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Storrs Lectures: ON THE SIDE OF THE ANGELS
Lecture #2:

“Partisanship and Independence:
The Moral Distinctiveness of “Party ID"*

“On the Side of the Angels” from the musi€abrello sounds my
theme. All political partisans think they are oe #ide of the angels, and
political Independents think no partisan is. Partigoters are mistrusted as
lackeys, dupes, or craven hacks, blind loyalistabonal calculators out for
spoils. At moments of party polarization like thise, in contests over the
nomination of a Supreme Court justice or the commet of FEMA, the
barb “partisan” comes out of improbable mouthsiraal reflex’ A
Supreme Court opinion from last May refers to thitér partisanship that
has already poisoned some of those bodies thatpoeeled inspiring

examples of courteous adversary debate and deiir@f4 It is no virtue to

* Fiorello (Jerome Weidman and George Abbott; set 1914-45)axp&959)



cultivate the disposition that your party is “ome thide of the angels”. We
recognize “partisan” as invective. Partisans’ updisd moral superiors are
“Independents”. Today | am going to take sidesot-between opposing
partisans but between partisanship and Independkeague for the moral
distinctiveness of partisanship the political identity in representative
democracy.

We have seen that antipartyism has a distinguisihezh brilliant
pedigree. The canonical history of political thouigha record of relentless
opposition to parties as “unscrupulous power grbaps of moral disdain
for partisans as “little more than a Conspiracpelf-Seekers” a record
interrupted by rare, thoughtful moments of appremia Contemporary
theorists do not appeal to these moments -- regplil@talry or governing
much less to philosophical expectations of partagonism -- to assess the
value of parties. These have been pretty muchidogew. Today, in stable
democracies with established party systems, pateseen as “convenient
vehicles for conducting” electiorisnechanisms for “reducing the
transaction costs” of democratycceptance of parties is pragmatic,
unexhuberant, unphilosophical, grudging. Post-pdetyression has its roots

there!



Democratic theorists do more than echo the gloritaditions of
antipartyism; they are creative in their loathimpey had to be. Only after
elections were open to most citizens, run as ctbetween parties, and
said to “make the work of constitutional governmiamtmore democratic
than the architects of the Constitution anticipategould be®, could parties
be descried as “perverters of the democratic sPifihe charges are
familiar. Parties are too responsive to powerfulonities, elites. They are
insufficiently responsive to powerless minoriti@bove all, parties are
routinely unresponsive to majorities. Weber sawrtlas “purely
organizations of job hunters, drafting their chaggplatforms according to
the chances of vote-grabbin, Today’s estimate is unchanged: parties are
a “conspiracy of career politicians as an occupatigroup”* Parties are
associated with personal and institutional corarptwith patronage and the
policy equivalent of patronage. “As an extractiveegprise for the extortion
of patronage and plunder from the government, #rgy@acts with great
precision”*? The main thing dividing dismal critics is whettibey see
parties as agents of corporate predators, caphyésbecial interests”, or as

principals advancing their own sinister interestgprtionists involved in

“elaborate influence-peddling scheme[§]We see this family feud among



advocates of campaign finance reform. | call tmeartainty about the
direction in which undue influence flows “the arnyief influence”.

Naturally, the charge that parties pervert demgcextends to their
relation to voters. The “party in the electoratathts heyday in the era of
machine politics and enthusiastic popular mobilaatwith solidarity
inscribed on the mastheads of the partisan pr&ssmbcratic at all times
and under all Circumstances” is the message oparpa Wisconsin;
“Republican in everything, independent in nothingdje banner of one
Chicago papel? (I'll turn to the virulent antipartisanship thisqvoked in a
moment.) That day has passed and the current dmpusathat parties
strategicallydepresgarticipation. They “activate” only certain votdfthe
base”), so that nonvoting is affectof what is misnamed mobilization, not
its antithesis?

Parties provoke political alienation and moral dstgn countless ways:
from the visible cultivation of rich donors to laok principle or program,
from inattention to issues that matter to ordinaepple to the raw
meanness, of partisan discourse. When | begaprbjisct American parties
werecastigated for being centrist and indistingaiid®; today they are
extremist and polarized. In the sober words ofamfeird political scientist:

“The bulk of the American citizenry is somewhathe position of the



unfortunate citizens of some third-world countnégso try to stay out of the
cross fire whilst Maoist guerillas and right-wingath squads shoot at each
other.™® Distaste is palpable and widespread. One thisliofey
respondents agree with the proposition “The trative probably don’t need
political parties in America anymore”, and a thafdvoters prefers that
“candidates run as individuals without party labéls§Echoing Supreme
Court opinions proffering the view that “the fuioct of an election in the
United States is to choose an individual to holdljgwffice, not to choose a
political party to control the office’®) In the arcane terms adopted by
political science, parties “turn voters off”.

My subject today is more circumscribed than postypadepression,
however. It isantipartisanshipspecifically, narrowed further to partisanship
and Independence among citizens in the U.S.. Anyigan and
antipartisanship are separable. We can concedes#falness of political
parties and still despise partisanship, just asaveappreciate partisanship
in the general sense of advocacy and organizatipartisans of a cause” --
and despise parties as vehicles. My theme is ah§paship, meaning

opposition toordinary voters’identification with a political party.

Progressives early in the2@8entury set the basic terms of

antipartisanshipas they did for most elements of democratic caticand



reform. Progressives glumly conceded that if wetrhase parties (and not
all did), at least voters should be nonpartisareyTproselytized for “the
divine right to bolt” from parties, and made “In@égent” an honorific
status. Their enthusiasm was rooted in the comvidtiat partisanship was
degrading, and confidence that Independence waszblaiudatory
disposition and predictor of responsible politibahavior. Independents
were voters persuaded, partisans were voters bolnglependents were the
hope for “good government” and “clean election®nfists were vocal on
this point. Frances Gilman described political igaras institutional
expressions of “inextricable masculinity” and amated that once women
were enfranchised “a flourishing democratic govegntrjcould] be carried
onwithout any parties at dll*

The Progressive faith in Independence is with usiice.
“Independent” is comfortably ensconced alongsidenberat and
Republican in everyday political talk. Few thinge anore touted than their
political significance -- fuelled by incessant jjodl and media fixation on
“swing voters”. Independents are the object of &rsblicitude -- made
vivid in the 2004 “town meeting” Presidential debaetween George Bush

and John Kerry to which only “undecideds” and Inglegents were invited.

They can be forgiven the illusion of efficacy anbiat of smugnesS.



One incarnation of this view is the 1996 Califorh&llot initiative to
change from closed party primaries in which onlyiseered party members
could select the candidate for the general electanblanket primary in
which any voter, including Independents and votegsstered with another
party, can vote. Officials from both major and nriparties opposed it,
arguing that selecting candidates and definingtjpos are crucial party
functions protected by the constitutional righfreledom of association. A
legally mandated blanket primary would take decisiout of the hands of
voters identified with the party, and “a candidaefermined by the votes of
non-party members is arguably a fraudulent cangid&c Like many
proposals for electoral change, this one was migi/hy an intra-party
dispute; disgruntled Republican moderates beli¢lregd would gain by it.
The case has resonance because the selling pdive pfoposal was that it
would increase participation by non-party-identifsoters, wrest control
from party leadergjilute the undue influence of party activisiad ease the
way for the election of “moderate problem solverser “party hard-
liners”* (The closed primary is a principal item in oneificdl scientist's
account of the “undue degree of control over théipal agenda” exerted

by “various kinds of fanatics®) The California initiative identified

partisanship (at least the partisans who voteimamies) with extremism



and would commit primary elections to nonpartisdrse merits of the
proposal, the motives of its sponsors, the implepntestable theory of
representation behind the proposition, and itsipted consequences (“the
revenge of the median voté? are less important here than the blatantly
antipartisan terms in which the question was fraffi¢tit had not been
struck down by the Supreme Coubemocratic Party v. Jone2000),
electoral law would have publicly endorsed politi@@ntrism” and
officially encouraged nonpartisanship.

It is hardly surprising that politicghilosophersraunt independence.
Whether the aspirational perspective is subverSa@atic questioning,
Humean impartiality, or a transcendent “view froowmere” it is the
antithesis of a partisan perspective. More intergss that contemporary
democratic theoristerho describe their work as “nonideal theory” write
sometimes expressly -- as if we could have demgaséthout parties and
partisanship. Philosophers may concede that “Tashobf political beliefs,
and of the interests and attitudes that are likeipfluence them, are ...a
normal condition of human life” while ruing that troh political debate
betrays the marks of warfare...rallying the troopd emtimidating the other
side....”?’ The objects of their affection include just abeuéry institution

for participation and representation except partesf-styled public interest



groups and social movements (typically Progressigeconservative).
Direct democratic institutions like referenalheorists of multiculturalism
value self-organized identity groups and arrangdsiem guaranteed
representatiofi’ “Associative democracy” would devolve decision-fimak
to “problem-solving” units like workplaces. Andig hard to find a
democratic theorist of any stripe who does not ltmothe associations of
“civil society” to cultivate civic virtue and engament (no surprise that
parties aren’t included in exhaustive cataloguasediating groups’)
Proponents of democratic deliberation are notgb$ivious or averse
toward parties as | suggested yesterday, theypreatly antipartisantoo.
Disciplined reasoning should have a place of its o@moved from
conventional political arenas, elections and psarfldneorists favor (indeed
initiate) specially created “mini-publics” -- Dekbative Polls, Citizens’
Juries -- chosen by lot to represelaty“citizensand nonpartisans® The
normative idea is that decisions reached througimg@n issues ranging
from energy policy to electoral reform have auttyoonly insofar as the
antecedent process is in some strong sense déleel@eliberation lends
decisions the moral force of preferences that sargkamination and

judgments refined by it. Partisanship is taintgdt® causal origin



(unexamined, early family experiences) and partisar impervious to
argument.

