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Abstract

We develop a simple model in which voters care about both@oanand “cultural” policy (non-
economic issues such as abortion). Democrats and Republara ideologically dierentiated and
choose economic policy positions to maximize their respegirobability of winning. Voters who are
culturally and economically conservative or liberal stytyrprefer one of the parties, while the boundary
between the set of Democratic and Republican supportelarig a economically-conservative-socially-
liberal to economically-liberal-socially-conservatitee. The change of the slope of this line over time
tells us about changes in the relative importance of culaured economic issues for vote choice.

Using data from the American National Election Survey, wetirally estimate the model and
show that the distribution of voter preferences in the Acaarielectorate remained relatively constant
over the last 35 years. However, the importance of cultwaetioirs relative to economic issues for the
vote choice has increased significantly over the last génaraAlso, policy preference intensity has
increased substantially over the same time frame. Theséigese consistent with a view that parties
have become much more internally homogeneous on cultisa¢ssover the last generation, and that
this is the factor that is driving polarization.
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1 Introduction

One of the most fundamental problems in American politics today is the petidam@ase in “polarization”,
both in Congress and among voters. Many political commentators diagnbaepsasd increasing partisan
divide that splits the U.S. electorate. For example, the Economist writes tesiOH50 nation appears to be
made up of two big, separate voting blocks, with only a small number of switegs/im the middle®, and
that “America is more bitterly divided than it has been for a generafioS&emingly in contrast, political
scientists have provided strong evidence that “there is little evidence thaidemg' ideological or policy
positionsare more polarized today then they were two or three decades ago, altthaigchoicesoften

seem to be” (Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope 2006).

Another question that has received much attention is which factors exp&jpatity choice of voters,
and whether these factors have changed over time. In particular, thiee issue of whether “ideology”
is increasingly inducing voters to vote “against their economic interestsi. daopular bestseller, Thomas
Frank (2005) asks “What'’s the matter with Kansas?”: He argues thatgemple in relatively poor states
such as Kansas often vote for Republicans because of cultural sstheas abortion or gay marriage, while

their economic interests would be more closely aligned with the Democratic party.

Of course, it is not clear a priori why economic issues “should” (botmadively and positively) be
more important determinants of voting behavior. If a voter cares aboutdmadhprefers Democrats on
economic issues and Republicans on cultural ones, or vice versa, éhfacds a dilemma, and the most
interesting question, both for political scientists and presumably for theidated, is what fiects this
trade-df and how it has changed over time. We develop a simple formal model of voieechith a two-
dimensional policy choice and empirically analyze these questions for thelcEorate, using the National

Election Survey.

We show that, indeed, cultural issues have become considerably mord gatietime, relative to eco-
nomic issues. Moreover, our model shows that this change is due to @asecr distance between party
positions. Indeed, we estimate that thé&atience between the Democrats’ and the Republicans’ cultural
position has approximately quadrupled since the 1970s, whereas thedmeicodistance has remained al-

most constant. While in the 1970s, economic issues were considerably etermthant for voting choice

1“On His High Horse,” Economist, November 9, 2002: 25.
2“America’s Angry Election,” Economist, January 3, 2004.



than cultural issues, they are of roughly equal importance today. With ¢heaised cultural elierentiation
between parties and the consequently changing fault line through theratec®epublicans won culturally
conservative and economically liberal supporters (the “Reagan Datstcwhile Democrats won cultur-
ally liberal and economically conservative supporters. However, we ghat the size of the first group
considerably outweighs the size of the second group, indicating thatoRegns have benefited substan-

tially from cultural polarization.

We also show that the fault line through the electorate has deepened.vaiage policy preference
intensity among voters for one of the parties has increased substantiallynogeWhile this éfect has been
diagnosed by pundits and political scientists alike, there is disagreememtioaedrives this “polarization”,
and in particular whether the voter preference distribution has becomepardigan and less moderate, or
whether there has just been increased “sorting” in the sense thatlibdegls are more reliable as voters for
Democrats, and conservatives for Republicans. Our model makesibgoto cleanly define and separate
these &ects. Over the whole time period, we estimate that about three quarters otahatoease in
what we call “position predictiveness” come from sorting (which is driby elite polarization), and one
guarter comes from increased preference polarization in the electbtateever, the contribution of both
effects varies considerably over time. While Ronald Reagan’s conservetikition lead to considerably
increased sorting in the 1980s, it hardly changed the polarization of tbte. In contrast, the further
increase in position predictiveness during the Bush Il era in the firgtd#eof this century is driven by a

roughly equal extent of elite polarization and voter polarization.

2 Anintuitive description of our model and procedure

We develop a simple model in which voters care about economic and “culfuwhity (widely defined),

as well as an idiosyncratic paffdrom each candidate like in a probabilistic voting model. Democrats and
Republicans are fferentiated both ideologically and economicallyfiBientiation of economic platforms
makes the Republican party (ceteris paribus, i.e., holding a voter’s cyts#ion constant) more attractive
for richer voters. Culturally conservative voters who also prefer aléal of spending support the Repub-
lican position on both issues, while culturally liberal voters who also pretéglalevel of spending support
the Democratic position on both issues. In contrast to these core sugpafresch party, economically-

conservative, but socially-liberal voters and economically-liberal sbatally-conservative voters are less



firm in their support, and the boundary line between the set of (likely) Destio@and Republican support-
ers goes through these regions of the type spaEke slope of this separating line depends on the size of

the diference between party platforms in the economic and cultural dimension.

To see this, consider Figure 1, whéreneasures the voter’s cultural preference (values to the right are
more “socially conservative”) animeasures the voter’s preference for public goods (higHgpes want
more public goods and are, therefore, “economically liberal”). The boldtp denoted D and R indicate
the two party platforms (i.e., the two voter types for whom the positions of théeparorrespond to their
ideal policy). If there are no or only small idiosyncratic personality peafees for the candidates among
voters, then the separation line drawn perfectly separates the setsudjliRap supporters below the line

from the set of Democratic supporters above the line.
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(a) Primarily economic voter separatidiy) Primarily cultural voter separation

Figure 1: Voter separation lines

In the left panel of Figure 1, the platforms of the two candidaté&idprimarily along the economic
dimension, while their cultural positions are fairly close. As a result, theradpa line is fairly flat: Most
Republicans have low values @fwhile most Democrats have high valuesdofin the intermediate range,
cultural preferences do play a role, but the “marginal rate of substitisgivwveen economic and cultural
issues” is low: Suppose we start from a voter who is justfedént between the Democratic and Republican

position. If this voter becomes more socially conservative (i.é.iritreases by one unit), how much dees

3\Voters in our model also receive an additional candidate-specificfpaybich may capture both a systematic component
(say, how competent a candidate is) and an idiosyncratic compongnthew likable the voter finds each candidate). Because
of the idiosyncratic component, the separation line in the economic-culipeae cannot be expected to separate the two voter
sets exactly, but will only separate those who are more likely to prefer émeddrat from those who are more likely to prefer the

Republican for policy reasons.



have to increase in order to keep this voter on the separating line, i.e. jcisastiwally indfferent between

candidates? We call this marginal rate of substitutioriniy@rtance of cultural relative to economic issues

In the right panel, the importance of cultural relative to economic issuesdses, that is, the dividing
line becomes steeper. Note that the reason for the pivot of the sepdiragirgthe change of the Democratic
and Republican position relative to the left panel — culturibdénces between the candidates have become

more pronounced, economic ones less so, and consequently, the psliigdane more culturally divided.

Note that the slope of the dividing line depends solely on tifiedince between the candidates’ eco-
nomic and social positions. An increased importance of cultural relativednognic issues is not driven
by “voters becoming more concerned with cultural issues and less catcesith economic issues.” If the
distribution of voter preferences changes, e.g. probability mass shifongthe middle of the distribution
to more extreme positions, this is a completely separndéetethat leaves the dividing line unchanged, but

affects, for example, how many voters “cross-over” to the other party inchastic framework.
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Figure 2: Platform dferences and voter intensities

Voters in our model also have idiosyncratic (non-policy) preferencesdndidates. The intensity of
their policy preference determines how likely these idiosyncratic prefeseare to overturn a voter’s policy
preference. The locus of the separating line is the same in both panelsuoé Rig However, in the left
panel, candidate positions are pretty close, and the importance of idiatignoon-policy preferences is
high: While voters above the dividing line are more likely to vote Democrat, angktbelow the line are
more likely to vote Republican, the transition between the two camps is ratheragrad contrast, policy
differences between candidates in the right panel are quite pronounbéd védters who are exactly located

on the previous dividing line are still equally likely to prefer the DemocrattaedRepublican, those voters



who are located slightly f6 that line are now much more likely to prefer the candidate on their side of
the dividing line to his opponent, as policyfidirences have become more important relative to idiosyncratic
non-policy preferences. We can thus infer, from the extent to whictwth@oter blocs can be neatly divided

by a line, how far apart the positions of the two candidates are.

Idiosyncratic candidate preferences are also important for the intetipre of which issues become
“more important” or “more polarizing.” If voters care only about sociatlatonomic policy, then there
are two mutually exclusive developments over time: Either, cultural divisionsrbe more pronounced
and economic ones less so, or the other way around. Moreover, if ugatdimension becomes more
important (i.e., an increase in the slope of the dividing line), then we expaeietanore sorting according
to ¢; that is, more voters with high, and fewer with lows, will be Republicans. In contrast, sorting on
0 becomes less pronounced. If, however, voters care about a thiel asscandidate characteristic such
as likability (that we cannot measure directly), then two components canmegeowre important, at the
expense of the third one. For example, if party platforms diverge on hdthral and economic issues,
then the importance of idiosyncratic preferences relative to both typedioy plecreases, and voter sorting

along both policy dimensions may increase.

We use data from the American National Election Survey (NES) to structwestisnate the model for
U.S. Presidential elections. Specifically, we take all NES guestions gungehe voters’ preferences on
either economic policy or cultural policy that have been asked without ing#on during the 1972 to 2008
period. The results show that the fault line through the American electoaattulmed as in Figure 1 and
today reflects the divisions on cultural issues to a significantly stronggeeé¢han a generation ago. Our
model provides a consistent interpretation of these results, namely thigispave become much more
internally homogeneous on cultural issues over the last generation, iand that drives the increased

importance of cultural issues relative to economic issues.

In addition, we show that position preferences are today significantly nredigtive of vote choices,
and our model allows us to analyze the sources of thiece The larger part of it stems from increased
sorting of voters as in the right panel of Figure 2, indicating that partyqgriatf moved farther apart from
each other, rather than just turn around some common center of gradtthiarieads to better sorting on
both dimensions. We find that the policy preference intensity has increassdlerably (over 50 percent)
since 1976. While the dividing line in 2004 separates the two voting blocksiietey glean way, there were

many more cross-over voters in the 1976 election.



In addition, there is some polarization of voter preferences; tiéstis particularly strong in the last
two elections. Interestingly, the polarizatiofiext is dificult to see directly by just comparing the standard
deviations of the marginal distribution of economic and cultural prefesenebere there is little apparent
change over the last 35 years. Instead, the correlation betweenantietonomic conservatism or liberal-

ism has increased substantially, and this increases the average votiessppeference for their party.

