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A hopeless assortment of discordant differences,
as incapable of positive action as it is capable
of infinite clamor.

Thomas B. Reed, 1892,
describing the Democratic Party

Th' dimmycratic party ain't on speakin' terms with
itsilf. Whin ye see two men with white neckties
go into a sthreet car an' set in opposite corners
while wan mutthers "Thraiter" an' th' other hisses
"Miscreent" ye can bet they're two dimmycratic
leaders thryin' to reunite th' gran' ol' party.

Finley Peter Dunne, 1901

I am not a member of any organized party
Democrat.

Will Rogers, 1935

Have you ever tried to split sawdust?

— I am a

Eugene McCarthy, 1968, on the
accusation that he had split
the Democratic Party

When Democrats assemble a firing squad, they al
ways gather in a circle.

Morris Udall, 1976

The Democratic Party is a mixture, an amalgam, a
mosaic. Call it a fruitcake.

Jim Wright, 1989



The folklore of American politics, at least since the turn
of the twentieth century, is rich with stories and one-liners
about those fractious, combative, bickering Democrats.^ Where
Republicans are generally portrayed as staid, reserved, and
decorous, the Democrats, it seems, can always be counted on for
a good, lively donnybrook. Unfortunately for the Democrats,
much of that energy is expended in fighting each other.

Perhaps the best single arena in which the divisions and
disagreements within the Democratic Party are expressed is the
national party nominating convention. No Democratic convention
in nearly thirty years has come to a close without a spate of
news stories claiming that one group of Democrats or another was
so deeply dissatisfied that there was serious doubt about
whether all of the party's disparate factions would be able to
unite behind the ticket in the fall.

Although the image of the Democrats as a divided, dis-
cordant party — and specifically as a party more internally
divided than the Republicans — is firmly established in Amer
ican political folklore, the implications of this difference are
rarely taken seriously by academic analysts. The difference is
not mentioned in most of the standard textbooks on American
political parties (see, for example, Maisel 1987; Beck and
Sorauf 1992; Bibby 1992); and receives only fleeting attention
even in most major works on voting behavior.^ The purpose of
this paper is to document the extent to which the Democrats are
less ideologically cohesive than the Republicans, and to explore
what this difference in the structure of the two major party
coalitions implies for the conduct of American elections and
political institutions.

Our argument proceeds in three stages. First, we define
more precisely what we mean by "ideological cohesion," and indi
cate how this concept can be measured. Second, we present a va
riety of indicators of ideological cohesion, drawn from the
years 1968 through 1990, which provide remarkably strong evi
dence for the claim that the Democratic Party is, indeed, sub
stantially more divided than the Republican Party. Finally, we
talk about the implications of these findings for American

The quotations that begin this article are taken,
respectively, from Reed 1892, 227; Dunne 1901, 93; O'Brien
1935, 162; Lewis 1980, 77; Udall 1976, 307; and Henning
1989, 67.

^See, for example, Campbell et al. 1960; Key 1966; Pomper
1975; Flanigan and Zingale 1987; Asher 1992; Wayne 1992.
Among the few works that do pay some attention to this dif
ference are Ladd 1978, chap. 2; Nie, Verba, and Petrocik
1976, chap. 12; Polsby and Wildavsky 1991, 236-40; and
Jacobson 1990, 130-33.



politics and the two-party system.

1. Measuring Ideological Cohesion

In speaking of the "ideological cohesion" of a political
party, we mean the extent to which its members are or are not
united in their opinions about important political and policy
questions. A party whose members are drawn mostly from one part
of the political spectrum, or who all feel alike about the is
sues, would thus be ideologically cohesive. And conversely: a
party whose members are drawn from many parts of the spectrum,
or who are sharply polarized over one or more issues, would be
ideologically divided.

As we have suggested above, there is remarkably little
academic work on this subject; but on those occasions when jour
nalists or political commentators have tried to compare the in
ternal divisions within the two major parties, they have
generally referred to findings generated in the following man
ner. A national sample of party identifiers is asked a survey
question in which respondents are given a choice between two
possible answers: agree or disagree, favor or oppose, should or
should not. A party's ideological cohesion is then measured by
the extent to which its identifiers line up on one side of the
question. In the hypothetical case shown below. Party 1 would
be considered very cohesive, because 80% of its respondents are
in agreement on the issue; Party 2 is only moderately cohesive
(i.e., 60% agreement); and Party 3 is evenly split on the issue
and thus highly polarized.^

Issue X

Favor

Oppose
Don't Know

Parts

80

10

10

100%

P^ts

30

60

10

100%

Part^

45

45

10

100%

The problem with this method is that the results depend

^Note that it doesn't matter which particular side of the
dispute party adherents line up on. A party in which 60%
oppose a particular policy is as cohesive as a party in
which 60% favor that policy.



very heavily on the particular survey c^estions that are exam
ined. By changing the way a question is worded, or by altering
the set of circumstances asked about, one can arrive at widely
differing conclusions about ideological cohesion. Consider, as
an example, the question of U.S. policy towards Central America.
Which party was more divided on this issue during the mid-1980s?
As the four items in Table 1 indicate, the answer depended very
much on which particular question one chose to examine. In the
first two questions, it appears that the Republicans are more
cohesive; but if either of the next two questions are selected,
the Democrats look more unified.

To understand why this approach is problematic, and to ar
rive at a better method for measuring ideological cohesion, let
us begin by representing public attitudes on some issue by the
familiar device of a horizontal scale, as shown in Figure 1. In
most instances, each point on such a scale is taken to represent
a particular position on some kind of policy issue. If this
figure concerns government's role in the economy, for example, a
point at the far right side might represent opposition to all
forms of government intervention. At the other extreme would be
those who want an economy that is closely managed or even owned
by government. Middle points, of course, represent more moder
ate or ambivalent positions.

Without introducing any important new assumptions, we can
also think of this scale as having been generated by a set of
different survey questions, which together form a Guttman scale.
In this case, each point on the scale can then be thought of as
representing a specific question, rank ordered according to the
percentage of the respondents who choose the pro-intervention
answer. At one end of the scale, we might have a particularly
stringent test of pro-intervention attitudes, something like,
"Agree or disagree: Government should abolish all property
rights and every business should be owned and run by govern
ment." The other end, by contrast, would involve a form of in
tervention that only the most libertarian respondent would re
ject — say, "Agree or disagree: Government does have some re
sponsibility to provide assistance to the very poorest members
of our society." Middle positions would correspond to questions
like, "Agree or disagree: Government regulation of business has
gone too far."

