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Why American Political Parties Can’t
Get Beyond the Left-Right Divide'

3. The questions asked whether the respondent has opinions about many things
and if the respondent has more opinions than the average person. The reliability coe
ficient (Cronbach’s a) for these items is 0.66. - w

4. These are not meant to be an exhaustive list of core value
tics. Additional values are covered by Goren (2013) and Clawson and Oxley Bom_.wv
Rather, limited government and moral traditionalism have structured party conflict

s in American po

in the United States for an extended period.

Edward G. Carmines, Michael ]. Ensley,
and Michael W. Wagner

OCTOBER OF 2010, New York Times columnist Thomas L. Friedman pre-
cted that “there is going to be a serious third party candidate in 2012, with
tious political movement behind him or her—one definitely big enough
npact the election’s outcome” (Eriedman 2010). The Pulitzer Prize-win-
scribe claimed that this new party would not come from the right or the
but the “radical center,” which was tired of a failed two-party system.
years later, Friedman followed up, promoting former U.S. Comptrol-
eneral David Walker as an independent who could appeal to moderate
i n.m (Friedman 2012). On the other side of the national paper of record’s
logical spectrum, Ross Douthat, on the day after the 2012 election, wrote
‘breath that President Barack Obama’s reelection victory in 2012 was
gnment” and in the next breath that it “may not even last after another
_ ,q.m.wm.. (Douthat 2012).
pular accounts of American politics and predictions about its future like
e described above are common. Whether the claims focus on a growing
t goliath that brings the two major parties to their knees or describe
ble shift in the electorate that advantages one party over another, the
it that these kinds of forecasts about the future of the American experi-
ave in common is the expectation of rapid, dramatic, and long-lasting

argue that those who expect such vivid and enduring transformations
American party system will be waiting a while. Just as record low levels
val for Congress and a continuing decline in trust in the govern-
bility to do the right thing are not likely to translate into the rise of a
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viable, centrist third party, there is not much evidence that President Obama’s
reelection has created a durable Democratic realignment (but see Judis and
Teixeria 2004). When considering the state of the parties for 2012 and be-
yond in the United States, we argue that it is crucial to take into account the
more diverse ideological orientations of the American electorate compared
to the simple left/right divide that characterizes the contemporary two-party
system. We explore a simple, but fundamental, question: What are the conse-
quences of the discrepancy between the one-dimensional structure of elite policy

preferences and the two-dimensional structure of citizens’ policy preferences?

In this chapter, we explain: 1) why many of those self-identifying as ideologi-
cally moderate are actually polarized from each other—making a centrist third
party’s rise very difficult; 2)
make major plays for parts of the electorate who do not share their ideological
preferences; and finally; 3) why, at the same time, just focusing on increas-
ing the support from their core ideological supporters is unlikely to lead toa

partisan majority.

The Contemporary Partisan Divide in the American Electorate
While partisan political elites are more polarized along a single left-
ideological continuum than they have been in several generations, nay,
turies (McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2006), the coalitions supporting thei
bids for office on Election Day are structured in a way that makes sudde
but durable change unlikely. The major reason is that the electorate does no

solely divide its attitudes along the same left-right dimension that dominates

elite debate (Jackson and Green 2011). The American public is made of pola

-zed liberals and conservatives to be sure, but it is also made up of libertarians;

populists, and moderates who not only face a party system with no natur
home but also one that systematically cross pressures them day by day,
by issue, and election by election.