Our model also generates interestirtigets regarding the type of voters who, over time, switched their
party allegiance. In a standard one-dimensional model, voter migration is limitatktdirection: If, say,
the Democratic candidate’s valence increases relative to the last electibhedecomes more moderate,
while keeping everything about the Republican candidate constant, then\smer types who previously
preferred the Republican will now vote for the Democrat. However, thdtde no voters who preferred
the Democrat before and now prefer the Republitan. contrast, in our model, a pivot of the dividing
line has the ffect that socially-liberal and economically-conservative voters move tDémeocratic party,
while socially-conservative and economically-liberal voters move to theiBlmman party. The increasing
importance of cultural issues has been electorally very beneficial faRepeblican party. For example, in
the 2004 election, there were about 13 percent of all voters who were likely to vote Republican, but
who would have been more likely to vote Democratic if the separating line hatbesame as in the 1976
election. The complementary set of voters who were likely to vote Republicdrei©970s, but now are

more likely to vote Democratic is considerably smaller (around 1-2 percetitdd2004 voter distribution).

3 Rédated literature

Our theoretical model uses theferentiated candidates framework developed by Krasa and Polbor®, (200
20104, 2010b). In this type of model, candidates for politi¢ate are characterized by some unchangeable
characteristics such their ability to transform tax revenue into public gagidsen these characteristics,

candidates choose a level of public good provision (and related taa@s)oters vote for their preferred

4To the extent that there are idiosyncratic preferences of voters fulidates, voters may migrate in both directions even in
a model with a one-dimensional policy space. Such a voter migrationsighetrend is most likely to occur for voters who are
moderates because their policy preferences are weak and candeasdy outweighed by idiosyncratiffects favoring one of the
candidates. Note, however, that the reason why a voter has no solicygreference — e.g., whether the voter is socially-liberal
and economically-conservative, or socially-conservative andanimally-liberal has noféect on the likelihood of a vote switch

and its direction in a one-dimensional model.



candidate. The specific version closest to the present paper is Krd$otborn (2011), which introduces
“ideology” as an unchangeable characteristic and analyzes how idealldifferences between candidates

affect their policy platforms.

Starting with the seminal papers of Poole and Rosenthal (1984) and PabRosenthal (1985), there
has been an extensive literature that studies the development of elite giidawiprimarily by measuring
the positions of members of Congress. This literature shows conclusiaglyhin average Democrat and
the average Republican in Congress have moved farther to the “left” anttight”, respectively, and

consequently, the political parties appear more polarized today.

Whether there is a corresponding polarization of the electorate is lessMkgay political pundits argue
that cultural issues have become increasingly important since the 199Qsamevoters’ behavior. In the
popular bestseller “What's the matter with Kansas?”, Thomas Frank (20Q6gs that many voters in the
American heartland, in particular “angry white males” vote increasingly agjttieir economic interest, i.e.,
for the Republican party. Consistent with this interpretation, a core strafeiye Republican party in the
2004 elections was to put referendums on gay marriage on the ballot iraksteges. Such a strategy makes
sense from the party’s point of view if the referendum makes participatitite election more attractive for

voters who care a lot about these issues, and if these additional vatdilsely to vote for Republicans.

Supporting the argument that there has been substantial polarization imiteel States, Abramowitz
and Saunders (2008) provide some evidence that Democratic and liRepumters (and, in particular,
party members who actively engage in campaign activities) have become niaregubin the sense that
their positions on an ideological spectrum have become more liberal for &@ats@nd more conservative
for Republicans. They also show that the correlation between liberakceative self-identification and
party identification has increased from about 0.32 in 1972 to about 0.5804, 2ndicating an increased
importance of ideological issues for vote choice. Finally, they argue tbat i a stark contrast between
religious and non-religious voters in the 2004 elections, and that chttetdance and belonging to an
evangelical church is considerably stronger correlated with vote cliwittee 2004 election than family

income.

On the other side of this argument are a number of political scientists whalprevidence for several
claims that seemingly conflict with the value voters argument. First, there isnoimy evidence that the
political preferences of the American electorate on a number of policysssugesubstantially the same

that they were a generation ago (Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope (2006¢I8E006), Levendusky (2009)).



There does not appear to be a radicalization in the sense that votermbaed from moderate positions
to more extreme ones (DiMaggio, Evans, and Bryson (1996), Bak@5j20We also find that average
economic and cultural preferences, as well as their standard deviagmge very little over time, but we
show that the increasing correlation between cultural and economicreatism still results in somewhat

higher polarization, especially most recently.

Fiorina and Abrams (2008) report the seven-point scale measurectdgyefrom the NES for 1972 and
2004 and argue that the number of voters who think of themselves as nedaratually unchanged (even
though there are substantially more conservative and extremely cotsemaiers). Yet, when comparing
these social constructs over such a long time, it is unclear whether “lib&radterate” and “conservative”
mean the same to voters in 2004 as they meant in 1972. For example, TValitysaomd former Republican

Congressman Joe Scarborough said the following (on Hardball with Mliatihews, February 15, 2011):

Well Chris it's fascinating [. . . ] | went on Hardball all the time in '95, '98,7 and | was saying
the same thing then that I'm saying now. | don't think, if you just want to tdikw where
the Republican Party is economically, | don’t think they're conservatiaugh. [...] It used
to be that that position would make me more conservative than establishmariiliReps in
Washington, DC. But | guess since | don't run around talking abowrevtthe President was
born, and because | say that he’s a Christian, [...] | guess by &@htlards that makes me a

liberal. | don't get it

While we certainly do not want to argue that Joe Scarborough speciffa@slpecome a liberal or moderate
(yet), the larger point is certainly valid: Attitudes to particular questions thdenaa individual reasonably
classified as “liberal” or “conservative” some decades ago may toddydemditerent classification, and a
different voting behavior. The main objective of our paper is to analyze hewetlassification has played

out over the last 35 years with respect to economic and cultural positions.

A second stylized fact that political scientists have found consistentlytoweris that a voter’s income
matters for his vote choice (see Gelman, Shor, Bafumi, and Park (2d@§)ter 3 of McCarty, Poole, and
Rosenthal (2006)). Indeed, we find the same result in the sense tloaigliout our observation period, a
higher income ceteris paribus makes a voter more likely to vote Republicars, iflsome still influences

voting behavior. Yet, we find that the extent of the tradiéhetween income (and, more generally, economic-

5See transcript dittp://www.mrc.org/biasalert/2011/20110216113803.aspx



policy preferences) on the one hand and cultural-ideological prefeseon the other hand, has changed

substantially from the 1970s to today.

The most closely related paper is Ansolabehere, Rodden, and Si2af#) (henceforth ARS) who
construct a “moral issues scale” and an “economic issues scale” UsrTgtd 2004 data from the NES and
the General Social Survey. Their main objective is to find whether monatssare more or less important
for the vote choice than economic issues. They find that economic issuatlaast twice as important as
moral issues, but that the importance of moral issues for vote choicedraased from close to zero in the

1970s and 80s to a nontrivial size in the latest electfons.

There are three mainfiierences between ARS and our paper. First, our empirical analysisid bas
theoretical model, which facilitates a more precise interpretation of resultiiefects in our model such
as an increased preference intensity and an increased importandeil éasues have a clear cause: Party
platforms have become more polarized (and, predominantly, on culturakj)ss@econd, we statistically
estimate parameters of our theoretical model. This approach provides usowitist point estimates, but
also confidence intervals for the variables of interest, which enables stat®that cultural issues have

become more important relative to economic oimes statistically significant way

Third, our non-economic variable of interest is defined somewhat moagllyrthan ARS'’s “moral is-
sues scale”. This distinction may explain why some of our quantitative rediies dubstantially from
theirs. For one, our broader cultural conservatism measure is a sguifieterminant of voting for Repub-
licans throughout our observation period, while ARS’s “moral issuas’ehan almost negligible impact up
to the 1992 elections. In our estimation, the relevance of cultural issuesgmppeards with Reagan’s elec-
tion in 1980, and has generally kept on rising since then. Moreover riagiimation, cultural factors are at
least as important as economic factors for the determination of voting beladie end of our observation

period, while ARS emphasize the preponderance of economic factarsmaval ones.

6ARS report the dference between the probability that a respondent who is on the 75tmfileread on the 25th percentile of
the moral issues scale votes Republican. In the 1980 election, ffésetice was-2 percentage point (indicating that respondents
classified as moral conservatives by their scale were more likely to @o€sdirter than social liberals), and the averagject in the

1984, 1988 and 1992 was3 percentage points. After that, thext grows to around 20 percentage points.



4 Mode

Two candidates, labeldd andR, are endowed with a (cultural) ideological positifi 6r € [0, 1]. Candi-
dates also dier in their ability to transform tax revenues into public goods. Candidatesseha policyy
that we interpret as the level of public goods supply that they promise taderdf elected. A candidate’s
cost function is denoted byp(g) = Bp + Cpg, whereBp is the fixed cost an@p is the marginal cost of pro-
viding a levelg of public goods. Specifically, we assume that candiétas a cost advantage in providing

lower levels ofg, whereas candidat@ has an advantage in providing higher levelg oFormally, we have
Assumption 1 Assume that B> Br and G < Cr.

Candidates areffice motivated, that is, they choose poligyin order to maximize their probability of

winning the election.

A voter is characterized by his cultural ideologye [0, 1]; a parameteé € [0, 1] that determines his
preferences for public goods, and a paramétes R that measures the impact of the personal charisma of

the candidat® = D, Ron the voter. Specifically, a voter’s utility from candid&eés given by

U(P. g) = 6u(g) — crlg) — (6 - op)° + ép. 1)

Note thaty(-) is an increasing and strictly concave function that is the same for all vaBénse a voter's
gross utility from public goods i8 - v(g), high 6-types receive a higher paffdrom public goods and thus,
their preferred public good provision level, taking into account the cogtavision, is higher than for low

6 types! We assume thatis distributed according to a continuous &gf-).

Let & = &g — ép. We assume that is independent of and ¢, and that bothk¥ ands have a discrete
distribution (for simplicity of exposition). We denote by (£) andra(6) the probabilities of realizations

andé¢, respectively.

"We could generalize the utility function t€P, g) = 6v(g) — cp(g) — S(0 — 6p)? + ép, Wheres > 0. The case = 1 corresponds
to (1), and highes means that voters put more emphasis on cultural issues. By sgtting/s(6 — 3) +0, for arbitrarygwe can
write the new utility function asi(P, g) = 6v(g) — ce(g) — (v — xp)? + £p, Which is exactly the same form (1) (just withreplacing

6). Thus, our assumption that the parameter multiplying the ideologicaldossg)? is one is without loss of generality.

10



5 Equilibrium Policies

A voter with ideologys is indifferent between the two candidates if and only if

8v(gp) — Co(gp) — (6 — 6p)? + ép = Ou(gRr) — CR(gR) — (6 — OR)? + &R,

which implies
~25(6r — 6p) + (v(gp) — v(gR))P = Co(gp) — CR(9R) — (% — 63) + &. (2

For any given value of, if v(gp) = v(gr), the line of these indlierent orcutgf votersin a (g, 6)-space is
vertical. Intuitively, if Democrat and Republican provide the same amouptblic goods, then only the
voters’ ideological preferences)(matter for their voting choice, while the voters economic prefereice (
is immaterial. If, insteady(gp) # v(gr), the cutdt value ford is given by

25(0r — 0p) + Co(9D) — CR(gR) — (63 — 03) + &

o(g0) = olgR) )

9(6’ ‘f’ go, gR) =

It follows immediately that (3) is a straight line in tlied space, and it has a positive slope(fp) > v(gr)-
Intuitively, if the Democrat provides more public goods than the Republitan a voter is indferent
between the candidates either if he is socially relatively liberal, but wantg lgpending on public goods
(i.e., lowé and low@), or if he is socially conservative, but likes substantial governmemidipg on public
goods (i.e., highs and highg). Voter (6, 6, &) strictly prefers candidatR if 0 < 6(6,¢, gp,gr). Thus, the
Republican vote share is given by

Vr =D D Fal06.£,90, gR)ma(0)7=() (4)

£€B deA

As a consequence, candid@eminimizes (4) while candidat® maximizes it.