Thinking of Figure 1 in this way helps make clear why
trying to measure ideological cohesion with a single survey
question can be so misleading. Figure 2 shows the same scale,
along with two curves that show the distribution along that
scale of the members of two political parties. Which of these
two parties is more ideologically cohesive? A quick glance at
both distributions suggests that the attitudes of party Y
identifiers are clearly more cohesive than those of the ad
herents of party X. But if one tries to answer this question by



TABLE 1

How Question Selection Can
Influence Conclusions About

Which Party is More Cohesive

1. Gallup: "Do you approve or disapprove of the embargo on
trade with Nicaragua?"

Approve
Disapprove

Republs, Democrts.

More

Cohesive

Partv

Republicans

2. CBS: "Do you think it's important to the security of the
United States to eliminate Communism from Latin America, or
can Communist governments exist in Latin America without
threatening U.S. security?"

Elim. Communism
No threat Republicans

3. CBS: "Do you think the U.S. government should give $100
million in military and other aid to the Contras trying to
overthrow the government in Nicaragua?"

Democrats

4. Gallup: "Do you approve or disapprove of the way Reagan
is handling the situation in Central America?"

Approve
Disapprove Democrats
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looking at the division of opinion on any single item in this
scale, then which party appears more cohesive depends entirely
on which particular question is chosen.

If a scale item is selected that is close to one end of
the scale, such as question C, then it appears that party Y is
sharply, almost evenly divided on the issue, whereas party X is
very cohesive. If one chooses question A, on the other hand,
party Y is united, and party X is divided. , One could also
choose question B, which would make the two parties look more
equal, though with some advantage to party Y.

The problem with this method, as Figure 2 makes clear, is
that it attempts to measure the shape of the entire distribution
on the basis of only one observation. Any one question, no mat
ter where along the distribution it is chosen, only tells us
what percentage of the respondents are located on either side of
a single cut-point.

This analysis has two important implications for how we
ought to measure ideological cohesion. In the first place, it
suggests that we ought to steer away from questions that force
people to choose between two possible responses, and look in
stead for questions that allow for a multitude of possible ans
wers, ranging from responses of fairly extreme support or oppo
sition through more qualified approval to moderate or middle
positions.

Second, when analyzing such questions, we should clearly
try to find a different way of measuring cohesion than simply
looking at what percentage of each party's members happen to
choose a particular response or set of responses. Trying to
measure the spread or dispersion of a variable is a common
endeavor in descriptive statistics, that is discussed in every
elementary statistics text, and none of the texts we have con
sulted recommend such an arbitrary and potentially misleading
method. What these texts do recommend as a measure of disper
sion — and what we will use throughout the rest of this article
— is the standard deviation. As is well known, the standard
deviation measures the extent to which the values of a variable
are clustered or dispersed around its mean. It thus provides an
excellent measure of the underlying concept of ideological cohe
sion as we have defined it. High standard deviations indicate
considerable disagreement among party members; lower standard
deviations show greater unity and cohesion.



2. Data

In line with these criteria, then, we have used two types
of su^ey questions, both drawn from the CPS American National
Election Studies (ANES), for examining the ideological cohesion
of the Democratic and Republican parties over the last twenty-
five years.

1) The seven-point scale questions, which were first used
in the Election Studies in 1968, and have been a principal means
for assessing the public's position on important election issues
since 1970. These scales allow respondents to locate themselves
at any one of seven points along a continuum, with the end
points usually phrased so as to express relatively extreme posi
tions .

2) The "feeling thermometers," in which respondents are
asked to indicate how "favorable and warm" they feel toward some
group or political actor by locating it along a scale ranging
from 0 to 100 degrees. The feeling thermometers do not, of
course, ask specifically about policy issues. But they do as
sess public attitudes toward a variety of important and con-
t^oys^sial groups that have played a major role in contemporary
political disputes. Not surprisingly, studies have often found
such ratings to be very good measures of how respondents per
ceive the political universe, and to be highly correlated with
other important political variables such as voting behavior and
ideological self-identification (Weisberg and Rusk 1970; Conover
and Feldman 1981; Miller, Hildreth, and Wlezien 1988).

Once we started to take a closer look at these thermometer
ratings, however, it quickly became apparent that not all of the
rated groups were appropriate for our purposes. Many of the
groups that respondents were asked to rate represent significant
and controversial political actors: "black militants"; "anti-
abortionists"; "big business"; "gays and lesbians". But others
were simply demographic groups, whose activities in American
political life are neither very salient nor divisive. Examples
of this category include: "Protestants"; "older people"; "work
ing men"; and "middle-class people". Since our argument is that
Democrats are more divided about important political issues, and
not that they are simply more cantankerous and disagreeable
people, we offer no prediction that Democrats will be less
cohesive in evaluating largely non-political or politically
neutral stimuli.

After these politically neutral stimuli were excluded, we
were left with about ten groups in each ANES survey that fit our
criteria of being politically significant and controversial.
Together, such groups embody some of the most important
cleavages in recent American politics: liberals v. conserva
tives; business v. labor; radical students and protesting minis-



ters V. policemen and the military; evangelicals and anti-
abortionists V. gays and lesbians and the women's liberation
movement.

Having established a large battery of survey questions, we
measured ideological cohesion by dividing the full ANES sample
into Democratic and Republican party identifiers, and then com
puting the standard deviation of the responses provided by each

s members. (All don't know and no answer responses were
excluded from these calculations.) For comparison purposes, we
also present the standard deviation of responses for the entire
population.

One final point: As our references to the ANES should in
dicate, our concern here is with ideological cohesion within the

pnblic: within what V.O. Key has called the "party in the
electorate." Which party has a more cohesive organizational ap
paratus, or a more cohesive set of governmental office-holders,
is a quite different question, which would require us to examine
a considerably different body of data. It might also require us
to speculate about the relative effects and significance of, for
example, the underlying attitudes of elected officials (so far
as these can be measured), versus the incentives and sanctions
each party can use to enhance intra-party unity.

3. Results

Using the methods described above, then, we examined the
ideological cohesion of Democratic and Republican party
identifiers in every one of the ANES fall surveys conducted be
tween 1968 and 1990. In the interests of conserving space, we
present the detailed results for presidential election years
only in Table 2. A summary of the results for all years can be
found in Table 3.

When we first started research on this paper, we expected
the data to provide a sort of general confirmation for our
hypothesis that the Democrats are more ideologically divided
than the Republicans. In fact, they support it overwhelmingly.
Across a wide variety of policy issues and politically relevant
groups, with a vast range of underlying frequency distributions,
the Democrats emerge as decisively less cohesive than the Repub
licans. Specifically, the Democratic identifers have a higher
standard deviation than the Republicans identifiers for:

— 96 of 103 seven-point-scale questions (93%) ;
— and 85 of 103 thermometer ratings (83%).