Plainly, theorists don’t connect the practice anhderatic citizenship
with partisanship, or the virtues of citizenshigwihe qualities of
partisanship.

| will argue that partisanship is a distinctive ipoél identity. (One
formulation of my question: why, in this era of mdey politics, isthis
identity ignominious?) Independence is a distiretpolitical identity, too --
at least for some, it is more than just an artitdqiolling — a response of
“no preference” to a survey. Plainly, the resonasfdadependent is
positive. Its antonym, after all, is dependenceudordination. The self-
designation (capital “I") and the adjectival deption (small “i”) go hand in
hand. My goal today is to chip away at the morghtground claimed by
Independents, and to provide partisanship witlkeadstlan iota of dignity. |
will argue against the notion that an “intelliggrnéind progressively
democratic” system depends on the ability of ifgpguters to attain a
nonpartisan spirit> This seems to me exactly wrong.

2. Political Science and Party ID

If parties areghe orphanof political philosophy* they arethe darlings

of political science. The disjuncture between jpmditscience and political
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theory is striking. Parties are built into thelstiandard definition of
democracy as government “chosen periodically bynsed popular
elections in which two or more parties competetfiervotes of all adults®®
Contrast this definition from political theory: “Decracy is not simply a
form of politics but a framework of social and ihgional conditions that
facilitates free discussion among equal citizéhstr.the even sharper
contrast we find in definitions of democracy asay of life”.>® I'll concoct
a conversation between political science and palitheory, and exploit
resources from both to outline my case for the haistinctiveness of
“party id”.

Political science deserves the first word. The anad discipline grew
up studying parties and elections and its termscandepts dominate the
literature®® The phrase “party identification” (“party id” fahort) is a
standard item in their lexicon. Party id is neithdegal status nor official
membership. It was conceived from the start asdividual’s cognitive and
affective connection to a party, a matter of peasaentification as a
Republican or Democrat or partisan of a minor pdgty id is a stable
predisposition, acquired early. It is strongly asated with the motivation

to vote and a key predictor of the voter’s chdic&hat explains its lasting

interest for political scientists. Party id has heescribed as “arguably the
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most successful explanatory construct in politszaénce.® (Small surprise
that as political psychologists turn to neurosceeresearch, the first thing
they test is the portion of the brain in Democaatd Republicans that
respond to partisan cues. “Cold reasoning” sectdnise cortex are quiet, it
seems; “the process is almost entirely emotiondluartonscious, with
flares of activity in the brain’s pleasure centetgen unwelcome
information is being rejected®)

We can understand, then, why political scientistsae preoccupied
with the apparent waning of partisanship in the Aoz electoraté’ The
numbers are rough and contested. In 2004 selfifehtndependents
amounted to an estimated 34% in the Presidengatieh.*' In some states
the figure is closer to 40 or 50 percén@ssessing partisan trends is a tricky
business, and political scientists scrupulouslytioauhat the decline of
party id can be exaggerated or misconstrued. Thgyla sophisticated
rules for coding and interpreting survey responaed,in the spirit of
scholasticism they invent ever more refined sulgmates: strong and weak
party identifiers; strong and weak party “leanefgiyre” Independents and
leaning Independents; Independent partisan suppptieattached voters,
and so on. | try to keep dp. The authors 6fhe Myth of the Independent

Voterobserve that most Independents are actually “cldsenocrats and
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Republicans* The opposite conclusion has been drawn from thresa
facts: “Not that most declared independents argetlpartisans but rather
that many who nominally identify with a party arefact behavioral
independents™

[[Few things in social science are more astongghian the patient,
persistent quest for understanding, and toleramcerall gains. Analysts
seem to agree on just two unremarkable points, lha¢ing to do with
elections, and both testament to their disciplialstinence. First,
“candidates tend to fare better at the polls wineir fellow partisans
constitute a larger share of the electorAte’hey also agree on the
unexceptional proposition that Independents pas¢egfic challenges.
Parties and candidates (and political science dtamgs) must decide
whether to frame issues in ways that reinforceigarship or in ways that
capture voters who have no party anchfr.

In 1876 Henry Adams described the Republican Restian army whose
term of enlistment has expired....the field is fflstragglers.* The
military metaphor was more resonant after the ewat than today, but it
still works. The phenomenon is not adequately aaptby numbers. The
data don’t reveal the hopeful spirit in which sonpaontemplate

Independence, or the puzzlement of those for whitv& Wonder rather is
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that the majority still cling to the ruté®.Or the fact that no democratic
theorist advocates rounding up the stragglers.
3. Independence: From Civic ldeal to Political Idetity

What explains these Independents? The currentdoityas that
Independence is an expressioranfipartyism This is not convincing. It has
little empirical support, for one thing, and inghliespect mirrors another
familiar claim, also poorly supported to my knowged that nonvoting is a
response to disgust with part@3vioreover, Independents are not alone in
criticizing parties. Both partisans on the one hand nonvoters on the other
agree with many of the negatives | listed a monagat Certainly,
Independence has little to do with the gloriouslitrans of antipartyism. As
we’ve seen, one abhors parties as “unwholesome’fhet disfigure what
should be a perfectly unified political communitthe other tradition
accepts political pluralism but abhors divisivetjgar that upset balance and
enflame conflict. Independence today does not ggrom some ideal of
national unity transcending adversarial politicanticipation of a classless,
seamless, consensual society. Nor do Independegmtsss fear that parties
are fatally divisive, magnifiers or inventors oéalages. They are as likely
to describe parties as frustratingly indistinctiamwiew them with an attitude

of “dismissive neutrality™ Some Independents do articulate criticisms of
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parties. They may see current parties as credimgvtong kind of divisions
— not those that in their individual judgment additically important>
Others, fundamentalist Independents, see partgidng as inherently too
rigid to allow independent judgment to be exercigeelr time>*
Independence does lead to antiparty attitudes, thént cannot be
explained by antipartyism. Independence is betteetstood as
antipartisanship Independence attests, first, that a person sejgahg cast
as a Democrat or Republican. A vote for a candigat®t to be taken as a
sign of partisanship. (Hence the suggestion thaiesimdependents are
“closet partisans”, with its implication of coveess rooted in shame.)
Beyond that, Independents have an affirmativeisgige and strike a
positive political pose. Let me pause on this pdiner 90% of survey
respondents agree with the statement “The bestrrieting is to pick the
best candidate, regardless of party labég"declaration testifying to the
power of the negative stereotype of “blind partsgap”. But only some
people elevate this profession of picking the lbastdidate regardless of
party label into proud self-designation as IndegendA helpful analogy is
the American Religious Identification Survey (2008)large, amorphous
group of respondents declare themselves “withatht"febut only a distinct

sub-group professes that they are agnostics ois&feFor them, and for
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avowed political Independents, irreligion is a ndmaentity. As in Lincoln
Steffens’ “l am a mugwump or independerit.”

Plainly, Independence is an evocative term. Thelldgelf is inviting.
The decline of party identification is a generaépbmenon in advanced
democracies, but Independent does not appear ®ahagunterpart in other
places’” Why is Independent antipartisanship a vauntedipaliidentity
here? The luster of Independence, its positive hiesmnance, can be
explained. It borrows from a broader civic idealhwileep roots in American
political ideology, replanted in the soil of ele@bpolitics. So a brief
digression.

A principal element of the American civic idealiscial and
economic self-reliance. Citizenship requires “mdrovinave been
accustomed to independence of action and that thre@daiew which only
the responsibility of directing their own affairarcproduce ® This ideal is
over-determined: it can be traced to both republgra (reaching back to the
Romans, or Machiavelli, or both via the English &) and to liberal
individualism. There are also indigenous sourcegitld Shklar has shown
that American citizenship is not only a matterafmal rights but also of
civil standing and dignity, which are tied to sedfiance, the capacity to

“care for and take responsibility for oneself, andvoid becoming
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needlessly dependent on othe¥sThe ideology of self-reliance was
heightened in America in response to slavery,uttimate domination.
Slavery, made potent by racism, colored politieaicpptions and exalted
self-reliance. It made disenfranchisement a madafery, an insult as well
as an injustice. Social distinctions, already éiaéd in America, collapsed
into this one: dependence/independence and vasitiggamark of civic
status® Citizens [must] “be independent persons in botirtpolitical and
civil roles, who give and withdraw their votes fraheir representatives and
political parties as they see fit, and who selirttabor but not
themselves®

With the expansion of suffrage and creation of npEs#es, voting
became botltheritual act of citizenship and the one with potahgolitical
effect. And dependence became closely identifigtd political conduct
specifically.Partisanshipwas seen as a form of abject subordination, rooted
in dependence. In short, we find independencegemaral civic ideal
refocused and concentrated on Independence asudisgmship.

