)

included in Appendix 2.

8 The Pew Internet and American Life Project redulasks national samples of Americans about their
Internet use and their exposure to political contenthe Internet. A November 2010 survey, condiicte
during the 2010 Midterm elections, asked 2,257tacabout what two media they relied upon the mmst t
get information about the campaigns and electidhs. survey found that, “[dlemographically, politica
social media users are younger and somewhat mocatst than other internet users. Two in five (42%)
are under the age of 30 (vs. 22% for the rest@bitiline population) and 41% have a college de(@#4%

of other internet users have graduated from coffedgew Research Center 2011).

8 A total of 97 subjects completed the “post” aseignt, but five of these subjects did not compleee t
post-stimulus feedback survey.

%The sample consisted of mostly upperclassmen gshifnen, and only 12 percent of the sample were
sophomores), as well as some graduate studentsndlbsion of some graduate students produced dmuc
larger age range (18-63) than is typical of stugmtulations, and over 15 percent of the sampleagas

24 years or older.

8 As shown below, there was no difference if reaxito the stimuli between males and females, so | d
not believe the smaller amount of males in the dangbe problematic.

87 Given that recent polling has found the StatMafyland to be the “most Democratic state” in tewhs
partisan identification, having a sample that ipp88cent Republican is a positive outcome. For more
details on the breakdown of Maryland’s partisamtdieation, see this press Gallup release fronr&aty
2011: http://www.gallup.com/poll/146234/Number-Sifi Democratic-States-Cut-Half.aspx?utm_source=
alert&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=syndication&utrantent=plaintextlink&utm_term=Paolitics.
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Methodology and Measures

As with the panel data analysis presented inaktedhapter, a research assistant
and | independently coded the open-ended respdmsegivility. Posts that violated one
or more of the four uncivil criteria included inetimcivility index were coded as uncivil.
We had the same answers for 90 percent of themesppand a calculation of
Krippendorff's alph¥ indicates the measure is reliaBlaVhen subjects’ original post or
response post contained incivility, they were codedl” in the uncivil measure. If they
did not use incivility in either post, they weredea as “0.”

To measure anger, | use an item from the postusiisrifeedback” survey, which
asked participants how angry the other posts theyan the message board made them

feel°

As a manipulation check, | also asked about fearkewafraid the other posts
made subjects feel--to ensure that the emotioaatians induced by the stimuli are
limited to anger” The scale for both the “anger” and “fear” variableas 0-3, with 3
representing extreme fear or anger. | dichotontizeanger variable into “0” for reports

of feeling no anger or a little angry, and “1” feeling somewhat angry or extremely

angry®?

8 Krippendorff's Alpha is a conservative estimatdriércoder reliability that measures the level of
agreement between coders beyond that which casdibed to mere chance.

8 The coefficient was 0.732, which is above the ptafalealpha

% For the “anger” question, the options were “Extedyrangry,” “Somewhat angry,” “A little angry,” and
“Not angry at all.” For the “fear” question, thetams were “Extremely afraid,” “Somewhat afraid A “

little afraid,” and “Not afraid at all.”

L In contrast to feelings of anger, when a messagergtes “fear” and “anxiety,” it can induce opesm®
alternative viewpoints (Valentino et al. 2008; Magh et al. 2010). Thus, it is important to enshee t
experimental stimuli did not generate feelingsearf

%2 Dichotomizing anger (and fear) in this way makelsssantive and methodological sense. By collapsing
the four ordinal categories into two—little or noger versus some or more anger—interpretation of
changes in anger with exposure to the stimuli, el as the effect of anger on other measures, dema
easier. Keeping the anger and fear measures todtegories also makes it possible to use parametric
difference of means tests, such as the Tukey WSthadeNonparametric means tests, such as the Mann-
Whitney-Wilcoxon method anthe Kruskal-Wallis test, do not all for comparigmocedures between
more than two groups.
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Relying on individual reports of anger is one wayrteasure aversive emotional
reactions to the stimuli. Another is to lookhatw subjects reacted in their posts. An
established anger-induced reaction to incivilityhis sanctioning or reprimanding of an
uncivil perpetrator (the “original poster,” refedréo as the “OP” henceforth). In some
ways, this may be a more accurate measure of §getihaversion than self-reports of
anger. Rather than declaring that they are angoget who reprimand the OP are
demonstrating aversion to the OP and his post.

My objective was to identify posts in which a sudje response was not
completely focused on the argument put forth byQ@IReor the larger topic at hand, but
posts in which specific personal qualities, behgwaad traits of the OP were negatively
assessed. For example, two subjects made the foticstatements in response to the OP.
The first was made by a subject in the control grand the second by a subject in EG 1.

(1) I disagree with you. In fact | think this policy wial have the opposite effect.
By easing the burden of loans and debt it woulovalinore Americans to
have degrees increasing America's productivity @6 as allowing those with
degrees to not go under financially. Had this polieen implemented earlier
we might have been able to avoid some of the hgusireclosure crisis.
People would have naturally had more money to pagtgages.

(2) I can't see to well over there is that Mitt Romri&/Pknow we have freedom
of speech but, try not to slander the presidenis Iséll the president. He is
not trying to trick young voters, he isn't lyingadaits (sic) not propaganda.
What is propaganda is what you said, for the otherp. You took an issue
that was proposed by one side slanted it to loakfbaone side and then
promoted it. Basic definition of propaganda. Letisand focus on the issue?

In the first case, the responder expresses disagrgevith the OP, and puts forth a
substantive defense of the policy. In the lattasiecghe OP’s behavior becomes the topic

of discussion, and is assessed in a negative Iidiet.responder suggests that the OP is
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slandering the president, slanting an issue, sprggmopaganda, and not focusing on the
issues (while also utilizing incivility). In thisponse, no substantive discussion of the
proposal takes place. | expect these sorts ofjugs, aimed at the OP himself, to increase
with exposure to incivility. In identifying criticggs, my research assistant and | were in
agreement 95 percent of the time, producing a kemglerff’'s Alpha of about 0.81, which
suggests the measure is reliable.

| also consider how willing those who use inciyilor reprimand the OP are to
deliberate. If both these reactions are anger iduihen | expect that the potential to
engage in deliberation should be reduced. To medhkarpotential to deliberate, |
recreate measures used in previous studies toreageliberation. As Stromer-Galley and
Muhlberger (2009) find that satisfaction with pglidiscussions determines how willing
people are to deliberate in future discussions vaeneto measure deliberative potential is
to measure satisfaction with policy talk. Additdy, MacKuen et al. (2010) measure
the amount of consideration given to opposing views - to determine how
deliberative people are being. | created a delther@otential measure, using two
guestions from the post-stimulus “feedback” surwelyich asked participants how
satisfied they were with the points expressed ét‘tither posts” they saw on the
message board, and how much consideration theytgatie other post¥. The scale of
the deliberative potential measure ranges from\@i8, 6 indicating high potential. To

borrow from the language of MacKuen et al. (20580)jndividual with a score of 6 on

% To measure consideration of opposing viewpoinis web-based experiment, MacKuen et al. (2010)
look at the number of Internet pages subjectseddihat professed a view opposed to subjects’ e
ones. My measure of consideration is slightly défe, as | ask subjects directly how much constitara
they gave to the views expressed on the messagé.boa

% For the “satisfaction” question, the options wérery satisfied,” “Somewhat satisfied,” “A little
satisfied,” and “Not satisfied at all.” For the ‘fegideration” question, the options were “A lot of
consideration,” “Some consideration,” “A little ceideration,” and “No consideration at all.”
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this measure is expected to act as a “deliberathzen,” while an individual with a

score of “0” is expected to act more in line witlpartisan combatant.”

Results

Anger, as | hypothesize in H1A, should be higheoagthe groups exposed to
uncivil messages. Figure 5-1 shows the differefitéise mean scor&sfor anger and
fear between subjects exposed to incivility andgéhexposed to the “civil” control
message. The difference between the anger meanqcale of 0-1) for subjects exposed
to either “uncivil” message and subjects in thetaargroup is 0.21 percentage points
(significant at the 0.01 level). However, when é&k the experimental subjects into
group 1 and group 2, it is the histrionic elemaritgroup 2 which appear to be driving
up feelings of anger. The difference in means betwexperimental group 1 and the
control group is 0.14 points (significant at th&®level). The difference between the
mean score for those in the histrionic group (gr@ppnd the control group, however, is
0.28 points (significant at the 0.01 level). That tifference in anger between the
histrionic group and the “civil” control group iarger than the difference between group
1 and the control group makes sense, given theienadiy-strident elements included in
the group 2 stimulus; this is consistent with tkpextations of Hypothesis H1D.

Also featured in Figure 5-1 is a comparison betwihe fear means between

subjects in the “uncivil” groups and those in tleevil” control group. As expected, the

% The significance of difference in means for athlgses in this chapter was calculated using thee§'sk
WSD method, unless otherwise noted. As groups wigtgual sample sizes and variances were compared,
the significance of differences was confirmed usstigdent’s t-tests with Satterthwaite’s degrees of
freedom.
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uncivil posts did not lead to more fe&tUncivil discourse (particularly the comments
featuring histrionics) did make people more angiyis finding, along with the lack of a
relationship between the uncivil stimuli and fgaqvide support for Hypothesis H1A:
the presence of political incivility in online setjs generates anger specifically, and not

negative emotions more generally.

Figure 5-1: Differences in Means of Reported Femifowards Original Post between
Control Group and Experimental Groups

5 0.28***
o
0]
£ 0.21%+*
S
8§ 02
- 0.14*
@
]
£ 3
o
3 2 0.04
& 005 0.00
5 .
é |
= -0.03
8 o1
"Somewhat" or "Extremely" Angry "Somewhat" or "Extrely" Afraid
O Experimental Group 1 B Experimental Group 2 B Combined Experimental Groups

*Tukey WSD Method determines that the differeneeeans is statistically significant at the 0.10elev
*Tukey WSD Method determines that the differencaéans is statistically significant at the 0.0&ele
***Tukey WSD Method determines that the differeimcaeans is statistically significant at the 0.@vdl
Note: The significance of differences in means#wh comparison was confirmed using Student'st$-tes
with Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom, due tauthexjual samples sizes and variances of groupgbein
compared.

If the perpetrator aversion (H2) and target aver$id3A) hypotheses are

accurate, then feelings of anger should increaskedith Democrats and Republicans who

% |n fact, fear is (very) slightly higher in the dosl group than in the experimental group 1, aness
than a percentage point higher in the experimamtalps combined, although the differences are not

statistically significant
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are exposed to uncivil messages. However, anggrimcrieased among Democrats. As
they were exposed to a disagreeable message,sadraager among Democrats suggests
that perpetrator aversion is occurriighs shown in Figure 5-2, the difference in means
between Democrats in E1 and Democrats in the “avaihtrol group is 16 percentage
points, rising from 8 percent to 24 percent—althHotlgs difference does not reach
statistical significance. However, the differencenger means between “histrionic”

group Democrats and control group Democrats iset2gmtage points (significant at
0.01). This means that 50 percent of Democratssegto the histrionic incivility
expressed anger with the message board post.

Among Republicans in the experimental groups, theeenot significant
increases in angéf.While the means are slightly higher in the experital groups than
in the control group (11 percentage points highdtiand 9 percentage points in E2),
these differences are not statistically significdittis suggests that target aversion is not
occurring, as Republicans’ anger is not increaamthe attacks on the “other side”
become more hyperbolic. Hypothesis H3A—which st#tas anger should increase
among Republicans due to increased aversion tov@rdsa and the policy--can

therefore be rejected.

" Had anger increased among Republicans as wallcthild indicate Republicans also felt aversion for
the perpetrator—even though the message was “likeled.” If this was the case, however, sanctiomihg
the perpetrator should also increase among Repulsliédncreased anger among Republicans, without an
increase in sanctions, would indicate “target @wafswas occurring. As anger did not increase
Republicans (and, as shown below, sanctions di@itfwr), this point is moot.

% As shown in Figure A2 5-1 of Appendix 2, the memger score among Democrats was significantly
larger than that or Republicans in the experimegtalips, especially in E2. An extended discussfon o
these differences is included in Al 5-1 in Appentlix
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Figure 5-2: Differences in Means of Anger towardgDal Post between Control Group
and Experimental Groups, By Partisanship
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Incivility and Critiques

| also hypothesize in H1B that exposure to anwihgost will lead subjects to use
incivility in their own comments. As shown in Figu5-3, use of incivility does appear
to increase with exposure to the uncivil stimuheTincivility mean in experimental
group 1 is 18 percentage points higher than th&ralogroup mean of about 9 percent
(significant at the 0.10 level). The differencevieen the histrionic group 2 mean and the

control group mean is, at 36 percentage points) &urger, and significant at the 0.01

level. Overall, the mean for all subjects in eitbethe “uncivil” groups is 27 points
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higher than those in the “civil” control group (sificant at 0.01), representing a 200
percent increase.

Also displayed in Figure 5-3 are the differengeghie rates of critiquing the
original poster (on a scale of 0 to 1) betweent‘timeivil” groups and the “civil” control
group. The means for both experimental groups 12aiag well as the combined
experimental group mean, are around 20 percent@geshigher than the mean for the
control group (with the group 1 change significanthe 0.05 level and the group 2 and
combined group differences significant at the 0ed&l). This indicates that reprimands
of the original poster increased with exposuréneouncivil messages, and is consistent
with the expectations of Hypothesis H1B.

Figure 5-3: Differences in Means of Use of Inciviland Critigues of Original Poster
Between the Control Group and Experimental Groups
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Note: The significance of differences in meansfawh comparison was confirmed using Student’st¢-tes

with Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom, due tauthexjual samples sizes and variances of groupgbein
compared.
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Are the upticks in incivility and critiques congst across the partisan spectrum?
Hypothesis H2 states that Democrats’ use of ingpand critiques should increase with
exposure to disagreeable incivility. Hypothesis HB8®& “mimicry” hypothesis, states
that Republicans’ use of incivility should increagigh exposure to like-minded
incivility, even as their anger levels and critigue the OP do not.

Figure 5-4 shows the effect of the experimentahgli on Democrats’
propensities to use incivility and critique the &sger. On the one hand, the
percentages of Democrats in the experimental grasipg incivility (23 percent in group
1 and 28 percent in group 2) are not that mucherigian that of the control group
Democrats (9 percent). While the E1 Democratic med6 percentage points higher
than the Democratic mean in the “civil” control gpy and the E2 Democratic mean is 19
percentage points higher, neither of these diffegerare statistically significant. These
differences may perhaps reach significance widrgelr sample, and the 17 percentage
point difference between Democrats in either “uittyroup and the control group did
reach statistical significance (at 0.05). Theriiss a mixed bag, leaving it unclear if
exposure to disagreeable incivility stimulatesdhettory” uncivil comments.

On the other hand, there are significant chang&emocrats’ propensity to
critiqgue the OP with exposure to the uncivil megsadVhile 7 percent of Democrats in
the control group critiqued the messenger, Demsanagither “uncivil” group had a
mean 27 percentage points higher than control gimrpocrats (significant at 0.01). The
group 1 Democratic mean is 24 percentage pointsehi@nd the group 2 (histrionic)

Democratic mean is 29 percentage points highertti@oontrol Democratic mean (both
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differences significant at 0.05). These resultscae that Democrats are expressing their
aversion to the disagreeable incivility, by reprirdimg the uncivil perpetratdr.

Figure 5-4: Differences in Means of Use of Inciviland Critigues of Original Poster
Between the Control Group Democrats and Experinh&€raup Democrats
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Note: The significance of differences in meansfwh comparison was confirmed using Student’st¢-tes
with Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom, due tauthexjual samples sizes and variances of groupgbein
compared.

For Republicans, exposure to incivility induced tigar inverse when it came to
using incivility and critiquing the original post&’ Around 33 percent of Republicans in

group 1 used incivility, compared to 11 percenRepublicans in the “civil” control

group. As displayed in Figure 5-5, this differemé®2 percentage points does not reach

% While a higher percentage of Democrats in the B2y critiqued the OP than in the E1, the diffeeenc
between the two means is not significant. This imdjcate that the histrionic message, in this cd&knot
generate more critiques than the uncivil messagerlg histrionics. | further discuss the differeftects
that the E1 and E2 stimuli have on critiques below.

10 The differences in means between Democrats andiflepns in each group also suggests that
Democrats increased their use of critiques withosype to uncivil stimuli—especially the E2 prompt—
while Republicans increased their use of inciviliitjhese differences can be seen in Figure A2 5-2 in
Appendix 2, and an extended discussion of thederdifces is included in Al 5-1 in Appendix 1.

133



statistical significance. The difference betweepitdicans exposed to the histrionic
uncivil message (E2) and control group Republichogever, is 62 percent (significant
at 0.01). This means that nearly 73 percent—alitnasthirds—of Republicans in the
histrionic group used incivility in their posts. fgosure to the histrionic uncivil
message—containing the use of capitalized wordsvauitiple exclamation points—
seems to be patrticularly effective in generatingivihnresponses among Republicans.
Republicans exposed to incivility were not morehkto critique the messenger than

those exposed to the civil messagfe.