The first order condition for candidalis given by

D7 1605, gp, gR))[Co - V' (9D)0(S,£, g, gR) I (6)7=(€) = . (5)
£€E SeA

The first order condition for candidakis given by
D0 1005, 9o, gR)IY (9R)O6, £, 9. gR) — CrlTa(B)7=(€) = 0. ©6)
£€2 seA

The following Theorem 1 provides Inada-like conditions for a solutiorbdifid (6) to exist, and conditions

that guarantee that this solution is at least a local Nash equilibrium. Mateaweh an equilibrium is

characterized by the Democrdfering more public goods than the Republican.
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Theorem1l 1. Letgp, gr be solutions to the vote share maximization problem. TH&w)cp =

v'(gp)Cr, Which implies that Candidate D’s spending level exceeds that of caledrid.e.gp > gr.

2. Suppose that'(0) = o0 andv’(c0) = 0. Then there exist policiegp, gr that satisfy the first order
conditions(5) and (6).

3. Ifthe derivatives of the density dre sifficiently close to O (e.g., if the distribution @fs close to uni-
form) then any solution to the first order conditions is a local optimum for tle steare maximization

problem.

All proofs are in the Appendix. Theorem 1 provides the theoretical asisur empirical model. First, it
provides a framework in which economic policyfidrentiation arises in equilibrium. Since parties are also
differentiated with respect to their cultural ideology, this implies that both factfitence voter choice.
For any given voter ideology, higher typestadre more likely to vote for the Democrat (who provides more
public goods, at a cost of a higher tax rate), and for any given ewanpreference typé, higherds-types

are more likely to vote for the Republic&n.

6 Estimatingthe M odel

Define -
_ 206r-00) __ co(gp) — Cr(9R) — (6% — 65) + &
v(gp) = v(gR)’ v(gp) — v(9Rr)

(7)

where¢ = E[¢]. Define

. é-¢
S e (®)

We assume thatis normally distributed with standard deviatior(given the normalization in (8), the mean

of ¢ is 0). Equations (3), (7) and (8) imply that a citizen votes Republican if auhdib
0—kéi—-a-e<0. 9

LetX,i=1,...,nandY;,i = 1,...,mbe random variables that describe the answers to survey questions on

cultural and economic issues, respectively. From these data, weladrestrindex of cultural and economic

8Schnidman and Schofield (2011) present an alternative model eEomrergence of party positions in a two-dimensional
policy space. Their main driving force is the presence of policy-mtd/party activists who support the candidates conditional

on their policy choices.
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preferences. Specifically, we assume that Y. ; X andd = Y, 1;Y;, where, of course, the andy;

are parameters to be estimated.

We normalizeX; andY; such that (i) the lowest and highest realizations for each question are 0;a
(i) high values onX; andY; increase the estimated valuescdindd, respectively (i.e., we code answers such
that all 4; andy; are non-negative). We can do (ii) without loss of generality by redefininew variable
X =1-X (orY; = 1-,) if the corresponding cdicient A; (or x) in a regression using the original
answersX; or Y; is negative. Finally, we normalizg{’, 4 = 1 and},", i = 1 so thatd,s € [0,1], as
required by the model, and to keep the distributiord @hdé comparable over time. This normalization
is without loss of generality because multiplying all variables in (9) by the samstant will not change

whether (9) is satisfied.

Let ®(-) be the cdf of a normal distribution with mean 0 and standard deviation 1. (Bjémplies that

the probability that a person votes Republican is

n m
c1>(1 [kzmxi - > mYi+a
ol = i

In order to determin&, a, o, 4;,i = 1,...,n, andy;, i = 1,..., m, we first estimate the model in which the

] . (10)

probability of voting Republican is given by

q>( Y% -+ a
i=1 i=1

where there are no restrictions on fheand,tfi, i.e., they could be negative or greater tharXlandY; are

), (11)

the responses to the survey questions, solely normalized to be betwednlQant absent the additional

requirement that higher realizations of the response to each questieasatando.

Note that (11) corresponds to a standard probit model, which can be tstitnamaximizing the log-
likelihood function. We now characterize the relationship between the pseesiie the modified model in

(11) with those in (10).

Theorem 2 Let;,i=1,..., n, i, i =1,...,m, anda be parameters of the modified mode(11). Then

the parameters of the original mod@l0) are determined as follows:

°In the estimation, multiplying all variables in (9) by the same constant leaeepatameter estimate férunchanged and

multiplies the estimate of the standard deviatios atcordingly.
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1. The weight of cultural issue i in the cultural preference index is giwen b

il
Ai = < (12)
I
2. The weight of economic issue i in the economic preference index islgive
Il
o _ 13
Hi 2{21 il (13)
3. The standard deviation of the individual preference shwiskgiven by
1
O = — = 14
Zin:]l |til ( )
4. The slope of the separating line in tfed) space is
-
i=1 |l
k=210 15
in;]_ |gail (19)
5. The vertical intercept of the separating line in {{dgd) space is
a- min{z;, 0} + min /1 ,0
a= Z. =1 {ii, 0 Z i } (16)
i:l |l
6. 6 and@ are given by
> [4i% - min(;, 0}] SiLy| i ¥ — minii, 0}
0= o , 0= = : (17)
inq 14il it Il

When we compare fferent years, we may fix the way how questidgfiandY; translate into typess(6)
does not change. That is, we estimate the paramgtarslu for a “base period” (usually several years).
We then apply these parameter values ttedent years; that is, we use theandu of the base period to
calculate the preference type of each voter in the new year, and theagtimhate the remaining parameters

k, a, ando. In this reduced model, the probability of voting Republican is given by

O] (% [koi — 6; + a]) (18)

We can estimate this model by first estimating

 (Bs6i — Pobi + Ba) , (19)

and then using the identities

N -y (20)
Bo Bo Bo
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Intuitively speaking, dterent base years give slightlyfidirent results because what is economically and
culturally “conservative” (i.e., leaning towards the Republican position) aeynge over time. erent
approaches have both advantages and disadvantages. Poolingralbiyes us the largest data set and
compares all years against a common benchmark. In contrast, focusiagather late base year has
the advantage of measuring people’s preferences in a way that is nmmisteat with what is considered
economically and culturally liberal or conservatieglayas opposed to an average over the last generation.

We will also show that our main results are not sensitive with respect to thieecof the base period.

Democrat Democrat
K

1/p 0

? Republican Republican

Figure 3: Preference Intensity

Next, we want to draw conclusions about voters’ preference intermitshé two candidates. In order
to represent candidates graphically, we disglay the horizontalg on the vertical axis, and take account
of £ by graphing lines in thé-6 space along which the probability of voting for a candidate is consfant.

For example, the solid line in Figure 3, represents voters who are evditlingheir support for the two

100ther studies often have these axes reversed (see, e.g. Brady. (2@ilbelieve that graphing the cultural issues (pure position
issues in the terminology of Stokes (1963)) on the horizontal axis anattdm®mic issues (which may contain a number of valence
issues) on the vertical axis is more natural. However, the main advaotage axis arrangement is that confidence intervals for
the slope parameter are convex when cultural issues matter little relatigertoraic ones. If, instead, the arrangement of the axes
is reversed, then the point estimate for the slope of the separating linelmiglsitive and very high, but it would not be excluded
(in the sense of a confidence interval) that the slope parameter is inggative (with a very high absolute value). Finally, an
interpretative advantage of our arrangement of axes is that an $ecoéshe slope parameter corresponds to an increased relative

importance of cultural issues.
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candidates. That is, # < £ (or equivalently ife > 0) then voter §, 6, £) votes for the Democrat, while if

&> ¢, the person votes Republican.

Lines parallel to the 50 percent separating line are again isoprobabilitydmeghich all types have
the same probability of voting Republican. In Figure 3, we have drawn twb Boes that correspond to
probability levelsb(-1) ~ 0.159 and®d(1) ~ 0.841 (that is, they are one standard deviation away from zero
for a standard normal distribution). We define the preference intepgitybe the inverse of the distance

between the solid 50% line, and tfié1)-line.

Simple geometry shows that= (1/0) V1 + k2. Next, note that (8) implies that the standard deviation
of £ is given byo(£) = (v(gp) — v(gr))o. This, and (7) implies

\/[U(gD) — 0(gR)]? + 4(6r - 6p)?
- @ | &

Thus, if the standard deviation #floes not change between observations, then an increase in thepcefer

intensity is caused by an increase in thfetence between the candidates’ positions on cultural and eco-
nomic positions. If the preference intensity increases, there are fewirgy 8oters, i.e., a voter type whose
(8,96) is above the 50% line is more likely to vote for the Democrat, while a voter belowrtees more

likely to vote Republican.

Substitutingy(gp) — v(gr) in (21) by using (7) we get

2(0r - 6D) \J1+ 5

= 22
p = (22)

If we take the standard deviation on both sides of (8) we get
o) (23)

~ v(gp) — v(gr)
Thus, ifk increases, it follows that the preference intengitgan only increase if the flerence between
the candidates’ cultural positions increases. Similarliiffcreases, (23) implies that theffdirence in the

candidates’ economic position increases as well.

Finally, it is useful to discuss the impact of data limitations on our results. Sepihat the true model
for yeart has the same structure as the one that we estimate, budtdradd influenced by more issues
than we can have data fof:= Y.\, X andd = 3™, 14Y;, whereN > nandM > m (i.e., we have data

only on the firsth andmissues, respectively, but the true model is determined Ly athd M issues). This
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problem may arise particularly acutely because we have to restrict cesgehguestions that were asked
in the NES in every year from 1972 to 2008. Clearly, missing some issuesarutfural dimension will
lead to an underestimate of the importance of cultural issues relative toremomssues, and vice versa.
Moreover, missing questions implies that we will ascribe more variation to theyitostic shocke than
justified in the true model. Thus, the absolute valuek @hnd alsop) should not be over-interpreted in the
sense that < 1 (k > 1) as implies that “cultural issues are less (more) important than economis.isg€bhe
value ofk depends, among other things, on which questions we use for our meesiref economic and
cultural preferences and therefore, how well measured prefesardlect “true” preferences on economic
and cultural issues. If, for example, we measure cultural prefesenaeh better than economic ones, thken
is higher than it would be if we measured economic preferences in a betteHoaever, the interpretation
of the development of k and p over tigenot systematically féected by this problem as long as the true

issue weights (of the included and omitted issues) do not change systematiealtime.