There is no end of examples of this opposition ketwpartisanship
and the civic ideal of self-reliance. One dramatse involves feminists and
Mormons. With the backing of Susan B. Anthony afiddbeth Cady

Stanton, women in Utah were among the first to voke bill enfranchising
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women in the territories was passed in part withtttought that Mormon
women would use their political rights to overtgwlygamy, which was
reviled as abhorrent domestic despotism. But the&ovoted solidly for
Mormon candidates| have often seen one solitary man driving inte ¢ty
a whole wagon load of women of all ages and siaeé& observer reported.
“They were going to the polls and their vote wobélone.®® Seventeen
years later, feminists joined with anti-polygampgps, and Congress
disenfranchised Mormon women.

The Mormon case combined the economic dependengeraén on
men generally with polygamy and deference to teeanchy of a church-
based party; the perfect storm. The exemplary mowfespposition
between independence and partisanship is the Rgigeeera. Progressives
saw party machines as organized crime, sellingeptmn, and partisanship
as clientelism, ties based on favBt®atronage created an entrenched
system of dependence. The wealthy owed their fegua political
connections, and the poor depended on connectorevérything from jobs
to funeral arrangements. (Which is why Jane Adddhnespeerless
reformer, had a moment of sympathy for ward bosshse,provide
“protection and kindness”.) Put unkindly, partisame dependent,

beholden. Progressive antipartisanship was heigltey the fact that many
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urban party supporters were poor immigrants. Os®han summed up:
“The clientelist politics of the machines... apmehto be a plague, incubated
in immigrant neighborhoods and infecting the entiody politic.”
Partisanship created what Lincoln Steffens calfsalitical slums”.

Steffens began his fabulous muckraking career thghke would
reveal people deceived and betrayed by party bolsekis conclusion in
The Shame of the Citiegas bleaker. “The people are not innocent”, he
wrote, and called his essay on Philadelphia, “CGuiramnd Contented.”
Dependence is both motivation for partisanshipigmdegrading effect.
This account of partisanship in return for matefiaaors has persisted.
Justice Scalia dissented from a Supreme Court@pi@utan 1990) that
eliminated vestiges of patronage. He was simplpdpegalistic in resisting
this prohibition. If we have parties, we need [g@ntiship to realize their use,
and partisanship would fall off dangerously withéaxtors, he wrote: “even
the most enthusiastic supporter of a party’s pnognall shrink before such
drudgery...”®® (Wrong)

Nothing as pointed as the exercise of patriarcadiaity over
women’s vote is at issue for Independents today taibery, bossism,

patronage, and fraud —the sources of Progresstimamsanship -- are

episodic. After the 2000 presidential election “imae politics” refers to the
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technology used to cast and tabulate votes, noy Harg. One key element
of the civic ideal of independence continues tausish antipartisanship,
though: the notion that “every man must answehforself to his own
individual conscience and judgmeff'Even without material or social
subordination, Progressives cast partisans asaghand infantile,
manipulated by party leaders. The “good peoplehareled into parties and
stupefied with convictions and a name, Republicabemocrat...”.
Stupefied is key® Historically, of course, deferring to those modeieated
and capable was thought to be compatible with juglgmand with election
as selection. Hamilton’s Federalist #35 is a ctasttement. Mechanics and
manufacturers “know that the merchant is their redtpatron and friend”,
he wrote. Election is the exhibition of “great cti®iof sympathy”, and “their
votes will fall upon those in whom they have mastfidence™® But with
mass parties, a stereotype of the partisan wateckagnorant, inertial,
deferring to party leaders who are not their mbedters but typically worse,
and elections based on no defensible standardeaftsm at all.

Of course, any voter might exhibit poor judgmentloéracter, policy,
and competence or be “unduly influencéd® Partisansface the specific,
additional accusation of sheer absence of judgfidtdrtisan reasoning is

skewed, set in some “deadly groove”. In Ostrogosskell-known account,
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“the name of the party is its own justificationtive eyes of millions of
electors. They say, “I am a Democrat” or “I am gp&dican” ....he will
vote even for a yellow dog™? “Faith in the independent voter was thus
closely linked to an opposition of intellectuals.tparties as such...Since
the thoughtless ones were the supporters of themgparty machines, then
almost by definition the thinking members of sogiead to become
independent® “Thoughtless” is the telling term. Lincoln Steffewas
blunt: “I don’t see how any intelligent man canépartisan.”

A portrait of the Independent as antipartisan beganemerge.
Independence is more than a point of “no prefereone survey of
political attitudes, but narrower than the genenakt ideal of self-reliance.
It is a political identity whose core is contrastiwhere the partisan is
dependent, thoughtless, judgment-impaired if ndtised or bought, the
Independent is a free agent, resistant to capheesober antithesis of the
“true believer”. Hence Britisher James Bryce’s pediior “an exceptionally
thoughtful and unprejudiced element in the popatatan element which
judges for itself, rejecting party dictation, argktes to cast its vote for the
best man.” Characterizations of Independents today are siilattering,
adding the virtue of being well-informed to selfim@ce. The Independent is

a nimble “positive empiricist whose process of ¢desation of electoral
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choices....requires the collection of relevant infation from the election
campaign...”” Which is why, in contrast to unreflective partisaheir vote
Is said to be a window into their minds. Here istAer rosy portrait:

“millions of citizens are still voting, even if tiie@are not relying

on party cues or early-learned partisanship tadgree they

once did... — producing deliberative publi¢hat more closely

approximates the classic democratic ideal. Thiehgment

may be more likely because the new independendsttebe

young, better educated, aodgnitively mobilized"®

“Cognitively mobilized” strikes the right contemg@oy chord. It gives

Independence a cast a bit less moralistic thad@ieentury “unbiased
estimate of the public good”, with its emphasisisinterestedness, and a
bit more premium put on reasoning than Progregsigeccupation with
corruption. The unruly passions of great parties$ @auses, of fervent
beliefs and ideology overwhelming judgment is omhe manifestation of
disturbed partisan thinkinJ.The main charge is lack of incentive or
integrity to trouble to come to what might be cdleejudgment about men
and measures at all. Ferocious or inert, partiaamsot “cognitively

mobilized”.
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Before attempting to rehabilitate partisanshipahito question this
image of Independents as “an exceptionally thoudlatid unprejudiced
element in the population”, which returns me tatpal science. As one
analyst remarks, “In the era before survey reseandependence was the
mark of the ideal citizen® It turns out that the positive valence of
Independence does not stand up well to scrutiny.

4. Partisanship in Political Science:

Underlying the study of partisan voting trends te®ate about what
partisanship is. In the classic stutlye American VoteiCampbell,
Converse, Miller, and Stokes defined party id aséaduring attachment”
and “psychological orientation”. It isot a name for favorable political
assessments of the programs or performance otya®ham fact, partisan
commitments shape political attitudes more thatudts shape
partisanship. In the authors’ inimitable words:

“Partisans are partisan because they think thepantesan.

They are not necessarily partisan because theliketa

partisan, or think like a partisan, or registeagsartisan, or

because somebody else thinks they are a partisanstrict

sense they are not even partisan because thegrikkparty
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more than another. Partisanship as party identibicas

entirely a matter of self-definitiorf®

In a feat of industrial-scale production, politisaience revisionists
contest the orthodoxy that partisan identifica@éom issue voting “are best
conceived as the opposite ends of a continulli@he formulation has it
that party id is an expression of proximity betw&eters’ political attitudes
and their perceptions of partié$.lt is a short-hand or information-saving
device for “congruence”. In another formulationngouence takes a back
seat to voters’ concern for competence, and pasdisp is a sort of
retrospective “running tally” based on voters’ asseents of party
performance for their own welfaf2 Revisionism’s overall appeal is to show
that partisans “actually do reason about parti@sdiciates, and issue¥”.
They are absolved of the arbitrariness of “parssam partisan because they
think they are partisan.”