Figure 5-5: Differences in Means of Use of Inciviland Critigues of Original Poster
between the Control Group Republicans and Experiah&@roup Republicans
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Note: The significance of differences in meansfawh comparison was confirmed using Student’st¢-tes
with Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom, due tauthexjual samples sizes and variances of groupgbein
compared.

191 The differences between Republicans in the exparial groups and control group (11 percentages
points higher in E1 and 9 points higher in E2)iasggnificant.
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Republicans are using incivility more when expotethe uncivil messages, but
they are not becoming angrier and are not critigjtine original messenger. This is
consistent with the “mimicry” hypothesis (H4B)—e)quoe to like-minded incivility
increases the use of incivility among Republicéms,did not generate feelings of anger
or aversion. If anger had increased among Reputdind critiques had not), this would
be evidence of like-minded incivility generatinggan towards the target of the uncivil
messages (in this case, Obama and his policy)thBunimicry hypothesis assumes that
exposure to an uncivil comment by someone with-fikeded views legitimizes uncivil
talk—without generating a strong emotional reaction

Because incivility increased among Republicansthey did not become
angrier, there is reason to believe that theiraisecivility is not an emotional reaction.
Instead, Republicans are mimicking the uncivil laage of the “like-minded” messenger.
Evidence of mimicry is found in the verbatim respes of Republican subjects, as well:
in many cases, the incivility used by Republicabjscts was similar or identical to the
uncivil phrases included in the uncivil stimuli. Btionally-strident incivility, like that
included in the group 2 stimulus, was present iy @0 percent of uncivil responses

among group 1 subjects, but was present in 28 peofgroup 2 uncivil responses.

Probit Models of Incivility Exposure, Anger, andnagioral Reactions

To better understand the relationships betweensexpdo incivility with
partisanship, feelings of anger, use of incivilapd reprimands of the original poster, |
created a series of probit regression models. fif$tanodel examines what effect
exposure to the experimental stimuli has on thegmeity to utilize incivility in the

message board comments (with no use of incivilityex! as “0” and use of incivility
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coded as “1"). | include dummy variables for papation in both the E1 and E2 groups
in the model, as well as partisan identificatioevgn categories, with strong Democrats
coded as “1” and strong Republicans coded as Ajlitionally, age, gender (with
males coded as “0” and females coded as “1”), and (with whites coded as “0” and
non-whites coded as “1”) are included as controiades. | also created a probit model
which regresses the inclusion of a critique of@# (with no reprimand in a post coded
as “0” and the inclusion of a reprimand coded &% 6hto the same set of control
variables.

As shown in Column 1 of Table 5-2, exposure toitizévility in experimental
group 1 and the histrionic incivility of experimahgroup 2 both have a statistically
significant positive effect on the propensity tdize incivility. Partisan identification is
also significant, indicating that being Republides a positive effect on the use of
incivility. Column 2 of Table 5-2 shows that paipiation in experimental group 1 and
experimental group 2 also positively influenced phepensity to critique the original
poster, and partisan identification had a negasignificant relationship with poster
reprimands, indicating Democratic identificatiorsteapositive effect on use of critiques;
no other variable, excepting afé has a significant relationship with original paste
critiques.

In order to explore the role of emotion in affegtimehavior, | created two
additional models, which included the same setaofables as well as the addition of

reported feelings of anger towards the originak §@<s3) as an independent variable. As

192 Age also has a positive, significant effect, sisiigg that as age increased, so did the use ofilingi
This perhaps may be due to older individuals beiogerclassmen or graduate students, who are more
comfortable with expressing themselves in a bolchémner on a “university-run” message board having
been accustomed to the university, as well as beimg sure of their own position on the policy (amd
the political spectrum more generally) due to anwre education and experience than younger stsident
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shown in Column 3 of Table 5-2, the inclusion df-seported anger did not have a
significant effect on the use of incivility. In fiache size of the coefficient and its
significance remains largely unchanged from the ehodColumn 1, with exposure to
the experimental stimuli, Republican partisan idexattion, and age all remaining
positively associated with the use of incivilityhd addition of self-reported anger into
the critique model tells a different story. As sk Column 4, feelings of anger with
the original post have a positive, significant effen critiques of the original poster.
Also, the effect of group 2 participation and Dematic Party identification is reduced in
Column 4 with the addition of self-reported feebnaf anger in the model.

To get a better sense of the connection betwedindseof anger among
Democrats and the propensity to critique the oabposter, | calculated predicted
probabilities® of reprimanding the OP, based on the probit md€lolumn 4 of Table
5-2, for nine categories: Strong Republicans incihrtrol group, group 1, and
experimental group 2, Strong Democrats in eachethree groups, and “Not angry”
Strong Democrats in each of the groups. By “Not &h@emocrats, | am referring to
Democrats who did not report being “somewhat” ottfemely” angry with the original
post!®

The predicted probabilities for each category @pldyed in Figure 5-6. The
results show that in each of the groups, the prediprobability of Strong Republicans

using incivility is very low!®® with the differences between the groups not reaghi

193] yse the observed value approach; see Hanmeftalkeln (2012).

1%4To model this effect, the dichotomous anger véeiams set to “0”, whereas for the predicted
probabilities of general Strong Democrats and Sff@apublicans, the anger variable was set to its
observed value (Hanmer and Kalkan 2012).

195 The probability of a Strong Republican in the cohgroup critiquing the original poster was minise
(less than one percentage point), and, the pratedibf Republicans in experimental groups 1 (atkou
percentage points) and 2 (about 6 percentage pemte not much higher.
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statistical significance. In the control group, therence between the probability of
Strong Democrats and Strong Republicans critiqthegOP is also not significant. In the
experimental groups, Democrats’ probabilities @iquing the OP increase significantly
—jumping to 42 percent in group 1 and 43 percemjroup 2—and are statistically
significant from Democrats in the control group &epublicans in all three groups. This
indicates that disagreeable messages that lackiuele@ments—such as the control

group message—are not enough to induce reprimands.

Table 5-2: Use of Incivility and Critiques of Onigil Poster

1) 2) 3) (4)
VARIABLES Incivility Critique Incivility  Critique
Anger -- -- -0.28 0.51**
-- -- (0.212) (0.218)
Group 1 0.85** 1.38** 0.89** 1.22%*
(0.416) (0.569) (0.420) (0.583)
Group 2 1.29%** 1.40** 1.45%** 0.99*
(0.416) (0.575) (0.437) (0.615)
Age 0.04* 0.01 0.05** -0.00
(0.022) (0.023) (0.023) (0.025)
Gender 0.08 0.38 0.14 0.24
(0.355) (0.453) (0.360) (0.478)
Party ID 0.19** -0.29%** 0.15* -0.18*
(0.082) (0.108) (0.087) (0.114)
Race 0.29 -0.36 0.18 -0.19
(0.350) (0.394) (0.361) (0.425)
Constant -3.12%** -1.74% -3.11% -1.86%
(0.788) (0.826) (0.789) (0.860)
Observations 92 92 92 92
Adj. R-squared 0.19 0.22 0.21 0.29

Coefficients are probit. Standard errors in paresés
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10
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Figure 5-6: Predicted Probabilities of CritiquirtgetOriginal Poster By Experimental
Condition and Party Identification
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Note: Predicted probabilities are calculated usithg observed value approached (Hanmer and Kalkan
2012). The error bars are 90 percent confidencerirdls, calculated through the method of statigtica
simulation (Herron 1999).

The critical finding, however, is that among Demads who dichot report being
angry, the predicted probabilities of critiquing thoster are much lower. In group 1, the
probability of critiquing the OP among “not angiyémocrats is 13 percentage points
lower than all Democrats in group 1. In group 2 ‘thot angry” probability is 23
percentage points lower (over 50 percent) thagrallp 2 Democrats. This finding
affirms previous research on “every day” incivilighich asserts that there is a strong
connection between feelings of anger and reprimamken those exposed to
disagreeable incivility did not report being angrigh the post, they were significantly
less likely to critique the uncivil perpetrator.fhrct, the difference in probabilities
between Democrats who were not angered by thegpolsRepublicans does not reach
statistical significance in any of the groups. De&sthe fact that use of incivility did not

increase significantly among Democrats in the @rpemtal groups, perpetrator aversion

seems to be occurring, as Democrats exposed tordesble incivility report higher
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levels of anger and had greater propensities tigjge the messenger than Democrats in

the control group and Republicaifs.

Feelings of Aversion and Deliberative Potential

The results above suggest that perpetrator aversamger with the original
poster—is occurring with exposure to the disagrkeabcivil messages. Additionally,
exposure to like-minded incivility is not inducimeelings of anger or aversion. | expect
that, as stated in hypothesis H3, willingness tdeate should fall among those
exposed to disagreeable incivility (Democrats). iesped feelings of anger provide one
measure of aversion, and | expect anger to be iassdavith lower willingness to
deliberate. Moreover, if reprimanding the origipakter is more than just a calm
response, but represents a display of aversidmetodntent in the posts, then those who
reprimanded the OP should have a reduced willirggteeengage in pro-deliberative
behavior as well.

| have identified how much consideration an indipal gave the original post (on
a scale of 0-3), as well as their overall satistectvith the message board experience (0-
3), as measures of deliberative potential. Comigitihhe consideration and satisfaction
measures together produces a deliberative potesetde of O to 6, with a score of “6”
indicating a person is likely to act like a “delfagve citizen,” and an individual with a
score of “0” likely to act like a “partisan combatad Figure 5-7 displays the differences

in means between those who reported being “soméwhéagxtremely” angry with the

196 Additionally, the connection between self-reporégjer and critiques of the OP, as well as the ddiek
relationship between anger and incivility, can bersin Figure A3 in Appendix 2. The figure shows a
significant difference in the percentage who cuéd the OP among those who were angry and not angry
(35 percentage points, significant at 0.01)—busigaificant difference in the use of incivility egen the
“angry” and “not angry” groups.
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original post and those who did not, as well tHéedence in means between those who
critiqued the original poster and those who did natthe three measures.

The results in Figure 5-7 show that those who ntepldeeling somewhat or
extremely angry gave (very) slightly more consitierato the post than those who did
not report feelings of anger--but the differencaaos significant. Subjects who felt
angered by the original post, however, were lessfial than those who were not
angered (with the difference in means between theps significant at the 0.05 levéfy.
The satisfaction mean among the non-angry is oing-thwer'°® than the average score
is for those who were angry. When the consideradimhsatisfaction scores are
combined (on a 0-6 scale), anger reduces the pattémtdeliberate by 0.61 points, a
reduction of about 15 percent (significant at tt@s0devel)'*®

Critiquing the perpetrator, which demonstrates siearto the content of the
original post, had a much stronger negative infbgéeon deliberative potential. Those
who critiqued the original poster averaged a carsition score nearly half a point lower
(on the 0-3 scale) than those who did not critingeposter, significant at the 0.01 level.
Critiquing the OP is connected to an even largéucgon in satisfaction with the whole

message board experience, dropping the averagéastbn score from 2.0, to an anemic

0.87—a difference of 1.13 points, significant a th01.

97 buye to the ordinal nature of each of the delitieegbotential measures used, the nonparametric
Kruskal-Wallis test was used to determine if thidedénce in means for each measure between indilsdu
who expressed or displayed aversion to the originat and those who did not were significant. Beeau
the independent variables are binary, and thetsffdfceach are analyzed separately, no additicaialjse
comparison are necessary.

198 sybjects who were not angry had a mean scoremitdb95 (on the 0 to 3 scale), 0.67 points lowant
the anger mean among those were angry

199 This reduction in the combined deliberative meassidriven by the effects of anger on satisfaction
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Figure 5-7: Effects of Aversion to Original PostBaliberative Potential
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In the combined deliberative potential measure ¢thresideration and satisfaction
measures put together), the difference betweere twbs critiqued the OP and those who
did not was large. The average score among thosedilmot sanction the messenger
was 4.37 points—which is on the high-end of the 6 scale. The mean falls to 2.73
among subjects who critiqued the poster—1.63 pdavter those who did not sanction
the OP. This shows the connection between sannfjdhe messenger—a demonstration
of aversion to his behavior—and willingness to lokelate. Those who are averse to the
content of a message are less likely to engagelibatative behavior.

Why do critiques have a stronger and more congisfiéect on the deliberative
potential measures than self-reported feelingsigée? One explanation is that critiques

of the poster are clearly directed at the postat,aae demonstrations of aversion to the
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poster’s behavior. Self-reported feelings of arggar indicate target aversion as well—
and perhaps some subjects were indeed reportirey arntp the subject of the post rather
than the messenger. Another explanation is thadjeig the poster represents an even
stronger aversion to the post than reports ofrigadingry with the content. After all, it is
one thing to say someone has angered you wherhyduthat person is cannot perceive
your answer, but it is much more confrontatiomal axtreme to call out that person on
that behavior and express your dissatisfactiorctyréo them—even in a digital setting.
These results show that critiquing the originaltpos associated with reduced

potential to act as a “deliberative citizen.” Indivals who were angered enough by the
post to sanction the OP were less likely to conditle views expressed in the message
and were substantially less satisfied by the “ds@n.” This means subjects were less
likely to consider the content of the message endhiginal post and recognize it as a
legitimate point. Those who reported high levelsuoger were also less satisfied with the

message board experience than those who repolitdd ar no anger with the post.

Effects of Exposure to Histrionic Elements

Finally, hypothesis H1D states that emotionallyeent incivility will be
particularly effective in inducing the reactionsdebed above. Specifically, | expect the
histrionic E2 stimulus to be more effective in isthg emotional and behavioral
reactions than the E1 stimulus. The results prosudestantial support for this hypothesis.
As displayed in Figure 5-1 and Figure 5-2, the grauhistrionic) stimulus was far more
effective in inducing anger (among Democrats) ttiengroup 1 stimulus. In figures 5-3
and 5-5, the larger effect of the group 2 stimutusmducing incivility (among

Republicans) is shown. In fact, the differencesveen the means of those in the control
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group and those in experimental group 1, as wdllewocrat and Republicans, are not
even significant at conventional levels for sommparisons.

Figure 5-8: Effect of E2 Stimulus on Democratidiberative Potential
0 .
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*** Kruskal-Wallis determines that the differenaemeans is statistically significant at the 0.0dele
Additionally, the probit models displayed in Tabl® show that that E2 stimulus
induced higher levels of anger, incivility, andticiies (when not controlling for anger)
than the stimulus in experimental group 1. Thergiroonnection between exposure to
the emotionally-strident E2 stimulus and feelinfarmger can be seen in Column 4, as
anger usurps some of the predictive power of ppdimn when it comes to critiques of
the uncivil perpetrator in the second experimegtalip, but not participation in
experimental group 1 (as shown in Figure 5-1, w¢langer in group 1 were not as
significantly different from levels of anger in tkentrol group). Furthermore, as
displayed in Figure 5-6, manipulating the levelaoger is particularly effective in
increasing or decreasing the probability of critiguthe poster among Democrats

exposed to the histrionic uncivil message.
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Given that the histrionic E2 stimulus is partictjlaffective in inducing
perpetrator aversion, it follows that the E2 stinsushould have reduced E2 Democrats’
willingness to deliberate. Indeed, as displayeBigure 5-8, the increased feelings of
aversion among Democrats in E2 led to significalalyer deliberative potential. E2
Democrats had a mean deliberative score that vé@spgaints lower than control group
Democrats, and 0.98 points lower than E2 Repuldic@here are not statistically
significant changes in deliberative potential am&sgpublicans in the experimental
groups or Democrats in E1 from their control greaopnterparts. As the histrionic
stimulus reduced Democrats’ deliberative potertyatoughly a point on the 6 point
scale, I can conclude that the more emotionaligiaiit stimulus does induce stronger

reactions, in support of hypothesis H1D.

Discussion and Conclusion

Based on the results above, | find support for mgrarching hypothesis, H1, that
the presence of political incivility in online imtective settings induces anti-deliberative
attitudes and behavior. | also find that those sgpdo disagreeable incivility and like-
minded incivility displayed different types of aikeliberative reactions. In response to
exposure to disagreeable incivility, subjects Kiis tase, Democrats) indicated feelings
of anger with the message board post, reprimarttedrcivil perpetrator, and decreased
their deliberative potential, all at rates gredt@n those in the control group and those
exposed to like-minded incivility (in this case,fiblicans).

When the target of uncivil attacks is not assodiateéh an individual’s partisan
attachment, there is a different set of reacti®epublicans increased their use of

incivility with exposure to the (like-minded) undigtimuli in the experimental groups—
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indicating a “mob effect” is occurring. Republicaadoption of incivility in their own
comments seems to be a mimicking effect—as setifted feelings of anger was not
connected to the use of incivility, there is nodevice that target aversion is occurring.
This finding is not all that surprising; even thbutpey are being reminded of how “bad”
the other side is, attacks on the other side agaitieely pleasing for partisans to hear--
perhaps even comforting--as it reinforces theirldv@rew. However, respondents were
asked if the post made them angry, not if theyi§ipally felt any anger towards the
targets of the post (President Obama and his pgolicyhe next chapter, | will examine
experimental data to see if target aversion ocatien those exposed to like-minded
incivility are asked about targets of uncivil akadirectly.