Which type of systematic change of the issue weights of included and omittiedhlegrover time can
we expect? Presumably, the committee deciding on which questions to ask in $hadsEsome notion
of the importance of dierent issues that guides their decision — when a new issue becoffiesily
important in political discourse, a new question will be included, and if the itapoe of an existing issue
falls below some threshold, its usage will be discontinued. However, sond@aity of questions is a very
important feature for many studies, the importance threshold for inclusioresaimably higher than the
threshold for exclusion. Thus, if a question remains in the NES for the wiaied between 1972 and
2008, the NES committee must have felt in 1972 that its importance warrantesgiinglend its importance
remained sfiiciently high over the entire period to prevent exclusion. Issues thatriezaportant within
this time period, but were not yetficiently important to be included in 1972 are not in our data set so that
we would expect that the sum of the true normalized weights of the questidodéa in our analysis may
have been higher in 1972 than in 2008If this is the case, then our estimate of the preference intepsity
is biased downward late in our sample period (relative to the estimate in ear),y&atoo much variation
is attributed to idiosyncratic shocks rather than unmeasured variations ters\mosition. Fortunatelyp

increases significantly even without taking into account this bias, whichgitrens our results.

For example, a respondent’s attitude towards gay people is now probajuigd predictor of social conservatism, but in the
1970s, the NES did not contain any questions on this complex. Similarly, eudvsuspect that a question about the respon-
dent’s confidence in scientific results (say, in evolution or global warjmirmgild be more informative about a respondent’s social

conservatism today than it was 40 years ago.
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7 Conceptsand Data

Our fundamental question about the relative importance of cultural ambetc factors for voting choices
require a definition of what we mean by economic and cultural. We thirdcohomic policiess those
policies that #&ect net personal income or consumption of public goods directly for afisigmt number
of people. For example, this policy area would contain the level of taxatidropublic good provision,
legislation d@ecting the power of unions in wage bargaining, and general busirgdatien dfecting profits

and capital incomes.

In contrast, what we think of asultural policiesis somewhat more amorphous. In our view, policies in
this area have to do with the government regulating or influencing behaxaimost people care about these
policies even if they are not personallffected one way or the other. For example, most heterosexual voters
have a view on gay marriage, even though the legality of gay marriage dba®act their éfective personal
choice set (i.e., marrying someone from the opposite gender, or notintgra all. Clearly, those policies
labeled “moral issues” by Ansolabehere, Rodden, and Snyder Y 28l0ito this category. However, there
are other policy issues that do, too, but are not “moral issues” in awaense. For example, peoplédr
widely in whether they see the U.S. as a force for good in the world thatdhmopose its policy preferences
on other countries, often by using military meaAsRelated to this specific example is the whole complex

of patriotismijingoism which is also broached by Frank (2004) as an important cultudgevissue.

We use data from the post-election survey of the American National Electioreysfor Presidential
election years during the time period from 1972 to 26®8Ve considered all questions that were continu-
ously available between 1972 and 2008 and could be identified as eitheatattaconomic, and eliminated
those questions that were not statistically significant in the probit modelsdiedibelow. As a result, we use
the following questions in order to determine the cultural ideology irdeka voter: Questions VCF0837
(1980 and before) and VCF0838 (1984 and after) about whettwatiat should be always legal, mostly

legal, mostly illegal or always illegal; Question VCF0834 about the role of wgméth answers ranging

120f course, one could expand the definition of the “moral” category t@cthese cases. It is not immediately obvious why
the legality of abortion for U.S. residents is a “moral” issue, but the apmesgces of U.S. military occupation in foreign countries

(whether killing children as collateral damage in drone strikes, or enagiifsgto go to school) are not a “moral” issue.
13Because we want to compare elections over time, we have chosen tbisjsestions that address the cultural and economic

policy preferences of voters such that the questions we include musstien asked in all NES presidential election years since
1972. This is the reason for why we start our analysis in 1972, as mewoittte 1960s would have meant losing a substantial

number of questions.
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from “Women and men should have an equal role” to “Women’s place is indheely Question VCF0206,
about the respondent’s attitude towards blacks (“thermometer scale”tfrimm100); Question VCF0830,
about dfirmative action and the government’s responsibility to help minorities, with asswaging from
“Government should help minority groypgacks” to “Minority groupg blacks should help themselves”;
Question VCF0213 about the respondent’s attitude towards the U.S. militagriffometer scale” from 0
to 100); Question VCF0130 about church attendance, which we usduesray with 1 for respondents who

go to church weekly or almost every week.

In order to determine the economic preferences of a voter, we use theifglguestions: Question
VCF0809 on the role of the government in the economy, with answers i@fgim “Government should
see to job and good standard of living” to “Government should let eacsopeget ahead on his own”;
Question VCF0210 about the respondent’s attitude towards unionsr(itineeter scale” from O to 100) ;
Question VCF0209 about the respondent’s attitude towards “big busifidtssrmometer scale” from O to
100) ; Question VCF0114 about family income. Here, respondents aietplb groups according to how

their income compares with the percentiles of the U.S. income distribution.

Some questions we include ask about the individual's preferencesrtaincpolicy issues and their
affinity to certain groups, which we interpret as proxies for policy issuesekample, we believe that the
attitude towards unions and big business should be a good proxy fortoigitrk legislation or business
regulation in general. We interpret the question about aid to minorities as plyirabout dhirmative ac-
tion and hence more cultural than economic. With respect to the patriotianvinism complex, there is
unfortunately no directly usable question about nationalism; but sincevictism (i.e., extreme national-
ism characterized especially by a belligerent foreign policy) requiregpprojection by means of armed

forces, the attitude towards the military is a useful proxy measure.

We do not include any demographic measures (such as gender, gacgeagraphic characteristics)
because we believe it is more useful to take the individual's preferemtgmlicy issues as a measure
of their ideological position. It is certainly true that a voter's demographaracteristics influence his
preferred positions. For example, women have on average a more lifosidbn on abortion rights than
men, so if one did not know a voter’s preferences on abortion, includfiogmation on the voter's gender
might well be a useful proxy for preferred positions. However, sitieeNES has information on policy
preferences, we prefer to use this information directly. The idea is thatrotling for the respondent’s

opinion about abortion and the role of women, the respondent’s genésrrtt provide much additional
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information about the voter’s preferendés.

Note that we do not include any measure of partidéitiadion or self-placement on a one-dimensional
liberal-to-conservative scale. Including such a measure would defgutpose of our analysis. As men-
tioned in the introduction, we want to know which policy-preferences @ih the economic and the cultural
dimension) translate into a preference for the candidate of one of thespdRigressing individuals’ vote
choices for Demaocrats or Republicans on whether the individuals feehatlao either party is not very
helpful. Similarly, the liberal-conservative scale is not helpful becausellapses the two dimensions of
our interest into one: For example, if a voter claims to be moderate, is thaideeba is a social liberal
but a fiscal conservative, or a social conservative but a fiscakliber a moderate in both dimensions?
Changes of party positions over tim&ext these groups very fiérently, and thus, we prefer to measure
economic and cultural positions directly by taking as input the individualsitioms on actual economic
and cultural policy issues, rather than their own assessment on wheghrgrdkitions make them “liberal”

or “conservative” relative to their fellow countrymen.

Finally, we have some reservations about the data quality in 2008 becaudE#sample appears non-
representative: Obama voters outhumber McCain voters 2-to-1 in thelgosibn sample, while the actual
election result was 52.9% for Obama versus 45.7% for McCain. This igllgddargest dierence between
the NES post-election sample and the actual election result during the time litbaitvae consider. While
we report results for 2008, some additional caution in the interpretatiore @&tults for this particular year

appears appropriate.

8 Empirical Results

8.1 Probit regression for 6 and 6

The first two columns in Table 1 report the valuesiaind,i for the base period equal to all years pooled
and the last five presidential elections pooled (i.e., 1992-2008, the ddadfof our time period). Below

the point estimates for each parameter, we report the correspondirgg@mpconfidence interval.

1In fact, we have run our regression including a number of demodgrapintrols, and with a few exceptions, they have turned
out to be small and often insignificant. Also, dummies for the major religipaaps (Protestants, Catholics) turned out to be very

close to zero and statistically insignificant.
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] \ base: aIIyears\ base: 1992—200$ (A, an \ (4, £)1992-2008 \

military (thermometer) 1.174 1.125 0.329 0.320
[0.995,1.354] | [0.948,1.302] | [0.284,0.373]| [0.276,0.364]

affirmative action (high answers 0.516 0.439 0.145 0.125
= against #&rmative action) [0.386,0.646] [0.313,0.566] | [0.107,0.184]| [0.088,0.163]

black (thermometer) -1.086 -1.056 0.304 0.301
[-1.275,-0.896]| [-1.242,-0.869] | [0.259,0.348]| [0.256,0.344]

role of women (high answers 0.174 0.283 0.049 0.080
= women'’s place is in the house) [0.057,0.291] [0.169,0.396] | [0.012,0.084]| [0.044,0.116]

abortion (high answers -0.526 -0.528 0.147 0.150
= should be legal) [-0.631,-0.421]| [-0.631,-0.425] | [0.116,0.180]| [0.119,0.183]

attends church 0.094 0.081 0.026 0.023
[0.025,0.164] | [0.013,0.150] | [0.006,0.046]| [0.004,0.043]

income -0.630 -0.629 0.137 0.142
[-0.756,-0.505]| [-0.753,-0.506] | [0.110,0.164]| [0.115,0.168]

big business (thermometer) -1.254 -1.239 0.272 0.279
[-1.424,-1.083]| [-1.407,-1.072] | [0.241,0.302]| [0.247,0.309]

union (thermometer) 1.707 1.600 0.371 0.360
[1.553,1.862] | [1.449,1.751] | [0.342,0.402]| [0.330,0.392]

government standard of living -1.009 -0.976 0.219 0.220
(high answek no gov. welfare) | [-1.134,-0.884]| [-1.098,-0.853] | [0.192,0.247]| [0.192,0.248]

Table 1: Probit regression results; 95 percent confidence interval

The first two columns of Table 1 show the expecté@es of political positions on voting behavior.
Remember that our model is normalized in a way that a high value of the cultuexidrashd a low value of
the preference for public goods,increases an individual's likelihood of voting Republican. Consequently,
Table 1 indicates that a person is more culturally conservative (i.e.ghifjhe likes the military; is against
special government support for minorities; feels “less warm” towardskblabelieves that caring for the
family is better for women than working outside the home; believes that abotimulds be illegal; and
attends church weekly or almost every week. A person is more econongoalbervative (i.e., low) if his
income is high; likes big business; dislikes unions; and is against the idega¥emnment should provide

guaranteed jobs and a standard of living for everyone.

The third and fourth column report the implied values for theand ;. Remember that these are

normalized so that they are positive and sum to 1, respectively, so thedlties can be interpreted as the
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relative weight of diferent issues in determining whether a person is culturally or economicaligoative,
respectively. Also, since answers are normalized such that they goOfito 1, the value of;; is the dfect
on the point value of that arises when a respondent changes from the most liberal ansgerstioni to

the most conservative one.