Our previous research reveals deep divides in contemporary American.
nservative Republicans

politics—not just between liberal Democrats and co
or between an active ideological minority and an inactive nonideological m
jority—but also between ideologically orthodox and ideologically heterodox

citizens (Carmines, Ensley, and Wagner 2012a). We use the term orthodox

to mean that individuals have attitudes on both economic issues and SOCl

issues that match the program of issue preferences advocated by one of the
parties. Liberals hold left-leaning views on both social and

two major political
economic issues and conservatives hold right-leaning views on both types 0

issues, while libertarians hold conservative economic preferences and libe

social preferences and populists hold liberal economic views and conservas

why the parties are constrained in their ability to.

right

cen-

issue
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tive social ones. i iti i
e Hmmﬂ mﬁ%ﬂﬂmﬂﬂwﬂ% our definition, hold middle-of-the-road views
g H.T.m. deep-seated ideological heterogeneity that we have discovered in tl
uM_:E..H.ﬁm:._ electorate has led to two simultaneous but diametrically o oﬂmm
, m<m_o?.zmbg in contemporary American politics. On the one hand mw i _m
wnm:mm.am&ommnm:% consistent liberals and conservatives share the %o:,wwmw
: a social issue preferences of Democratic Party elites and Republican Pa :
elites respectively, they have become significantly more entrenched in MMM
osﬁmEvoﬁmJ\.ﬁmE\ system. They tend to be stable partisans, straight-ticket
w.ﬂ..m% voters with mxn.mmﬁos&:\ strong attachments to their respective parties
Hwﬂ wﬁeﬁﬂwwﬂw mwwOMEm the owwomﬁos party (Carmines, Ensley, and Wagner
; vmﬁ.ﬁﬁmnm - M”.M o not <c~.m at higher Hmﬁwm than their fellow citizens, they
i oo ore nmEmEmb,.wm_mﬁmm activities, which no doubt enhances
r political visibility and influence (Carmines, Ensley, and Wagner 2011)
ey are M.:mo more likely to use partisan media outlets to learn about politi .
mr.o? ideologically orthodox citizens have become more aligned %EH Wm
mn:”m party system. They represent the mass tentacles from party elites th :
nw E,ﬁ.o the wellsprings of the American electorate. v
Mﬂ&ag and libertarians along with moderates, on the other hand, are
#W&mm”.w mo”.dnmoﬁmm to the .?qo major parties and less likely to engage E, po-
ctivities. They are being pushed out of conventional two-party politics
ch _mm:.qmm them with a classic “exit or voice” choice (Hirschman EWS. n ,H
.n%wasm at all, become the primary force of swing and split-ticket v ﬁ .
orming and voting for third parties. e
,%ﬁ do Emmw five ideological categories comprise and how are they mea-
rec? Kmmm .ﬁorn% preferences are not represented along a single left-right
ological divide (Converse 1964; see also Claggett and Shafer MOS. m?ﬁm
,,*n_pmmm.n 1995). Instead, the domestic policy preferences of Em :ﬂmﬂ
along EA_V major dimensions, the first associated with mno:cam mzm
:Sm:mam issues and a second dominated by social and cultural iss
er and Claggett 1995; Carmines, Ensley, and Wagner 2011). While Mmm
Srences ﬁ.um party elites on these two dimensions are &o%Q aligned i
the single-dimensional structure of elite opinion—for Eomﬁm& QM
the economic and social ideological dimensions are largely separat
y weakly correlated (Carmines, Ensley, and Wagner .moHNS% e
create empirically our five ideological categories, we n.o_a;nﬁm@
natory mmnﬁ.oﬂ. analysis (CFA) on American Zmaomm_ Election Stud-
Hmmv questions on citizens' issue positions from 1972 to 2012. The
odel .m,:oi.mm the correlation between the dimensions to 4m3~.m e-
ﬁ.__g.,zm _n.:wzﬁmmm questions that mapped onto either the mnosos.dnwoﬁ
ideological dimensions and used those questions to identify citizens’
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underlying, latent positions on cach dimension. Since the number of com-
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- @ 1 Populists

plete cases is diminished when all of the issue questions are used simultane-
ously, we chose to impute missing values before performing the CFA. We
have taken advantage of this approach in our analyses examining how in-
dividuals’ location in a two-dimensional measure of ideology helps explain
variation in party identification and civic engagement (Carmines, Ensley,
and Wagner 2012a; 201 1).