The mimicking effect makes sense from a theorksizand point. Witnessing
someone cross the “incivility line,” and not witsesy any admonishments of that
behavior, gives license to adopt the language dnyit@zing its use. If the language does
not bother a person, but is instead cognitivelagieg to hear and she can detect no
consequences for using it, then she would be r@ttonsuppose that there is nothing
wrong with adopting that language. This means nraility in political discussions,
which means more chances for those who identifia witarget (in this case, Democrats)
to become angered.

As the uncivil elements in the experimental groumasiced reprimands among
Democrats, the negative effect that incivility lwasspolitical talk is clear: incivility can
offend and anger individuals when it is their “Sitleat is the target. When this is the
case, the likelihood of reprimanding a perpetratancivility rises, and with that the

potential to engage in effective deliberation deedi. This indicates that perpetrator
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aversion occurs with exposure to disagreeableiirtgivand that perpetrator aversion is
connected to reduced deliberative potential.

Although exposure to incivility did not induce setentified Democrats to
incorporate incivility into their responses, thegre much more likely to become angry
and reprimand the OP. The resistance to includingility in these responses is likely a
function of 1) being angered by the incivility, atietrefore recognizing it as
unacceptable, and 2) being unwilling to use unaet®@ language as part of a program
trial (which they believed) the university was agstrating. Additionally, respondents
experienced with classroom discussion boards meg aso had greater knowledge of
deliberative etiquette, and were resistant to iedtag in the same fashion that upset
them. This was not without consequences, as datiberpotential was reduced among
these individuals.

The emotionally-strident elements that | includethe group 2 stimulus appear
to be especially effective at inducing reactionstvility. For Democrats, whose “side”
was targeted by the incivility, this meant more @omal responses. For Republicans,
who do not appear to have felt any type of aversaahe targets of the post, exposure to
the “histrionic” group 2 stimulus provided additadnuncivil behavior to mimic—that is,
there is a greater variety of “sanctioned” undnghavior to copy. This is evidenced by
larger presence of “histrionic” incivility in theomments of those exposed to the group 2
stimulus than among those exposed to the “caln@til message.

| think there is also something to be said aboetaility of emotionally-strident
displays of incivility to grab attention. How mampore people noticed the uncivil

elements when they were in all caps and followeéxnfamation points? Much like
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shouting, the text-based histrionics ensures pgufeattention to what you are saying,
and might explain the increased rate of mimickingiul behavior with group 2
exposure. Incivility’s ability to grab attentionwghy many elites use it to mobilize
supporters (Herbst 2010). However, this comescasé—while people may pay more
attention to your comments when you make use afitwscs, you are also more likely to
induce anti-deliberative behavior within your audie.

My use of the pronouns “you” and “your” in the alecsentence is not accidental.
In the “YouTube era,” each of us now has the powtggugh social media, to broadcast
our political opinions to large audiences. Theigbib do this opens up doors for a
digital public sphere. However, as the resultsvehshown in this chapter indicate, once
incivility enters a political conversation, the potial for effective deliberation declines
significantly. Consideration and satisfaction aseential elements for effective
deliberation. However, there are many ways to nresgeliberative potential, and in the
extensive, heterogeneous online world, differemtexts may produce different results.
In the next chapter, | will build on these resultg,utilizing some different measures of
deliberative potential in another experiment, ali agexposing both Democrats and

Republicans to like-minded and disagreeable intyvil
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Chapter 6: Like-Minded and Disagreeable Incivility

In the previous two chapters, | presented evidémaeexposure to uncivil
political media increases the propensity with whpetople use incivility in political talk,
and that when encountering incivility in onlinets®js, people can react by retaliating or
sanctioning the uncivil “perpetrator.” There areeats to these findings, however. So
far, the evidence suggests that the use of intyivilicreases only with exposure to like-
minded incivility that targets the out-group. Additally, the connection between this
“mob effect” and emotion is unclear; the resuliduded in the last chapter suggest
people are mimicking like-minded incivility, but hieacting out of feelings of anger
towards the target of an uncivil attack.

Additionally, the results presented in chaptenhdt find evidence that those
exposed to disagreeable incivility (incivility tatgng one’s in-group) retaliate with more
incivility. Instead, individuals tended to respdmycritiquing of the uncivil perpetrator.
Elements of message board experiment setting—sibkiag part of a “university”
project--may have deflated the use of incivilityr@taliation. The experiment also
exposed one group of partisans (Democrats) to iisable incivility, and another group
to (Republicans) to like-minded incivility, leavirggpen the possibility that partisans of
different stripes might react to incivility types different ways. Furthermore, while a
connection between feelings of aversion and adtbelative attitudes was established in
the last chapter, willingness to deliberate caa bhécky concept to measure. Finally,
while the chapter 4 findings connect exposure wwuilrelite messages with use of

incivility, this finding deserves additional teggithrough experimental methods.
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Conducting another experiment in a different typesatting, with different measures of
aversion and deliberative potential, allows meutthfer assess and expand on my
previous findings.

In this chapter, | present the results of an erpant conducted on a large,
national sample as a part of the 2012 Cooperatorgf@ssional Study. Exposure to
disagreeable incivility and like-minded incivilityas manipulated for both Democrats
and Republicans. Additionally, the messages thajests were exposed to were said to
actual statements made by elites in both parfié¢gs experiment provides a direct test of
the effect that exposure to uncivil talk has onvidials’ willingness to compromise, as
well as a test of the effect that “elite”-basedviiity has on the way non-elites engage in

political discourse.

Theory

To briefly recap from previous chapters, politipalchology research finds that
different emotions determine when people rely airtpartisan predispositions, and
when they turn away from them and consider altereatiews. When partisans feel
anxious, they tend to forgo reliance on establighetisan convictions and are more
open-minded to new information. When people areygriwpwever, they tend to base
their political evaluations more heavily on pademtification or preexisting preferences
(MacKuen et al. 2007; 2011}°Additionally, feeling anger towards an out-grougds to
a tendency to argue with, oppose, and attack thiogke “other side” (Mackie et al.

2000).

10110M0The reactions among angry people are similardsetwho feel enthusiastic;
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What drives anger with the out-group? Substangiséarch links incivility to
negative political emotionS! When people witness like-minded elites making whci
attacks on the “other side,” those people tendatehmore negative, visceral feelings
towards the out-group (Mutz and Reeves 2005; MQ&72Barker 1999, 2002; Hibbing
and Theiss-Morse 1998; Jamieson and Capella ZD@8n 1997). Additionally, political
psychologists have made note of a “boomerang éfféetwitnessing an attack on one’s
in-group by an elite of the other party generagfemnkive anger and lower esteem for
that elite (Just et al. 2007). As an uncivil attesckne that is intensely negative and
violates mores, it follows that uncivil attacks your in-group will be particularly

effective in inducing anger.

Hypotheses

Previous findings suggest that when political slii@lize incivility in comments
addressing the “other side,” they can generateraargeng partisans of both stripes.
Like-minded partisans will feel more intense angevards the out-group—a reaction |
refer to as “target aversion.” Likewise, partisahshe “other side” will become angered
by the uncivil attacks on their group—which | cgerpetrator aversion.” My first two
hypotheses will test each of these:

(H1) Exposure to like-minded incivility inducesliiegs of anger

(H2) Exposure to disagreeable incivility induceslings of anger

™ ncivility has been found to heighten arousal amtlice negative emotions (Mutz and Reeves 2005;
Forgette and Morris 2006; Fridkin and Kenney 2008).

M2 For a general discussion of the “boomerang effeittiin the negative campaigning literature, see
Garramone (1984) and Skaperdas and Grofman (1995).
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Additionally, I will again test the hypothesis treatposure to uncivil comments
by both like-minded elites and elites within the-gwup should induce partisans to
utilize incivility in their own political comments.

(H3): Exposure to uncivil political talk leads tm @ncreased propensity to use
incivility in political talk.

Lastly, I will see if exposure to uncivil politicélk negatively affects
deliberative attitudes. | expect that anger, induag the incivility, will reduce
willingness to compromise. When elites include uih@omments about the “other side”
in their policy discussions, openness to comprommeng both sets of partisans should
decline.

(H4) Exposure to uncivil political talk leads taeduced willingness to

compromise

Study Design

To test these hypotheses, | designed an experimainivas embedded in the 2012
Cooperative Congressional Election Study and seh00 individuals$® Subjects were
randomly assigned to read one of four short papdgréreferred to as 1, 2, 3, and 4) that
were completely fake, but said to be actual statesnmade by party leaders. Two
paragraphs were made for each side—a negativaulustatement, and an uncivil
negative statement. All of the statements addtessational debt, and what the “other

side” needs to do in order to help debt reductiegotiations to move forwards.

3 The CCES is nationally-representative survey adtgred by YouGov/Polimetrix. The experiment was
part of the post-election module designed by thpabenent of Government and Politics at the Univgrsi
of Maryland.
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Table 6-1: CCES Experiment Paragraphs

Paragraph 1

Recently, a Republican Party leader issued thevitig statement regarding negotiations to
reduce the national debt: “What we need from Deatsads for them to show some willingness

to

make cuts to some of the social insurance progthatsare important to them and their base, and

then | think we can move forward and compromiseraadly address the debt issue. In the past,
it's been tough to work together on this issue beeahere’s been resistance to reducing what

we’re spending on domestic programs—I think wecagable of negotiating and doing what's
best for the country, though, if they are willimgdive something.”

Paragraph 2

Recently, a Republican Party leader issued theviitig statement regarding negotiations to
reduce the national debt: “What we need from Deatsads for them to show some willingness
make cuts to some of the nonseaseial_entitlemenprograms that they use to get reelected b
their baseand then | think we can move forward and compreraisd really address the debt
issue. In the past, it's been tough to work togetimethis issue because there’s been a pighea
resistance on the letidb reducing what we’re spending on these socipfisgrams—I think we ar
capable of negotiating and doing what's best ferdbuntry, though, when Democrats realize
they are hurting Americand if they are willing to give something.”

Paragraph 3

Recently, a Democratic Party leader issued thevatlg statement regarding negotiations to
reduce the national debt: “What we need from Rapabs is for them to show some willingnes
to give up some of the low tax rates for corporaijan issue important to them and their basg
and then | think we can move forward and comproraistreally address the debt issue. In th
past, it's been tough to work together on thisedsecause there’s been resistance to increasi
any taxes on Wall Street—I think we are capableegfotiating and doing what'’s best for the
country, though, if they are willing to give somieidp”

S

P

Paragraph 4

Recently, a Democratic Party leader issued theviatg statement regarding negotiations to
reduce the national debt: “What we need from Rapabs is for them to show some willingnes
to give up some of the nonserew tax rates for greedyorporations, an issue they use to get
reelected by their basend then | think we can move forward and compreraisd really addres
the debt issue. In the past, it's been tough tdkwagether on this issue because there’s been
pigheadedesistance on the right increasing any taxes on their crooked Wall&théends |
think we are capable of negotiating and doing whibést for the country, though, when
Republicans realize they are hurting Ameracal if they are willing to give something.”

[72)
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Paragraphs 1 and 2 were statements said to beedlbg a Republican Party
leader regarding what Democrats need to do toreelpce the national debt. Paragraph 1
was a civil negative statement, while Paragraplag the same as Paragraph 1, but for
the addition of uncivil elements. Paragraphs 34mekre said to be statements released
by a Democratic Party leader, regarding what Repai$ need to do to help reduce the
national debt. Paragraph 3 was a civil negativiestant, while Paragraph 4 was an
uncivil version of Paragraph 3.

The paragraphs can be seen in Table 6-1. In Hdtrecivil statements, the
leader makes the case that if the “other side’ilisng to make cuts to policies which are
important to them and their base (“social insurgmograms” for Democrats, and “low
tax rates for corporations” for Republicans), thies parties “can move forward and
compromise and really address the debt issue.'|@dder notes that it has previously
been tough to work on the issue because theretsigsestance to changing the policy
(“domestic programs” for Democrats, “taxes on Watheet” for Republicans)—without
explicitly saying it has been the left or right ti&responsible for resisting compromise.
The leader concludes with, “I think we are capaifleegotiating and doing what's best
for the country, though, if they are willing to gisgomething.”

The differences between the civil version anduheivil versions of the
paragraphs were designed to be subtle, and ndewnticivil comments one side
typically makes about the other. In the uncivilsiens, the leader accuses the other side
of using a “nonsense” policy to get reelected kgirthase, of being “pigheaded,” and
claims negotiations can take place once the mendbi¢ne other party “realize they are

hurting America.” In the uncivil paragraph deliveérey the “Republican leader,” the

154



policies that Democrats are trying to protect afemred to as “entitlement” programs
(replacing “social insurance”) and are called “stist” (replacing “domestic”). In the
uncivil paragraph delivered by the “Democratic kegtRepublicans are tied to “greedy”
corporations and are said to be resistant to isargdaxes on “their crooked Wall Street

friends” (replacing “Wall Street”).

Conditions

Based on their partisanship and the paragraphwviieey assigned to read, subjects
fell in one of four conditions: civil like-mindedjvil-disagreeableyncivil-like-minded,
and uncivil-disagreeable. Table 6-2 displays thedd@mns produced by each partisan-
paragraph combination. Democrats exposed to Pafag@and Republicans exposed to
Paragraph 1 fell into the civil-like-minded conditi Democrats exposed to Paragraph 1
and Republicans exposed to Paragraph 3 were iniihelisagreeable condition.
Democrats exposed to Paragraph 4 and Republicaosed to Paragraph 2 were in the
uncivil-like-minded condition. Finally, Democrathw saw Paragraph 2 and Republicans

who saw Paragraph 4 were in the uncivil-disagresabhdition.

Table 6-2: Conditions by Partisanship-Paragraph l&ioation

Civil Civil Uncivil Uncivil

Like-minded Disagreeable Like-minded Disagreeable
Democrat Paragraph 3 Paragraph 1 Paragraph 4 Paragraph 2
Republican Paragraph 1 Paragraph 3 Paragraph 2 Paragraph 4
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Measures

To measure anger, | asked respondents how angdetiae over reducing the
national debt made them feel. The wording of thestjon and the multiple choice
options that respondents had to choose from anelatd in affective intelligence
studies** Increased anger among those exposed to a likeemhindcivil message,
compared to those in the civil conditions, will pide a test of Hypothesis H1. Likewise,
higher anger among those exposed to a disagregadilél message, compared to those
in the civil conditions, will provide a test of Hgthesis H2.

To test Hypothesis 4, | constructed a “willingnessompromise” score nearly
identical to that used by MacKuen et al. (2010)iclwhiakes into account respondents’
answers on three items. Two of the items were plalthoice questions; subjects were
asked what they think should happen regarding iehitction, from both their own point
of view and from the point of view of everyone et&For those exposed to the
statements from the Republican viewpoint (Paragrdpand 2), the options include
indicating support for Democrats fighting to kebp entitlement programs in place,
support for both sides finding a compromise sohytar support for cutting entitlement
programs with taxes not being raised on corporatiorer any circumstances. For those
exposed to the statements from the Democratic pdiwiew (Paragraphs 3 and 4), the
options include indicating support for Republiclghting to protect low tax rates for

corporations, support for both sides finding a coonpse solution, or support for low tax

14 The exact wording of the first question was, “TKiity about the statement you just read, how do you
feel about the ongoing debate to reduce the ndtaéeia? Would you say the debate makes you feel:
VERY angry; SOMEWHAT angry; NOT VERY angry; NOT AALL angry?”

115 The question wording to measure willingness to mamise is borrowed directly from MacKuen et al.
(2010). The exact wording of the first question w&som your own point of view, as well as the gete
principles involved, which of these options wouttyprefer happen?” The second question read, “Now,
taking into

account everyone’s view, as well as the generatjpies involved, what should happen?”
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rates for corporations being eliminated with nosdotentitiement programs under any
circumstances.

The third item in in the compromise measure wasthdr subjects indicated
willingness to compromise on their own. Followirerh paragraph, subjects were asked
to state, verbatim, their overall thoughts regaydtre debt reduction debdt&. The
open-ended answers appear just as the respongeetsthem in, providing (as in the
previous analyses included in chapters 4 and binéiltered look at respondents’
thoughts as they intended them.

Like MacKuen et al. (2010), responses in whichralvidual offered, or
expressed a desire to find an alternative solubdhe two polarized positions were
coded as being in support of compromise. In my exnt, nearly all responses coded
as compromise solutions fell into one of two catexg respondents made clear they
preferred some specific mix of tax increases amthdimg cuts, or expressed that they
wanted the two parties to “come together” (or “wtogether”) and find a compromise
solution.