Indeed, in a significant number of cases, the Democrats
are actually more divided than the American adult population as



TABLE 2

Ideological Cohesion in the
Democratic and Republican Parties,

1968-1988

Stnd. Dev.

for American

Population

1968 SEVEN-PQTNT SCALES

Urban unrest

Vietnam

1972 SEVEN-POINT SCALES

Busing
Student unrest

Aid to minorities
Guaranteed job
Health insurance
Rights of accused
Marijuana
Progressive tax code
Urban unrest

Vietnam
Ideology-
Inflation

Role of women

Pollution

1.929

1.966

1. 656

1.863

1.969

2 . 014

2.432

2 .123

2 . 159

2 .334

2 . 091

1.940

1.281

1. 535

2 . 273

1.906

1972 FEELING THERMOMETERS

Ministers who protest
Black militants

Civil rights leaders
Urban rioters
The military
Marijuana users
Radical students

Policemen
Big business
Conservatives
Women's liberation

Liberals

Labor unions

29.038

22.161

29.264

18.375

22 .738

25. 019

22 . 851

18.296

20.340

18 . 690

27.395

20.326

21.858

Stnd. Dev

for

Democrats

2 . 033

1.991

1. 925

1.976

2 .117

2.082

2.496

2.174

2 .114

2.405

2.168

1.948

1.266

1.550

2.312

1.976

31.057

23 .559

31.280

19.477

22 . 803

25.510

23 .913

18.690

21.163

19.907

28.135

20.667

21.456

Stnd. Dev.

for

Republicans

1.735

1.881

1. 200

1.520

1. 792

1.815

2 . 293

1.986

1.930

2.227

2 . 013

1.816

1. 144

1.472

2.263

2 . 024

25.152

17.848

26. 284

15.073

18 . 611

21. 629

20. 122

15.410

18 . 537

17 .339

26. 350

19.913

22 . 667

Difference
Dems - Reps

0. 298

0.110

0.725

0.456

0.325

0.267

0.203

0. 188

0.184

0.178

0.155

0.132

0.122

0.078

0. 049

-0.048

5.905

5.711

4.996

4.404

4.192

3 .881

3 .791

3.280

2 . 626

2 . 568

1.785

0.754

-1.211



TABLE 2 (cont.)

Stnd. Dev.

for American

Population

1976 SEVEN-POINT SCALES

Busing 1.713
Guaranteed job (post) 1.706
Aid to minorities 1.999
Guaranteed job (pre) 2.023
Rights of accused 2.129
Marijuana 2.194
Ideology 1.337
Progressive tax code 2.262
Health insurance 2.384
Role of women 2.068

Urban unrest 1.907

1976 FEELING THERMOMETERS

Black militants 22.593

Policemen 17.995
Civil rights leaders 22.469
The military 21.079
Radical students 21.363
Marijuana users 25.169
Conservatives 16.783
Big business 21.105
People on welfare 20.962
Liberals 18.677
Labor unions 21.842
Women's liberation 21.906

1980 SEVEN-POINT SCALES

Busing 1.605
Preferential hiring 1.210

for women

Aid to minorities 1.594
Defense spending 1.505
Guaranteed job 1.876
Ideology (pre) 1.391
Ideology (post) 1.276
Role of women 1.926

Inflation v. 1.497
unemployment

Getting along with 1.833
Russia

Services v. spending 1.891

Stnd. Dev.

for

Democrats

1. 979

1.818

2.133

2.079

2.209

2.247

1.355

2.334

2.392

2.123

1.911

23.767

18.221

23.879

20.645

21.710

25.514

16.981

20.550

20.878

18.530

20.983

21.490

1.876

1. 409

1.735

1.564

1. 919

1. 399

1. 288

1.955

1.456

1.815

1.766

Stnd. Dev.

for

Republicans

1. 306

1.479

1.815

1.784

1.955

2 . 006

1.117

2 . 157

2.232

2 . 074

1. 874

20.236

15.389

21.274

18.370

19.643

23.703

15.912

20.000

20.605

18.269

21.383

21.998

1. 019

0.873

1.330

1. 218

1. 610

1.102

1. 026

1.911

1.442

1. 809

1.790

Difference
'Dems - Repsi

0.693

0.339

0. 318

0.295

0.254

0.241

0.238

0. 177

0.160

0.049

0. 037

3.531

2 .832

2.605

2.275

2.067

1.811

1.069

0.550

0.273

0.261

•0.400

•0.508

0.857

0.536

0.405

0. 346

0. 309

0.297

0.262

0. 044

0. 014

0.006

-0.024



TABLE 2 (cont.)

Stnd. Dev.

for American

Population

1980 FEELING THERMOMETERS

Black militants

The military
Radical students

Conservatives
Civil rights leaders
Big business
Labor unions

Evangelicals
Women's liberation
People on welfare
Liberals

Environmentalists

1984 SEVEN-POINT SCALES

Busing
Defense spending
Cooperation with Russia
Aid to minorities
Aid for women

Guaranteed job
Ideology
Central America

Health insurance
Services v. spending
Women's role

24.970

22.207

22 .492

18. 643

23.789

22.457

23.359

25.562

25.903

23 .131

21.049

21.499

1.550

1. 626

1.858

1. 643

1. 691

1.798

1. 359

1.767

1. 942

1. 593

1.820

1984 FEELING THERMOMETERS

Black militants

The military
Big business
Gays and lesbians
Evangelicals
Conservatives
Civil rights leaders
Anti-abortionists
Labor unions

People on welfare
Women's liberation
Liberals

23 . 542

21.047

20. 685

26. 353

25.246

19.332

23 . 853

27.819

24.218

21.736

23 .113

19.875

Stnd. Dev

for

Democrats

26.137

22.850

22.710

19.453

23.377

22.784

22.302

26.008

26.103

22 .489

18.864

20.392

1. 699

1. 694

1.974

1. 681

1.732

1.784

1. 308

1.769

1.901

1.509

1. 783

24.702

21.810

22.050

27 . 098

26. 522

19.331

24 .428

27.474

23 .806

21.473

22 . 131

18 . 281

Stnd. Dev.

for

Republicans

21.887

20.448

20.690

17.600

22.343

21.840

21.558

25.460

25.851

22.297

20.243

22.701

1. 169

1.348

1. 634

1.439

1. 508

1. 637

1. 178

1.655

1.851

1.483

1. 855

21.272

18.408

18.819

24 .414

24.223

17.362

23 . 003

27.272

23 . 674

21.385

23 . 831

20. 139

Difference
Dems - Reps

4.250

2.402

2.020

1.853

1. 034

0.944

0.744

0.548

0.252

0. 192

-1.379

-2.309

0.530

0.346

0.340

0.242

0. 224

0.147

0. 130

0.114

0.050

0.026

-0.072

3 .430

3 .402

3.231

2 . 684

2.299

1.969

1.425

0.202

0.132

0. 088

-1.700

-1.858



TABLE 2 (cont.)