Overall, the importance of fierent issues for the determination of the cultural and economic scores are
remarkably stable when comparing the whole period (1972-2008) to justébttons since 1992. Since it
effectively does not matter for our results whether we define conservaitbmaspect to the full time period
or just the second half, we choose to report only results based on32a¢d 2008 conservatism index in the

following.1®

Having established that the determining factors for economic and culturaéogtism did not change
much over time, we now analyze how much the distribution of voter ideal pointises® two dimensions
changed over time. Note that these are two logically independent concéimtspreference distribution
may change significantly even if the determining factors of conservatismnmarnastant. Table 2 reports
the average values éfand@g for all years between 1972 and 2008, as well as the correspondimgipsth

deviations for both voters and non-votéfs.

year | av.§ | stdé | av.9 | stdd | corr. year | av.§ | stdé | av.6 | stdd | corr.
1972| 0.501| 0.141| 0.491| 0.144 | -0.268 1972| 0.522| 0.143| 0.513| 0.148| -0.193
1976 | 0.508| 0.132| 0.454| 0.148| -0.185 1976 | 0.496 | 0.128| 0.496 | 0.136| -0.151
1980 | 0.500| 0.124| 0.482| 0.146| -0.261 1980 | 0.483| 0.132| 0.528| 0.154| -0.170
1984 | 0.479| 0.133| 0.490| 0.147| -0.242 1984 | 0.492| 0.125| 0.529| 0.126| -0.030
1988 | 0.503| 0.125| 0.472| 0.153| -0.240 1988 | 0.502| 0.126| 0.524| 0.141| -0.112
1992 | 0.482| 0.135| 0.477| 0.146| -0.318 1992 | 0.502| 0.114| 0.525| 0.143| -0.171
1996 | 0.519| 0.125| 0.467 | 0.143| -0.309 1996 | 0.488| 0.120| 0.528| 0.129| -0.205
2000 | 0.518| 0.124| 0.477| 0.143| -0.311 2000 | 0.494| 0.141| 0.518| 0.146| -0.093
2004 | 0.501| 0.134| 0.494| 0.154 | -0.407 2004 | 0.512| 0.131| 0.533| 0.148| -0.271
2008 | 0.496| 0.135| 0.524| 0.162 | -0.456 2008 | 0.504 | 0.123| 0.535| 0.137 | -0.184

(a) Voters (b) Nonvoters

Table 2: Cultural and economic indices: Average and standard deviation

The averag@é andd move around in a relatively unsystematic way over time. Looking at the develop

ment of the standard deviations, it is also quite apparent that there is mdiciearend. The distribution

15The results based on the 1972-2008 conservatism index are avaitabléhie authors upon request.
16As indicated aboves andé are calculated with respect t, {1)1592-2008.
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of economic or cultural issue preferences certainly does not becomenate polarized over time, as this
would require a substantial increase in the standard deviations. Thisnesrifie results of DiMaggio,
Evans, and Bryson (1996), Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope (2006) mmith& and Abrams (2008) who all find

that overall issue preferences of American voters have remained miadilg sver time.

Table 2 reports the ideological distribution of voters and nonvoters in thesmmonding years. The
correlation between economic and cultural conservatism among votetsffttable) has increased from a
low of —0.185 in 1976 to-0.407 and-0.456 in 2004 and 2008, respectively. Since high valuesasfd low
values of correspond to cultural and economic conservatism, this means that the egoofygonservatism
are today more closely related among voters, although that correlationfisffaperfect. While it is often
claimed that voting behavior of members of Congress has become essemiiltlinoensional in recent
years, it will be quite clear from the figures in the next subsection thédt awtaim cannot be made for the

American electorate at-large.

The right part of Table 2 reports the ideological distribution of nonvoitethe corresponding years.
Nonvoters tend to be on average more liberal than voters, both econonaaallgulturally. Moreover,
with the exception of cultural preferences in 2000, the standard deviattipreferences is smaller among
nonvoters. These results are consistent with expectations abouttaeased on theoretical models with
endogenous participation choices: If (some) liberals face substantiahghépsts of voting, for example,
because of poor organization and therefore longer voting lines in ifties, ¢they are more likely to abstain.
Itis also interesting that, among non-voters, the correlation between thefie®d§ conservatism is weaker

and does not follow a clear trend over time.

8.2 Relativeimportance of cultural and economic issues

We now turn to the central focus of our analysis. First, how did the relatipertance of cultural and eco-
nomic issues for the determination of individuals’ voting behavior charaga 972 to 2008? And second,
is there “polarization” with respect to policy? That is, have political positisesome more important for

the determination of voting behavior relative to idiosyncratic candidateifgppreferences?

Figure 4 displays the values &andé for all voters, together with the voter’s choice (red for Republican,
blue for Democrat). The left panelis for the 1976 election, the right onehé 2004 election. In both panels,

we have drawn the 50 percent separating line, i.e., voters on this line hawghked probability of voting
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Republican or Democrat that is exactly2l Voters below and to the right of the separating line are more

likely to vote Republican, while voters above and to the left of the line are morlg tikevote Democrat.
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Figure 4: Voter preferences and vote choices in the 1976 (left) andl @i@Mt) U.S. Presidential elections

Note that the separation of voter blocks is much cleaner in 2004 than in M#8&over, the separation
in 1976 is primarily along economic issues (with higllypes mostly voting for Carter, and lowtypes
mostly voting for Ford). In contrast, in 2004, the separating line is coredidesteeper and thus, to a higher

degree along cultural lines, with social liberals primarily voting for Kerogial conservatives for Bush.

Figure 5 displays the developmentlgfdefined in (7). Given the values 6f andé; for each voter in

each year, we estimate the model given in equation (19), and use (2@¢tndek ando.

After the initial decrease ik from 1972 to 1976, the relative importance of cultural issues starts to
increase to reach high points in 2000 and 2008. The confidence intgivaisin Figure 5 clearly indicate
that, while election-to-election changes are often not statistically significairiger term trend definitely

is statistically significant (we will discuss statistical significance in more dethi)e

What do these values &fmean? Consider an individual voter who is on the separating line and thus jus
stochastically indferent between Democrats and Republicans in the 1976 elections: Frgmerspective
as outside observers who only know his policy preferences, butisi@ibsyncratic preference he has a
50% probability of voting Republican. Suppose now that we consider@ndemter who is one standard

deviation more culturally conservative (i.e., someone whose0.132 points higher than the first voter).
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Figure 5: The development &ffrom 1972 to 2008

How much more economically liberal than the first voter would this second tiater to be in order for his
probability to vote Republican to remain at 50%? Given thiat 1976 is about (362, the answer is that an
increase ob by 0.132x 0.362~ 0.048 points (i.e., about 32% of one standard deviatiof) &f suficient to

compensate for the higher cultural conservatism of the second voter.

Now consider the same exercise in 2000. An increasebynone standard deviation (0.124 points) now
requires an increase 6fequal to 0124 x 1.201 ~ 0.149 in6 to keep the probability of voting Republican
undfected, and such an increase equals about 104% of one standatibdesi@. Thus, the importance
of cultural preferences relative to economic preferences for thechatiee has more than trippled between

1976 and 2000.

This result isnota consequence of voters directly putting more weight on cultural issu€9dhtBan in
1976; changes in the distribution of preferences are independergtssf thhanges ik, and, as argued above,
preferences did not actually change all that much. Instead, in our nibdethuch larger relative weight on
social-cultural issues is a consequencelde polarization In the context of our model framework, these
results imply that the distance between the cultural positions of Democratsegnublitans has increased

since the 1970s, relative to the distance between their economic positions.

Table 3 provides 95% confidence intervals for the estimated model paramedet-. Considering the

development ok shows that the general increasekits statistically significant. The value &fin 2000
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year k confk a confa o confo p confp
1972 | 0.807 | [0.625,1.040]| 0.198 | [0.093,0.283] | 0.229| [0.194,0.272]| 5.620 | [4.951,6.437]
1976 | 0.362| [0.161,0.593]| 0.270 | [0.152,0.374] | 0.260 | [0.216,0.317]| 4.086 | [3.452,4.874]
1980 | 0.796| [0.529,1.122]| 0.133 | [-0.025,0.259]| 0.212| [0.174,0.262]| 6.023 | [5.143,7.184]
1984 | 0.631| [0.474,0.826]| 0.245 | [0.157,0.317] | 0.193| [0.164,0.227]| 6.136 | [5.389,7.087]
1988 | 0.892| [0.677,1.163]| 0.052 | [-0.084,0.160]| 0.226| [0.190,0.273]| 5.917 | [5.158,6.853]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]
[ ]

1992 | 0.965 | [0.739,1.250]| -0.062 | [-0.211,0.056] | 0.229 | [0.192,0.274]| 6.057 | [5.280,7.015
1996 | 0.739 | [0.544,0.970]| 0.041 | [-0.082,0.148]| 0.180 | [0.150,0.216] 6.909 | [5.992,8.171
2000 | 1.201 | [0.809,1.782] -0.194| [-0.508,0.018] | 0.235 | [0.181,0.313]| 6.654 | [5.591,8.120
2004 | 0.898 | [0.635,1.242]| 0.047 | [-0.127,0.180] | 0.181 | [0.144,0.226]| 7.408| [6.245,9.065
2008 | 1.205 | [0.852,1.692]| -0.204 | [-0.472,-0.009]| 0.216 | [0.170,0.274]| 7.260 | [6.290,8.626

Table 3: Estimates of model paramet&rsa, o and p with 95% (bootstrap) confidence intervals (Base:

1992-2008)

and 2004 is significantly higher than the valuekah each of the elections from 1972 to 1984. Thus, the
long-term increase ik is certainly not spurious. In contrast, changes from one election to #tereeonly

in some cases significant.

The value ofa determines the position of the separating line, with higher values being fé&dab
Republicans. One can view this term as resulting from a pure valenck gtaianakes all voters more or
less likely to vote Republican, for example because of the state of the ecdbgn(i¥), a depends on the
average value af among voters). However, interpretiagn isolation is usually dficult because bothand
k together determine the position of the separating line. For a rough estimategmoensider thé-value
on the separating line at the average valué.ofn a good year for the Democratic candidate, this value
is low, and vice versa (because the Demaocrat receives most votepémpte located above the separating
line). This indicates, for example, that 1976 was a much better year for &atsdhan both 1972 and 1980.

We will discuss the last value given in Table further below in more detail.

We return now to consider the temporal developmeri,adnd to argue that the development of the
values over the dlierent elections is qualitatively plausible. Our first comparison is with somst refs
Roemer (1998). The NES asks each respondent to list his view of theertiwst important issues in this
year’s election. Roemer coded these issues as “economic issuesgsvatiues,” or “other issues,” and
defined thesalience of valueas the number of values issued mentioned divided by the number of economic

issues mentioned in the answer to this question. Sknicereases over time, we would also expect that
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Roemer's salience measure increases. In fact this is the case: Foretipeesidential elections included
in his analysis, salience is strictly increasing from 1976 to 1988, and doaps 1984 level in 1992. This
said, the two measures do not measure the same concepts. For examplspee that a mention of
‘unemployment’ may well have been coded as an ‘economic issue’ by Rpbéutaf the mention occurs
during a recession, it may simply be a sign of the incumbent’s low economic ¢enggein the voter’s view

(i.e., dfectinga), rather than a sign that economic positions become more important for this wbieice.