This is not spectacularly encouraging if only bessaassessments of
the distribution of political information and theajity of political reasoning,
though variable, are all grifl.We've witnessed a steady devolution from
the model of the rational voter to the reasonabtento the minimally
“reasoning voter”, and we have followed fascinatiiggnonstrations of how

much the mind can do with how little, how “low imfoation rationality”
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operates. (If Churchill had known what social ststa now know, he might
not have said that “the best argument against dexopds a five-minute
conversation with the average voter”; he might hHavawn just how much
is compacted into support for a candidate becadsés“a good man®®)

Still, consider a few un-sanguine findings. Votiagyulnerable to scandals,
gaffes, and short-term economic events. Electadiaf$ are at the mercy of
voters’ limited capacity to assign responsibility political outcomes.
Hence the title of a dour paper: “Blind RetrospattiElectoral Responses to
Drought, Flu, and Shark Attack&”If they are not “rationally ignorant®
voters are something worse: “perversely resili¢athformation and moved
by “unenlightened self-interest®.

The interesting piece is that if voters generatheege as less than
enlightened, Independents fare worse. “Far fromgpeiore attentive,
interested, and informed, Independents tend aswpdp have somewhat
poorer knowledge of the issues, their image otctredidates is fainter, their
interest in the campaign is less, their concerm the outcome is relatively
slight”.%? This forty year old assessment still holds. “Pmdependents” are
the least interested in politics, the most polltycmnorant, the lightest
voters?® This is plausible. Partisans spandrenot less time attending to

politics. They have more hooks for taking in neformation. They are
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more motivated, take more interest in electoral gettion and care more
who wins. Even a presumably informed subgroup dépendents (as
“leaning Independents” are said to be) do not apfmehave or use more,
different, or better information than partisanshbéomore deliberative or
“cognitively mobilized”. Independents are dependamparties because they
are reduced to choosing between courses arrangethérs’* To the extent
that they are relatively free to ignore partisaguanents and reference points
in their own thinking, Independent’s consideratians more likely to be
chaotic and ad hoc than more coherémdependence begins to lose some
of its luster.

Theorists of deliberative democracy refuse to actteplaissez-faire
claim that “Democracy was made for the people tn@fpeople for
democracy” and that preoccupation with popular ignoe is pedantit’

They are not content with accounts of democracyaha“competence
insensitive™’ Deliberative experiments are designed to study toow
achieve something more robust than “cognitive medilon”, and theorists
explore ways to improve decision-making by supmyandinary voters with
unbiased information and framing issues and pditigoresumably

impartial or balanced terms, in settings in whigdtdssion is often mediated

and designed to be non-conflictual. My objectiothist deliberative
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theorists pay surprisingly little attention to tip@estion whether avoiding
partisan orientations is possibled®sirable;whether partisan perspectives
and the “who” of partisanship should rather be tdienl, partisan positions
and arguments well stated and set in sharper jagtagn than occurs in the
normal course of politics. One objective shoulcbkivating a tolerance for
political conflict among people who generally seditical argument as
unnecessary and partisan conflict in particulaiegitimate.’® There is a
case in short for improving the quality of partiship, not encouraging
nonpartisanship.

| want to draw on one last bit of political sciertbat bears on the
comparison between partisans and Independents. fmeiet scholarship
has swung in pendulum fashion back to a more radamersion of the
original understanding of party id as affectiventigcation and enduring
attachment. Party id is less direct attachmenattyghan identification with
other party supporters: as in “| am the sort obparwho is a Republican”.
Partisan self-conceptions more “closely resemlfiaietor religious self-
conceptions than they do evaluations of politieaders, opinions about
party platforms, or voter intention§2’At the same time, attachment does
not eclipse reflection. Partisans do absorb inféionaand revise opinions

and don’t reflexively view party leaders or progsaim a positive light,
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which is why (as your own personal experience desbtconfirms)
“partisan hearts and minds” are not always in syh€onstancy is a matter
of identification with other partisans and, as &igue, with a system of
political conflict.

There is something to be gained by seeing partgaes a form of
political identity. It helps explain stability. Lekother identities (the original
analogy was to religion), party id entails “loyatty particular people, the
sense of being at home with these people, theeghaf a received
tradition, and the longing for generational conitiyi*°* Partisanship is
about who “we” are, a mix of personal and politicedtory, memories of
political defeats and triumphs, and why “we” aretloa side of the angels
and deserve to govern. Although individuals may stientifying as
Democrat or Republican, they rarelyitchparty allegiance®? Similarly,
Independence is not a “halfway house” from oneyp@ranother’® again
not surprising if Independence is self-identificatas antipartisan.

One difference between partisanship and Indeperdanpolitical
identities is also plain. Partisanship is idenétion with others in a political
association. Even leaving aside the extent of amylespartisans’ network or
political activity, partisans know there is a “wait there. They vote with

allies, not as sole individuals. Independence mtrest is not identification
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with others; its pose is self-reliance. Indepensiestlf-definition is in
contrast to a stereotype of partisanship, thegaartiwe” is defined in
opposition to concrete others, and oppositiones tlied meat”. Partisans
deprecate the opposition’s folly, injustice, incaetence, disregard for
worthy interests, betrayal of common values, uhfalbess to the
constitution:®* Without pronouncing grievances, pointing up dasger
arousing resentment, and naming enemies, it isagimable how
[partisans] become agents with opinions, ralliedtfie contest®
5. The Weightlessness of Independence

This brings me to the final piece of my discussibindependence and
of identification as antipartisan. It is summedimphe thought that
Independents are “not self-reliant, but weightl€$&"Independents are free
from justification to any group’’ They are as detached from one another as
they are from parties. There is no “company of petelents”, only earnest
individuals (my students personify the type). Ifigisazio Silone says the
crucial political judgment is “the choice of comesd, Independents do not
make it*°® Atomism is an overworked metaphor, but it bestiappio
Independents: atoms of the unorganized public bograff the structures of

a party system.

29



Because political self-reliance is part of its agdp@ is well to dispose of
two heroic representations of Independence. Indigrase evokes personal
political freedom (‘the only obligation | have ghi to assume..**°)The
Independent is not bravely Thoreauian. In the cdraénational parties’
support for slavery and the Mexican War, Transcatalists insisted that it
was a moral disgrace to associate with a partyegaddence today is not
conscientious, and we have no reason to thinkeshtas constant at some
deeper level, to assume that their judgments ates\are grounded in moral
principle or enact ideological consistency. Indejmce lacks the drama of
radical individualism and its global aversion tganization and
membership. There is nothing here of Thoreau'sategpement of voting as
a sort of gaming in which character is not at stake

Nor is there warrant for casting Independents amnéan impatrtial
observers, judicious umpires between parties,nmgi victory to this side or

111 Or as

that side “as they think the interests of the coudemand
Millians sensitive to “half-truths”, as theybring appreciation of the
limitations of each side and balanced informatmbéar, and take

responsibility for providing corrective arguments &nd against party

positions. There is no reason to see Independsrusrdrists out to rectify
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too much partisan extremism either — as if theyirgent on inserting
moderation into a political process in which itae rare.

After all, antipartisanship is perfectly consisterith self-interested
voting as well as public interest voting. Contengggrindependence does
not fault partialityper sebut partisanshipspecifically. In short, there is no
reason to assume Independents are disinteresidligu angels of
representative democracy, especially motivatedjaipped to judge what is
in the nation’s interest.

Have | focused on real life voters and not grapplétl Independence as
a regulative ideal? What if Independewesredisinterested deliberators of
the public interest or intrepid citizens presentingmselves as antidotes to
partisan extremism? Or, what if Independence daesdractual voters in
contexts contrived to suppress partisanship andgedalanced
information and a process of reasoned decisionimy&ki do not think
Independence stands up in any case, for reasansbaut to stress. Even
the most admirable Independent in a hypotheticallgrmed system of full
information and deliberation lacks theoral distinctivenessf party id.

For the moment, my point is that Independenc®isan adequate
democratic ideal because it is weightless. Ostisigaeflected on the fact

that Americans live “morally in the vagueness ad@p...as it were,
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suspended in the air”, with no fixed grodvéHe thought partisanship filled
a portion of the moral void, meeting an emotiorega The “vagueness of

space”, “suspended in the air” describes an exislezondition. The
insubstantiality of Independence that concernsaypmiitical. Influence is
not a defining purpose of Independence. Autonom@ispolitical self-
expression: in disavowing party affiliation, thelependent demands to be
“recognized as a unique individual who could expresrself significantly in
public and in private®

The corollary of freedom for Independents is unesnavith power.
Despite claims for the salience of Independentrgatespecific elections,
Independents are not antipartisan because theynméwey will be more
effective. They are not oriented to collective actiThey are not sending a
coordinated message, even if analysts are in thieéss of interpreting
what their votesneant On occasion nonpartisan voters (including but not
restricted to Independents) may decide an eledbionto say that they throw
the election one way or the other is misleadingabse there is no “they”
there. Simply, the vicissitudes of the votes ofpantisans have that
unplanned effect'* Nonvoters (80.4 million eligible adults in the 200

presidential race”) have been wryly described as “the largest palitic

party”. They are not a party, of course, and neidre Independents.
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Nonetheless, a potential army of Independentsngptieg to the political
imagination of antipartisan thinkers. In his lacampaign on behalf of
proportional representation, Mill imagined “a perabmerit ticket” made up
of Independent men. Lincoln Steffens found indeeesl “captious and
irritating” but still imagined they could be thetdamining force in politics —
if only they were dependably progressiv&(That is, partisan.) Critics of the
major American parties periodically imagine orgamzindependents in the
service of de facto constitutional alteration, &sl Towi does when he
commends a third party with the specific intentprliamentarizing the
presidency™’ These are fantasies projected onto Independesttthe pose
of Independents themselves. They are argumentsdating a new
“Independent Party” not for more, permanent Indeleeits. This is not
surprising. As Schattschneider said, “the big gasnke party game because
in the last analysis there is no political substitior victory in an
election.™®