We created five datasets through multiple imputation and then performed
the CFA to estimate each individual’s position on each dimension. The cor-
relation between the two issue dimensions never exceeds 0.5 in any survey,
which is crucial for our contention that there is a large proportion of the |
American public that does not fit into the traditional left-right continuum
on both of these issue dimensions simultaneously (see Carmines, Ensley, and
Wagner 2012a; 2012b; 2011 for additional details).

We have defined ideological groups by dividing the two-dimensional pol
icy space into five discrete areas that are represented in figure 4.1. The x-axi
represents preferences for economic issues, ranging from the most liberal at’
the left end of the spectrum to the most conservative at the right end of thes
spectrum. The y-axis represents preferences for social issues. The lower end
of the axis represents more liberal preferences on social issues such as abot
tion and gay rights, while the higher end represents more conservative soc
issue preferences.

Conservatives

Given that each dimension is set to have a mean of 0 and the standar _ ;

deviation is 1, the origin (0,0) is roughly the center of the space. Moderat ) -1 ﬁ_u ! T :

are defined as those respondents that are within a one-half of a standard d Economi 1 2 3
IC

viation of the origin in any direction and are shaded gray in figure 4.1
other groups are defined in terms of the quadrant in which they are locate
We classify those that have a positive (negative) value on both dimensiol
as Conservative (Liberal). Those that have a positive (negative) value on
economic dimension and a negative (positive) value on the social dimen.
are considered Libertarian (Populist). _ :

Figure 4.1 makes it immediately clear that the American electorate is m
up of more than liberals, conservatives, and moderates. Liberals are localt
‘1 the lower-left quadrant of the figure while conservatives find themselv
the upper right-hand corner of the figure. Moderates are in the middle.
“off-diagonal” is made up of libertarians in the lower-right corner as they
fer the government to play a less active role in the managing of the econ:
while simultaneously preferring that the government play a less active ro
regulating questions of morality. Conversely, populists are in the upper
hand quadrant of the figure, preferring government management of bo
economy and government regulation of social behaviors.

ical distributi i
Tk on of the 2012 American electorate.

B ol 1 . .
EMMW__MM_MHMMHMMP Wﬂomﬁaﬂmu ﬁ.& moderates all choose, on aver-
e o<M.m -reported ideology scales (Carmines, Ensley
o n,vm 5 ~: M cursory .mymbnm at figure 4.1 makes clear ﬁrmm
o e of mﬂ &M Mﬁ m<m_%Em in common when it comes to their
i mMmm, ng to appeal to what Friedman calls the
e .M ooﬁ s errand, as no candidate—no matter how
" ke r.wn Mscw& moderates who are ideologically liber-
B Y policy preferences that are precisely opposite
beral i
- ﬁmr Mﬂm rnosmm?mcswm are the most populated categories, figure
. e number of libertarians, populists, and Sommmmﬁnm in
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the electorate is nontrivial. Based on the information displayed in figure 41,

conservatives and liberals made up 46 percent of the electorate in 2012. While
orthodox voters are more likely to be partisans, most heterodox voters iden-

tify with a party as well. While heterodox voters engage in more split-ticket

voting and exhibit more variability in the durability of their partisan attachs
ments, their general willingness to identify with a party males the job of
third-party candidates more difficult. Moreover, while their partisan attitudes