Stnd. Dev.

for American

Population

1988 SEVEN-POINT SCALES

Aid to blacks 1.830
Aid to minorities 1.866
Guaranteed jobs 1.849
Defense spending 1.587
Cooperation with Russia 1.786
Ideology 1.379
Spending v. services 1.596
Role of women 1.844
Health care 2 . 018

Stnd. Dev.

for

Democrats

2.000

1.958

1.908

1. 630

1.857

1.379

1. 518

1. 909

1.927

1988 FEELING THERMOMETERS

Civil rights leaders 22.861 24.114
The military 20.710 21.544
Big business 21.195 22.461
Illegal aliens 24.295 25.470
Gays and lesbians 26.394 27.079
People on welfare 21.383 22.278
Conservatives 19.339 19.374
Evangelical groups 24.824 25.313
Fundamentalists 25.052 25.497
Feminists 22.331 21.999
Labor unions 24.545 23.738
Opponents of abortion 29.767 29.699
Environmentalists 19.596 19.280
Liberals 20.033 19.252

Stnd. Dev.

for

Republicans

1.557

1. 631

1. 633

1. 357

1. 665

1. 195

1.455

1. 854

1. 958

20.048

17.544

18.746

22.109

24 .297

19.895

18.228

24.200

24.530

21.312

23 .212

29.273

19 . 283

19.867

Difference
'Dems - Repsi

0.443

0.327

0.275

0.273

0. 192

0.184

0.063

0.055

-0.031

4.066

4.000

3.715

3.361

2.782

2.383

1.146

1. 113

0. 967

0.687

0.526

0.426

-0.003

-0.615



TABLE 3

Ideological Cohesion in the
Democratic and Republican Parties:

A Summary-

Number of questions
in which the

Democratic standard
deviation exceeded

the Republican
standard deviation

SEVEN-POINT SCALES

1968

1970

1972

1974

1976

1978

1980

1982

1984

1986

1988

1990

TOTALS

THERMOMETER RATINGS

1968

1970

1972

1974

1976

1978

1980

1982

1984

1986

1988

1990

TOTALS

* p < .05
** p < .01

*** p < .001

Number of questions
in which the

Republican standard
deviation exceeded

the Democratic
standard deviation

1 ***

1

0 ***

0 *

1 **

0 **

1 **

1 *

1 *

0 **

18 ***

Note: Statistical significance figures have been computed sepa
rately for each year (and for the totals), and indicate that the
number of questions for which the Democrats have a larger standard
deviations exceeds what one would expect if the two parties were
equally cohesive. For further details, see the Appendix.



a whole, a population that includes both Democrats and Repub
licans as well as independents, if a political party is in any
sense expected to rally its members behind a common program and
a common slate of candidates, the very minimum we ought to
anticipate is that its adherents should be selectively drawn
from the entire population in such a way that they are at least
somewhat more unified than the full population on the most im
portant political issues of the day. In fact, however, Demo-
cratic identifiers have a higher standard deviation than the
entire population for 73 of 103 seven-point-scale questions
(71%). By way of comparison, the Republican standard deviation
exceeds that of the entire population on only 6 of 103 scale
questions (6%). The same result appears in the thermometer
ratings. The standard deviation for Democratic identifiers ex
ceeds that of the whole population in 64 of 103 cases (62%) ; Re
publicans are more divided than the population on only 8 of 103
cases (8%).

Clearly, the Democrats are a more divided, less cohesive
party than the Republicans. Still, one might ask, are dif
ferences of the kind shown in Table 2 large or small? What does
it really mean, in practical political terms, to say that when
attitudes about urban unrest are measured on a seven-point
scale, the Democratic responses have a standard deviation of
2.033, while the Republicans have a standard deviation of onlv
1.735?

To answer these questions, it is worth taking a closer
look at some of the data that lie behind Tables 2 and 3. In
Table 4, we present the actual distribution of Democratic and
Republican identifiers for four of the seven-point-scale ques
tions from the 1988 survey. Though these questions deal with
four <^ite different issues, and have a variety of underlying
distributions, a common story can be told about all of them. In
each case, the Republicans present the outside world with a
fairly unified front, whose center of gravity is clearly on the
conservative side of the issue. There are some liberal Repub
licans, to be sure; but in every instance, they are a distinct
minority, less than a fifth of the party identifiers. The Demo
crats, on the other hand, are considerably more divided on all
these questions. A plurality of Democrats are, not unexpected
ly, on the liberal side of the scales; but in each case, there
is also a sizeable contingent of conservatives. In three of
four issues, in fact, the number of Democratic conservatives is
almost as large as the number of Democratic liberals.

When asked to classify themselves ideologically, for exam
ple, 69% of the Republicans in 1988 said they were at least
slightly conservative; only 10% described themselves as liber
als. The Democratic Party, in contrast, was split almost in
thirds: 37% said they were liberals, 35% moderates, 28% conser
vatives. Similarly, on the issue of guaranteeing every person a
job and a good standard of living, 67% of Republicans chose one
of the three points on the scale indicating that they were op
posed to such a policy, while only 16% were in favor. Among



TABLE 4

Ideological Divisions within
the Democratic and Republican Parties:

Four Examples from 1988

IDEOLOGY

Liberal

Conservative

GUARANTEED JOB

Government should

guarantee

Each person on
their own

AID TO MINORITIES

Government help
minorities

Minorities help
themselves

DEFENSE SPENDING

Decrease spending

Increase spending

SOURCE: 1988 ANES

Democrats

s=l.379

>

s=1.908

40%

>
s=1.958

>

:>
s=l.630

Republicans

7

s=l.195

5%

7

s=l.633

>

s=I.631

>

>
s=l.357



Democrats, 41% were in favor, but fully 37% were opposed. And
as the figures in Table 2 should suggest, these four examples
are quite typical of the issues we have analyzed. The pattern
in Table 4 is repeated in question after question, survey after
survey.

4. The Order of the Differences

Granting the general point that the Democrats are more
ideologically divided than the Republicans, there are nonethe
less some important variations in the magnitude of these dif
ferences across issues. On some issues, the Democrats are much
less cohesive than the Republicans. On others, the difference
in standard deviations is considerably smaller. In a very few
cases, the Republicans are actually more divided than the Demo
crats. As the data in Table 2 indicate, the magnitude of the
differences varies from survey to survey, but a number of impor
tant generalizations can be made.