In the measure used by MacKuen et al. (2010), resgas’ answers were only
categorized into two types: indication of compragiand no indication of compromise.
In reading through the results of the CCES expettiriebecame apparent to me that
using only these two categories was not the mashapway to code the responses, in
that there were two clear groups who fell into‘the indication of compromise” group:
those who clearly sided with one of viewpoint, dmnase who were neutral about the

whole debate. For instance, a couple of commoairefiwere that both sides were

18 The exact wording was, “Thinking about the statenyeu just read, what are your overall thoughts on
the ongoing debate to reduce the national deb&sPlg/pe your answer in the box below.”
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responsible for the debt mess (often stated in rmoolieaful language), and that the
subject did not care enough about the debt debdtavie an opinion. Even though those
who made these claims did not actually voice supjporcompromise, they were not
necessarily opposed to compromise either, likeethdso voiced allegiance to one side.
This, | believe, is an important distinction, anthlis added a third category.

In the coding of the verbatim responses, if a redpat made clear a preference
for one side or expressed that she thought onefgpgde was at fault, her answer
scored a “0.” If a respondent was neutral aboustietion, or unclear about which side
they think is most responsible for the problem, fesponse was given a “1.” If she
expressed a compromise solution or an interestaimg both sides coming together and
compromising, her response was given a “2.”

Using respondents’ answers to the two multiple obhgjuestions, as well as
whether their compromise score for their open-eradevers, | constructed a
compromise score, on a scale of 0-4. Respondeniklweceive a “4,” for example, if
they selected the compromise option in both mdtgdioice questions (1 point for each),
and expressed support for compromise in their agreted response (a “2” in the
response coding). Subjects’ scores on this scat®njunction with their reported
partisanship, provide a test of Hypothesis 4.

The open-ended answers will also provide a tesobhgsis 3. | analyzed the
open-ended responses to determine whether theigdias uncivil, in accordance with
the incivility index, as done in the analyses pnésé in preceding chapters. As in the
previous measures of incivility use, subjects wemrd@ed as “1” if they used any incivility

in their answers, and “0” if they did not.
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Sample

The final sample consisted of 820 subjECte/ere exposed to one of the four
paragraphs. 195 saw paragraph 1, 187 saw paragy2il3 saw paragraph 3, and 225
people saw paragraph 4. Given that some peopleated] no partisan affiliation, slightly
smaller groups fell under each of the four cond#ial 72 people were featured in the
civil-like-minded condition, 177 were in the ciwdisagreeable group, 169 were in the
uncivil-like-minded group, and 174 saw an uncivdatreeable message. The averages
for a number of demographic measures for the eséingple, as well as each of the
conditions, are included in Table A2 6-1 in Appengi

There were some slight differences between thepgron some demographic
measures, as shown in Table A2 6-1. The uncivagheeable group was slightly more
“Republican” on the 7-point partisan identificatioreasure than both of the like-minded
groups, and a bit more conservative than the tkakminded group. Additionally, in the
civil-disagreeable group, the average educatiottainenent was lower than in the others,
and the percentage of non-white subjects was gligigher. These differences were not
dramatically large, but they were statisticallynsigant. There were no significant
differences between the groups when it came taadegender.

The patterns in the results presented below sugtfesse differences are not
likely factors in different results between thegpe on the measures of interest; ideology
and race do not have significant effects on anyeésures, and partisan identification

and education have effects that cannot be expldgedese initial group differences.

17 As my experiment was included at the end of thieesy there was some attrition from the original
1,000 subjects who received the module.
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Furthermore, it does not appear that the contetiteomessages caused the differences,

as the attrition occurred earlier on in the summdule.

Results

The debt debate is likely a subject in which npesiple are frustrated with to
begin with. Therefore, it is not surprising thatlfags of anger were the norm among the
experimental sample. The overall average angeeseas just above a “3,” equating to
the sample pool, on average, being “somewhat arapgut how debt talks were
progressing in Washington. Nonetheless, subjeatadh of the four conditions differed
in how angry they felt about the debt debate. Rersake of brevity and parsimony, |
report just the differences in percentage claimiange “very angry” for each condition
comparisorn® Subjects in the two uncivil conditions reportedtr levels of anger than
subjects did in the two civil conditions (the diéace significant at 0.09) the uncivil
groups, about 43 percent of subjects reported beeny angry” about the debt debate,
compared to 32 percent in the civil grodps.

However, the effect that incivility has on angerigd with whether the measure
was like-minded or disagreeable. The level of amgges significantly higher when the
uncivil message was also disagreeable; an un@wineent, when it is aimed at a
person’s side, is more incensing then when direateéde other side. Nearly 49 percent
of those exposed to an uncivil disagreeable messggeted being “very angry” about

the debt debate, compared to 38 percent of thgsesed to an uncivil like-minded

18 However, the statistical significance of differeador the anger measure, as well as the analyses t
follow, was determined using the Kruskall-Wallis thned.

119 Overall, the average anger score on the 4-poiiésamong people was 3.04 in the civil conditicrs]
3.14 in the uncivil conditions. This difference wsgnificant at 0.05. When restricting the compamiso
just partisans (leaving out self-identified “indepgents”), this difference is larger, with thosehe civil
conditions averaging 3.05, and those in the uncimilditions averaging 3.19, and significant at 0.01
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message. On the other hand, 37 percent of resptsnan read a civil disagreeable
message reported being “very angry,” while jusp28cent of those exposed to a civil

like-minded message said the same.

Figure 6-1: Percentage Who Were “Very Angry” Abthe# Debt Debate, by Condition

50
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0 1
Civil Like- Civil Uncivil Like- Uncivil
Minded Disagreeable Minded Disagreeable

Note: Bars represent the percentage of subje@adh condition who said they felt “very angry” abthe
debate over federal debt reduction.

Whether the message was both civil and like-mindattered. The fact that there
was no significant difference in anger among thregsosed to an uncivil like-minded
message and civil disagreeable message illustizEitesell. Taking a civil-likeminded
message and either adding incivility or makingisadreeable increases anger, and to a
similar degree. This suggests that when a messag# in accordance with our views, or
is negative of our in-group, it can anger us. Gndther hand, the presence of incivility
can increase incivility even when the messageks-ininded” and negative towards the

out-group. This is evidence of “target aversioh& presence of more vitriolic words that
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vilify the opposition leads to higher levels of @nghan when the message lacks uncivil
elements. Thus, there is some support for mytiypothesis--that exposure to like-
minded incivility induces feelings of anger—in tliabse who saw a civil-like-minded
message were less angry than those who saw anldikgyminded message at a
statistically significant level. But this findingpmes with the caveat that a civil-
disagreeable message has about the same effeagen a

When the message is both uncivil and disagreehbigever, anger increases the
most. There was a 20 point difference in the paeggnthat reported being “very angry”
about the debt debate between those exposed tocanl disagreeable message (49
percent) and a civil like-minded message (29 pdjc&his is strong support for
“perpetrator aversion”—hearing an uncivil attackaun in-group induces a significant
increase in anger, and supports my second hypsthéisat exposure to disagreeable

incivility induces feelings of anger.

Incivility

Those who were exposed to either uncivil messagge wore likely to use
incivility than those exposed to the civil messad®@hile close to one quarter (24
percent) of people in the uncivil groups used iitityy far fewer in the civil groups did
the same (14 percent). Exposure to the uncivil agssequals a 58 percent increase in
probability of making an uncivil remark. Additiomal there is a connection between
incivility use and feelings of anger. | conductedrobit regression to test the effect of

anger (1-4) on incivility while controlling for oén factors, including age, gender, race,
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education, partisan identification, and ideold&fy.The results, included in Column 1 of
Table 6-3, confirm that anger has a significanttpaseffect (at 0.000) on use of
incivility. The only other variable that had a siggant effect was education, which had a
small, positive impact on incivility use at the @.level; this might hint towards political
awareness or sophistication having an impact onilitg use.

These general connections between use of inciwilitly exposure to the uncivil
messages and anger support my hypotheses. Howelss,expect that whether the
message attacks your in-group or out-group showalkiena difference. In Figure 6-2, |
display the mean incivility use among partisaneach of the four conditions.

Differences in incivility use emerge among peaptposed to like-minded and
disagreeable messages. While slightly more peogiee uncivil-like-minded group used
incivility than in civil-like-minded group (aboutliZpercent versus about 17 percent), the
difference is not significant. When the messadi&ésminded, incivility does not seem
to make people more likely to use incivility thdmey would if it was civil. The
interesting finding, however, is not the comparisetween the two like-minded groups,
but the comparison of either group to the civilagjseeable group. Those in the uncivil-
like-minded group were more likely to use inciwilthan those in the civil-disagreeable
group, in which 13 percent use incivility--a diféerce of about 8 percentage points
(significant at 0.05). But there was not a stataty significant difference between those

in the civil-like-minded group and those in theiktisagreeable group.

120 Age (Zukin et al. 2006, Wattenberg 2008), educetDelli Carpini and Keeter 1996, Rosenstone and
Hansen 1993), and gender (Delli Carpini and Ke®®&6, Kaufman and Petrocik 1999) are each
understood to be factors which influence politigginions and behavior, and thus their presencledn t
model is necessary to isolate the effects of uhoiedia exposure. Likewise, partisan identificaticate,
and ideology are well-established influences oiitipal behavior (i.e., Rosenstone and Hansen 1993;
Zaller 1992; Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2002).
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Table 6-3: Predictor of Incivility Use and Willingas to Compromise

(1) (2)
VARIABLES Incivility Compromise
Anger 0.55*** -0.21%**
(0.078) (0.043)
Age -0.00 -0.00*
(0.004) (0.003)
Gender -0.02 0.16**
(0.110) (0.077)
Education 0.07* -0.07***
(0.038) (0.026)
Partisan Identification 0.02 -0.03
(0.033) (0.022)
Ideology -0.03 -0.00
(0.064) (0.045)
Race -0.05 -0.02
(0.154) (0.103)
Constant S2.77*%*
(0.423)
Cutl
Constant -1.72%**
(0.280)
Cut 2
Constant -1.24***
(0.278)
Cut3
Constant -0.46*
(0.276)
Cut4
Constant 0.37
(0.279)
Observations 803 803
Adj. R-squared 0.09 0.02

Standard errors in parentheses
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

Note: The coefficients presented in Column 1 aeerésults of a probit regression, predicting use of
incivility (0-1) with standard errors in parenthes&he coefficients presented on Column 2 aredhelts
of an ordered probit regression, predicting williegs to compromise (0-5) with standard errors in
parentheses.
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It is noteworthy that the civil-like-minded grougls in-between the civil-
disagreeable group and uncivil-like-minded grougtistically different from neither
when it comes to incivility use. That the like-meuigroups do not differ from each other
suggests that perhaps that both like-minded messaghich critique the other side—
increase the extent to which people use incivilitye uncivil-like-minded message,
however, increased incivility enough to make aidicsion from the civil-disagreeable
message. While this is one case concerning onglarty high-profile issue, this
finding suggests that hearing a message whichkstthe other side primes people to be
uncivil, but it is the addition of uncivil elemeritsat fully pushes them into uncivil talk.

Figure 6-2: Percentage Who Used Incivility, by Citind
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Note: Bars represent the percentage of subje&adh condition who used incivility in their verbmati
responses.

Incivility, however, makes a huge difference whiecomes to disagreeable
messages. The group with the highest percentaigeivility use was the uncivil-

disagreeable group, in which 31 percent of peogdaran uncivil comment. This was a
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rate about 19 percentage points higher than thgpgnath the lowest percentage of
incivility use, the civil-disagreeable group (12 @ent). Incivility use in the uncivil-
disagreeable group was also about 10 percentagtspgogher than the rate of use in
uncivil-like-minded group, and 14 percentage pomgher than in the civil-like-minded
group—both differences statistically significant.

Why did the uncivil-disagreeable messages inducmtae incivility use than
their civil counterparts, but the uncivil-like-mied messages did not? There are two
potential explanations. One is that the two likexd@d messages were too similar for
them to have distinct effects, and making the dikg-minded message slightly less
hyperbolic, or by tuning up the amount of inciwilih the uncivil-like-minded message,
more of a distinction between the groups may oc&siithis experiment took place
immediately after the 2012 election, people didmedd much in the way of
encouragement to attack the other side. Perhapsib®like-minded messages were
hyperbolic enough to influence political talk. Thvsuld explain why uncivil like-
minded media, which is very hyperbolic and disivefrom “civil" media (Sobieraj and
Berry), was found to induce incivility use (as derstrated in chapter 4).

A second may be that like-minded messages simphotlonduce emotional
reactions, and instead increase incivility by legdpeople to “mimic” like-minded
behavior. More hyperbole might raise the rate oivifity use in the uncivil-like-minded
group closer to that of the uncivil-disagreeableugr, by providing more “incivility” to
mimic. This would explain the low level of inciuyi use in civil-disagreeable group:

unlike the civil-like-minded messages, there arattacks on the other side to mimic,
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and unlike the uncivil-disagreeable group, thelless negative emotional arou$al
stimulating retaliation.

Determining which of these two cases is correticky. On the one hand,
incivility use by those in the civil groups appetvyde due less to emotional arousal than
in the uncivil groups, indicating that the uncilike-minded group did induce ang&f.
However, while the rate of “very angry” incivilitysers in the uncivil-like-minded group
is about the same as in the uncivil-disagreealdamrthe overall lower rates of anger in
the like-minded group indicates that the messagel@ss successful in inducing anger,
and, hence less successful in inducing incivititygn the uncivil-disagreeable message.

This hints to the idea that uncivil-like-minded reages do not induce incivility
use through anger. Recall from the previous chaptgrwhile those exposed to an
uncivil-like-minded post on the message board usedility at a greater rate than those
exposed to a civil-like-minded post, incivility usas not tied to feelings of anggr.

Recall also that only the uncivil post that featbieenotional elements--use of capitalized
words and exclamation points—had a significantaféa incivility use by like-minded
partisans (Republicans); the post lacking the etgsnéid not have a statistically
significant effect. This points to the idea th&elminded uncivil messages lead people to
mimic the behavior, and adopt uncivil phrases aatlds (i.e., use of capitalized words

and exclamation points) when denouncing the “osinde.” From this perspective, like-

121at least in terms of anger. It is possible thatthdl-disagreeable messages, which points out the
shortcomings of one’s own side with little hyperyadctually induces some anxiety in people, which
would not induce them to be uncivil.

122\Whereas 62 percent of those in the civil-like-neiddjroup who used incivility also reported beingriv
angry,” the number rises to 68 percent among thdeeused incivility in the uncivil-like-minded grpu
Among the disagreeable groups, this distincticagiain larger: a full 70 percent of uncivil userdtia
uncivil-disagreeable group reported being “veryrgrigcompared to just 61 percent of users in tivd-ci
disagreeable group.

123 The results from chapter 4, which examine thecef tuning into uncivil political media, also iiwcte
that like-minded incivility induces use of incivii
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minded messages should not generate more “targegian” than already exists—these
messages tap into preexisting aversion, and prawndeil “tools” with which to launch
attacks on the other side. But there needs totaisearumber and variety of incivility
instances for this to occur. The lower level ofivility use in the CCES experiment
among the civil-like-minded group is likely duettee “restrained” use of incivility in the
message that lacked emotional elements; like thehyperbolic message used in the
message board experiment, the CCES message diebtate capitalized words and
exclamation points.

In simple terms, there was not a lot of incivilibymimic. In fact, in being a
“report” of what a partisan leader said, the messags robbed of what might be its most
powerful elements—it lacked the visual and verhahglants that come with uncivil
partisan talk on television and radio, and lackeddigital equivalents of both that show
up in many online interactions, in the forms ofitalzed words and extended
punctuation. These sorts of uncivil elements, atstg2010) and others argue, likely
pull in the attention of a like-minded audiencee¥lpay more attention, and hence
remember the phrases and behavior utilized. Wheonites time for them to offer their
own political opinions, this type of political tatkmains on the “top of the head” (Zaller
1992) and is easily replicated.

It might be too simple, however, to conclude tlaher than upsetting partisans,
like-minded uncivil messages are cognitively pleggp see, hear, and read. Anger was
still higher in the uncivil like-minded group thamthe civil like-minded group, and the
connection between anger and incivility use wasngfer in the former than in the latter.

It is likely, then, that both explanations are swrhat apt. Future research, with multiple,
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distinct variations in uncivil like-minded messagissnecessary to completely sort this
out.

Uncivil disagreeable messages, however, do indngera—even when they lack
histrionic elements. In the message board expetipresented in the previous chapter,
this did not translate into larger increases inafgacivility (but did induce reprimands
of the message poster). Outside of the messagd,hndhe more “private” survey
environment of the CCES experiment, anger did teé@s$nto increases in incivility
use—and quite significantly. Those angered by tteles on their side retaliated by
adopting uncivil tactics in their own messages. Wieu are a partisan, and vitriolic
comments are directed at your “side,” you are nli@ety to get angry and return the
favor. Generally, the connection between exposumedivility and use of incivility
provides support for my third hypothesis; howeveis comes with the important caveat
that uncivil-like-minded messages were far leski@rftial than uncivil-disagreeable

messages.