and attachments are generally weaker than those of conservatives and liberals
most libertarians, populists, and moderates do identify with a political party
even if that party is not a perfect fit for their ideological orientations. _.,‘,n
When third-party candidates have emerged, they have done best when tn
ing to appeal to a particular ideological group in political circumstances tha
are challenging to the conventional two-party candidates that conservative
and liberals are predisposed to support. For example, in 1992, an econom
recession drove President George H.W. Bush’s approval rating to 29 perc )
in August of 1992, just months ahead of his unsuccessful reelection bid. x_
publicans still approved of Bush, but even their approval had dropped to 5
percent, the low point of the president’s support from his co-partisans (Ga
lup 2014). Bush’s Democratic opponent, Bill Clinton, endured Bo:Em_ﬂ_,__
scandals and media-feeding frenzies along the campaign trail about his dra
record, personal life, and personal financial dealings. “
Enter Texas billionaire and independent candidate H. Ross Perot. Pero
campaign focused on economic issues, promising to run America :w
business as he excoriated President Bush for raising taxes and for the _.w_..
national debt. However, he was pro-choice on the abortion issue and th
more closely fit the ideological profile of libertarians than conservatives
liberals. Perot captured about 19 percent of the popular vote. From wh
did his votes come? We conducted a multinomial logit analysis of the 19
presidential vote in which a vote for Perot is the baseline category.” In the
gression, we control for partisan identification, retrospective and ?.o%n,.._
economic evaluations, and trust in government. In the comparison of vo
for Bush relative to Perot, socially conservative voters ar¢ to be more likel
support Bush. Economic conservatism does not have a statistically signifi
effect on choosing Bush relative to Perot. In the comparison of voting
Perot relative to Clinton, we found negative and statistically significant cc
cients on the economic and social variables indicating that economicall;
socially conservative voters were likely to support Perot relative to Clint
The best way to analyze the results for our model is to consider pre
probabilities for different combinations of the social and economic s
variables. Figure 4.2 presents the predicted probability of voting for I
for each of our five ideological groups. Specifically, we defined a conse
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Liberal | .
A Libertarian -
e Papulist M

g A.N oderate

lity & voting for Ross Perot in 1992 by ideological group

eral) o i i i
; ?muﬁﬂmm vﬁmnamﬁ dimension to be one standard deviation abo
b M, an Wm moderate would be located at the mean on mmMM
on. on thi
U e n this, we calculated the predicted probability of voti
tfor each of the five ideological types i
conomic i :
i ; MMM Moﬂmm_ scales have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation
es of creating figure 4.2, the
] . .2, the moderate has
T . a score of
o _ﬂr,”umm nwmmmmumﬁEm and populist have a score of 1 on ﬁvm
1€ ) as the liberal and libertarian h
e bera . ave a score of -1 on
i mmawmo“nﬁrm economic dimension, the conservative and libertar-
.,..___m_mnosoB.oHM.om I, .ﬁ&mnmmm the liberal and populist have a score
,.Hum b _n& Mﬁmumﬂon. Figure 4.2 indicates that the independent
i .ﬁmmv,m wvm ed the most to libertarians, who (along with populists
) %_uwww_nﬂ Mmmw stable in their partisanship over time than
es s (Carmines, Ensley, and Wa i
s ; : ; gner 2012a). Given the
,.,_TEEmbMM@nEHMmB nmﬁ%amﬁm who was consistently conservative
1e ¢ ns and an independent who was a b
Views, libertarians had a 36 Kelthood ¢ —rlo
e percent likelihood to
o nad ; vote for Perot.
th 0 means a majority of libertarians were more likely to vote
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.m.nﬂmnwmm American parties today. The alternative strategy is to expand
ir ideological appeals by focusing on increasing their support mEODmﬁ one
more of the three other ideological groups. This latter scenario actuall
compasses two distinct strategies, one involving an appeal to Bommammmw
‘other an appeal to populists or libertarians (Hillygus and Shields NooS,
he former strategy involves moderating their party’s issue stances by Bo<..
o.ém& the center on economic and social issues. Making an appeal to
ulists or libertarians, by contrast, necessitates the two mcmn:mm makin
ove on only one issue dimension since both parties are already ali :mw
._,Emmm of diagonal voters on one dimension. Thus, the Republican wmﬁ.@
nn.mma to move left on the social issues dimension to increase their ap-
to __._umnmlmﬁm or move right on the economic issue dimension to mﬁ@mMH
(mc..rma. Similarly, the Democrats could increase their appeal to populists
oving rightward on social issues or moving left on economic i w
to libertarians. et
omnn that there is a tradeoff in these partisan appeals to moderates versus
( n,rmﬁm and .Euolmamsm. The former only involves moderating—not funda-
lly m&mﬂbw!&m.ﬁ economic and social issue stands, but involves alter-
eir w.om:mosm on both issue dimensions. Contrariwise, to increase their
to libertarians or populists each party would have to adopt a new issue
: _u_.mﬁ only on one of the issue dimensions.
| gxamine the implications of these alternative strategies facing the cur-
onstituted Republican and Democratic parties, we turn to the analytic
@ﬁmo.vma by Robert Axelrod (1972). His model calculates the contri-
m.:.m &.m..mwm:.n groups make to a party’s electoral coalition. The group’s
ition is defined as the proportion of a party’s total votes provided b
| B E en group and is based on the three components of the group: its si 4
The multidimensional character of American public opinion both gives 0 : _.m, and loyalty. Simply, a group’s contribution to th arty’srenaltion
portunities to and constraints to the two major parties as they seek to b : er if the group is large, its turnout is high, and its <m Wm.ﬁw ; n.om_;_on
a stable electoral majority coalition. Since neither party has been able to a3 f o0 party. Conversely, a group’s mmmnﬁog_ n%nﬂw N.wma.mm -
semble such a stable majority since the Democrats lost this status in the 19608 15 small in size, has low turnout, and its members m<mH:% _osH. . m.wmm
both parties have won n ational elections by cobbling together a coalition th ween the two parties. Since these components can differ %Mﬁ . ﬁ. wﬁ
goes beyond their core ideological supporters. When Republicans trium FS:E: groups and can change over time, the moz.bm% MSEH.M .
they must win millions of votes beyond those who have conservative po “mechanism to evaluate the contribution ﬁrmﬁ any grou ) wwwﬁ 0
tions on both economic and social issues, just as Democrats must extend th overall electoral coalition. Axelrod’s model Ewwmﬂ e mM N
clectoral reach well beyond their ideological core. § - sonuibution of various demographic groups to ﬁw\mﬁ“n“wmm .
Given this situation, there are two alternative strategies available to ¢ ublican electoral coalitions, but the model can readily b %.nﬁﬁa
party as they seek to build a majority coalition. First, they can focus prima al groups. e
ily on gaining additional support from their natural ideological supporte I 4.3 shows the contribution of each of our five ideological groups t
Republicans appealing to conservatives, Democrats appealing to libera epublican presidential electoral coalition from 1972 to onmw 2%%%? .
This would lead to an intensification of the already marked polarization tha nts the same information for the Democratic ﬁmmmﬁmzmm& nommwmwwm