We now turn to a qualitative—historical discussion of the developmekttiiek for 1972, the election,
between Nixon and McGovern is relatively high. This election was primariguaithe Vietnam war and
related social issues (such as amnesty for draft dodgers or the paliaydtdlegal drugs), while economic
differences played a smaller role. For example, the Wikipedia article on the 1832igntial election

statest’

On April 25, 1972, George McGovern won the Massachusetts primatyoamnalist Bob No-
vak phoned Democratic politicians around the country, who agreed withshesament that
blue-collar workers voting for McGovern did not understand whattadly stood for. On April
27,1972 Novak reported in a column that an unnamed Democratic sendtsaidaof McGov-
ern: “The people don't know McGovern is for amnesty, abortion andlizgtion of pot. Once
middle America —Catholic middle America, in particular — finds this out, he’s déduk"label

stuck and McGovern became known as the candidate of “amnesty, albemticacid.”

In contrast, thek for 1976 is the lowest in the whole period under consideration. The Wilaperi-
cle*® mentions the aftermath of Watergate as a fundamental theme (in our parldadepit is probably
better classified as a idiosyncratic valenékee than as a cultural issue). The only economic campaign
issue mentioned is that Ford unsuccessfully asked Congress to endse @ price controls on natu-
ral gas, and the only cultural issue mentioned is that Carter pledged toesedrdgation busing (a fairly
conservative position for a Democratic candidate). Other issues menaoaeduarely in the idiosyncratic
category:® Carter, an evangelical Christian, did very well in states that have a hayle sl conservatives

(winning almost all states of the former Confederacy). Clearly, this doesply that Carter was the more

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_presidential_election,_1972, accessed 3-21-2011.
Bnttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_presidential_election,_1976, accessed 3-21-2011.
Carter blundered by admitting that he “lusted in my heart for women” dtiaar his wife; and Ford blundered by stating that

“there is no Soviet domination of Eastern Europe and there never withteria Ford administration”.
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conservative candidate (the positive slope of the separating line in Fgastially demonstrates that more
conservative voters were more likely to vote Republican), but it meansCidwa¢r cannot have done too

badly with conservative voters in the 1976 election.

From 1976 to 199 increases substantially. Without going into details in every election, it is gliyer
accepted that the election of 1980 was a key turning point in American politRsagan’s success as a
conservative would initiate a realigning of the parties, as liberal Repulliaad conservative Democrats
would either leave politics or change partiil@ations through the 1980s and 1990s to leave the parties much

more ideologically polarizecf?

This, in fact, is our interpretation of ideological polarization in presidentedtens: Suppose that, in
cultural issues, the most important political power of the president is his atmlibominate justices for
the Supreme Court (issues like abortion or gay marriage are primarily debidgidges rather than the
legislative or executive branch of government in this country). Suppashermore that the President will
generally pick a member of his own party, but without necessarily beingtalfiae-tune the ideological
position of the nominee. If the cultural positions represented are fairlydggaeous within each party,
and the distribution of Democrats is fairly similar to that of Republicans, thems/dtenot perceive a large
cultural diference between parties, and they do not weigh this issue heavily whieingeshom to vote
for, even if they care a lot about cultural issues. In contrast, if mostd2eats are clearly pro-choice and
most Republicans are clearly pro-life, voters will take this into account mumte when deciding whether

to vote for the Democrat or the Republican in the presidential eleétion.

What about the substantial decreas&kafi 1996? The Wikipedia description of the main campaign

issues in this race between Bill Clinton and Bob Dole states that

With respect to the issues, Dole promised a 15% across-the-boardioedndncome tax rates
and made former Congressman and supply side advocate Jack Kempriigyrorate. Bill
Clinton framed the narrative against Dole early, painting him as a mere clonepopular

House Speaker Newt Gingrich, warning America that Bob Dole would woitoncert with

2http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_presidential_election, _1980, accessed 3-21-2011.
2For example, Republican Gerald Ford nominated John Paul Stevetiefar.S. Supreme court, who was confirmed by the

Senate with a 98-0 vote. Stevens eventually developed into the leader ofetad liling on the Court. However, it probably was
not Ford’s intention to choose a particularly liberal justice. His short-lipaagntly also included Robert Bork and Antonin Scalia,
and thus the full ideological span of the Republican party in the 1970soritrast, nomination shortlists in the years after 2000

probably displayed a much larger degree of ideological homogeneity.
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the Republican Congress to slash popular social programs, like Medicdr8ocial Security,
dubbed by Clinton as "Dole-Gingrich”. Bob Dole’s tax-cut plan foundlfteader attack from
the White House, who said it would "blow a hole in the deficit” which had bed¢mearly in

half during his opponent’s term.

In contrast, there is no mention of any campaign issue that can be classifietitaal. This does not neces-
sarily mean that voters did not perceive culturdfetiences between the candidates (because, of course, the
general diferentiation of the parties along cultural lines proceeded throughout thigesindout in general,

Bob Dole did not qualify as a conservative culture warrior. Also, Doteisning mate Jack Kemp is de-
scribed in Wikipedia as having “sometimes sounded like a liberal Democratppeded &irmative action

and rights for illegal immigrants” (though he opposed abortion).

8.3 Voter Migration

The largest increase &foccurred in the 1980 and the 2000 Presidential elections. As a resulgraaally
liberal but cultural conservative voters left the Democratic party apgaded the Republican candidates.

The size of this voter migration can be seen in figure 6

1.0 T T T T 1.0

O'%.O 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0'%.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 6: “Reagan Democrats” in the 1980 (left) and the 2000 (right) U&idential elections

The left panel of figure 6 shows the distribution of voter types in the 188flien between Reagan and
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Carter. The dashed line is the separating line from the 1976 election, asdlithéne is the actual one for
1980. The area between the dashed and solid lines shows the extemerahigration from one party to the
other. 18.6 percent of the population shifted their allegiance to the Repuslica., unlike in 1976 they had

a higher than 50 percent probability of voting Republican in 1980. Thetwswhave a high, for example
because of lower income or union membership, but they are culturally atise and found Reagan’s
cultural conservatism appealing. In exchange, for these "Reagaro@ats”, some fiscally-conservative
but socially liberal voters migrated to the Democrats. However, only 0.2%eopdpulation were in this
regions, resulting in a net-gain for Reagan. Since tkéras been above the 1980 level except for small dips
in 1984 and 1996, which are not significant according to Table 3. Ir @theds, the “Reagan Democrats”
were lost to the Republicans in 1980 and never returned to the Demodsmially=conservative but socially

liberal voters gained by the Democrats did not make up for the loss.

The graph for the 2000 elections provides a very similar message. Thedlse represents the 1996
election. Bush was able to attract more fiscally liberal but culturally coatieevvoters than either Dole
or Reagan. This gain corresponds to 6.0 percent of the population.Rdkgan, Bush lost some fiscally
conservative but socially liberal voters, but those constituted only X pteof the population. Thus, Gore
would have won easily, if he had been able to hold on to some of the culturaépative voters that had

still supported Clinton against Dole.

8.4 Platform Differentiation

We can use the model to identify changes in the distance between the casidititferms. In particular,

(23) and (7) imply

@

60 ~ 0r = 5, andu(gp) - v(gr) = 72>

o)k
> (24)

(o
If we assume that the standard deviatior¥afid not changé? we can identify both the cultural and eco-
nomic diference in the candidates’ platforms, if we normalize the poliiedincer(gp) — v(gr) in a base
year to, for example, 100. We have chosen 1976 as the base yeatliosdries, because it is the lowest
point for both. Figure 7 displays the development of th@edénce between the candidates’ cultural and

economic positions implied by the model.

2\We do not need to make an assumption with respect to the mean&f slothat a candidate can have a higher valence that all

people appreciate, as long as the additional idiosyncratic shock hastambaistribution.
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Figure 7: The polarization of candidates from 1972 to 2008

The data show that thefierence between the two parties’ cultural positidis; 6p is more than three
times as large after 1992 than it was in 1976. For economic positions, thgecirathe distance between

positions is much smaller (the maximum change is to an index value of less than 1906)73

It is useful to contrast our model and its implications about the polarizaticzandlidate platforms
in presidential elections with Poole and Rosenthal’s DW-nominate score tregunes polarization in
Congress. The DW-nominate score is based on legislators’ actual vo@nmgress. Party polarization
is commonly operationalized by considering thifetience between the average Democratic and the average
Republican score. Poole and Rosenthal’'s method cannot be applied tareoitmg positions of presidential
candidates because very rarely, both candidates serve in Congrass tthe same time period and thus
voting on the same laws (Obama vs. McCain was the only exception to this in 8@ past, and clearly, a

single data point does not tell us anything about the development of @dlariover time).

In contrast, our method is based on comparing the behavior of votershasidn their understanding
of what the diterences between candidates are. Crucially, our data have a meatheeofers’ preferred

positions, as well as their vote choices. This allows us to reconstruct thetampe of economic and cultural

23Note that the impact of changesdp — 6p versus changes ofgp) — v(gr) cannot be compared against each other, because

anddp enter with a square in the utility function, and the utility impact also depends dndhiédual voter'ss andé.
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positions for vote choices and, assuming that the variance of the idiegimpreference shocks is fixed,
it allows us to reconstruct a measure of the distance between policy platborimsth the cultural and the

economic dimension.

8.5 Preferencelntensity

Another measure that our model provides is the development of the gme&eintensityp over time. Re-
member that the preference intenspiyis defined as the inverse of the distance between the 50 percent
separation line, and the line that is one standard deviation away and thagmeall types whose probabil-

ity of voting Republican is 84.1 percent (also, the distance to the 15.9 pdiree)n Effectively, p measures

the distance betweenftirent “isoprobability lines”, that is, lines that run parallel to the 50 persepa-
ration line and have the property that all types on the line have the samebpitghat voting Republican

(say, 30%, 40%, 60%, 70% eté)If these lines are far apart from the 50 percent separation line, thelh mos
voters lie between, say, the 30 percent line and the 70 percent line afichaderates” in the sense that
their vote choice is not predetermined by their political preferences |émtapends on their idiosyncratic
personal preference for the specific candidates. If, in contrastsdipeobability lines are close together

(i.e., the inverse of their distance from each other is high), then therewez fnoderates.

Figure 8 shows the development of the policy preference intepditym 1972 to 2008. Overall, there
is a clear increase ip, from a low of about 4.1 to a value around 7.4. The increasing trencctrefiee
increase ok and the decrease ofover the same time period. Table 3 shows that this increase is statistically
significant; for example, the value @fin 2004 and 2008 is significantly higher than the valugaf any

election before 1996.

8.6 Polarization and Sorting of the Electorate

Up to this point we have investigated “elite polarization,” i.e., increasitigpidinces and changes in the
policy position of the presidential candidates. Biggdfaience in candidate platforms lead to an increased

sorting of voters, i.e., social and fiscal conservatives become more tikehyter Republican, while social

2*There is noting special about focusing on the one standard normebstadeviation line. If we were to take any other value,
say the 70% line, the absolute valuegpafiould evidently be dierent, but the percentage change betweffargint years would be

exactly the same as for the values reported in Table 8.

