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What Causes Affective Polarization? Statistical Methods Contrast Estimates and Hypothesis Tests
® ConﬂiCﬂﬂg theories: PCII"I'iSCInShip/SOCiCII e Combine TOpiC S(]mpling method with a Contrast Estimates of Predicted Means (90% ClI)
Identity Theory vs. policy (dis)agreement hierarchical linear regression model
e Orr and Huber (2020): polarization may be e Estimate predicted means for hypothetical B EeEE .
caused by (dis)agreement on policy partisans across party congruence, policy
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e Current debate: perceived “partisan branding Ao ,
of the policies selected by researchers
e We lack a systematic manner to choose Estimated Means and Confidence Intervals H2:B'-B <0 .
policies. My solution: topic sampling
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