Compromise

Overall, openness to compromise was lower in tievil groups than in the civil
groups. Partisans and independents exposed tocanl mmessage averaged a
compromise score of 1.62, on the 0-4 scale, whibsé in exposed to a civil message
averaged a score of 1.76. The different of 0.14t3dalls just outside of significance at
the 0.10 level. Among partisans, however, whomutihavil messages should resonate
with (and who made up about 88 percent of the samiblis difference was more
apparent. Whereas partisans who saw a civil messaggaged 1.75 on the 5-point

compromise scale, partisans exposed to an unceskage had an average 11 percent
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lower, at 1.55 (a difference significant at 0.09he debt debate is a topic many already
have strong opinions about; that the uncivil stipednsisting of a few subtle changes to
one single short paragraph, reduced people’s @giiss to compromise highlights the
power of incivility. These additions, magnified dughout a half hour program, a blog
post, or numerous postings on Facebook, wouldylilegld to a sharper decline in
compromise. Increasing the hyperbole, and addisigibinic elements—which | have
previously shown to be very influential and are coon to most uncivil political
media—would also strengthen the effect.

As found in previous studies, anger is clearlyidgweduced willingness to
compromise. Whereas those who reported being ‘tralt angry” or “not very angry”
averaged a compromise score close to “2” on thes€afe™** the average was a bit under
1.3 for those who reported being “very angry” (thiéerence was significant at 0.001).
An ordered probit regression, which includes theesaontrol variables as in the
incivility use model included in Column of Table36confirms the strong negative
influence that feelings of anger have on openressmpromise on the debt issi#@The
results of the ordered probit regression are ireduid the Column 2 of Table 6%

Unlike previous studies, this analysis connecthrfge of anger to exposure to

uncivil messages. In the uncivil groups, 91 peraéithose who reported no willingness

124 The actual average for those who reported no amgsrl.92, and for those who said they were not ver
angry, the average was 2.14.

125 additionally, replacing anger in the model wittmeeasure of being in one of the uncivil conditiof (
if in a civil condition, “1” if in an uncivil condion) shows that partisans exposed to an uncivisage had
lower levels of compromise, even controlling foe trarious demographic factors.

126 Though not reported in this model, the predicthioclr has the strongest effect on reducing willirsgne
to compromise is incivility use. This variable sdlps predictive power of both being in an uncivil
condition and anger. As using incivility is likedyn effect of both these predictors and endogermlost
willingness to compromise, this result is not ureotpd; had there been no relationship betweemihear
if incivility use had a positive relationship witompromise, this would raise questions about mgrghe
Instead, it provides further confirmation that espie to incivility, via anger, can induce anti-teliative
attitudes and behavior.
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to compromise were also “somewhat” or “very” angnyery few people reported no
willingness to compromise while also not feelingy amger. On the other hand, only 37
percent of those who indicated high willingnessdmpromise (a “4” on the 0-4 scale)
were “somewhat” or “very” angry about the debt deb@his same relationship existed
among people exposed to the civil messages, wite88ent of people who reported no
willingness to compromise being “somewhat” or “Veaygry. The difference, however,
is that levels of anger were significantly highethe uncivil groups—patrticularly the
uncivil-disagreeable group--and therefore comprenaias lower on average.

The higher levels of anger in the uncivil groupsg &he strong tie between
feelings of anger and a reduced willingness to compse indicate that uncivil messages
have the ability to reduce a deliberative spiripotitical talk. | next look at whether the
message is like-minded or disagreeable makesexreiifte in the effects of incivility on
compromise. Figure 6-3 displays the average comigmstore (0-4) for each of the four
conditions.

Among the four conditions, the average compromieeeswas lowest in the
uncivil-disagreeable group, where the average ssas21.54. The average score among
those in the uncivil-like-minded condition at 1\w@s the second lowest. Willingness to
compromise was 1.74 in the civil-disagreeable dimodi and the highest in the civil-like-
minded condition, which had an average score d@.XComparing the differences in
means between groups, only the difference betweenrcivil-disagreeable mean and
the civil-like-minded mean meets a conventionaklef statistical significance (at 0.10).

However, the difference between the uncivil-disagi#e condition and the civil-
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disagreeable condition is close to significancesascivil-like-minded condition with
both of the civil conditions?”

Figure 6-3: Average Compromise Score, by Condition

2
| :I:I I [
]. I T T
Civil Like- Civil Uncivil Like- Uncivil
Minded Disagreeable Minded Disagreeable

Note: bars represent the average score on theobapromise measure.

These group averages do not differ much from tleeames of all partisans who
saw a civil message (1.75) and all partisans whe wrposed to an uncivil message
(1.55), a difference that was significant. It isrtifore reasonable to assume that both
like-minded and disagreeable uncivil messages lewdlingness to compromise, and

that the differences between the conditions woeith significance with larger samples.

127 Interestingly, when partisan “leaners” are dropfvedh the analysis (leaving “weak” and “strong”
partisans), the difference between the unciviédikinded group with civil-like-minded group reaches
significance (at 0.05) and the difference betwéenuncivil-like-minded group and the uncivil-
disagreeable group gets closer to significance-thmitelationships between the uncivil-disagreeable
group and civil groups does not improve. This maygest that strength of partisanship matters mdwenw
an uncivil message is like-minded, although thisedees further verification.
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Table 6-4: Predictors of Willingness to Compromise Condition

Civil Civil Uncivil Uncivil
VARIABLES Like-Minded Disagreeable Like-Minded Disagreeable
Anger -0.25%** -0.32%** -0.13 -0.22**
(0.1200) (0.108) (0.090) (0.105)
Age 0.00 -0.00 -0.00 -0.01
(0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005)
Gender 0.15 0.18 0.18 0.19
(0.178) (0.166) (0.183) (0.171)
Education -0.18%*** 0.05 -0.12** -0.05
(0.059) (0.060) (0.059) (0.057)
Partisan Strength (1-4) -0.11 -0.25** -0.30*** -3.0
(0.099) (0.099) (0.101) (0.102)
Democrat-Republican 0.29 -0.39* -0.54* -0.34
(0.225) (0.241) (0.275) (0.232)
Ideology (1-5, L-C) -0.13 0.11 0.08 0.03
(0.102) (0.100) (0.111) (0.105)
Race (0-1) 0.19 0.02 0.02 -0.39
(0.232) (0.204) (0.240) (0.271)
Cutl
Constant -2.11%x* -2.26%*** -2.54%kx D Q9***
(0.636) (0.639) (0.692) (0.651)
Cut 2
Constant -1.73%* -1.71%x* -1.97%+* -1.60**
(0.630) (0.633) (0.685) (0.647)
Cut 3
Constant -0.81 -1.12* -1.10 -0.70
(0.625) (0.631) (0.676) (0.640)
Cut4
Constant 0.16 -0.34 -0.42 0.16
(0.633) (0.630) (0.676) (0.644)
Observations 172 175 168 174
Adj. R-squared 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.03

Standard errors in parentheses
*** n<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10

The coefficients presented above are the resulis @fdered probit regression, predicting willingsiéo
compromise (0-5), with standard errors in parerghes

Given that the uncivil-disagreeable condition wagmmore influential than the

uncivil-like-minded condition when it came to indilnig anger and incivility use, it is
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interesting that the uncivil-disagreeable positihnot have a significantly more
powerful effect on willingness to compromise thha like-minded condition. Was the
connection between anger and reduced compromiseewrathe uncivil disagreeable
condition than in the uncivil-like-minded? It aclyaappears to be the opposite. Table 6-
4 displays four ordered probit models for each dwomd to see if anger (and other
predictors) has different effects on compromisthandifferent conditions. | include the
same control variables as in the previous mode&sgnted in this chapter. However, |
break up partisan identification into two sepakatgables, in order to isolate the effects
of partisan strength and partisan identificatith.

In the civil-like-minded, civil-disagreeable, andaivil-disagreeable conditions,
anger has a significant negative effect on williegmto compromise. However, it is not
significant in the uncivil-like-minded conditionigare 6-4 shows the change in
probability of being unwilling to compromise (a “0h the 0-4 scale) with a move from
not being angry at all to being very angry for eatthe four condition$?® This change
in anger increased the probability of not compramgidy 20 to 25 percentage points in
each of the conditions but the uncivil-like-mind=ahdition; in that condition, the change
was only 11 percentage points and insignificarttis mheans there is a large difference in
the effect of anger on compromise between the twovil conditions—the effect of
going from not being angry to very angry is 75 patayreater in the uncivil-disagreeable

condition.

128 «partisan strength” is a four category variabénging from “weak” to “strong” partisan, while
“Democrat-Republican” is a dichotomous variablethwiD” indicating the respondent is a Democrat, and
“1” indicating the respondent is a Republican.

129 predicted probabilities were calculated usingabserved value approach (Hanmer and Kalkan 2013).
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Figure 6-4: Change in Compromise as Predicted anG&in Anger

0.3
0.2 -
Civil-Like-Minded***
B Civil-Disagreeable™® **
0.1 +—— B Uncivil-Like-Minded
B Uncivil-Disagreeable**
0 -
Change in Probability of No Willingness to
Compromise

Note: Bars represent the change in predicted pitilyadf being unwilling to compromise (a “0” on¢h
compromise measure) with a move being “not angaflato “very angry.”

While both uncivil conditions lower willingness t@mpromise, anger is only the
main driving factor in the uncivil-disagreeable ddion. Instead of anger, partisan
strength (1-3) is a strong, significant predictothe uncivil-like-minded condition, with
stronger partisanship associated with decreasdidgviess to compromisg® The
Democrat-Republican dichotomous variable is algaiBtant, indicating that
Republican identification is associated with lowmeltingness to compromise. Education
is also significant, indicating that years of sdimapreduced compromise.

Republican identification is also significantly asgted with reduced willingness
to compromise in the civil-disagreeable and undikié-minded conditions. Indeed,
overall, and in three of the conditions, Republghad significantly lower compromise

scores on average; however, in the civil-like-mohdendition, Republicans actually

130 partisan strength was also significant in thel-clisagreeable condition.
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have a slightly higher compromise score (1.80 \&fsié?2), although the difference does
not reach significance. This relationship desefugser analysis, but | will lay out a
couple of potential explanations. One is that uliiwghess to compromise is seen as a
positive quality among contemporary Republican iifiens. The rise of the Tea Party
movement and its message of “no compromise” (SKampd Williamson 2012) has
perhaps resonated with Republicans in the eleetofatother factor may be that the debt
debate is simply more important to the average Blggan than it is to the average
Democrat, and therefore Democrats are more wittingpncede. Replacing the debt issue
with one that Republicans care less about than Reatemight see this relationship
reversed. These partisan positions become activatay condition that is either uncivil
or disagreeabl&*

In addition to the uncivil-like-minded group, padn strength was also significant
in the civil-disagreeable group, and education sigsificant in the civil-like-minded
group. In these groups as well, both partisan gtreand education had negative effects
on willingness to compromise. Yet only in the unleiike-minded condition were both
negative and significant. This suggests that inuth@vil-like-minded condition, political
sophistication is driving reduced compromise: etiat@artisans, likely aware of the
politics surrounding the debt debate and more paage about their positions, are more
likely to be activated by like-minded message<Zalter (1992, 127-128) notes,
reception of a political message increases withipal awareness, and the message has a

higher rate of acceptance when it is like-minded.

131 Why the Democrat-Republican variable is not sigaift in the uncivil-disagreeable model is unclear,
although it is reasonable to assume that the higlret of anger among all partisans in the condititakes
the distinction between party identification angksgth irrelevant.
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It is not surprising then that partisan strengtti education are significant in the
uncivil-like-minded model. For some, like-minded ssages that blame the out-group are
cognitively pleasing to hear. It is politically amastrong partisans for whom uncivil
messages should be the most appeafinBerhaps they feel some enjoyment when
witnessing a leader bash opponents; a harshly wWardssage that leaves little room for
ambiguity may bring satisfaction to partisans ntban any other type of message. But
this is merely reaffirming what like-minded partisamore or less believe; rather than
generating new feelings of anger, the uncivil Itketded messages tap into preexisting
views, strengthen resolve, and reduce uncertaliitgse messages also send instructions
about how to engage with the other side; wheneaniknded “leader” conveys the bad
behavior of the “other side,” it causes peopleubgn their partisan lenses and reject
compromise. When hyperbolic, uncivil elements aleéea, these messages become even
more powerful. The other side is not just in themg—they are really bad, perhaps in an
immoral sense.

These results provide support for my fourth hypsitieas exposure to uncivil
messages reduces willingness to compromise. Howarger only appears to be driving
reduced compromise in the disagreeable conditiothd like-minded uncivil group, the
mimicking effect appears to reduce compromise. dsighcivility use rose among those
exposed to an uncivil-like-minded message witheetihgs of anger increasing, the
uncivil-like-minded message affects deliberativeiiades without necessarily inducing
anger. Still, it is difficult to dismiss anger as@mplete non-factor, as with incivility use,

“target aversion” may occur among some. The highter of anger in the group,

132 ikely, how valid the message is perceived to lse mcreases; as Zaller (1992, 127-128), receptfon
a political message increases with political awassnand the message has a higher rate of acceptanc
when it is like-minded.
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compared to the civil-like-minded group, indicatleat some sort of aversion is occurring
with exposure to the uncivil like-minded messagdai\this all suggests is that the
connection between like-minded incivility and adéhberative attitudes is a complicated
one. These messages may not affect every partighe same way, unlike uncivil-
disagreeable messages, for which the negativearessiip between anger and
compromise is much clearer. To make sense ofithtee next section | compare these

results to the analyses presented in the previoagters.

Discussion

Anger can drive anti-deliberative attitudes. Cetesit with findings in a number
affective intelligence studies, the experiment absiows that strong feelings of anger
are related to low willingness to compromise. Tlgtoaut this project, | have considered
whether incivility in political discourse inducesger, and in turn affects deliberative
attitudes. | have addressed related questions laswewe get just as angry (and thus
less open-minded) when exposed to uncivil messhgesttack the other side as we do
when we receive messages that attack our own gidé2an uncivil messages induce
anti-deliberative attitudes and behavior througlanseother than anger?

| have presented evidence that strongly suggesatswe get angry when someone
on the “other side” makes an uncivil attack on ioegroup--which | refer to as
“perpetrator aversion.” In both the message boapgement presented in chapter 5 and
the CCES experiment presented in this chapteradiéion of incivility to a disagreeable
message increases anger. In the message boardthexpethis led to reduced
satisfaction with the discussion and reduced ce@natbn of the view included in the

post. Additionally, people increased their repriasof the uncivil “perpetrator” in their
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own message board posts. In the CCES experimgmisare to an uncivil disagreeable
message led to an increase in the use of incivdsgywell as reduced willingness to
compromise on the issue being discussed (the rzhtiit).

The connection between uncivil like-minded messageger, and anti-
deliberative attitudes is less clear. On the omalhthere is evidence that the addition of
incivility to a like-minded message increases tke of incivility by those exposed to the
message. The analysis included in chapter 4 shmatguning into like-minded uncivil
media increases incivility use, and the messagedmaeriment backs the claim that
like-minded incivility boosts uncivil political tkl Yet, in the message board experiment,
anger does not appear to be driving the increasemility use, and deliberative
potential did not decrease among those exposdrtortcivil like-minded message.

The CCES experiment provides some limited evidénakesome “target
aversion” is occurring. While there was not sigrafitly more incivility use in the uncivil
like-minded message than in the civil like-mindeelssage, the ties to feelings of anger
were stronger. Additionally, higher levels of angead lower levels of willingness to
compromise in the uncivil group also suggest thaemotional reaction to the like-
minded incivility occurred. However, the use ofiinlitly among both like-minded
groups was dwarfed by the use of incivility in thecivil-disagreeable group.
Furthermore, while anger has a negative relatignsitth willingness to compromise, the
relationship is not significant; measures of poditiawareness instead have a significant
negative effect on compromise.

What these analyses demonstrate is that the etiéatscivil like-minded

messages are complicated. While additional reseamdeded, these results suggest that
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both “target aversion” and a “mimicking effect” arc Some people become angry upon
hearing about the bad things the other side isgi@ind react by closing their minds to
their ideas. Others will simply find the like-mirdianalysis pleasing, and mimic the
uncivil behavior without becoming angrier. The exte which both case happens, and
whether a person falls into the first categoryewrand, likely depends on variables like
the focus of the message—discussion of the debtinfiaryate some, while others will
become angrier over issues like immigration. Theleand type of incivility may
matter, too--the combination of histrionic incitliand the discussion of the national
debt might have a different effect than a combaratiistrionic incivility and student loan
debt relief. Also, importantly, how much does ittteawhothe messenger is and the
manner in which people respond to the messengelpd&iple react to an uncivil
disagreeable message differently when the messearagebelieved to be a random
student on a messenger board than they did whemeksenger was believed to be a
party leader? Did the difference in the sense iwbpy—an online forum versus a
survey—have an effect as well?

In future analyses, it will be helpful to make distions between types of uncivil
like-minded messages. First off, the degree to wthe message is uncivil—specifically,
whether it contains emotional elements—appearsaiena difference. Both the
disagreeable uncivil messages in the CCES expetiamehin the message board
experiment that lack histrionic elements fail t@bbincivility use significantly. The
message board experiment post that includes mstreadements—capitalized letters and

multiple exclamation points—boosts incivility ussd quite significantly. Likely, these
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additional uncivil elements mean more uncivil babato mimic—which is why use of
incivility increases without increases in anger.