1. Social issues, especially race and crime, are clearly
among the leading causes of disharmony within the Democratic
coalition.^ When the seven-point-scale questions are rank-
ordered by the size of the difference in standard deviations, as
they are in Table 2, the questions on busing and aid to
minorities almost always come out near the top. In the 1970s,
questions on student unrest and the rights of the accused also
showed large differences in the parties' relative cohesion.
(Unfortunately, neither of these questions was asked in the Na
tional Election Studies after 1978.) Similarly, in the
thermometer ratings, such groups as "black militants," "civil
rights leaders," "radical students," "ministers who lead protest
marches," and "policemen" provoked significantly more con
troversy among Democrats than they did among Republicans.

2. Questions about military and defense issues were also
a great source of disunion for the Democratic Party. The seven-
point-scale ,question on defense spending, first used in 1980,
stands out in almost every survey as producing a large dif
ference in standard deviations. The same is true for thermom
eter ratings of the military. Questions that dealt with policy
toward the Soviet Union show more variation across surveys.
Seven-point-scale questions about getting along with Russia or
trading with the Soviets elicited very narrow differences in

^For other discussions of the problematic nature of so
cial issues for the Democratic Party, see Scammon and Wat-
tenberg 1970; Ladd and Hadley 1975; Edsall and Edsall 1991;
and Mayer 1992.



1980 and 1982, much larger differences in 1984, 1986, and 1988.

3. It is less easy to generalize about the consequences
of economic issues for Democratic and Republican party unity.
Since the modern Democratic Party was originally brought togeth
er in the Great Depression around economic issues,^ one might
have expected the Democrats to be relatively more united on eco
nomic questions than on social or foreign policy concerns. And,
in general, this does seem to be the case. The scale questions
about inflation, national health insurance, and services vs.
spending usually produce higher standard deviations for the Dem
ocrats than for the Republicans, but the differences are fairly
small, especially when compared to issues like defense spending
or aid to minorities. And in a small number of cases (the in
flation scale in 1970, the services vs. spending question in
1980 and 1986, the health insurance scale in 1988), the Demo
crats are actually less divided than the Republicans. Even
stronger evidence of Democratic unity on economic questions can
be found in the thermometer ratings for "labor unions." In four
different surveys (1972, 1974, 1976, and 1990), the Democrats
were less divided in their assessment of unions than the Repub
licans were.

There are some important exceptions to this pattern, how
ever. The guaranteed jobs question, in particular, is often
among those producing the largest difference in standard devia
tions between the two parties. Perhaps because this question
requires government to guarantee "a good standard of living" and
not just a job, and thus brings in a host of controversial is
sues connected with welfare, the guaranteed jobs question was a
generally divisive one for the Democrats, considerably more con
sensual for Republicans. And if the Democrats were often more
united than Republicans in their attitude toward "labor unions,"
this was not the case for "big business." Thermometer ratings
of business always produced larger standard deviations for the
Democrats than for the Republicans, though the difference is
usually of only moderate size.

4. Besides the economic questions just mentioned, two is
sues stand out as being especially problematic for Republican
Party unity: the role of women and environmental protection. In
the seven-point-scale question about equal rights for women, the
Republicans were more divided than the Democrats in 1974 and
1984; in other years, the Democrats had a slightly larger stan
dard deviation, but the difference was exceedingly small (in no
year did the difference exceed 0.1). Similarly, in the
thermometer ratings, "the women's liberation movement" (later
changed to "the women's movement") was more divisive for Repub-

On the centrality of economic issues to the New Deal
coalition, see Mayer 1992.



licansthan for Democrats in 1976, 1984, 1986, and 1990. The
Republicans had the advantage in other years, but the dif
ferences were, once again, very small.

Some caution is in order, however, in interpreting these
results. A vast range of policies and concerns are sometimes
lumped together under the heading "women's issues," and the evi
dence does not suggest that all such issues are potential
sources of harmony for the Democrats. In 1980, for example, the
ANES survey included a seven-point-scale question asking whether
"women should be given preferential treatment when applying for
jobs and promotions." In this case. Republicans were quite
united in rejecting such a policy, the Democrats fairly divided
about the issue (though a majority of Democratic identifiers
also opposed it). The difference in standard deviations (0.536)
was the second largest of eleven issues in the 1980 survey.

Over the last several years, much has also been written
about the potentially divisive nature of the abortion issue for
the Republican Party (Schneider 1989; McKeegan 1992). The evi
dence on this point from the NES surveys is not especially ex
tensive, but taken as a whole, it suggests that the abortion is
sue is highly divisive for both parties, though somewhat less so
for the Republicans. On a small number of occasions, the Na
tional Election Studies have asked respondents to provide
thermometer ratings for "anti-abortionists" (in 1984), "op
ponents of abortion" (in 1988 and 1990), and "supporters of
abortion" (in 1990). The extraordinarily controversial charac
ter of this issue is shown by the fact that the thermometer
ratings for these groups had higher standard deviations than
those for any other group assessed in these three surveys.^ In
all four cases, however, the standard deviation for Democrats
was higher than that for Republicans, though the difference was
never especially large. Unfortunately for our purposes, the NES
surveys do not measure attitudes about abortion policy on a
seven-point scale. The standard NES question, introduced in
1972 and slightly revised in 1980, asks respondents to choose
from among four specific policy options, ranging from making all
abortions illegal to making them all legal. Since these
alternatives constitute an ordinal, rather than an interval,
scale, it is risky to use the standard deviation as a measure of
dispersion for this question. But if one is willing to take
such a risk, the Democrats were more divided on seven of the ten
occasions when the question was asked, including every survey
since 1986. Again, though, the differences are fairly small.

Normally, groups rated on the thermometer scale receive
either a sizable number of zero ratings or a sizable number
of 100 ratings, but not both. In 1990, however, 18% of the
sample gave "opponents of abortion" a rating of 100, while
12% put them at zero. "Supporters of abortion" got 100
ratings from 10% of the sample, zero ratings from 24%.



Environmental issues have not been measured very regularly
in the National Election Studies^ but when suitable guestions on
this issue have been included, they indicate that this issue is
also more unsettling for the Republicans than for the Democrats.
In three different surveys (1980, 1988, and 1990), respondents
were asked to provide a thermometer rating for "people seeking
to protect the environment." On all three ocassions, the Demo
crats had a lower standard deviation than the Republicans. In
1970 and 1972, the surveys included a seven-point-scale question
asking whether "government should force private industry to stop
its pollution." The Democrats were less divided than the Repub
licans on this issue in 1972, very slightly more divided in
1970.