for either Bush or Clinton, highlighting the importance of party identifica-
tion in determining vote choice (Campbell, Converse, Miller, and Stokes
1960; Lewis-Beck, Jacoby, Norpoth, and Weisberg 2008). On the one hand
the independent candidate who appealed to the precise issue preferences of a
group of voters won more of their votes as compared to any other ideological
group. On the other hand, even the voters who agreed with Perot across two “
issue dimensions were more likely to vote for another candidate, EmE._mE_Em‘_,_
the incredible difficulty for independent candidates to appeal to a winnin
coalition of voters. 3
The other two ideological groups that are most likely to self-identify in the:
middle—populists and moderates—were about 15 and 10 percentage points
less likely than libertarians to cast avote for Perot. Liberals and populists wer
the least likely to support Perot. This makes sense as both liberals and popu
lists prefer far more government intervention into the management of th
economy than did Perot. Conservatives were about as likely as moderates t
support Perot. Thus, even if an independent candidate enters the presidentia
race, gains significant media attention, participates in the debates, and air
advertisements, figure 4.2 highlights how unlikely it is that the candidate ca
appeal to a winning coalition of voters without the signal of a major pa _‘M,__,
label behind him or her. There are nontrivial votes to be had in the “off=
diagonal” ideological space occupied by many American voters, but it appears:
as though there are not enough votes among these heterodox voters, to i

many elections.

Opportunities and Constraints Facing Partisan Elites

._.W
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FIGURE 4.3
Contribution to the Republican presidential vote by ideological group.

ution to the Democrati i i i i
oot atic presidential vote by ideological group.