The effect of uncivil disagreeable messages seemat more straightforward; in
both experiments, exposure to uncivil messageskatig your side meant increased
anger and reduced deliberative potential. Howeaherexperiments differed in the extent
to which this produced increased use of incivil&g. | predicted at the end of chapter 5,
the different setting (and more heterogeneous despbirs) led to an increased use of
incivility with exposure to the message in the CG&Beriment, whereas this did not
occur in the message board experiment. Time arue pfeerceived audience, whose
message you are responding to, the exact conténé ohessage—all of these things
potentially will alter the effects of an uncivil s&age. There are many combinations to
try, each potentially producing somewhat uniqueltesWho acts in what way and when
will vary. But what is clear and not in doubt isthhe addition of incivility to political
talk is influential on political deliberation. Iraeh of the analyses | have included in this
project, it has boosted the use incivility. In bettperiments, overall levels of anger
increased and willingness to deliberation decliwben incivility was added to political
messages. Political discourse changed, and nttddvetter.

The incivility | incorporated into the experimergsmostly subtle. Claims were
slightly more hyperbolic than in the “civil” versig, and even the civil messages were
negative towards one side. Likely, the negativityhe civil messages had an effect that
positive messages would not have. That the addii@enfew hyperbolic elements to the

messages is enough to affect anger, incivility asd, willingness to compromise
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demonstrates the power of incivility and that tistidction between negative and uncivil
political talk is an important one to make.

Additionally, the uncivil messages used in thisexkpent were fairly watered-
down compared to political talk common to talk tadiable television, and online
discourse. Along with a general increase in unguiitical talk in media (as | discuss in
chapter 3), Sobieraj and Berry (2011) argue thakee, histrionic incivility has made
its way into political blogs, television, and rads shown in the message board
experiment, the post that included histrionic elete@vas the most influential. By
operationalizing incivility in the manner | did, napalyses may be underestimating the
effect of incivility—or at least underestimatingeteffect that more “outrageous” types of
incivility that many are exposed to on a daily kdsas on political attitudes and beliefs.
On a day to day basis, political incivility may bugffective deliberation to a greater
extent than shown in this project. Future analygsesild investigate the effects of
“outrage” incivility through experimental meansxpect that the extremity of attitudinal
and behavioral reactions increases with the extyenfithe incivility.

Some important distinctions are also probably ilostsing a binary measure for
incivility use. Just as some political messagem@uia may be more outrageous than
other uncivil remarks, some political talk by thebfic is likely more outrageous than
other types. By making such a distinction, futunalgses may further make clear the
connection between uncivil messages, anger, andfuseivility. In the next chapter, |
will reflect on this and other directions that fteuesearch on the effects on uncivil

political talk should take.
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Chapter 7: Conclusion and Directions for Future Resarch

A picture is said to be worth a thousand words.A@wona Governor Jan
Brewer, a picture of her waving her finger in thed of President Barack Obama
translated into thousands of campaign dollars. I8y Representative Joe Wilson
gained fame and a steady stream of campaign dosaiiter calling the president a liar
on live television. Reflecting on these incidem&n interview witiNational Public
Radiqg former longtime House member Lee Hamilton nddé#)en you do show
disrespect, when you yell out at the State of thek or you shake your finger at the
president, you get a lot of support. You raisetafanoney and get a lot of plaudits and
emails for standing up-®** Echoing Hamilton in the samPRpiece, political scientist
George Edwards notes that the current politicah@te incentivizes attacks on politicians
from the other party, while discouraging collabaatand compromise.

These anecdotes illustrate how an anti-delibexatiyperbolic spirit among the
public can reinforce these same sorts of attitwdésn government. When the voting
public scorns compromise and rewards incivilityblpziofficials take note. In a political
climate already dogged by polarization, havingtpoéins chasing fame and fortune
through acts of incivility threatens to accelerabeend, and prolong partisan conflict.
Additionally, an anti-deliberative public is moikdly to elect representatives who
espouse anti-compromise beliefs (Wolf et al. 20TBg result is more partisan gridlock.

| have argued that anti-deliberative attitudes agribe public are sustained and

exacerbated by uncivil political talk. With poliicinformation, appeals to emotion can

133 See Greenblatt (2012). Text available at: httputanpr.org/2012/01/26/145910143/the-public-
respects-civility-but-rewards-rudeness?sc=fb&cc=fp
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affect the political behavior of those exposed, tredmanner in which they process
political information (Marcus et al. 2000; Brad€l(B; MacKuen et al. 2010). Because
incivility can induce feelings of anger, it can vee people’s willingness to consider
views alternative to their own. Furthermore, evdrewit fails to offend, exposure to
incivility can provide particular phrases, tactiaad arguments to mimic, and can
sanction the use of incivility more generally. Trise of the Internet, which allows people
to share their political thoughts with masses Hrgjers across the country means that
every person with a laptop or a smartphone haalihigy to induce anti-deliberative
attitudes among their fellow citizens at any ti@ey place. Incivility may not be the

origin of partisan polarization, but it can makentich worse.

Incivility and Democratic Efficiency

Outside of affecting governmental processes, iligivn mass political discourse
limits public deliberation. Deliberation has beefied “essential to democracy” (Page
1996) and viewed as a means to generating anchgfie “wisdom of the multitude.”
But political talk in it of itself cannot produchke positive democratic outcomes
attributed to deliberation, even when the discussare informed, interested participants.
These results are the fruits of self-reflectiongfenement of views, compromise,
listening, and consideration of alternative opirsioRor discourse to produce these
things—that is, for political talk to become patdi deliberation—civility is needed.

Certainly, a conversation devoid of emotion anslspan is not desirable. And
conflict is a central, critical aspect of debate democracy. Incivility, however, adds
another dimension, which stifles listening andeetiion—the very reason discourse is

important. Alexander Hamilton arguedfederalist No. 1“For in politics, as in religion,
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it is equally absurd to aim at making proselytediteyand sword. Heresies in either
cannot be cured by persecution,” (Hamilton etlal§7/1788). This has a ring of truth to
me; it seems there are few worse ways to conveitlpevhose views you believe are in
the wrong than to attack them in a vitriolic mannexm by no means suggesting that
those who utilize incivility are inadvertently litmg the potency of their own arguments.
Oftentimes, incivility is used in arguments forad&gic purposes, where obstinacy is a
goal (Herbst 2010). Incivility is used as a sparkpobilizer, a way to rally a base and
maintain allegiance to shared beliefs within aitactPolitical dialogue by elites is not
made for the purposes of developing new ideas andrgting consensus—the purpose,
rather, is to win arguments and elections, and dmlegue and incivility are used
strategically:**

Practically speaking, however, there are reperoansdor the overuse of
incivility, including the inefficient use of polital talk. Kingwell (1995) (remarking on
the views of Paul Grice), writes that “conversati®mational to the extent that it involves
the efficient exchange of information and the giaécted influencing of other people.”
An exchange is inefficient, however, if minds al@sed by the tone of the conversation;
points are made, but not considered. Uncivil pmdittalk may succeed in mobilizing the
base, but it does not win people over to your side.

The presence of incivility in political talk typitaadds no new information, and,
rather than opening minds to views different frégvase an individual already holds,
uncivil elements can close minds and discouragéetalion. If the purpose of discourse

is to find common ground and produce innovatioouigh the exchange of ideas, and if

134For example, much literature on voting behaviorgass campaigns are meant to rally a base, as
opposed to the Downsian idea of appealing to tbelatjical center.
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incivility in discourse results in a scenario whérere is a lot of talking, but very little
listening and even less compromise, then exposuretvility limits the “efficiency” of
political discourse—Ilots of energy is expended,\miy little return is made. Rather than
improving society, heterogeneity in viewpoints bdgsvn American politics.

| have taken some liberties in describing the m@ship between incivility and
anti-deliberative attitudes. My findings are morenced and complicated. These results
need to be replicated, and more research needsdoralucted to clear up unanswered
guestions. However, that incivility has negativeifecations for political deliberation
should not be in doubt. In the next section, Ifbyisummarize my findings, and describe
some of these unanswered questions. | will conchydgescribing my plans for future
research, as well as recommending directions oéserarchers should follow to help us

understand the impact of uncivil political talk.

Summary of Findings

In chapter 1, | laid out hypotheses that | woukt taroughout this project. The
first hypothesis was that (H1) the use of inciyility the American public when
expressing political opinions has increased. Impt#ra3, | presented evidence that the use
of incivility by the general public has grown ouane, trending alongside an increase in
partisan polarization and the growth of a high-ckppartisan media environment.

| also hypothesized that (H2) exposure to unciglitizal talk leads to an
increased propensity to use incivility when offgrpolitical opinions. Using panel data, |
showed in chapter 4 that tuning into like-mindediuih partisan news increases people’s

propensity to use incivility. The results of twgaeate experiments presented in chapters
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5 and 6 also indicate that, in general, exposutetivil political talk induces incivility
use. These findings support H2, as incivility bieatbre incivility

| also use the experiments to test two “sub-hy®berelated to H2: (H2A)
exposure to disagreeable incivility induces theafsacivility in retaliation; and (H2B)
exposure to like-minded incivility induces the wdencivility. Here things get a bit more
complicated. In one experiment, disagreeable ihigiboosted uncivil political talk, but
in the other it did not. | attribute this mixedding to the different formats and settings of
the experiments. | also find that exposure to fikeded incivility can boost incivility
use, but only when the uncivil message includesibisc elements.

| also argue that exposure to uncivil politicaktean induce feelings of anger,
which in turn reduce people’s willingness to detdie and compromise. In line with this,
the experiments tested a third hypothesis, cetanaly theory: (H3) when exposed to
uncivil political talk, individuals will be lessKely to indicate willingness to deliberate.
With this hypothesis come two sub-hypotheses: (H&4josure to disagreeable incivility
will induce anti-deliberative attitudes; and (H38posure to like-minded incivility will
induce anti-deliberative attitudes.

The results indicate that a distinction should edibe made between like-minded
incivility and disagreeable incivility. When a magg is uncivil and disagreeable, the
connection between feelings of anger and anti-dedifve attitudes is clear, in support of
H3A. Using different measures of deliberative ptitdnboth experiments show that
willingness to deliberate decreased with exposuidagreeable incivility. Moreover,

anger was a powerful predictor of reduced delilbezaittitudes.
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However, there is less evidence of anger’s roladucing reactions to like-
minded messages. Although, in the CCES experinieoge exposed to uncivil like-
minded talk reduced their willingness to comproma®er does not appear to be driving
these reactions. In the message board experinieyninded incivility did not have an
effect on deliberative attitudes. Rather than imtigianger, like-minded incivility seems
to lead people to “mimic” the uncivil behavior aadti-deliberative attitudes espoused by
a member of their in-group. Overall, there is nud@gh support for me to accept H3B.

When answering the question, posed by H3, if itigpvnegatively affects
deliberation, the answer is ‘yes.’ The setting imah political talk takes place, the
extremity of the incivility, and whether the messag) like-minded or not will all make a
difference. But exposure to incivility reduced sktction with discourse, consideration of
opposing views, and willingness to compromise, g/hiso increasing critiques of those
expressing uncivil opinions.

Moreover, deliberative attitudes were reduced mggrtopics people have
preexisting opinions about. Many likely have strdeglings when it comes to dealing
with the federal debt, and are unlikely to compreetio begin with. That deliberative
attitudes were further reduced by subtle, wate@arduncivil manipulations speaks to
the power of incivility. Even when the public waslgrized to begin with, uncivil
political talk made the divisions worse. More ertee emotionally-strident incivility
would likely produce even larger effects. Alongsitdeability to induce more uncivil
political talk, it is clear that the presence dfiuility will make productive, meaningful

deliberation a very unlikely product of politicakdourse.
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This research, however, is just scratching theasar Many questions remain,
especially about the effects of like-minded indtyil In the next section, | outline some

directions for future research.

Future Research

First and foremost, the experimental findings nieelde replicated, and in
different ways. The diversity of online setting®yides an opportunity to explore online
incivility in ways far different from the messagedrd experiment. The development of a
measure of incivility use that takes the extrentélyd type) of vitriol into account can
provide a more nuanced understanding of exposteetsef Future experiments should
also be conducted with larger samples. It also makease to use more specific tests to
identify the targets of people’s anger; for examile use of feeling thermometers might
reveal changes in affect towards targets when peagl exposed to like-minded
incivility attacking that particular target. Measwg emotional stimulations through

cognitive neuroscience methodology may also beaméed (see McDermott 2007).

Media Research

More research should be done on uncivil politicadm exposure, as well.
Specifically, researchers should consider how peopime to choose whether to watch
more vitriolic, uncivil political media in a highhoice media environment, and when it is
that they abstain from using uncivil media. Do tineyd to already feel angry or “anti-
deliberative” to willingly tune in? When they doadse to tune in, does this intensify
emotions and predispositions?

| think tracking emotions both before and afteriuthenedia exposure can answer

these questions. Some research in this area haslbae previously; Huddy et al.
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(2007), for example, examine how anxiety and aageut political issues affect the
propensity to tune in to news media. However, th@nection between these emotions
and news use is not completely clear. Furthernwnly, a single wave is used, and thus
the causal direction cannot be determined. Additignthe type of news media is not
considered—if anxiety stimulates open-mindednées) perhaps anxious people tune
into news that does not necessarily reinforce pséag views; anger, on the other hand,
should. My point is not to criticize this researbht to point out the many questions that

political communication scholars have yet to adslres

Stimulating Civil Discourse

The Internet democratizes political communicatiaod apens politics and society
to a plurality of voices. Yet, the value of thidimited if hearts and minds are closed to
views alternative to preexisting ones. By manipaotaexposure to incivility, | have
shown uncivil discourse can have this effect. Aeegsh direction | am particularly
excited about is to now do the opposite. Insteathafing how to make people more
uncivil and anti-deliberative, a critical (if obwie) question is how to stimulate civil
discourse in the online world, and hence fosterdaiiberative attitudes.

The key to nurturing deliberative attitudes is timg the amount of incivility in
online interactions. However, methods for promotingl discourse in online settings are
understudied and inchoate. My first goal is to aecle and develop strategies that can be
implemented immediately to encourage civil disceursonline settings. For instance,

many websites that feature interactive tools nastrutt users to keep their comments
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" 135 and others require users to log in via a socialokking site account to reduce

“civil,
anonymity. However, there has been no scholarlgssssent of these techniques. How
effective are they in reducing incivility? Do thenake a difference? Are certain
strategies more effective than others?

| am also interested in studying actions that ecataeken by individual users.
Research in multiple field® (including my research presented in chapter 5)e fiaund
that individuals offended by incivility in onlineetings reprimand and denounce uncivil
“perpetrators.” It remains unclear how effectiiege actions are in discouraging uncivil
discussions. Other behavior, such as mediatiomiby parties and “diplomatic”
outreach, may promote civility. Using experimemtadthods to manipulate the presence
and content of these techniques in online settagsprovide insight into which methods
are effective, by measuring participants’ reactidnternet-based experimental survé{s
and experiments using message board platforms metkeanalyses possible.

Finally, a lack of norms guiding acceptable behaalows for rampant incivility
in interpersonal online communication. A more adtresearch goal of mine is to study
methods for fostering norms of civility for onlimgteraction. “Step 1” will be to provide
preliminary answers to the essential questionstaftwhese norms should be and how
they can be promoted. This will likely involve axtensive literature review of theory
regarding Internet discourse and “netiquette” enttdfy a common set of norms, and

field studies of civility initiatives to evaluateathods of encouraging civility.

135.e., instructions for commenting on articles tzatl on the website of the University of Maryland
campus newspapéefhe Diamondbacklay out rules of conduct, and require commenteteddn via

email: http://www.diamondbackonline.com/news/nagikarticle _caace00e-982c-11e2-b658-
0019bb30f31a.html

136 See: Lee (2005); Papacharissi (2004); and the twptke University of Wisconsin’s Social Media and
Democracy Group: http://smad.journalism.wisc.edpépa.html.