5. One other point is worth noting about the ordering of
differences in intraparty cohesion, though its practical sig
nificance is unclear. As we have seen in Table 3, of the 103
thermometer rating questions that we have examined, there were
18 instances in which the Republican standard deviation exceeded
the Democratic standard deviation. Seven of these cases in
volved ratings for the group "liberals." Republicans were more
divided in their reaction to liberals in 1974, 1980, 1982, 1984,
1986, 1988, and 1990. The same was not true, however, of
ratings for "conservatives," which invariably proved more
divisive for Democrats.

If the pattern here is clear, we are less sure how to in
terpret it. It may indicate that the liberal label (as distinct
from liberal policies) is not an especially troubling one for
the Democrats, and that when Democratic presidential candidates
are accused of being liberals, they suffer little net loss by
conceding the point.^ Alternatively, it may simply indicate
that large percentages of the population aren't really sure what
the term means, and therefore find it difficult to have a
coherent opinion about the matter.®

"^Further support for this view can perhaps be gleaned
from the 1988 presidential campaign. After spending several
months ducking the question of whether or not he was a lib
eral, on October 30, Michael Dukakis finally announced that,
"1 am a liberal in the tradition of Franklin Roosevelt and
Harry Truman and John Kennedy" (see New York Times, Oct. 31,
1988). There is no indication that he suffered for this ad
mission. His standing in the polls increased slightly over
the next week, and Bush and the GOP campaign seem to have
stopped talking about the matter shortly thereafter.

®0n the problematic character of ideological self-
identifications, see, among others. Converse 1964; Free and
Cantril 1967, chap. 4; and Levitin and Miller 1979.



5. Changes over Time

Has the pattern of greater Democratic divisiveness changed
significantly over the last two and a half decades? There are
good reasons to expect that it might have. Considerable evi
dence shows that the party coalitions were re-arranged during
the 1960s and early 1970s, in ways that probably made both
parties less ideologically diverse. Gerald Pomper (1972) , for
example, found that the correlation between party identification
and policy attitudes increased significantly across an important
range of issues between 1956 and 1968; and that during the same
years, both parties developed a more distinct policy image.
Where the voters in 1956 often saw no difference between the
parties in their stands on major issues — and where they did
perceive differences, usually disagreed about which party was
the more liberal and which the more conservative — bv 1968 most
voters clearly recognized that the Democrats stood to'the left
of the Republicans. Others (Nie, Verba, and Petrocik 1976; Con
verse 1976) have traced the defections from the Democratic Party
that occurred in the mid-1960s among white southerners, the one
group that was most out of step with the party's generally prog
ressive cast. More recently, a number of scholars have argued
that partisan differences among political activists and of
ficeholders increased during the years of Ronald Reagan's presi
dency (Stanley and Niemi 1990; Stone, Rapoport, and Abramowitz
1990). Taken together, these developments may have meant that
the Republicans' advantage over the Democrats in intraparty
cohesion declined significantly between 1968 and 1990.

Another development that might have led to the same result
is the increase in Republican party identifiers that took place
between 1980 and 1988. Through most of the Reagan presidency,
political reporters and party strategists often talked about the
Republican Party's search for new members among such disparate
groups as white southerners, Christian fundamentalists, the
white working class, and yuppies. To the extent that any of
these efforts bore fruit, however, the analysis in previous sec
tions suggests that such successes may have led to this new and
larger Republican Party becoming more diverse and internally
divided.

The data we discuss earlier in this paper permit a
thorough test of this hypothesis. Twelve of the seven-point-
scale questions were asked, with the same wording,^ in at least

We emphasize the need to have the same question wording.
The ANES surveys have sometimes changed the wording of the
scale questions in ways that make over-time comparisons
suspect. This explains why we have excluded from Table 5
the aid to minorities and services vs. spending questions



three different ANES surveys. By comparing the standard devia
tions of Democratic and Republican identifiers over time, we can
see if the relative cohesiveness of the parties has changed sig
nificantly since 1968. These results are presented in Table 5.

One point that is clear from these data is that the stan
dard deviation figures for the entire population and for both
parties fluctuate a fair amount from year to year, perhaps owing
to sampling error, perhaps owing to real changes in public
opinion and/or the party coalitions. Normally, one would use
statistical significance tests to help distinguish random varia
tions from real and systematic changes. Unfortunately, the cal
culation of confidence intervals for standard deviations re
quires assumptions that do not hold for the seven-point-scale
questions (for further comments on this issue, see the Appen
dix) .

Despite this difficulty, these results provide little evi
dence for the proposition that the Democrats have become a more
unified party over the last two and a half decades. Five of the
questions in Table 5 — the scales dealing with Vietnam, the
rights of the accused, health insurance, general ideology, and
defense spending — are best read, in our judgment, as showing
no changes in absolute or relative cohesion during the years in
which they were asked. In four other questions -- aid to
minorities, equal role for women, guaranteed jobs, and busing —
the Democratic standard deviations have declined slightly, but
so have the standard deviations for Republicans, principally, it
appears, because these issues have become less divisive for the
entire population. The magnitude of the difference between Dem
ocratic and Republican cohesion, however, seems to have stayed
fairly constant for these questions.

Two questions do show the Democrats making some gains in
relative cohesion: the urban unrest scale from 1968 to 1976, and
the cooperation with Russia scale between 1984 and 1988. In
both of these cases, however, one might argue that what really
changed was not the nature of the Democratic coalition, but the
salience and context of the issue. The urban unrest question,
for example, began by stating, "There is much discussion about
the best way to deal with the problem of urban unrest and riot
ing," and then asked respondents to choose between using "all
available force to maintain law and order" and correcting "the
problems of poverty and unemployment that give rise to the dis
turbances." This was a real choice in 1968 when the question
was first posed, a significantly less meaningful one in 1976
when urban riots had basically abated. In the same way, there
seems little doubt that policy toward the Soviet Union was a
less divisive issue for the Democrats in the 1990s than it had

from the 1980 survey, and the health insurance question from
the 1984 and 1988 surveys.