ANES 1972-2012.

Em?»:ﬁ votes, .ﬁ must rely on increases in the group’s turnout and
,mm&ﬂ““ HNHM M 1 Mm%nmﬁmmu.mﬁﬁmw Aoa:m turnout among conservatives
s p Hn.msﬂu asis Nm@:_u:nm.E Party loyalty among conserva-
m election is especially revealing in this regard. Mitt Romne
0 percent of the conservative vote, and 83 percent of conservati 4
in ﬂunﬁamnaom. ._u:H he still lost the election. The implication: EWRFMMM
; Mm“wém: Inactive, disloyal conservatives to make the Republicans
..8_” Momw not mean a Wm.w:v:nmn._ majority is beyond reach. Neither
" or .mmm_wnhm:% populists are likely to contribute significantly to a
( m“..w EM_OH__Q.. As ?.Em 4.1 shows, populists are not only the smallest
gaciideo ogical universe, but they also have the lowest turnout. But
Bmmﬁ _EﬁoH.EE:.r they have shown a strong disinclination to .<o.8
lican presidential candidates, especially in recent elections. Th
termark of Republican populist support was 49 percent in 1972. B M
ra .mn"_m.,i of populist support for Republicans throughout this mwc.,Wm
nly 34 percent, and the last two presidential elections saw a mere 17
d 27 percent of populists vote for the Republican ticket.
€s offer a more promising target for Republican efforts. They are
ortion of the public than populists and turn out in higher numbers

One can see that over time, Republican reliance on conservative votes I
increased substantially, going from the mid-30 percent level in the 1970s to
average of over 50 percentin the 1992 to 2012 period. That is, more than h:
of Republican electoral support is now provided by conservatives. Simultane:
ously, the contribution of liberals to the Republican electoral coalition h
declined to less than 10 percent in each of the last eight presidential elections
Figure 4.4 indicates that ideological liberals make the largest contribution
the Democratic coalition, averaging 42 percent throughout this entire perl
Thus, Republicans are far more dependent on conservative support th
Democrats are on liberal support. In this sense, Republicans can be consid:
ered more of an ideologically oriented party than Democrats.
When we examine the three components of size, turnout, and loyalty
each of the ideological groups for 1972, 1992, and 2012, we gain some insi
into the possible strategies for each party as they attempt to assemble a las
electoral majority. Turning first to the Republican Party, the question, st
bluntly, is can an electoral Republican majority be constructed from add
tional conservative votes? The proportion of conservatives in the elector
has remained remarkably stable throughout this entire period, averaging 2
percent of the public. Consequently, if a Republican majority is to be baset
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TABLE 4.1

ave high levels of turnout, slightly higher than liberals and matching that of
Size, Turnout, Loyalty, and Contribution to Republican Presidential Coalition

onservatives. Finally, a majority of libertarians have voted for Republicans

I Size Contribution ,,.mrhmm of the last four elections. Libertarians would seem to provide the best
Year Tamaut Loyalty pportunity for the Republican Party to expand its ideological coalition.
Liberal o Evidence of the size, loyalty, and turnout in support of the Democratic
P 88% - 38% NWM\O AMD\“ y's presidential nominee for 1972, 1992, and 2012 are presented in table
1992 77% MNO w woM 29, 2: We have already noted in figure 4.4 that while liberals make the largest
2012 80% 9!

ntribution to the party’s coalition, it is significantly smaller than the con-
Conservalive

: bution conservatives make to the Republican coalition. Democrats have

—— 81% 81% 30% WM% : pended less on liberals than Republicans have on conservatives to produce

s 76% 76% ww““o o doh ral victories. Should Democrats focus their efforts on increasing the
86% °