Independents do not assume responsilditythe institutions that
organize elections and government or responsihdityther like-minded
citizens. The Independent is politically unrelighifeough political science

does not portray this as querulousness or fickenedHenry Adams’ words

“[a mask] for political vacillation, weakness, im=stency of temperament,
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or an excuse for self-indulgenc¢® This has been a longstanding worry for
those who place hopes for democratic reform on tit&ran Teddy
Roosevelt warned against “the deification of indejence”. The
Independent “must try to accomplish things; he nma$tvote in the air”, he
cautioned, otherwise Independence is a politi¢snefre windy anarchy*?°
Albert Stickney was an antiparty Progressive whioetleless conceded:
“Whichever army the citizen may join, or abandoais, ight of desertion
gives him no substantial control of either men @asures, and is far from
being the right of free deliberate action that ke heen commonly supposed
to possess...*?! I'll give the last word on this subject to EdmuBdrke,
who said it first: “In a connexion, the most incalesable man, by adding to
the weight of the whole, has his value, and his astof it, the greatest
talents are wholly unserviceable to the publickibligh even Burke
considered it perhaps, “to overstrain the principtemake “neutrality in
party a crime against the staté®.

It is appropriate, however, to strip Independerfagnearned pride and to
defend partisanship. Again, the common notion dingtintelligently and
progressively democratic” system depends on tHéyabf its supporters to

attain a nonpartisan spirit is exactly wroigSo, let me make the positive

case for the moral distinctiveness of party id.

34



6. Three Preliminary Articles in Defense of Partisaship

In yesterday'’s lecture | identified three histolitaoments of
appreciation” of parties: Burke’s regulated rivalHegel's organization for
governing, and the proto-Millian dynamic of oppasit his “serious conflict
of opposing reasons”. Political science detaileptieasons to value parties
specific to democracy. Parties are instrumentobéctive responsibility

that enhance representatives’ accountability tersd® (Fhoughthis

office.™®} There is the argument that interdependence amaiignal, state,

and local party organizations is the “politicalesgtiard” of federalisnt®
And the proposition that only strong parties cagistecapture by special
interests? 13131 Most basic, parties mobilize voters, losing partie
particular work to expand their support.

These systemic apologies fomartiesmay be conceded without also

conceding the value of partisanship in the elet¢olave already mentioned
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the most important. Party id is demonstrably relatehigh levels of
participation™** Party id makes voting habitual. It creates a uaikjnd of
“interest” in participation. It creates a “we”.We think that “the simple act
of voting is the ground upon which the edifice Hative government rests

1133

ultimately,™” we might expect that when the percentage of n@emsas

high enough to raise the alarm of democratic fgjlipartisanship would
look good***

That said, my defense of partisanship takes ardiffeack, one rooted
in the qualities that make it a unique politicamdity. | propose three
preliminary articles in defense of partisanshipg] and with one categorical
reason for the moral distinctiveness of party'{d.

The first preliminary article points to theclusivecharacter of party id in
the U.S.. This is distinctive though not uniqueé&stisanship here, given our
two-party system of “catch-all partie§® At its most basic, partisanship is
identification with Democrats from Florida to Calihia, made possible by
the decline of party sectionalism, and with poditicompetition at every
level of government. Moreover, no other politicdmtity is shared by so
many segments of the population as measured byoSEfigion*” “With

few exceptions, each of the parties draws voteggmificant numbers from

every stratum of the populatiof®® (The exception today is African
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American identification as Democrats beginning witl presidential
election of 1964 In the past few elections partisanship has aleidei
along religious lines, based not on sectarianistrstsingency of observance
as measured by patterns of church-gdifiy.Finally, without conceding that
the major parties are either centrist or indistitloey are internally
heterogeneous ideologically as well as sociallyti€ans cannot be found
clumped tightly together on an ideological spectfim

This is not to say that partisans have an espgcakp moral
commitment to inclusiveness. Only that the dispasito tolerate, even
welcome, diversity is characteristic of partisapsiere. For partisans are
ambitious to be in the majorify? And, importantly, not just for reasons of
political necessity. Partisans want to win (butreirea winner-take-all
system a plurality can suffice). They want to hthadr policies enacted (but
other mechanisms work too). Rather, majority statu$ margin of victory
justis a compelling claim. Partisans want the moral adaray that comes
from earning the approval of “the great body of peeple”. Tocqueville
recognized that majoritarianism signified more thgprocedural
requirement for political victory when he wrote:H& parties have a great
interest in determining the election in their fguaot so much to make their

doctrines triumph with the aid of the presidentsekes to show by his
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election that those doctrines have acquired a ritgjoke anticipated
overeager appeals to a silent majority. “When tlaek it among those who
have voted, they place it among those who haveimest from voting, and
when it still happens to escape them there, theyifiamong those who did
not have the right to voté?® The potential moral force of majoritarianism is
its resonance with “the great body of the peodlg’ said that “Human
beings, if only to maintain a semblance of selppexs, have to be persuaded.
Their consent must be sustained by opinidfi$Persuading a majority of

the people is a triumph. If it cannot claim to be voice of God, itis a
majority on the side of the angels.

In this respect, party id expansive and inclusivenedsesbecome a
conscious partisan value. Particular candidateshmag short-term strategic
interests (or safe seats) that allow them to aitivaly “the base”, the
party’s most committed and intense support&rand particular sets of
activists may advocate ideological homogen¥ityrhey would prefer to be
a majority in a minority party than a minority imaajority party**’ But
ordinary partisans expect mobilization — exposedycating, arousing as
many as possible to support the party. Their harezxtends beyond a single

election. Partisans aspire to inclusivernéss,
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The second preliminary article in defense of paftis attachment to
others in a group with responsibility for tellinggamprehensive public story
about the economic, social, and moral changesediitie,**° and about
national security® This is not just a matter of being “forced in some
measure to speak the language of general welfdr@gh that constraint is
real enough™ There is something more at stake here, a democrati
obligation. Rawls says that to gain enough supjoontin office, parties
must advance some conception of the public goatirg: ideally we
should not only offer arguments that one can ‘reabty expect other
reasonable people’ to accept but also that thesedhot bead hog'?
marshaled willy-nilly as electoral strategy or cheng circumstances dictate.
We should situate them in what we consider the mezstonable and
“complete” conception of political justice we cavance>

This would be a forbidding standard were it notgarties. | believe this
expectation underlies Burke’s admonition that atigall position requires
“not only that in his construction of these pulaats...he conforms himself
to the rules of fair, legal, and logical interptega” but also that his
construction is in harmony with a party® It is why normative accounts of

agenda-setting that apply standards of completeneksrence, and range of
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alternatives are the theories most likely to acKedge the importance of
parties™>>

Partisans may not be able to articulate reasonsafcin position and
policy, and these reasons and positions are natritlerlying cause of their
identification and adherence, but the “we” is boupdwith political
ideas'®® Reasons why we point the country in the rightction, the one
required by justice, on the side of the angelssBeawhy they do not. Our
evident concern for the public good; their manif#stiation. As it
approaches a comprehensive account of what justiperes (and even
when it does less) partisanship is aptly descrasetpatriotism of the
second degree’™

It would be foolish to say that party éhtailsa systematic conception of
justice or even a completely coherent story ofameti direction spanning the
economy, national security, social values, andattar°® Often enough,
partisans focus on a specific, sometimes ephertfissale” or event, and
their party’s competence to identify and deal wiitfin contrast to the
untrustworthy, oblivious, incompetent oppositiof)Or partisans pursue
“special interests” and benefits. Nonethelessjsars are not single-issue

voters.*®° The partisan “we” covers a lot of ground. Partssare sincere in

proposing their allies as decision-makers for theom as a whole across a
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broad set of problems in terms that can appeat ia@dusive array of
citizens; indeed, the existence of partisanshipvats these thing§! Party
id therefore differs from identification with othgroups that seek political
influence.