TABLE 5

Trends in Ideological Cohesion

Stnd. Dev.

for American

Population

URBAN UNREST

1968

1970

1972

1974

1976

VIETNAM

1968

1970

1972

1.929

2.033

2 . 091

2 . 039

1. 907

1.966

2 . 166

1.940

AID TO MINORITIES

1970

1972

1974

1976

1978

1982

1984

1986

1988

2 . 077

1. 969

2 . 010

1.999

1.897

1. 679

1. 643

1. 648

1. 866

RIGHTS OF THE ACCUSED

1970

1972

1974

1976

1978

2 . 169

2 .123

2 . 138

2 . 129

2 . 003

HEALTH INSURANCE

1970

1972

1976

1978

2 . 370

2.432

2 .384

2 . 345

Stnd. Dev

for

Democrats

2.033

2 . 117

2 . 168

2.029

1.911

1. 991

2 . 167

1.948

2 .131

2 .117

2. 139

2 .133

2 . 074

1. 795

1. 681

1.706

1.958

2.283

2.174

2. 164

2.209

2.105

2 . 337

2 . 496

2 .392

2 .318

Stnd. Dev.

for

Republicans

1.735

1.879

2 . 013

1.908

1. 874

1.881

1.953

1.816

1.804

1.792

1.728

1.815

1. 629

1. 368

1.439

1.425

1. 631

1.949

1. 986

1. 902

1.955

1.768

2.224

2 .293

2 .232

2.238

Difference
Dems - Reps

0.298

0.288

0.155

0.121

0. 037

0.110

0.214

0. 132

0.327

0.325

0.411

0. 318

0.445

0.427

0.242

0.281

0, 327

0.334

0.188

0.262

0.254

0.337

0.113

0.203

0.160

0.080



IDEOLOGY

1972

1974

1976

1978

1980

1982

1984

1986

1988

1990

Stnd. Dev.

for American

Population

1.281

1. 404

1. 337

1.350

1.391

1. 355

1.359

1. 265

1.379

1.329

EQUAL ROLE FOR WOMEN

1972

1974

1976

1978

1980

1982

1984

1988

1990

GUARANTEED JOBS

1972

1974

1976

1978

1980

1982

1984

1986

1988

1990

BUSING

1972

1974

1976

1980

1984

2 . 273

2 .168

2 . 068

2 . 080

1.926

1.961

1.820

1.844

1. 631

2 . 014

1. 973

2 . 023

1.797

1.876

1. 834

1. 798

1.880

1.849

1. 885

1. 656

1.630

1. 713

1. 605

1. 550

Stnd. Dev

for

Democrats

1.266

1. 386

1.355

1.296

1. 399

1.334

1. 308

1.257

1. 379

1.325

2 .312

2 . 094

2 .123

2 . 178

1.955

1.961

1.783

1.909

1. 902

2 . 082

2 . 035

2 . 079

1.900

1.919

1.824

1.784

1.929

1.908

1.900

1.925

1.936

1.979

1.876

1. 699

Stnd. Dev.

for

Republicans

1. 144

1. 133

1. 117

1.165

1. 102

1. 091

1.178

1.127

1. 195

1. 139

2.263

2 . 154

2 . 074

2 . 097

1.911

1.941

1. 855

1.854

1. 867

1. 815

1.766

1.784

1.480

1. 610

1.591

1.637

1. 710

1. 633

1. 695

1.200

1.242

1. 306

1. 019

1. 169

Difference

Dems - Reps

0.122

0.253

0.238

0.131

0.297

0.243

0.130

0.130

0.184

0. 186

0.049

0. 060

0. 049

0.081

0. 044

0. 020

0.072

0. 055

0. 035

0.267

0.269

0.295

0.420

0. 309

0.233

0. 147

0.219

0.275

0.205

0.725

0. 694

0. 673

0.857

0.530



Stnd. Dev.

for American

Population

DEFENSE SPENDING

1980

1982

1984

1986

1988

1990

1. 505

1.571

1. 626

1.589

1.587

1. 547

SERVICES vs. SPENDING

1982

1984 (pre)
1984 (post)
1986

1988

1990

1.700

1.593

1.451

1. 625

1. 596

1. 631

COOPERATION WITH RUSSIA

1984

1986

1988

1.858

1.806

1.786

Stnd. Dev

for

Democrats

1. 564

1.640

1. 694

1.651

1. 630

1.628

1. 680

1.509

1.432

1.562

1. 518

1. 618

1. 974

1.914

1.857

Stnd. Dev.

for

Republicans

1. 218

1.279

1. 348

1. 340

1. 357

1.343

1. 364

1.483

1.401

1.565

1. 455

1.496

1. 634

1. 653

1. 665

Difference
Dems - Reps

0.346

0. 361

0.346

0.311

0. 273

0.285

0. 316

0.026

0.031

-0.003

0. 063

0 . 122

0.340

0.261

0. 192



been during the 1970s — but we are inclined to think that this
change had more to do with the end of the Cold War than with any
significant shifts in the Democratic Party coalition.

We do not wish to discount these two issues entirely.
Policy toward communism and the Soviet Union was a real and per
sistent source of disagreement within the Democratic Party for
most of the last three decades, and the Democrats' prospects for
party unity almost certainly will benefit from its dis
appearance, just as the likelihood of cooperation between black
and white Democrats became somewhat greater once the frequency
of urban riots had slacked off. But there is a significant dif
ference between saying that the Democrats have become a more
harmonious party, and saying that there have been some changes
in the kinds of issues that the Democrats fight about. The data
in Table 5 provide more support for the latter interpretation.

It may also be that a substantial increase in Democratic
cohesion occurred before the years we have been concerned with
in this paper. The literature we have referred to above, espe
cially the works of Pomper (1972) and Nie, Verba, and Petrocik
(1976), describe changes that generally took place prior to
1968, with 1964 an especially crucial point in the transforma
tion. Since our own data begin in 1968, it may be that we have
just missed an important change in intraparty cohesion; and that
the modern-day Democratic Party, even with all of its numerous
divisions and disagreements, is nevertheless a substantially
more unified party now than it had been in 1932 or 1952.

Unfortunately, we know of no data series that would allow
a test of this supposition. As is well known, the NES sig
nificantly changed their issue-question formats between 1960 and
1964, and again in the late 1960s. Seven-point-scale questions
were not used until 1968 (and there were only two that year);
and the major difference between the new and old question
formats is precisely in the number of alternative positions that
respondents are offered. The thermometer ratings were used in
the 1964, 1966, and 1968 surveys, but the coding procedures were
changed between 1968 and 1972 in a way that makes any com
parisons of partisan cohesion extremely suspect.^®

Whatever the history of the two parties before 1968, how
ever, the data in Tables 2 and 3 leave no doubt about the fact
that the Democrats were much more divided than the Republicans
in that year — and in every year since then for which survey

^®From 1964 to 1968, respondents who said they could not
rate a group or weren't sure where to place them were as
signed a score of 50. Starting in 1970, such responses were
put into a separate, "don't know" category. The former pro
cedure, in our view, makes the standard deviation a
questionable measure of dispersion — and certainly compli
cates any comparisons with later surveys.



data are available. Indeed, nothing in Table 5 convinces us
that the Democrats' situation in this regard has changed much
since the end of Lyndon Johnson's presidency.

6. Some Implications

The findings in this paper have a number of important im~
plications for the study of American politics and the two-party
system. At their most basic level, they suggest that, all other
things being equal, party unity will be a greater problem for
Democrats than for Republicans, a conclusion that has ramifica
tions for the conduct of election campaigns, the parties' behav
ior in Congress, their relative abilities to formulate, enact,
and implement a program, and their capacity to control the exec
utive branch.