2012 83%

..,“_.._.Egon of liberals to their electoral coalition? Liberals already are a

Moderate ely high turnout group, approximating the turnout of conservatives
o 739, 21% E“\o ertarians. They are also extremely loyal to the Democrats, with 95
HNM W poy 43% 22% ww ow t voting Democratic in the 2012 election. Additionally, liberals make
0 32% 21% - ;
2012 65%
Libertarian
= — TABLE 4.2
1972 88% 80% 5 1 ize, Turnout, Loyalty, and Contribution to Democratic Presidential Coalition
790, 60% 12% : 4
1992 o 0 22% B Turnout Loyalt Size Contribution
2012 79%, 56% yaity
Populist Liberal
g 15% 88% 62% 23% 41%
79%, 49%
1972 59% 31% 12% 77% 92% 25% 41%
wwww 1oL 579, 1% 80% 95% 19% 37%
Conservative
. 81% 19% 30% 16%
Most significantly for Republican prospects, Bomma.mﬂmm mﬁ.d_un the mo 76% 249, 30% 16%
variable pattern of partisan support among the five ideological groups 83% 14% 27% 8%
. : : i Won a maj
the eleven presidential elections since Guw,ermM_u:nmnm MMMMnmbE‘ it Oloferite
s one so
ity of the moderate vote in six .om ﬁrmB. and Bar Republican ticketig] i 88% 19% 30% 16%
But the most recent presidential elections saw t S 18 .m ; 76% 249 299, 12%
its least amount of moderate support in this entire period, only 29 p 83% 14% 27% 8%
) ‘0 2012. Moderates would seem to be trending @ > ;
in 2008 and 32 percent in : ve to conia {ibertaitan
from the Republican Party as it has become more attractive to g
rom the ~ep : 88% 20% 12% 7%
since 1992. : : 78% 55% 12% 12%
ublicans. As _
Libertarians would seem to offer better @wo%mna for .Wﬂu. 6 thERE : 79% 44%, 22% 20%
in figure 4.3, libertarians made the second highest contribution to p Pl =
3, asip
li clectoral coalition in 2008 and 2012. Furthermore, they are a sig
il ulists, and while generally s 79% 51% 15% 20%
cantly larger part of the electorate than populists, o b ol 135 oy
than moderates overall they have actually surpassed moderates a5 a pJ

. : 61% 739 1% oy
of the electorate in the last two presidential elections. Moreover, Eumn.. i X
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up a somewhat smaller part of the electorate than conservatives do. It would
appear that Democrats cannot add much to their coalition by concentrating
on liberals. There are simply not enough inactive, nonloyal liberals to form a
Democratic majority.

We have already seen that libertarians are more likely to become a perma-
nent part of the Republican coalition than any of the other ideological groups.
That leaves populists and moderates as potential Democratic recruits. On its
face, populists seem to be a tempting target. They are already quite loyal to
the party, supporting Democrats at an average rate of 66 percent from 197210
2012. But as a group, they have two major disadvantages. First, their tur :
is by far the lowest among the five ideological groups (Carmines, Ensley, and
Wagner 2011). Perhaps more importantly, they also represent the smalles
dlice of the electorate, averaging 13 percent of the public. If Democrats were
to concentrate on increasing the contribution of populists to their electoral - .%ﬂm&mm-w:-nr? electorate must b
coalition, they would need to make a major effort to boost their turnout sin alition of members that Bmwmm: Mrnm.mmmﬁ not to go too far and upset the
a political party can do relatively little to increase a group’s size. j ‘since both parties have M:nm:mﬁmm cir base Amm:%:.mﬁ al. 2012). Moreover,

What about moderates? As we saw in figure 4.4, moderates have been an Eoff-diagonal” will be the tar (o M:mwmm in mmn.w_:wv the same members
important part of the Democrat’s electoral coalition. Since 1972, only liberals B0 ciibe expected to target Mm..._w 50 _Uo.ﬁr parties. For example, Repub-
have exceeded their average contribution to the Democratic coalition, bu ne libertarians should be ex MQ _amnm:mﬁ on economic issues, but those
moderate turnout is second lowest among these ideological groups. In term Democrats. In an era :QMH :Mm v B s about social issues
of loyalty, they split their votes more evenly between the parties than an B ferences about vor CADEEE relying on the tools of “big
other group, averaging 51 percent for Democrats during this period. Demo Bl receive, we E.mwm preferences, and thus, the kinds of
crats have done much better among moderates since the New Democrats rep ire as parties improve ﬁrmmﬂ abili 1g Hﬁ expect more flanking to occur in the
resented by Clinton came on the scene in 1992. In five of the last six preside ages might be. Regardless, the M.Q e mm_w_suam how efficient their targeted
tial elections, moderates have given a majority of their votes to Democrat§, 0 other for Eumo_o wamm_wm.:r le force of efforts to highlight one