The alternatives to parties and partisanship ahpn the opposite
direction of contraction and concentration. I'liysae obvious. Supporters
of interest and advocacy groups support specificies or issues, often
local and sectarian. This is as true of self-styledlic interest groups as
corporate lobbyists. Partisans do not hold to glsimalue as urgent,
uniquely important, and take it to its limit bueidtify the party with a
complex of concerns continuously balanced againstamother. One reason
why ordinary partisans are rarely extremists is$ sinagle-mindedness, the
appeal of adhering to just one single idea thatidatas all other issues and
reasons, is not strorff

Inclusiveness and a comprehensive account of wdedaito be done are
only possible if partisans demonstrate the disjppstb compromise. My
third preliminary article speaks to the dispositiorcompromisevith fellow
partisans™®® | half-dissent from the view that political-mindeitizens seek
out like-minded networks and are rarely exposecbtdlicting views. Half

dissent because partisanship is about organizihguppressing conflict,
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which arises within parties. Intra-party conflicége over every aspect of
campaigning, governing, and opposition. What irgesrand issues are the
crucial lines of division? What candidate can appe¢he base without
alienating the general electorate? What messagemsunicated by a
certain position in the politics of the moment? \Mlaas or candidates fall
outside the bounds and are unfaithful to “the edbuhe party”?
Compromise entails a tolerance of small gainsjrggetéess than we want in
order to get something, settling for less in otdeprevent even worse.
Compromise extends to tolerating the fact that nnemswe approve of are
justified or “sold” in terms we don't.

Partisans for a cause or group or policy existiwigarties and
compromise acknowledges and sustains the larger “¥eln turn,
compromise is possible because of the continuitysmtidarity of
partisanshig® Just as partisanship in government is the comdftio more
than ad hoc, uncoordinated political decisionsemingle cases of
negotiation or barter, voters’ party id is the citiod for a degree of
coherence and continuity of “some conception ofphielic good.*®
Of course, some accommodations will be intoleragdetisans will

refuse to vote for the party candidate, or B8ltnfinite flexibility can be

abject, humiliating evidence of pandering or raypapunism. But learning
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to act “in accordance with a script they don’t eihemselves®®is the

core of all political organizing, and it is just athndependents can’t abide.
Unyielding commitment to principle or policy thasdains compromise is
described even by fellow partisans as “extremists why some
Republicans sensibly object: “I did not become aseovative in order to
become a radical..**® We are familiar with uncompromisingness: Purists
“cant about principles”. “Practical acquaintancéhwhe difficulties of the
position” they assume eludes them. They pledge $k&sas to ignore facts.
They do not find failure ignominious. They represatransigence as a
virtue. (A terrific metaphor has it: “He is noteceiver, he is a
transmitter™’®) Unrelieved, self-righteous refusal to comprongseites
moral aggression. It is an invitation to a cyclebérges of hypocrisy. It
brings other dangers as well: cultivating distdstepolitics, replicating the
weightlessness of Independence, above all, fonggettie moral dimension
of a compromising disposition, which is our ultimgirotection against
stupidity and cruelty. That activists can be existnm this sense, not just in
the “spatial” sense of taking positions off-centerderscores
compromisingness as a moral disposition of ordimanisans and
unyieldingness its corruption. Partisans takehmriesponsibility: they give

up purity, some elements of a vision of the pullterest with the aim not
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only of securing enough support to put plans iritect but also of
preserving the “we”.

My three preliminary articles in defense of pady4 inclusiveness,
comprehensiveness, and the disposition to compeomire consistent with
standard democratic virtues: a semblance of muasplect, minimal
concern for the interests and opinions of otheyipionality, resolving
disputes through discussion and (some will alloegatiation:’* But party
id prods us to step outside the charmed circlevat girtue. Partisanship
adds solidarity and aggressiven&és.quoted Teddy Roosevelt's warning
about the weightlessness of Independence. He gasaeruted advice too:
thoughtful men should not be too delicate and shtghow them that one is
able to give and to receive heavy punishments$ #asy to disparage this as
political bravado. True, “Greatness is made ofre&estuff than successfully
facing the exigencies of the electoral cycl€But for ordinary citizens,
partisanship brings the knocks of compromise aridadeHow not, given
personal identification and the stak€§?

Inclusiveness, comprehensiveness, and the dispostticompromise do
not characterize partisanship at every point inpibliéical history of the

major American parties. Perhaps | should retredtsay they are valuable

only sometimes and even then within a particulatypsystem. Certainly
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these virtues have meaning only within the strattoonstraints of
representative democracy. But | want to say momeoig political
identities, only partisanship has tipistentialfor inclusiveness,
comprehensiveness and compromisingness. Theyeseobfttours for the
best possible partisanship. They provide groundsriicism of
partisanship today/

| call these preliminary articles in anticipatiohame final categorical
defense of partisanship. The heart of the moraindisveness of party id
draws on the “moments of appreciation” of partiésstussed last time, so it
should have a familiar ring.

7. “The Moral Distinctiveness of Party ID"1®

We learn from early moments of appreciation ofipantvhat
Schattschneider would later restate: a party systeates a system of
conflict, gives it form and scope. Partisanshigentification with others in
this system of political conflict, this regulatadairy that defines
representative democracy. What does that mean?

It means that partisans are not bent on mutuatu®sin. They do not
represent the opposition as a public enemy. Thayotidook to liquidate or
permanently disorganize the opposition even inowvict(Allowing that

legislative redistricting is “one of the most cociflial forms of regular
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politics in the United States short of violen¢&Y Partisans don’t secede or
revolt, subvert or withdraw in defeat. “Electiorre aot followed by waves
of suicide.””® In other social and political contexts the ternpoiver is not
periodic and fixed by rules; the conflict is nargtive; the future may
disappear from vieWw” Partisans keep the losing side alive, in publewi
on the ready not just to alter a particular outcdiueto have their party take
responsibility for governind®® This has a resemblance to the general
normative argument in favor of consent to a rulbédound by a majority
decision. But it is more specific and entails nust jconsent but personal
identification with the bounds of regulated rivaligd government organized
by parties.

With this, partisans recognize that their standsgartial and temporary.
That is the categorical moral distinctiveness afypal: partisans do not
imagine that their party speaks for the whdt®wever ardent and devoid of
skepticism, there is that bit of reticence. Thairtp is just a part. Even in
power, they are not the nation. Tocqueville obsgthat parties in America
know, and everyone knows, that no party represardsyone, or even a
permanent majority. “This results from the verytfattheir existence*®!

So partisanship is a commitment to the ineradiggtf pluralism and

disagreement, to regulated rivalry and to shiftegponsibility for
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government. That is, partisanship entails commitrh@the provisional
nature of political authority, its periodic recreat \We might think that the
vicissitudes of fortune and the limits of humanitioh make this
existentially true, a felt experience. Or we migay that all citizens in
democracy, or at least all voters, have a pafttig They do, structurally.
But partisans are expressly identified with it. laee the active intentional
agents of what George Kateb has called the “radizastening” of political
authority®?

Why do partisans accept being just a part? Foremta reasons: the
long-term view commends it; the prospect of bemthe minority. There is
the sheer excitement of opposition. Robert Penrr&dguuts this
colloquially in Willie Stark’s stump speech Adl the King's Men*“l don't
expect all of you to vote for me. My God, if all yéu went and voted for
Willie, what the hell would you find to argue ab®uthere wouldn’t be
anything left but the weather, and you can’t vatdlmat.” Additionally, as a
form of identity politics, partisanship is defingdterms of “the other”. All
that said, the moral distinctiveness of party ithest partisans do not think
they could or should speddr the whole while still thinking they should

speakio everyone. Partisanship is the political identiigt does not see

political pluralism and conflict as a bow to neegssa pragmatic
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recognition of the inevitability of political disegement, a philosopher’s
glum concession to the ineradicable “circumstamégmlitics”.

This isnot because partisans are Millians attuned to “hathgs” and
the dynamic by which every position derives itéitytirom the deficiencies
of the other (the claim that “Le&ndRight” are more apt to get it right)
They are offering a satisfactory account of whatdseto be done for the
nation as a whole. They are on the side of thelangjbey want the
opposition to be defeated (or enlightened). Buy tthe@ not want or expect
the elimination of political lines of division. Thanly line opposing
partisans would jointly erase is that between actind passive citizens —
they want the rest of us to take sides. That soitidevdead wrong and take
sides against the angels is perfectly normal, &md terror has the same
rights as truth®®* As | argued last time, this is the discipline afisans,
not impartial observers, and is independent of indredr not we imagine
that the lines of division mirror some fundamemtaélism in human nature
(Jefferson’s conviction that “the terms whig and/tbelong to natural as
well as to civil history”) or that the parties suradhadd up to some political
or philosophically grounded whot&

Creating lines of division is the achievement attiganship,

the heart of introducing a “power into the politivaorld.”**® Great or
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small, parties are not simply reflections of clegasm“there” in society
any more than they adopt fully developed conceptmfrjustice that
exist antecedent to political activity.Democratic theory is
particularly withholding when it comes to the creatfacet of
partisanship. Contemporary theorists prize théipal inclusion of a
“variety of perspectives” but pluralism per se,caling positions a
hearing”, is not democratic politics. “The clashpafitical beliefs,

and of the interests and attitudes that are likeipfluence them,”
which Rawls and other philosophers concede is fanabcondition

of human life,”®® do not spontaneously assume a form amenable to
democratic debate and decision. Discordant vah@sjons, issues,
policies must be identified, selected, refineds mot just a question of
the range of opinions but of articulatii.Someone must create the
lines of division over social aims, security, anstice'® Someone
must organize Mill's “serious conflict of opposingasons™®* Party
competition is constitutive, then:; it creates aeysof conflict™** It
“stages the battle”. That is, partisans do. Attengpto capture this,
Maurice Duverger used language that moves backaatidbetween

metaphors of natural and artistic creation: paxigstallize,

coagulate, synthesize, smooth down and mold. Grgaitn politics is
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rarely a subject of political theory, and thersitdentified with
founding moments; constitutional design; higher-laaking;
transformative social movements. Not with “normpalitics”.*?®

Partisanship is the ordinary not (ordinarily) estdinary locus of

political creativity’®* (And the agency, finally, of extraordinary

change.)