In the remainder of this paper, we have the space to de
velop only one of these implications, but it is an exceedingly
important one. For these data suggest a partial answer to the
question of why the Democrats, who have been the larger of the
two parties for the entire postwar period, have nevertheless
managed to lose five of the last seven presidential elections.

^®^son is simply that the Democratic Party's edge in party
ioentifiers is, from the perspective of presidential voting,
somewhat misleading. Although there are more Democrats than Re
publicans, Democrats are less likely to maintain partisan unity.
Given the internal divisions we have reported here. Democrats
are much more likely to defect to an opposition candidate (Re
publican or third party) than the Republicans are.

The Democratic Party's problem in this regard is vividly
shown in Table 6. Across the nine presidential elections be
tween _1956 _and 1988, an average of almost one out of every four
self-identified Democrats has decided not to vote for their
party's presidential candidate. The Republicans have suffered
defections too, of course, but at a far lower rate: about one in
every ten party identifiers. Democrats broke ranks more often
than Republicans in eight of nine elections — even in 1960 and
1976, when the Democratic candidate won the election. Only in
1964 did the Democrats manage to preserve a greater measure of
party unity than the Republicans.

It seems logical that larger political parties, encompass
ing many groups and many interests, ought to win elections over
smaller parties if internal disagreements can be suppressed long
enough to mobilize big battalions at the polls. Conversely, it
is of little advantage to enroll large numbers of voters if at



TABLE 6

Party Loyalty in
Presidential Elections,

1956-1988

% of Republican
identifiers who
voted for the

Republican
presidential
candidate

% of Democratic

identifiers who
voted for the

Democratic
presidential

candidate

Gallup Gallup
Polls ANES Polls ANES

1956 96% 96% 85% 74%
1960 95 93 84 80

1964 80 72 87 89
1968 86 88 74 71
1972 95 93 67 58
1976 91 85 82 81
1980 86 88 69 72
1984 96 95 79 78

1988 93 92 85 82

1956-1988 91% 89% 79% 76%

SOURCE: Gallup data taken from The Gallut
ber, 1988, 6-7.
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key elections they defect to the other side. In general, there
fore, we can say that conditions favor the Democrats when elec
tions are structured so as to mitigate the effects of intra-
party disagreement, and they favor the Republicans when little
or nothing is done in the structure of the election process to
mute these internal divisions.

Thus, findings that Democrats and Republicans differ
markedly in their capacities to hold the loyalties of their
voters in presidential elections because of differences in their
internal composition lend strength to the argument preferred
some years ago (in Polsby 1983) that attempted to show why
refonns of the electoral process seemed to affect the two major
parties differently. The argument, reduced to its bare essen
tials, was that the net effect of reforms in the nomination pro
cess in the late 1960s and early 1970s was to drive state
parties and their leaders out of the process, and to change the
goals of prospective presidential nominees away from coalition
building among state parties and toward the mobilization of
intra-party factions, each faction consisting of primary voters
attaching to one and only one candidate for the presidential
nomination. The seven-month long exercise in intra-party mayhem
that these changes promoted tended to weaken the candidacy of
the eventual nominee of the party. Fortunately for the Repub
licans, they still had a substantial residual capacity to rally
around the flag of internal ideological agreement — but this
option was generally denied to the more numerous but more frac
tious Democrats.

The result has been the extraordinary anomaly of modern
American electoral politics, in which most presidential elec
tions have been won by the minority party. In party identifica
tions, party registrations, and electoral success at all other
levels of government where partisan elections are held. Demo
cratic majorities have prevailed most of the time. In the grand
aggregation of voters necessary to elect a president, however.
Democrats have found themselves at a notable disadvantage, espe
cially since the enactment of party reforms distinctively ena
bling the expression of intra-party disagreement in the presi
dential nominating process.

Of course, as Bill Clinton's recent victory indicates,
this obstacle is not a total bar to Democratic victory. A bad
economy and/or a particularly weak Republican candidate may al
low the Democrats to put aside their internal disagreements for
a while, and induce a higher than usual measure of partisan
unity at the polls.But as Jimmy Carter learned after 1976,

-••^At this writing, the Gallup and ANES figures for presi
dential vote by party identification in 1992 are not yet
available. According to the exit polls conducted by Voter
Research and Surveys, however. Bush will probably become
only the second Republican presidential candidate since 1952



and as Bill Clinton may discover, it is one thing to get
elected, and another thing entirely to produce effective govern
ment and get re-elected. One can only guess what American
politics will look like four years from now. But at the very
least, the data presented here offer a strong word of caution to
anyone who thinks that Clinton's victory spells an end to the
Democrats' recent_difficulties in presidential elections.
Whether or not Clinton is a "new Democrat" is unclear; but even
if he himself is one, this hardly means that he can easily
remake the Democratic Party in his own image. To the contrary
he has already discovered the pro- and anti-gay rights factions
within the Democratic Party, and disagreements between those who
want to increase domestic spending and those who would like a
tougher attack on the deficit. If our analysis is correct, such
divisions are common in the Democratic party, and will require
continuous presidential effort at coalition building within as
well as between the parties.

Appendix
A Note on Statistical Significance

The conventional way to compare the dispersion of two
sampled populations is with an F-test:

F=(s2)^/(s2)2.

This test requires the assumption, however, that the samples are
drawn from populations that are normally distributed, and seems
to be quite sensitive to departures from this assumption. See
Daniel 1990, 102-111. Unfortunately, neither the seven-point-
scales nor the theraometer ratings meet this assumption, both
because they are discrete rather than continuous variables, and
because, in a large number of cases, the distribution of
opinions is neither symmetrical nor unimodal. (If one does make
this assumption, then all of the differences in Tables 2 and 3
are significant.)

This does not mean that the standard deviation is an in

to suffer a higher defection rate than his Democratic
counterpart.^ Specifically, Clinton received the votes of
77% of self-identified Democrats, while Bush held on to only
73% of Republican identifiers. The difference is due to the
somewhat greater fraction of Republicans who voted for
Perot. See the data in New York Times. November 5, 1992.



appropriate measure of dispersion for these types of questions.
It simply means that the standard deviations that one calculates
do not have the same properties that they would have if they
were based on data that were normally distributed.

Nevertheless, we can use a simple sign test to show that
the differences between Democrats and Republicans in Tables 2
and 3 are statistically significant. If the two parties were
equally cohesive, then we would expect that the Democratic stan
dard deviation would exceed the Republican standard deviation
for only 50% of the survey questions (i.e., p=.5). As indicated
in Table 3, however, the results are strikingly incompatible
with such a null hypothesis.
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