a figure that reached impressive levels of 71 percent and 68 percent in 200 ‘ted to run into the WBBSM_EMEW% eterodox voters should always be
and 2012 respectively. Thus, in the last two decades moderates have move tives to flank. object of two parties that have identical
firmly into the Democratic electoral coalition, and along with populists woul )
seem to provide the best opportunity for Democrats to expand their coalitior
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Beyond the 2012 Elections: The Future of Partisan Politics

It is often suggested that both parties can become more electorally viable
simply extending their ideological reach, making greater appeals to less id
logically oriented orthodox voters. However, our analysis suggests that th
not so casy. Because liberals and conservatives are the strongest partisans
the citizens most likely to participate, they represent the core ideological €
stituency of their respective party. Itis difficult—indeed, it is quite risky—ft
partisan elites to move ideologically to attract populist or libertarian supp
(Karol 2009). The same logic affects the extent to which party elites are
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six-term U.S. Senator Richard Lugar in the GOP Senate primary. Both
O’Donnell and Mourdock lost their bids for the Senate in the general election
where a more moderate Republican candidate might have won (Fanagan,
etal. 2014). ,
Table 4.3 shows the predicted probability of approval of the Tea Party for
the mean member of each of our ideological groups. Approval for the Tea
Party is measured along a 7-point scale (7 = strongly approve) in the 2012
ANES. First, it is noteworthy that no group crests the midpoint of the scale;
the average American, regardless of her or his ideological stripes, disapproves
of the Tea Party. Stipulating that, conservatives hold the most favorable atti-
tudes toward the Tea Party while liberals hold the least favorable. Moderates,
libertarians, and populists once again find themselves in the middle.
Table 4.4 suggests that Tea Party identifiers in Congress cannot afford to
alienate conservative voters—the very voters we have previously shown to be
enthusiastic participators and strong, durable Republican Party identifiers
(Carmines, Ensley, and Wagner 2012a; 2012b). While intra-party battles
over legislative strategy might occasionally dominate the headlines and
cause headaches for party leaders as they did during the 2013 government
shutdown and lead to speculation about forming a new, Tea Party—centered
political party, Tea Party Congress members need the support of conservative
voters, and conservative voters are reliable Republicans. . ;
In the end, then, there is no great mystery as to why American political
parties can’t get beyond the left-right divide. Parties are by nature risk-averse
organizations, and as such, they are tightly moored to the status quo. Only
under the most extreme circumstances—for parties, that means repeat
losses at the polls—do they adopt changes in their electoral strategy. Thus,
long as both parties can plausibly convince themselves that their ideologi
appeals are not responsible for their electoral defeats, they will avoid mak
ing any fundamental changes in their basic strategies. At the same time,
we have ‘seen, neither Republicans nor Democrats will be able to cultiv
a majority by only focusing on their core ideological supporters. There r
simply not enough additional conservative and liberal votes to be harves
to produce an electoral majority. So, for the time being, both parties

caught i i
,Enm. EMM HM M“MWNHMMHH &mmmEBmIM:m% lack the incentive to move beyond
f s, and yet they cannot become a majori
jority party by
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TABLE 4.3
Approval for the Tea Party, 2012

Conservatives  Libertarians Populists ~ Moderates Liber:

Predicted Approval 322 2.55 2.26 2.41 1
(Std Error) (0.199) (0.180) (0.162) (0.135) (0.

Source: 2012 American National Election Study; scale ranges from 110 7 (7= strangly approve).