137 For example, Time-Sharing Experiments for Soc@éftists (TESS).
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| began this dissertation by noting that themeashortage of political talk in
American politics. Moreover, the infrastructure foass political deliberation is in place,
largely thanks to the rise of social media. Theeepeople using the Internet at this very
moment to talk politics, yet it is not likely doimguch in the way of improving society.
An essential question for contemporary American @aacy is how to foster
deliberative attitudes so as to transform a cacoplod voices into a cosmopolitan online
conversation. | believe civility in political taik the key—but how to encourage it, and
diminish the ubiquity of uncivil political talk, arquestions that need much more

attention.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Additional I nformation

Al 2-1: Incivility by Criterion (Chapter 2)

Identifying Occurrences of Incivility by Each Criten

Criterion 1, includes claims that feature namemglimockery, and character
assassinations; the inclusion of additional supeut adverbs and adjectives which add
no new information, but are purposefully insultibglitting, and condescending qualify
as uncivil under Criterion 1. Criterion 2 includgaims that spin and exaggerate in a
misrepresentative fashion the candidates’ behandrviews; use of much more
extreme, inflammatory words or phrases which madecaindidates seem more radical,
immoral, or corrupt but did not alter the centdalim qualify as uncivil under Criterion 2.
Criterion 3 includes claims that featured emotidaauage and exaggeration; for this
criterion, language that suggested the candidatéeeo affiliations should be feared or
are responsible for sadness qualifies as unciviis criterion also includes thoughts that
are purposefully exaggerated through upper-cldassr¢e multiple exclamation points,
and profanity. The final criterion, Criterion 4claoded conspiracy theories. To qualify as
a conspiracy theory, claims must include accusatadivery sinister motives and actions
that are baseless. Although unreasonable, theisescéame presented as factual. Claims
gualifying as uncivil under Criterion 4 cannot lierted civil negative through

adjustment.
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Al 4-1: Incivility by Criterion (Chapter 4)

Common Uncivil Claims by Criterion in NAES Data

Common claims made up the bulk or uncivil ansviergach criterion. Violators
of Criterion 1 tended to accuse either candidateeaig a liar and deceitful,
untrustworthy, and of running a dirty campaign.ulissinvolving his race and name
(such as, “I do not like his color” and “[h]is narseunds like a terrorist name”) were
directed at Barack Obama. Common themes of thendegriterion included claims that
either candidate made attempts to appeal to, paoder become ideological and
religious radicals, as well as claims that theyeateying to trick or fool the electorate, or
do other unsavory things to get elected. Exaggeretems of his war views (such as,
“war monger” or “he wants to start WW3"), exaggedatlaims of his perceived move to
the right (“sold his soul to get elected”; “cavedto the far right extremists”; “he's
become a radical on the extreme Right”), and exagee claims of his temper
(“volatile” and “has a dangerous temper”) were clieel at McCain.

Criterion 2 incivility directed at Otma included exaggerated claims of his

fiscally liberal views (“Marxist,” “socialist,” “conmunist”), exaggerated claims

stemming from his purported choice to not wearg fliin and a photo of Obama without

his hand on his heart during the national anthexar{ipletely unpatriotic” “disrespects
America”), and exaggerated claims about his sditiatalism, particularly abortion
(“most pro-murder candidate in the history of USA!!Common displays of Criterion 3
incivility included capitalized letters followed byultiple exclamation points; these

displays also usually featured one or more exangdlesofanity. Common examples of

the fourth criterion of the incivility index, conisacy theories, included claims that
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McCain was a “puppet” and a “Manchurian candidatéhile Obama was accused of
being a “Muslim” or having “muslim ties,” was arhaist, a racist or disliked white
people, was born in a foreign country, as well asudtitude of suggestions that he has a

secret, hidden insidious agenda.

Al 4-2. Uncivil Political Media in 2008

Dividing by Partisanship and Format

The Project for Excellence in Journalism (PEJ)or-profit research organization
associated with the Pew Research Center, releasasalaeports featuring content
analyses of different forms of media, including leaielevision news, network television
news, local television news, newspapers, and rddie.content analyses of the 2009 PEJ
report (which reviews media throughout 2008)es that primetime cable news and talk
radio stood out among other forms of media wheaime to pundit-themed, opinionated
news—the type of content that is most likely tduigle uncivil elements. This is
consistent with the content review of various mdgig&sobieraj and Berry (2010) which
found that nearly all pundit-themed cable news poidical talk radio programs
consistently include some uncivil “outrage,” andauerage contain significantly more
incivility than other “opinionated” media, like lide and newspaper columns.

Although, according to the 2009 PEJ “prime-timeleab 2008 closely resembled
talk radio with pictures” in that both “placed aprium on high-octane opining and
polarizing,” conflating partisanship with inciviitis inappropriate when it comes to
television news—even cable news. Given that palitielevision is more restrained, it
makes sense to make distinctions between programatand content. | initially divide

the programs included in the NAES questioning ur fways: Political versus non-
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political television, partisan bias (liberal, conssive, non-partisan), uncivil versus
“civil” programs, and differences in format.

Previous studies utilizing the 2008 NAES data hdiveled the media in political
and non-political groupings and by partisan biadliilane et al. 2013; Dilliplane 2011).
Dilliplane et al. (2012) determined which of th@grams included in the NAES survey
featured political content through content analyBidliplane (2011) identifies 26
programs (15 with a “Democratic” slant and 11 vatfRepublican” slant) that had a
partisan bias. Dilliplane determined partisan loiglszing perceptions of bias among
respondents from the 2008 NAES telephone survel/Laris Nexis searches for the
program host’s name in close proximity to libe2&mocrat, conservative, or
Republican. My own Lexis Nexis search of prograthesinews coverage aligns with
most of these distinctions (with a notable exceptimu Dobbs Tonightexplained
below)

| then divided programs by format. This is an impot distinction, as difference
types of programs can be expected to have difféypet of effects on audiences. Pundit
cable news, for example, might be more effectivin@ucing negative political emotions
(Sobieraj and Berry 2010). Along with cable newsgrams, other types of television
media included in the NAES data regarded as havipgrtisan bias were the satirical
news showsThe Daily Show with Jon Stewafthe Colbert Repoytand morning “soft
news” talk shows The ViewGood Morning AmericaandFox & Friendg Dilliplane
(2011).

Categorizing the satirical news programie Daily Showvith Jon Stewarand

The Colbert Reporis difficult (Baym 2005). While likely to featunencivil elements
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(such as name-calling) and likely to be sympathetideral viewpointsDaily Show
viewers have been found to be more cynical of Ipoiftical parties and their candidates,
rather than unabashed Democrats (Baumgartner andasN2006).The Daily Shovhost
Jon Stewart is notable critic of uncivil high-oatarable new programming, and played a
role in CNN cancelling the pundit-oriented progr@mossfire(Baumgartner and Morris
2006), andrhe Colbert Repomntvas designed to be a parody of shows likeTine

O’Reilly Factor. The argument has been made that both satiriogk@ms qualify as
“culture jamming,” meant to subvert dominant pchidi messages, as well that of the
media (Warner 2007). As parodies of the news, #reyqualitatively something different
from the news programs they are satirizing, andefioee should be conflated with those
programs. Nonetheless, they still may induce tleeaisncivility. Thus, | created a
separate variable for exposure to either or baihea programs.

Also, what to do about talk shows? Although the kaght talks shows the
Tonight Show with Jay LeramdLate Night with David Lettermalikely feature some
political humor on a regular basis, as well asihggpoliticians from time to time,
previous studies have found neither show has mifebten political opinions (Young
2004; Baumgartner and Morris 2006). Furthermorghaewas found to have a clear
partisan slant (Dilliplane 2011).

Although daytime talk shows likEhe View Good Morning AmericaandFox &
Friendsall were qualified as having partisan biases Wdiidlane (2011), they should not
be treated the same as pundit cable news prograassly because political content is
likely more sporadic. While transcripts ©he Viewfrom 2008 are not available, episode

reviews at TV.com from 2008 are. While the proggawbably can be uncivil and
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political, the consistency with which a large potiof its content is political is probably
low. An episode in which Bill Clinton visited theqgram in September 2008, for
example, was sandwiched between an episode with friem actor Dick Van Dyke and
gossiper Perez Hilton, with a segment entitled atfkof "Whoopi Wears a Dress"” and
an episode with actors Aaron Eckhart and, Robergiwg and a Macy's fashion show
segment. Reviewing the episodes that took placigirout this time, and viewing some
episodes available on-line, these programs appdag more political than fellow
daytime talk shows, but still only occasionallyipoél in the grand scheme of things.
Like the satirical news programs, | place partiskamted talk shows in a separate
category. Given that these programs are best sdhbk “soft news,” it is not clear if
they will have much effect on influencing politiagbinions (Prior 2003); but see Baum
(2003).

Measuring Incivility in Political Media

To distinguish between uncivil partisan news aritiFcpartisan news-* | relied
on two measures. First, | ran a search on LexisdNfex reports in major world
publications for instances of incivility taking plron each program throughout the entire
period of the NAES survey (Januaryy 4008 to January 312009) for each political
program. The rationale behind this measure isititadents that if a program is
consistently uncivil and controversial, some of there intense instances will become
news themselves. Sobieraj and Berry (2010) identifjous manifestations of uncivil
language and behavior that can appear in politedia, including name calling,

misrepresentative exaggerations of views and agtimmd mockery. The elements used

138 | use the term “civil media” loosely, simply tofidirentiate these programs from one’s that havé hig
levels of political incivility
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by Mutz and Reeves (2005) in their “recreationtuativil mediated political discourse
were hostility, rudeness, emotionality, and quaoele discussions. Together, these
studies provide a theoretical guide to identifyingdia that include uncivil discourse. For
media to include such elements as mockery, hgstdid character assassination, the
programming’s host, hosts, or guests need to hpveoms and need to at the very best
take a negative view towards some persons, palcystitutions—as opposed to
standard news programs, for example, where nemeiisly read and very little
opinionated commentary is offered.

Among the types of “outrage incivility” that Sobég¢rand Berry (2010) found to
be most common in political television were mockenysrepresentative exaggeration,
ideologically extremizing and insulting languageda&motional displays. Not all of these
are likely to be reported, and conducting a setochll of the idiosyncratic ways each
media source might do any of these is not possibtk in a rigorous fashion. Instead, |
searched for reports of incivility likely to be camn which reflect these “outrage” types:
First, Reports of an argument or conflict betweeasys or between guests and hosts
were done by searching for the show’s name withwibiels “argue,” “yell” and
“interrupt,” as well as their various tenses andgaf speech variations (i.e., “argued,”
“arguing,” and “argument”). Second, reports of awls host or guests making
accusations or attacks on a political or mediarégtdistort,” “accuse,” “bash,” “attack,”
or “denounce,” as well as their various tensesparts of speech variations. Finally, to
help identify additional uncivil incidents that veeperceived to have crossed a ‘civility
line,” and might account for various types of inkiy, | searched for reports of a

program’s name and “apology” (with “apologies,” tdpgize,” and “apologizing”).
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| manually analyzed each result returned in thesechies to check the context
with which the words or words were used. Additibpatach instance of incivility was
only counted once, even it was reported by numepeusdicals, to minimize the
sensationalist factor. Exceptions were that theamses had to be in some partisan
political context. For example, Barbara Waltergsrg Rosie O’'Donnell oifhe View
did not count, nor did comments made by guestsiagaan. To take into account of
differences in the amount of airtime for each sl{amging from one hour per week to
several hours per day), the total amount of unamngidents reported in the press for each
program was divided by the estimated total amo@ihbars the program aired during the
panel study period (January 1, 2008 to Januarg@19). This provides a ratio of events
per hour of programming. To make comparisons edsierscores were multiplied by
100. A score 1.0 indicates that one uncivil incideas reported every per every 100
hours of programming.

With the exception ofou Dobbs Tonightjone of the programs deemed
politically “neutral” were reported as having anycwil incidents. Thebobbs
“exception” is not surprising, due to the high-piefcontroversial, and ideological
nature of Lou Dobbs’s views. While Dilliplane (2Q1dualifies this show as neutral,
there is reason to include it as a show with a eaaive/Republican bias. While Dobbs’
views may best be qualified as “populist,” the lsekiexis search of reports on him
during 2008 overwhelmingly focus on his immigratiaaws, perceived to align with
right wing views*° Dobbs also generated controversy in 2008 for avsheestioning

Barack Obama’s place of birth, an issue consistghtconservative punditry in 2008.

139 gee: Stelter, Brian, and Bill Carter. 2009. “Louldbs Abruptly Quits CNN.The New York Times
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/12/business/medidébibs.html (November 1, 2012).
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As selective exposure theory suggests that npiodtical opinions need to be congenial
for a viewer to tune in—just the views among mes$gvant to particular viewers (for a
discussion, see Stroud 2011, 25-27), and Mr. Dotdst notable political views can be
considered conservative, it makes sense to indliglprogram with the other
Republican/conservative bias programs.

Table A2 4-1 displays the scores for each thenarag with partisan slants. Given
that no neutral program (exceptibgu Dobbs Tonightincluded any uncivil incidents,
and | am really interested in making a distinctoi@ween uncivil partisan media and
civil partisan media, | restrict the analysis tetjpartisan/ideological media from here on.
Rather than choosing an arbitrary cut-off for thedk between uncivil and “civil”
programming, shows with above-average scores vedeeted as uncivil. Eight programs
(in bold) had scores above the average of 1.15.

It is possible that certain programs receive moreecage than others for various
reasons, and thus relying on reports of incivitypiased; for example, higher-profile
programs may receive more press coverage and ifposriscores, or programs that are
not typically uncivil were more likely to make newfen something uncivil happened.
Furthermore, the previous measure does not takeactount differences in the level of
incivility on a program throughout the campaignssea To evaluate the accuracy of this
measure, as well as evaluate whether there isstensy in incivility over the sampling
period | employ a second measure of incivility olifical media, examining the actual
content of programs by searching actual transcrign$ortunately, transcripts for some

programs or that encompassed a program’s entiegido#*® are not made available.

140 For the Fox News Channel prografour World with NeilCavuto, for example, only the transcripts of
interviews are made available. The other programsvhich no transcripts or incomplete transcripts
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Still, the availability of complete transcripts fiorost of the programs allows me to
complete these two goals.

| searched transcripts for three types of indiyilagain referencing the list of
most common uncivil incidents in political telewisicreated by Soberiaj and Berry
(2010). Insulting language, mockery, name calllmgittling, and character assassination
were all common in Sobieraj and Berry’s contentiysigs, and fall under Criterion 1 of
my Incivility Index. To identify these types of indity | searched for incidente/hen a
show’s host, a guest, or an interviewee made neferto someone being a “liar,”
“moron,” or “idiot.” The specific context was notreadered, except to ensure the
reference was not made in jest (“Just to makeripk for an idiot like me, Congressman,
you re saying...”), or part of an official repori(, “Prosecutors are arguing that the
accused is a compulsive liar.”).

Sobieraj and Berry also found misrepresentativggesation and ideologically
extremizing language to be common elements of ilitgivn political television, which
pertain to Criterion 2 of my index. To identify geetypes, | searched for references to
“radical” or “lunatic” members of the out-group. ®epublican slanted shows, |
searched for references to left-wing/left/libewadicals, lunatics, or lunacy, and on
Democratic slanted shows, | searched for referetaceght-wing/right/conservative
radical, lunatics, or lunacy. Context was reviewmdugh manual analysis.

Finally, Sobieraj and Berry report that emotioniaptays, emotional language,
and obscene language were prevalent in politite¥igon, which pertains to Criterion 3

of my index. Because they are on television, mostdand guests refrain from using

existed weréhe View, Fox & Friends, Studio B with ShepardtBnfiox Report with Shepard Smith,
Geraldo, MSNBC Live, Out in the OpamdBET News.
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obscenity, and when they do, it is not recordetlanscripts. However, it is possible to
get a sense of if there is negative emotionalitg ehow by measuring the amount of
“lesser” obscenities, such as “damn,” “hell,” ordp.” Thus, | searched for instances of
when a show’s host, a guest, an interviewee, ewers “calling-in” or “writing-in”
expresses themselves using “damn,” “hell,” or “Ctdjmne occurrences of these words
only counted if they were used to emphasize pofatanstance, mentions of Hell in
theological discussions would not count, nor wadiktussions of quotes (i.e., discussion
of Reverend Jeremiah Wright's infamous “God damnrefina” quote). Context was
reviewed through manual analysis.

To measure the frequency of these instancesility, the number of uncivil
incidents was divided by the total number of wasdseken (as reported in the
transcripts). To standardize the scores, each sh@te of incivility was then multiplied
by the average amount of words per one hour ofraroming for that show. This was
determined by adding up all the words includechmtranscripts for each program within
each of the wave’s time ranges and dividing ithmy total by the amount of shows (or
episodes) that took place within that same rarfgeprogram’s running time was only a
half hour in length (i.e Hannity), then the total amount of words was divided blyon
half the amount of shows. If was more than an lioel; Good Morning Americas two
hours in length), then then number of shows wagiptield by the numbers of hours of
its running time. The resulting score is the averagmber of instances of uncivil
incidents occurring per hour of programming, witkcare of 1.0 indicating that the

program averaged at least one instance per hdbairtime frame. Table A2 4-2 shows
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the scores for each program by wave and in throuighlbthree waves. Additionally, |
break down the occurrence of incivility by eaclited three incivility dimensions.

The average occurrence of incivility on each osthpolitical programs
throughout the three waves was 0.59. ProgramsawthAve average about the average
were designated uncivil (in bold). The six prograhmt qualified as uncivil under this
measure were among the eight programs that wereechas uncivil in the “hearsay”
measure (transcripts were not available for theareimg two,The View andFox &
Friends both talk shows). This consistency gives me danfce in the accuracy of the
measures.