7. Conclusion:

For political scientists in the grip of electoraladysis and prediction,
the significance of partisanship is plain. | hawed to work out its
significance for political theory -- its value sutttat we can flip the common
sense view that partisans support parties, whittués In yesterday’s lecture
| advanced moments of appreciation of parties:|edgd rivalry, governing,
and a stripped down philosophical defense in whitiies are deliberating
agents and deliberative arerd&sPartisanship is necessary to realize the
value of parties. We may not admire partisansdeatocracy benefits from
them. Today | flipped perspectives and offered anerat of appreciation for
parties as “carriers” of partisanship. | have adtea defense of partisanship
as a political identity set off from others. Indlteness, comprehensiveness,

compromisingness are dispositions vital to politmaralism. The

expectation that parties are always just partstlaadask of shaping a system
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of conflict make party idhe morally distinctive political identity of
representative democracy.

Why aren’t political theorists busy connecting fractice of
democratic citizenship with partisanship? Deliberatvith party conflict?
A decline of partisanship with less engagementlassi deliberation? That is
another story, explainable in part by the interneissitudes of academic
theory and in part, of course, by events.

For if antipartisanship were simply of the mometnmight be
forgiven just now, when provoked in part by theretation between
partisanship and religious observance, partisagrs $e take being on the
side of the angels literally. On this view, parffimals and activists diverge
from each element of the moral distinctivenessawfypid: they (one or both
parties) want to destroy the other as an effecnalegitimate opposition;
they view themselves as the nation, not a partpromise even with fellow
partisans is not in their repertoire; intransigeisca virtue that trumps
getting the public business done. Without concetliege points, (and |
don't), they don’t apply to my ordinary partisahr do they make my
characterization an idealization, since the auditleave proposed are actual
not just conceivable. In any case, extremism andrjzation are not

grounds for repressing, eliminating, or circumvuggfparties and
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partisanship and prizing Independence. Wauld be a hopeless
idealization, and a misguided abandonment of thenditive political
identity of representative democracy. What is eeldd not more
Independence but more and better partisanship.

I'll end with the simple thought that partiality ddisagreement are
inescapable and political groups organized in opiposto one another are
irrepressible. But parties in representative deamcare not, and neither is
partisanship. Between high minded disapproval emotie hand, and taking
parties and partisanship for granted on the otherare liable to lose sight

of the achievement.

! Judicial nominations are a key example of a framewlesigned for institutional, branch checking and
balancing at least partly transformed into a frantéviio which parties do that work — depending on
divided/unified government and on the cohesivenedsalarization of parties. That under present
circumstances “partisan” is a term of abuse is @othiis essay is an attempt to understand whyaihis
enduring invective.

2 Stevens, dissentin@lingman v. Beavei544 U.S. (2005) at 13.

3 Citizenship is the most important political ideptbut it is not exclusive to democracy. It would be
possible to work out, though | have not, the wawirch the defining characteristics | attribute to
partisanship derive from democratic citizenship.

* Giovanni SartoriParties and Party Systeni@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976) at 77.
® Dissent inRutan et al v. Republican Party of Illinci®7 U.S. 62 at 106.

® Since political leadership needs to be renewed sarce the ritual of democratic elections as culyen
understood require political parties, the statevipies (or guarantees) parties: Richard S. KatzRatdr
Mair, “Changing Models of Party Organization andtiP®emocracy: The Emergence of the Cartel Party”,
Party Politicsvol. 1 no. 1 (1995): 5-28 at 22.

"My concern is parties and partisanship not demod@mgycourt. From the #century to the present
there are several strains of antidemocratic thobgbéd on the incapacity and irrationality of citizeto
which “elite democracy” is one response.

® Milkes at 3.

® Frank Sarouf, “Extra-Legal Political Parties in \dtissin” 48 APSR 6921954) at 692, discussing
American attitudes toward parties.

0 “politics as a Vocation”, p. 108.

1 John Dunn, “Situating Democratic Political Accouriliafy in Adam Przeworski, Susan C. Stokes,
Bernard Manin, eddemocracy, Accountability, and Representa{idambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999) , p. 336. Aldrich makes this pointualcontemporary parties but without the negativity:
parties comprise office-seekers; those with thewess they need — benefit seekers; and activistery
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“are not part of the political party at all, evenhiey identify strongly with the party and consigte

support its candidates”, p. 21.

12 SchattschneideParty Governmenip. 134.

13 John McCain — a scheme by which both parties comspistay in office by selling the country to the
highest bidder. Cited in Kevin Phillipg/ealth and DemocradgiNew York: Broadway Books, 2002 ) at
325.

4 Michael E. McGerrThe Decline of Popular Politics: The American NotB5-1928New York:
Oxford, 1986) , p. 17.

15 Disch at 111. The best recent discussion of turisoMiark N. Franklin\Voter Turnout and the Dynamics
of Electoral Competition in Established Democrasigxe 1945Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004). His object is to rebut “civic virtue” and galal disaffection explanations for low turnout. e

title says, he traces turnout in part to partiesthedcharacter of elections, but also to cohort deapiges
and whether young voters are habituated to voEngnces Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward\hy
Americans Still Don’t VotéBoston: Beacon Press, 2000) at 24ff. “Parties tiebras were important
agents of electoral constriction” at 29. One caltiah is the risk to incumbent officeholders of ritiaing
voters who are not partisans. Steven E. ScBiginvitation Only: The Rise of Exclusive Politicgtie
United StategUniversity of Pittsburgh Press, 2000) at 7Alan Wolfe argues that the most compelling
reason for parties is that they activate peoplédabthey express their needs, and provide a vefuicle
helping them obtain their needs (private communiotiBor a discussion of how critical habituation of
young voters is, and the parties’ abandonment dfilmation of young voters, and the potentially miatic
consequences of mobilization on account of the “gaiznal effect” see Franklin, p. 216.

18 Fiorina, cited in Hacker and Pierson, p. 43

" Martin P. Wattenbergihe Decline of American Political Parties: 1952-19@ambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1994) at 48; John Kenneth Whitk Rhilip John Daviegolitical Parties and the
Collapse of the Old OrderdNew York: State University of New York Press, 19888. On revitalization
see 71. Opinion polls suggest that confidence lengislitical parties lie at the bottom of the sdbwer
than any other secondary association. 42.6% of nelgmds express “very little” and only 3.8% “a great
deal” of confidence in them No. 481 V. Hodgkinson,\Meitzman, and the Gallop Organizati@iying

and Volunteering in the United Statd996 edition (Washington, D.C. Independent Sed@96). On
depressing politics and information costs see Imm, The Cunning of Unreasoat 93. For a fuller
discussion of contemporary antipartyism see Rosembieost-Party Depression”; “The Anxiety of
Influence”, and “Correcting the System”.

18 Cited in see Lisa Jane Discfhe Tyranny of the Two Party Syst@dew York: Columbia University
Press, 2002) at 25-6. Ray La Raja and Sidney Nkidfpoint out that in McConnell v. FE@he Supreme
Court’s majority scorned” parties; “political pieas were blithely viewed as the mere creatures of
candidates and special interests, not as collectiyanizations with a past and a future, 771-776/4t
®Morris Fiorina, “Extremist Voices” at 405. The npolicy aspect of public distaste is the theme ofnJoh
R. Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Mor&tealth Democracy: Americans’ Beliefs about how Guvent
should WorkFiorina addresses the Hibbing Theiss-Morse thrsBarties, Participation, and
Representation in America: Old Theories Face New BResdliPolitical Science: The State of the
Discipline, ed. Ira Katznelson and Helen V. Milner (New Yovi:W. Norton, 2002): 511-541 at 538.

20 Cited in Eldon Eisenacfihe Next Religious Establishment: National Ideritg Political Theology in
Post-Protestant Americgrowman & Littlefield: New York, 2000) at 116. A perful rebuttal to political
disaffection is Mark Franklinyoter Turnout...

2L By illusion | do not mean that swing voters — Inelegents and weak partisans — do not decide certain
elections — only that unlike partisanship that iseallective strategy or individual intent, a poiatwhich |
return. It is certainly the case that neither péatyd the Democrats in particular today) can winomai
elections by mobilizing only their base. On onereate, Democratic candidates must capture “upwards of
60% of the moderate vote”. William Galston and &taKamarck, “The Politics of Polarization”, Third
Way report, 2005 at :www.third-way.com. Note thatrbgderation they mean Independents and
moderates.