32



10

72 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008
year

Figure 8: The development @ffrom 1972 to 2008

and fiscal liberals have an increased probability of voting Democratic xplsiaed in Levendusky (2009)
sorting is diferent from polarization. To use his example, suppose there are thee tijgerals, conserva-
tives and moderates. Suppose that in yYehalf of the liberals vote Republican and half of the conservatives
vote Democratic, while in yed all liberals vote Democratic and all conservative vote Republican. Then the
electorate is more sorted in yeRithan in yearA, however, polarization has not changed since the number
of voters of each type remained the same. In contrast, suppose that iB fhexe are more conservatives
and liberals, and less moderates than in yearhen the electorate is more polarized in yBdahan in year

A. The objective of this section is to separately measure changes in sortimgkanization.

To do this, we introduce the measurepafsition predictivenes¥. Suppose that we are asked to predict
the voting behavior of a large group of voters in a tight election. If we dichawe any information about
these voters, we could not do better than flipping a coin (or predict “Deaticior every voter), and this
will give us a 50 percent “success quota.” Using information about théeped political positions of a
voter will enable us to make better predictions: We will predict that a voteisv@epublican (Democrat)
whenever his position is below (above) the separating line, and the pligbabbeing correct for votei
with this prediction is simplyd (U—lt[kt& -6+ at]), where k;, &, ot) denote the parameters for a separating

line for yeart.

Note that a problem could arise in lopsided elections. For example supmaséOtipercent of voters
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vote for the Republican candidate in an election because that candidatéahgs expected valenge Then
even a completely uninformed guesser could achieve a 70 percenssgem#a (by guessing that each voter
votes Republican). To avoid this problem, we adjust the valence such ¢éhaleittion would have ended in

a tie. More formally, we find a new intercegit such thaﬂ)(o_il[ktéi — 6 + a{]) = 05.

We measure the quality of information about political positions by how much theess quota of our
forecasting system lies above the success quota of a pure coin flip,lyive
Zilzl |CD (i[kﬁ. -6 + a{]) - 0.5| wj

Y, =2 S , (25)

whereuw; is the sample weight of votér Note that|<D (O%t[ktéi -6 + a{]) - O.5| is the increase in the success
probability relative to a pure coin flip, and the factor 2 in front normalizesettression such that it lies

between 0 and °

If ¥ = 1, society is extremely divided along ideological lines: Every conseevatbies Republican,
and every liberal votes Democratic. Since the voters’ preferred pobisitipns are presumably relatively
constant, this means that most voters would know which party they will votbdfare they know who
are the actual candidates of each party — they are not going to give thiepatity’s candidate a chance
to convince them to switch parties in this election, so they are not “swing votergontrast, if¥ = 0,
knowledge of a voter’s a-priori ideology does not help to predict vokiagavior — all voters are ex-ante

open to both candidates.

Both increased sorting and increased polarization incréaggiven the same set of voters, a decrease
in oy brought about by a starker contrast between the candidates’ podéamsto more sorting (i.e., the
values of®d(:) are farther apart from 0.5, for every voter). Alternatively, posipoadictiveness can increase
for constant candidate positions (constaptif voters’ ideal positions move away from the dividing line, so

that [k — 6; + &] increases.

To isolate the fect of polarization, we fix the separating lire, &, o) for base years= 1976 (left part
of Figure 9) and = 2004 (right). We choose these years as base years because ttheyramst diferent in
the sample; nevertheless, as Figures 9 and 10 indicate, the graphdyavertioally shifted but otherwise

very similar.

25That is,¥ measures the increase in the success quota over a pure coin flip relatieesuccess quota of a pure coin flip. For
example, if knowledge of political preferences allows to correctly fase@0 percent of voters, then this isA6 0.5)/0.5 = 40%

better than a pure coin flip.
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Note that the value at 1976 in the left panel is the actual valtiéinfthe 1976 election, while the value
at timet # 1976 is the value o¥ that would arise for the timeelectorate, given fixed 1976 policies. The
right panel displays the same information taking as base the 2004 policiee Baknow from the last
section that the 2004 candidates’ policies were considerably more digtimetdfach other than in 1976,
we expect that the values &f in the right panel are considerably higher than in the left panel, and this

expectation is borne out by the data.
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Figure 9: Polarization measured Wfor fixed 1976 (left) and 2004 (right) platforms

Overall, voter polarization appears more or less flat throughout the tinedpeiith a notable decrease
in 1996 and a slightly higher value in the last decade. In particular, thes/alu¥ in 2004 and 2008 are
significantly higher than in all years before 2000, indicating that therebbaa some polarization of the
electorate in this decade. However, the size of the polarizaffestst is relatively small, with an increase
of the point estimate o¥ by about 0.03 over the average valuedofrom 1972 to 2000. Since the total
increase of predictiveness from 1976 to 2004 is about 0.22, this siggtiat the bulk of this increase is

caused by increased voter sorting rather than by polarization.

To isolate the ffect of sorting, we fix the electoratés;, 8)li = 1,...,1} from a base year. We then take
the separating linek{, &, o) for any yeart to compute'; to measure the pure sortingfect. The result
for base years 1976 and 2004 (with 95% confidence intervals) is simofigure 10. Both panels show a

significant and substantial increase in sorting over time.
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Figure 10: Sorting measured Bywith base electorate1976 (left) and 2004 (right)

It is interesting to consider some key years in which polarizatioricairsbrting changed significantly.
The predictiveness of political positions is lowest in 1976. Both in 1972a&880, sorting is significantly
higher, while there is no significant change in the polarization of the Amegtariorate. The Nixon vs.
McGovern and the Reagan vs. Carter raffered the U.S. electorate a much starker choice than the Ford

vs. Carter race in 1976.

In contrast, consider the change that took place between the 2000 @hdl20tions, where both sorting
and polarization increase significantly, and by roughly the same amounactnthis is the only year in
which the polarization jumps up significantly, and it remains at roughly this iev2008, which increases
our confidence that this jump in the electorate’s polarization is real and pemhaNhile Reagan’s elections
in the 1980s marked the beginning of the overall trend of increased pvediess of political ideology for
vote choices, this is an instance of pure elite polarization that did not ressigmificant change of the
polarization of the electorate itself. In contrast, the current high pointexfiptiveness in the first decade of
this century is a hybrid result of even stronger elite polarization (resultiegen more sorting), but now in
conjunction with increased polarization in the U.S. electorate itself. In a nut#eklite polarization that

started a generation ago has finally caught up with the electorate.

What was the cause of the significant change between 2000 and 2@d42hdtanding the recognition

from today’s point of view that a Gore presidency would likely have beaswg different from the Bush pres-
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idency, many journalists and voters at the time actually perceived very limitéy plifferences between
Bush and Gore. Political talk shows featured discussions among politinditpuabout which candidate
voters would rather have a beer with, and which outfit Al Gore should weeamphasize his alpha male
credentials. However, after the 2000 election, a series of very camsial events such as the Florida re-
count and the decision to go to war in Iraq take place, and we see a sherase in the overal in 2004
(from 0.50 to 0.58; the second largest increas&jrafter the 1980 increase). As already mentioned in
the introduction, some quotes from the popular press about the 2004 elstite that “America is more
bitterly divided than it has been for a generation” and that “the 50-50 mafpears to be made up of two
big, separate voting blocks, with only a small number of swing voters in the niidOle results provide

some evidence that this is actually trite.

9 Robustness

9.1 Resultsdriven by realignment of Southern Whites?

One of the secular changes in the U.S. political landscape is the partidgmmeznt of in the former
confederate states. After the Civil War and Reconstruction periodg, $eoshern whites felt an animosity
against the Republican party, and in the 1930s, Roosevelt managed teilBduthern whites in his New
Deal coalition. As a consequence, the Deep South remained one of the srastiatic regions of the
country for the next generation. Thus, during this time, both parties hiwraily conservative wings.
Following the civil rights legislation of the 1960s, a large block of socialseowatives (white, southern

evangelicals) migrated to Republican party. This partisan realignment obtith Sroceeds throughout the

2650me external evidence for the comparison between the 2000 ane:@@fiéns is available in the Gallup polls taken before
the election which ask respondents the degree to which they suppodidat@n(as cited by Bernhardt, Krasa, and Polborn (2008)).
For the 2004 elections the polls reveal stronger preferences than irethieys three presidential elections: for the 2004 elections,
71% of voters indicated a strong preference for their candidate ved8agor the 2000 elections (This number is an average of the
three polls that asked this question, weighted by number of resporjdéitsn that partisans are likely to support their candidate
strongly in any election, these numbers indicate that significantly moreswattir policy preferences that would previously have
been considered “moderate” had strong preferences in the 20Qibetec Also, stronger preference intensities by moderates
correspond to a smaller percentage of undecided voters. The exitgbdhe 2000 and 2004 elections support this claim. In
2004, only 11% of voters were undecided until the last week, while thegponding number for 2000 was 18%. Similarly, the

corresponding percentages for being undecided a month beforlettiers were 22% in 2004 and 31% in 2000.

37



period we consider in our paper. The reader may therefore wondetheshit could be the case that our

empirical results pick up this realignment of voters, rather than a change position of parties.

The most consistent interpretation of the Southern counter-hypothesat igltling the 1970s, some
voters with cultural conservative and economically liberal positions (i.e.Sthethern whites from the
argument) may have preferred the position of the Republican candidgielfcy reasons, but had a strong
non-policy dislike against voting Republican and therefore voted for #mdzrat. In other words, voters
in the south would have a lower average valeaifer Republican candidates than voters in the north. This

could have unpredictable consequence on the estimatibif afe pool southerners with northerners.

To check whether systematic valencéfeliences could havdtacted our results, we repeat our analysis
for three subsets of voters: those who live in the South, Southern Wheesisally, and voters who live in
the North (i.e., anywhere outside the South). Table 4 provides the reskifimghese three sets, as well as

(for comparison) for the country as a whole.

year | kys confkys ks confksg Ks.w confksw kN confky

1972 | 0.807 | [0.625,1.040]| 1.265| [0.720,2.281] | 1.575| [0.698,5.040]| 0.718 | [0.516,0.964]
1976 | 0.362 | [0.161,0.593]| 0.285| [-0.169,0.865]| 0.298 | [-0.291,1.217]| 0.410| [0.182,0.667]
1980 | 0.796 | [0.529,1.122]| 0.688| [0.208,1.354]| 0.475| [0.038,1.078] | 0.844 | [0.545,1.240]
1984 | 0.631| [0.474,0.826]| 0.492| [0.136,0.980]| 0.372| [-0.031,0.999]| 0.663 | [0.492,0.868]
1988 | 0.892| [0.677,1.163]| 1.536| [0.917,2.676]| 1.142| [0.555,2.289]| 0.782| [0.554,1.059]
1992 | 0.965| [0.739,1.250]| 0.853| [0.470,1.422]| 0.969| [0.472,1.811]| 1.024 | [0.759,1.373]
1996 | 0.739 | [0.544,0.970]| 0.573| [0.298,0.921]| 0.655| [0.284,1.221]| 0.834 | [0.579,1.183]
2000 | 1.201| [0.809,1.782]| 0.922| [0.435,1.677]| 1.169| [0.404,2.724]| 1.323 | [0.788,2.204]
2004 | 0.898| [0.635,1.242]| 0.897 | [0.431,1.755]| 0.945| [0.282,2.616]| 0.899 | [0.613,1.298]
2008 | 1.205| [0.852,1.692]| 0.996| [0.598,1.597]| 1.632| [0.712,5.340]| 1.290 | [0.780,2.117]

Table 4: Estimates d{ for the entire United State(s), for the South onlyKs), for Southern Whites only

(ksw) and for all Northern voterskg), with 95% (bootstrap) confidence intervals.