Talk Radio

The format of political talk radio leaves littlefidirence between general
ideological/partisan programs and uncivil ideoladjficartisan programs. The presence of
incivility in political talk radio has been well-damented, and previous content analyses
have established the presence of incivility in nedshese specific partisan/ideological
programs included in the NAES questioning (Barkeéd2 Jamieson and Capella 2010;
Sobieraj and Berry 2010). In 2008, talk radio pemgming, dominated by conservative
commentators, consisted of hosts attacking polamebvilifying targeted individuals—
among all the comments on conservative talk rad@2008 made about Hillary Clinton,
for example, 30 percent emphasized the idea tlatlishnot have any hard core beliefs,
and 15 percent revolved around the idea that slsep@sonably unlikable (Project for
the Excellence in Journalism 2009). The unavailkgtolf transcripts on Lexis Nexis for
makes tracking the prevalence of particular conteet the waves for these programs,

but it is likely a safe to assume that incivilitybes and flow any more over the campaign
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period (and likely less) than it does politicaktgkion media. In addition to talk radio
programs, | include exposure to NPRK Things Consideredh the analysis; NPR
programs are perceived to have a liberal bias ggeand Hahn 2009), but are largely
devoid of incivility (Sobieraj and Berry 2010). Theograms are displayed in Table A2

4-4.

Al 4-3: Fixed-Effects Argument

There are both theoretical and methodologieasons for why the fixed-effects
method is superior to a model including lagged vihoiedia exposure variables:
although I have hypothesized that the relationbletveen exposure to uncivil media and
use of incivility in political talk is causal, threlationship can be considered synchronous,
as the effect of exposure to uncivil media is immatdand fleeting. Additionally, Achen
(2001) and Allison (2009) argue that the inclusidtagged dependent variables as
explanatory variables can bias the coefficientstbér predictor variables, and therefore
should never be used as such. As a control foi@mness, the fixed-effects method is
far more effective.

While a random-effects model allows for the inatunsof time-invariant variables
and observations that do not vary across waveanitot control for unobserved
heterogeneity and omitted variable bias, greatlgkeaing the causal leverage of the
model (Kohler and Kreuter 2008). A random-effectzdel is still a viable option,
however, if it can be shown that the estimateshatéiased. To see if this was the case, |
ran a Hausman test to determine if the estimatesaidom-effects model produced were
significantly different from the fixed-effects esi@tes. The test confirmed that fixed-

effects and random-effects estimates were sigmifigalifferent from each other
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(p=0.000) indicating that the random-effects mqueduced biased results and was thus
inappropriate to use. The random-effects modelltheyever, show that changes in
exposure to uncivil media correlated with an inseshpropensity to utilize uncivil
language. As the random-effects model did not diropips that experienced no within-
group variability—the main advantage this approlaclis over the fixed-effects
approach—these effects are meaningful. The restittee random-effects models can be

made available upon request.

Al 5-1: Additional Discussion of Democratic-Repaaii Attitudinal and Behavioral
Differences

As shown in Table A2 5-1 of Appendix 2, the meager score among
Democrats was significantly larger than that or it#jgans in the experimental groups.
There is a large, significant (at the 0.01 levéfedence between the mean anger score of
Democrats and the mean anger score of Republinagreup 2—Democrats were on
average half a point (0.41) higher on the one-pasitdle. They were slightly more likely
to be angry than Republicans in the control graupvell, and even more likely to be
angry in group 1, but these differences were rgstiicant. Overall, Democrats in either
experimental group had a mean anger score tha®\®&9oints higher than Republicans
in the experimental groups, significant at the Qed/el.

As shown in Table A2 5-2 in Appendix 2, subtractihg Republican incivility
mean from the Democrat incivility mean reveals Rapublicans were more likely to use
incivility. The difference between Republicans’ ddemocrats’ use of incivility in the
control group was incidental and insignificant aheentional levels; however,

experimental group Republicans were 30 percentagesomore likely than Democrats
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to use incivility (significant at 0.05). The oppteseffect is true for critiquing the original
poster. The difference between Democrats and Rigamislin the control group was
small and insignificant. As expected, DemocratsensT average 21 percentage points
more likely to critique the original poster thandelicans in the experimental groups.
As with use of incivility, these differences wenaysignificant in group 2 when the
experimental group is broken down: Democrats w8rpelrcentage points more likely to
critique the poster in group 1, but the differerecmsignificant at conventional levels.
The 24 point difference between the Democrat mednRepublican mean in group 2,

however, is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Appendix 2: Additional Tables and Figures

Table A2 4-1: Number of Reported Uncivil Incidem$artisan Media, Per 100 Hours of

Programming

Program Scorg Score
Anderson Cooper 360 0.00 Late Edition with Wolit&ir 0.00
Beltway Boys 0.00 | Lou Dobbs Tonight 3.24
BET News 0.00 | MSNBC Live 0.00
CNN Newsroom/ Headline News | 0.00 Nightline 0,00
Countdown with Keith Olbermann | 4.87 | The O'Reilly Factor 4.32
Fox and Friends 1.89 | Out in the Open 0.00
Fox Report with Shepard Smith 0.00 | Situation Room 0.18
Geraldo 0.00 | Special Report with Brit Hume 0.0
Good Morning America 0.54| Studio B with Shepardt8m 0.00
Hannity and Colmes 3.78 | This Week with George Stephanopoulos  0.Q
Hannity's America 1.80 | The View 3.78
Hardball with Chris Matthews 2.70 | Your World with Neil Cavuto 0.54
Late Edition with Wolf Blitzer 0.00 | Program Average 1.15

ISpecifically, | conducted a search for uncivil ients occurring oBET Nightly News

“Searched for uncivil incidents occurring GNN Newsroom
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Table A2 4-2: Number of Uncivil Incidents in PaaisMedia Transcripts, Per Hour of Programming

Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4
Avg.
/wave
Dimension 1 2 3 Total 1 2 3 Total 1 2 3 Total
Republican Slant
Beltway Boys 0.00{ 0.00 0.170.17 | 0.00| 0.00{ 0.25 0.25 | 0.00| 0.00{ 0.00 0.00 | 0.14
Hannity and
Colmes/Hannity | 0.25| 0.18| 0.25| 0.67 | 0.13]| 0.13| 0.39| 0.65 | 0.27| 0.31]| 0.19] 0.77 | 0.70
Hannity's
America 0.30 | 0.30| 0.10| 0.70 | 0.00| 1.29| 0.71| 2.00 | 0.00| 0.80| 0.10| 0.90 | 1.20
O'Reilly Factor 0.81 | 0.15| 0.5 153 | 0.64| 0.18/ 0.5 1.38 | 0.30| 0.42| 0.42 1.14 | 1.35
Special Report w
Brit Hume 0.03 | 0.00| 0.11| 0.14 | 0.07| 0.04| 0.17| 0.28 | 0.02| 0.02| 0.02| 0.06 | 0.16
Neutral
Lou Dobbs 0.49 | 0.05| 0.64| 1.19 | 0.45| 0.25| 0.12| 0.82 | 0.17| 0.05| 0.19| 0.40 | 0.80
Democratic Slant
Anderson Coopel
360 0.06 | 0.00| 0.19| 0.24 | 0.21| 0.00| 0.31| 0.53 | 0.06| 0.00| 0.12| 0.18 | 0.32
CNN Newsroom
Headline News 0.01 | 0.00| 0.05| 0.07 | 0.03| 0.00| 0.17| 0.20 | 0.03| 0.00| 0.24| 0.17 | 0.15
Countdown w/
Keith 0.67 | 0.12] 0.98| 1.78 | 0.52| 0.11| 1.17| 1.80 | 0.40| 0.09| 0.87| 1.36 | 1.65
Olbermann
Hardball w/
Chris Matthews | 0.13 | 0.01| 0.64| 0.78 | 0.09| 0.00| 1.17| 1.26 | 0.15| 0.00| 0.49| 0.64 | 0.89
Late Edition w/
Wolf Blitzer 0.08 | 0.00| 0.08| 0.15| 0.20| 0.00| 0.00| 0.20 | 0.10| 0.00| 0.10| 0.20 | 0.18
Situation Room 0.14 0.00 0.290.43 | 0.06| 0.02| 0.14 0.22 | 0.08| 0.00| 0.09 0.17 | 0.27
ABC Nightline 0.09| 0.00 0.37 0.46 | 0.08| 0.00|] 0.17 0.25| 0.10| 0.00, 0.27 0.32 | 0.34
Good Morning
America 0.01 | 0.00| 0.09| 0.10 | 0.01| 0.00| 0.04| 0.06 | 0.00| 0.00| 0.05| 0.05| 0.07
Average 0.60 0.71 0.45 | 0.59
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Table A2 4-3: Breakdown of Television Programs byrkat, Partisanship, and Presence of Incivility

Uncivil Pundit Cable News Programs | Network Network News Network
The O'Reilly Factor+ FNC ABC News Nightline ABC
Hannity and Colmeist FNC 60 Minutes CBs
Hannity's America+ FNC Frontline PBS
Hardball with Chris Matthews** MSNBC 20/20 ABC
Lou Dobbs+ CNN Dateline NBC NBC
Countdown with Keith Olbermann** MSNBC Face the Nation CBS
Uncivil Partisan Talk Shows Network Meet the Press NBC
The View** ABC This Week w/ George Stephanopoulos{* ABC
Fox and Friends+ FNC McLaughlin Group Syndic
Civil Cable News Network ABC World News ABC
Out in the Open (Rick Sanchez)** CNN NBC Nightly News NBC
CNN Headline News /Newsroom** CNN The NewsHour with Jim Lehrer PBS
Special Report with Brit Humer FNC CBS Evening News CBS
Your World with Neil Cavute+ FNC CBS Morning News CBS
Geraldo at Large+ FNC America This Morning ABC
Late Edition with Wolf Blitzer** CNN CBS Sunday Morning CBS
MSNBC Live** MSNBC Satire Network
Studio B with Shepard Smith++ FNC The Daily Show with Jon Stewart** COM
The Fox Report with Shepard Smith++  FNC The Colbert Report** COM
Anderson Cooper 360** CNN Entertainment Network
Larry King Live CNN The Tonight Show with Jay Leno NBC
Reliable Sources CNN The Late Show with David Letterman CBS
Beltway Boys++ FNC CSI: Miami CBS
Civil Talk Shows Network The Simpsons FOX
The Early Show CBS Ellen DeGeneres Show Syndic.
The Today Show NBC Brothers and Sisters ABC
Good Morning America** ABC Oprah Syndic.
Law and Order NBC
Big Love HBO
Scrubs NBC

**|_iberal/Democratic Slant

++ConservaiRepublican Slant
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Table A2 4-4: Radio Programs by Type

Talk Radio Programs

The Rush Limbaugh Show
The Sean Hannity Show
Michael Savage, The Savage Natisn
The Glenn Beck Progratm
Bill O'Reilly, Radio Factof+
Dr. Laura Schlessinge#
Laura Ingraham+

The Neal Boortz Showt
The Mike Gallagher Show
The Mark Levin Show+
nnett's Morning in Americ++
The Jerry Doyle Show#+

Radio News

National Public Radio*

++ Identified as a conservative-leaning progranthey2009 and 2010 “State of the News Media” annual
report by the Pew Project for the Excellence inrdalism.

*Specifically the progranill Things Considered
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Table A2 4-5: Descriptive Statistics of Uncivil Rimal Media Users (NAES Data)

Conservative Uncivil | Liberal Uncivil Media| General Uncivil Media

Media
No No No
Exposure | Exposure| Exposure| Exposure| Exposure| Exposure
Age 55.810*** | 49.196 | 55.498*** | 49.967 | 54.632*** | 47.684

(13.799) | (14.405) 13.083 | (14.632) | (13.627) | (14.677)
Gender (0-1) 0.466*** 0.577 0.493*** 0.560 0.480*** 0.585
(0.499) (0.494) (0.500) (0.497) (0.500) (0.493)
Education (1-9) 4.803 4.799 5.094*** 4.747 4.936*** 4.703
(1.545) (1.654) (1.619) (1.624) (1.568) (1.674)
Party ID (1-7) 3.316*** 4.499 5.175%** 4.035 3.670*** 4.475
(2.179) (2.149) (2.053) (2.199) (2.294) (2.090)
Ideology (1-7) | 3.602%*+ 4.044 4.319%** 3.866 3.749%** 4.033
(1.575) (1.414) (1.476) (1.455) (1.609) (1.383)

Interest (0-3) | 1.897***| 1.555 | 1.92%* 1587 | 1.894** | 1.461
(1.109) | (1.073) | (1.166) | (1.070) | (1.123) | (1.033)
Gave Money to| 0.268** | 0.146 | 0.298** | 0.154 | 0.266** | 0.113
Campaign (0-1)] (0.443) | (0.353) | (0.458) | (0.361) | (0.442) | (0.317)
Voted in 2006 | 0.833** | 0.698 | 0.831* | 0.713 | 0.830"* | 0.663
Midterm (0-1) | (0.373) | (0.459) | (0.375) | (0.452) | (0.376) | (0.473)

Standard deviations are in parentheses. Statisiigaificance of difference in means determinedHgsy
Tukey WSD method for binary measures, and the Kaidgkallis test for ordinal and continuous measures.

***Difference between exposure mean and non-exposoaean significant at the 0.01 level
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Table A2 5-1: Table of Means (Message Board Expamiin

Range Mean | Control | E1 E2
(Full) Group
R’s Age 18-63 22.82 | 23.00 22.00 | 23.90
(7.76) | (7.61) (2.86) | (10.87)

R’s Gender 0O=Male 0.72 0.70 0.77 |0.69
1=Female (0.45) | (0.47) (0.43)| (0.47)

R’s Race 0=White 0.36 0.36 0.37 | 0.35
1=Non-white (0.48) | (0.49) (0.49) | (0.48)

R’s Partisan ID 7 Categories: 3.08 3.00 3.10 | 3.14
1=Strong Democrat (2.01) | (1.87) (2.07)| (2.17)
7=Strong Republican

R Used Incivility 0=No Use 0.25 0.09 0.27 |0.45
1=Used Incivility (0.46) (0.29) | (0.45)| (0.51)

R Critiqued OP 0=No Critique 0.16 0.03 0.23 | 0.24
1=Critiqued OP (0.37) |(0.17) (0.43)| (0.44)

R’s Satisfaction 4 Categories: 1.82 2.03 197 | 141

with Original Post | 0=Not Satisfied At All (0.84) | (0.68) (0.77)| (1.02)
3=Very Satisfied

R’s Consideration | 4 Categories: 2.27 2.27 2.2 2.35

of Original Post 0=No Consideration At All | (0.74) | (0.63) (0.81)| (0.81)
3=A lot of Consideration

R’s Deliberative 6 Categories: 4.10 4.30 4.17 | 3.79

Potential 0=No Potential (1.31) | (1.05) (1.29)| (1.57)
6=Maximum Potential

Original Post 4 Categories: 0.60 0.33 0.57 |0.93

Made R Angry 0=Not Angry At All (0.88) | (0.60) (0.82)| (1.10)
3=Extremely Angry

Original Post 4 Categories: 0.19 0.21 0.13 | 0.21

Made R Afraid 0=Not Afraid At All (0.55) | (0.60) (0.35)| (0.68)
3=Extremely Afraid

N 92 33 30 29
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Table A2 6-1: Table of Means (CCES Experiment)

Civil- Civil- Uncivil- Uncivil-
Variable Like-minded | Disagreeable Like-minded | Disagreeable All
Age 55.69 52.96 55.89 54.35 54.40
(18-90) (15.06) (15.76) (15.12) (16.18) (15.47)
Gender 0.55 0.55 0.53 0.49 0.53
(O=male, 1=female) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
Partisan Identification 3.73 3.99 3.76 4.33
(1=Strong Dem, 7=Strong (2.38) (2.40) (2.42) (2.37) 4.06
GOP) (2.30)
Education (1=No High 3.72 3.36 3.75 3.70
School, 6=Graduate (1.50) (1.41) (2.47) (1.43) 3.60
Degree) (1.46)
Ideology (1=Very Liberal, | 3.12 3.26 3.28 3.30 3.23
5=Very Conservative) (1.12) (1.23) (1.21) (1.10) (1.13)
Race 0.16 0.24 0.17 0.12 0.18
(0=White, 1=Non-White) | (0.37) (0.43) (0.38) (0.32) (0.38)
Observations 172 177 169 174 82
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Figure A2 5-1: Differences in Means of Reportedlirgs of Anger Towards Original
Post by Party Identification
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*Tukey WSD Method determines that the differeneedans ix statistically significant at the
0.10 level

*Tukey WSD Method determines that the differenaméans is statistically significant at the
0.05 level

***Tukey WSD Method determines that the differeinceeans is statistically significant at the
0.01 level

Note: The significance of differences in means#mh comparison was confirmed using

Student’s t-tests with Satterthwaite’s degreesesfdom, due to the unequal samples sizes and
variances of groups being compared.
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Figure A2 5-2: Differences in Means of Use of Inliiy and Critigues of Original Poster
by Party Identification
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variances of groups being compared.
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Figure A2 5-3: Anger, Incivility, and Critiques
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Student’s t-tests with Satterthwaite’s degreesesfdom, due to the unequal samples sizes and
variances of groups being compared.
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