Note that, because of the smaller numbers of respondents in each sobfiderce intervals are sub-
stantially wider for the value df in subsets than for the correspondianépr the entire United States. For
all years, there is nk for any subset of voters that is significantlyfdrent from thek for the whole United

States’

2"For a meaningful "significant ierence”, it should be true that the point valuekgé is outside the confidence interval for the

subset (and not the other way around). The reason is that, the smalkitibets become, the more volatile the point estimate for
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Next, note that the results férfor the entire US are virtually identical with those for the North (i.e.,
entire US minus the former confederate states), and hence systerffatierdies of Southern voters cannot
have d@fected the main conclusions of the paper. In addition note that the increlastanfing with 1976 is
also present in the two subsample for the south, indicating that the resutsiftr alone are consistent with
those for the rest of US, although the small sample size results in large cadingervals which makes it

difficult to draw any firm conclusions.

In summary, Southerners (in particular, Southern Whites) vote more Regubhan the rest of the
country, but they do so because they have political preferencesiffeatfdom the rest of the country, and
not because they traddfdheir positions on cultural and economic issues in a way thHégrdifrom how
voters in the rest of the country trad& positions on these issues. Further, our results remain valid if we
drop the South from the data. This provides strong support for oumpnetation that the increase knis

caused by changes in party platforms rather than the alternative Sotgaigmment hypothesis.

9.2 Direct measurement of candidate positions

In our model, candidate positions on economic and cultural issues areethfadirectly by measuring the
response of voters whose ideal positions we can measure directly.inkrippe, it would be interesting
to compare how our indirect measure of candidate positions compares withch absessment of these
positions by voters, even though data availability is a major problem. The NEi&ins only a limited
number of questions that ask respondents for their assessment ofittidatas’ positions, so that we cannot
calculate candidates’ positions in thg{) space by plugging their voter-assessed positions on every issue
into the economic and cultural index formulas. The only questions that hdlveient data for the time
period that we are considering are the following. VCF9083 and VCF2@8labout the the democratic
and republican candidate’s position on "role of women”; VCF9084 an&391 ask about the position on
giving “aid to blacks”; and VCF9087 and VCF9095 ask about the gowents role in guaranteeing jobs.
These questions correspond to VCF0834, VCF0830, and VCF08@dh wakk respondents for their own

position on these issues, and which we use to detersnamalo.

the parameter on that subset, and the wider the confidence intervalwiéreeo look whether the point estimate on the subset falls
outside the US-confidence interval, this would happen more and moreth&esmaller the subset is, even if the tkie the same
throughout all sets. Looking instead whether the point estimate of thenpseafor the U.S. as a whole falls outside the confidence

intervals of the subsets avoids this problem.
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To estimate candidates’ positions on the threffedent policy issues in fferent years, we proceed
as follows. In order to control for respondents’ characteristics wienate a regression that contains the
difference in the two candidates’ positions on a particular policy issue (adedpduy the respondent) as
dependent variable, and the respondeitt 62, #2, and year dummies as explanatory variables. The year
dummies are the variables of interest here, as they measure the aveespediterence in a given year,
while the other variables control for respondent ideological chaiatiter. It turns out that centrists tend
to report the smallest fierence between candidates, while the candiddferdnce that extreme partisans

report is largef®
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Figure 11: Diference in Candidate Positions orfferent Issues

Figure 11 graphs the change in th&elience between candidate position as captured by tHBaeet
of the year dummy, with 1976 as the base year, just like in Figure 7. (Not¢htagear dummies measure
differences relative to 19760 the value in 1976 is zero by definition.) The curves provide a pictute tha
is at least qualitatively similar to the results derived in our basic model. Jusinlikeggure 7, perceived

differences between the candidates decrease between 1972 and 189¥hagidrt to increase.

Before concluding, we should also point out that there may be an intatipeeproblem with measuring

28For question on on the role of women, the estimafiedince in candidate positions is given-by1.76 + 9.46% — 3.90 + 5.56°
plus the year dummies; for aid to minorities, the expressiorlia9s + 11.16% — 10.49 + 9.762; and for the jobs question we get

—7.66 + 5.66% — 14.50 + 13.66%. The minimum valuesy 6) for these three expression areg® 0.35), (058, 0.53), and (068, 0.53).
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perceived candidate fierences by using the respondent answers. For example, consiol@yaapea that
consists of two binary issues A and B. Both candidates have adopted pdksitioissue A, while on issue
B, the Democrat has position 0 and the Republican has position 1. Among vpteferred positions on
these issues are highly positively correlated — there are mafy édd (11) types, and few (@) or (1, 0)
types. Assume that the NES only asks for voters’ preferred positiofissae A, and for their assessment
of candidate positions. If voters know the candidates’ positions andeartsuthfully, they will report no
difference between the candidates. Neverthelessndividual voter'spreferred position is informative
about his candidate preference because it provides information #imubntentious (but unmeasured)
issue B. For example, consider the question on the “role of women” wherdidates that “women and
men should have an equal role,” and 7 that “women’s place is in the hohig 54fe to say that this issue
was not a salient wedge issue in any of the recent elections, and tlaassiessmertf the literal question
should place both Democratic and Republican candidates close to the left tvedscale (few candidates
would say anything close to wanting to send women “to the home”). In contragtdividual respondent’s
position on this question is likely to be strongly correlated with positions on mdisnsaocial issues that

are policy relevant, and therefore is more predictive of his vote choice.

10 Conclusion

In this paper, we have developed a theoretical model in which votersabarg both economic and “cul-
tural” policy positions, and tested the model empirically. Our particular focas en the voters’ tradeflo
between cultural and economic positions. Using data from the American ldbEtection Survey, we show
that the importance of cultural factors relative to economic issues for tieechoice has increased signifi-
cantly over the last generation. As a consequence, the fault line thtbegkmerican electorate has turned
and reflects much more the divisions on cultural issues than a generatioaltagugh economic issues are
still important. We show that the change of this fault line was generated byasitrg divergence of party
platforms that has been more pronounced for cultural than for econosniesis We show that the Repub-
lican party gained substantial support by their increased emphasis oratidtwes (i.e., they gained a lot
more socially-conservative and economically-liberal voters than thegdoslly-liberal and economically-
conservative voters). These results are consistent with the obses/afidStan Greenberg who coined the

term “Reagan Democrats” for the culturally conservative voters of Mdc@ounty, Michigan, just north
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of Detroit (largely white, unionized auto-workers); and by Journallsdiias Frank who writes about the

development of party preferences in the state of Kansas.

As a consequence of the divergence of policy platforms (or “elite palawiz”) preference intensities
and sorting of voters has increased, i.e., a voter’s position on cultwlad@momic questions has become
a much better predictor of voting behavior. While the political elites have becoone polarized, there is
no evidence of increased polarization of the electorate between 1972080 but this may have finally
changed. We find a small but statistically significant increase in polarizaiio2004 and 2008. The fact
that until very recently, elite polarization had not discernible impact on ywferences is consistent with
the result of political scientists such as Mo Fiorina and Larry Bartels wke damonstrated that neither
average preferences nor the dispersion of preferences in theléc®rate have changed dramatically. They
also show that voting choices continue to be strongly influenced by a y@eoshomic position, which is

consistent with our results.

Thus, our paper shows that the views of Greenberg or Frank on thbamd, and Fiorina and Bartels
on the other, are not in conflict, as it has often been interpreted, buhthasare logically consistent and we

find evidence supporting both claims. This is the fundamental contributionrahodel.
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Appendix

Proof of Theorem 1. Multiplying (5) by v’(gr) and (6) byv’(gp) and add them together we get
D 1a(606.£,90, 9R)[Y (gR)CD — ' (g0)CRlma(B)n=(£) = O, (26)
£€B deA
Note that (26) is equivalent to
[v'(gr)Co — v/ (90)CR] D D" 1o(8(6. €. 9D, gR)) A (6)7=(£) = 0.
£€2 deA

Sincefy, mAo andnrz are non-negative and strictly positive for some realizations, it follows that

v'(gr)Cp = V' (9D)CR. (27)

Finally, note that (27)¢r > cp andv” < 0 imply gp > gr.

(27) implies thayr is a diferentiable function ofp. We next prove that

DD 1(65.£, 90, grlgo))l o — ' (9)(S. £, 9p, gr(gD)) Ima(6)m=(€) = O (28)

£€E SeA
has a solution. Recall that(0) = c. Further,0 ¢ [0, 1] then f4(6) = 0. Thus, the left-hand side of (28)
becomes less or equal to zeraggs| 0. Next, suppose thgp — oo. By assumption’ () = 0. Thus, since
fo(8) = 0 for 9 > 1, it follows that the left-hand side of (28) is greater or equal to zera fafficiently large

gp. As a consequence, continuity implies that (28) has a solution.

The second derivatives at a solution of the first order conditionsieea @y
>0 14(666,£, 90, gR)[Co — ' (gD)0(6, £, 9. gR) *ma(S)r=(€)
£€E SeA

= > 2, To(06.£,90. gR)V" (90006, £. b, gRITA(O)m=(E),

(€8 deA

(29)

for candidateD, and for candidat&,
DU £5(6006.€, 90, gR)I R - v (9RO, £, 9D, gR) 7 (B)7=(€)

£€8 el

+ ), D 1i(06.£. 9. 9R)Y (9R)66.£. 0. gRITA(O)7=(&).

£€E deA

(30)
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In order to have a minimum, (29) must be positive, while (30) must negativedier dor candidatedr to
maximize vote share. Sine€ < 0, both second order conditions are satisfied as Iong &ssuficiently

small. For example, they would automatically be satisfied for a uniform distribusion

Proof of Theorem 2. Let N, be the set of all with 3; < 0. Then letX; = 1 — X; if i € Nj, andX; = X;,

otherwise.
Similarly, letNy be the set of all with & < 0. Then letY; = 1 - Y; if i € Ny, andY; = Y;, otherwise.
Note thatliXi = —4i(1 - X)) + 4. Thus, fori € Ny we getdiXi = (AX — 4) X", [il. Fori ¢ N, the
definition of A; implies;X; = /l-Xi n 14l Thus,

za.x. Sl 3= S - 3 al X (31)

IENA li=1 Li=1 iGNA

M=
><1

Similarly, it follows that

m [ n

o i |1
ZﬂiYi ZM.Y. - Zu. Z|,Ui| = Z,UiYi - Z Hi| = (32)
i—1 ieNw | i-1 =1 ieny 19
Further, the definition of; andy; in (12) and (13) imply
min{;, 0} min{z;, O} .
Aj=————=—,forieNp, pui=-—5———,fori e Npu. 33
i Zlmll/” A Hi inll|ﬂi| M (33)
Thus, applying (15), (14), and (33) to (16) implies
3 N min{i, 0 N min{4,0
B > -k A= _Z'Zlm i }+kz"1m 4.9
€Ny iENA i=1 Al iz |l izq Il (34)
a- 3", min{f, 0} + XN, min{4;, 0}
= m ~ =
i—1 Il

Equations (16), (31), and (34) therefore imply

(S-S

_cp[ [Z/IX, Zm: Y +a

ONTEHWAESWE Zﬂ.+aa]

ieNp ieNm (35)

)

Finally, we prove equation (17) that relateand6 to the parameters of the modified model.

Recall that = Y] ; 4iX;. The first equality in equation (31) and (33) therefore imply
I A% o S AR~ e, min3,0) > |4i%i - mingi, 0}

SOl & Sy il 2y 1l
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