#2 Nader v. Schaffeat 25.

ZThe initiative was instigated by Tom Campbell, losethe Republican Senate primary to Christiantrigh
elements. “While political scientists may disagreatanquestion of whether the political system is
benefited when parties are more or less distinpbtarized, it is apparent that the voters havedigith
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less partisanship in adopting Proposition 198”tiis Court at 1302. l€lingman v. Beavethe majority
invoked Oklahoma's asserted interest in “presertirggpolitical parties as viable and identifiabieerest
groups, [and]insuring that the results of primdectons...accurately reflect the voting of the party
members”, p. 2.

%4 Fiorina et alCulture Wars?p. 103; 107. Jacob S. Hacker and Paul Pier$dffi,Center: The Republican
Revolution and the Erosion of American Democr@tgw Haven: Yale University Press, 2005), p. 218.
% samuel Issacharoff, “The Role of Political PartiePartisan Competition”, 1000lumbia Law Revie®
at??? (2000). On the two sorts of choice embodietbsed and blanket primaries see Dennis F.
Thompson Just ElectiongChicago: Chicago University Press, 2002), ppf.&6r a discussion of the
causal relation between state laws requiring padigtiation and voter party identification (and beém
open or blanket primaries and Independence) sey BaBurden and Steven Greene, “Party Attachments
and State Election Laws”, Political Research Quarterb3 no. 1 (Mar, 20900): 63-76.

% Bruce E. Cain and Elisabeth R. Gerber, “Califomi@lanket Primary Experiment”, Independents were
not particularly supportive of the measure, p. 4d their conclusion that when it came to level of
participation the change had modest or nonexigtatts, p. 344 in Cain and Gerb¥nting and the
Political Fault Line: California’s Experiment witthe Blanket PrimaryBerkeley: University of California
Press, 2002). They add to the considerations whetters could understand the significance or
consequences of this institutional change; evettigadlscientists had divergent estimates of itsaffe

27 John RawlsA Theory of Justiceevised edition, (Cambridge: Harvard University Brd999), 195-96;
JAF, 118.

% Mary Follett was a perspicacious Progressive whagithat political machines and special interests
knew how to control direct primaries, initiativecareferenda.

29 Why on its own terms is the politics of differeramti-partisan? For one thing, difference demands the
politics of presence. The distinct perspective ac&anust be preserved, not incorporated within an
umbrella party, and not “captured”. Of course, tbétigs of difference might conduce to system of
multiple parties and proportional representationt @&aracteristically, the politics of difference éas
nonelectoral groups — advocacy groups and movemewith-presumptively stronger and more
meaningful connections to supporters than polifieaties it is reasonable to think that the tramsfiion
from a politics of difference to the identity patisi of partisanship is a loosening of the former.

%0 Nancy L. Rosenblum, “Political Parties as Member&ipups”, 100Columbia Law Reviewd (April
2000): 813-844.

31 Robert E. Goodin and John S. Dryzek, “Deliberatimpacts: The Macro-political Uptake of Mini-
publics”, p. 5 (forthcoming irolitics and Sociedyon file with the author.

32 Jesse MacyPolitical Parties in the United States 1846-196lew York: Arno Press, 1974) at 282.

3 SchattschneideParty GovernmenfNew York: Holt, Rinehart, &

Winston, [1942] 1967), p. 10,

34 Anthony DownsAn Economic Theory of Democrad®57 at 34. Still, the definition most commonly
used by American social scientists is Schumpetses;John Medearidpseph Schumpeter’'s Two Theories
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between the capacities of elites and the incapacitlyeofnasses (the individual as infantile, primate,
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Schumpeter’s own difficulty identifying an elite democratic societies underscores the difficultigdh w
this approach. To my mind, a similar problem plaghtanin’s account of democratic election as
“aristocratic”. Confounding aristocracy, elite, argdestion is misleading. Particularly so if we read
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a democratic process at work in an autocracy andiacratic process at work in a democracy (Madearis
makes this point at 129.).

3 Cohen, “Procedure and Substance...” at 412. Tocquéviieobably the most important early voice for
democracy as a way of life —as the spread of equhkiytransforms social life.

3 Judith Shklar describes Alexander Hamilton as itisé ddvocate of the scientific study of voters in
“Alexander Hamilton and the Language of Politicalefce”, in Stanley Hoffman and Dennis F.
Thompson, edRedeeming American Political ThoudBhicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998): “an
informal, demystifying, scientific, and individuaing political science is built into the rituals déetoral

54



politics and is in fact a part of their structurat,11. And, for political science to be a sciencet asw is,
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only within the cultural context of democracy”, at Bhklar also cites Hamilton on the “alarming
indifference discoverable in the exercise of so alle a privilege” as voting, at p. 7.

%" The American VotefNew York: Wiley and Sons, 1960). It is “antecedenistinct from, and
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state_02-15_ pr.pdf. There are comparable trendthier advanced democracies, see Clarke and Stewart, p.
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Green, Palmquist, and Schickler at 14.
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82 Judith N. ShklarAmerican Citizenship: The Quest for Inclusi@ambridge: Harvard University Press,
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or ethnicity — acquired the patronage awards thehmadad power to confer. The abolition of
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following this path to economic and social advancefranl08.
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1924) at 527.
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argued that election is by its nature “aristocratidiis did not always mean Madison'’s refining and
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Press, forthcoming). This work is particularly gamdthe social forces that create homogeneous negwo
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like-minded others”, p. 125; | take exception to teference to appreciation of “strongly partisanfene
the predominant desire is for citizens to be pigditory but Independent.
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pp. 55-97. Jane Mansbridge has pointed out théfisigmce of these accounts for orthodox notions of
accountability. The retrospective view is not baclduanking, as accountability is normally conceived; i
encourages “entrepreneurial” representatives whd enigipate voters’ reactions; instead of predgctin
voters’ future preferences representatives wiltdrgiscern interests; a premium is put on commuiuioa
and the quality of education in the process as dayhcluding the functioning of parties and mediia,
“Rethinking Representation”, APS®l. 97 no. 4 (November 2003): 515-528 at 516ff.

% For a discussion of limited information and a gsadvey of the field see Samuel L. PopKihge
Reasoning Votemt 7; 43. Revisionist conclusions are not necggsanguine, though. If party id is
volatile and changes with issues, then it adds litt our understanding. And if it is stable, iaisributed to
cognitive defenses against discordant informatiatid2aship “is not merely a running tally of pati
assessments, but a pervasive dynamic force shaifimens’ perceptions of, and reactions to, the pralti
world.”Bartels, “Beyond the Running Tally” at 138.

87 An interesting question is the assessment votakerof their own level of knowledge. Ackerman ayue
that the normal voter “is under no illusions abih quality of reflection that lies behind her b#l] and
that “voting decisions do not measure up to thein gtandards of deliberateness” at 241ff.

8 James Fearon, “Electoral Accountability and the @bt Politicians: Selecting Good Types versus
Sanctioning Poor Performance”, in Adam Prezworski, 8efManin, and Susan C. StokBemocracy,
Accountability, and Representati@@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

8 Christopher H. Achen and Larry M. Bartels, APSA ®os August, 2002 at 6. For a review of the
literature on the limitations of voter ignorance'matively and empirically see William Galston, “Paldl
Knowledge, Political Engagement, and Civic Educdtiémnual Review of Political Scienq®001): 217-
34. Knowledge helps citizens understand their @sisras individuals and members of groups; increhees
consistency of views across issues and across ¢éinagles them to understand political events and
integrate new information into an existing framewainong other effects including increased trust and
promoting participationp. 223.

% For a discussion of this idea in Downsian democthtory and correctives of the sort discussed in
Rosenblum, “Correcting the System”, see Thomas Canisfirhe Rule of the Manyp. 108ff.

1 Bartels “Homer Simpson Gets a Tax Cut"?

92 Angus Campbell, Philip Converse, Warren Millerdddonald StokesThe American VotefNew York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1960) at 143ff.

% Myth at 166-7; 41-55.

% James Albert WoodburRolitical Parties and Party Problems in the UnitStategNew York: Putnam,
1924) at 521.

% See Shafer and Claggett at 185 ff.. Or more likelge moved by attraction or aversion to candilate
the basis of personality and direct communication.

% SchattschneideGemi-Sovereign People. 135. | shouldn't neglect critical accounts olitjal

education by party leadership and the quality of momication even with their own partisan supporters.
To say nothing of media effects, including news asytscal and sometimes arbitrary filter intrudingeifs
between politicians and the public”, in Bartels, “Qeign Quality” at 16. . On representatives and
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communication in particular see Jane MansbridgetHiRking Representation” APSR7 no. 4

(November 2003): 515-528. For a review of the praltscience literature on the kind and limits of
information and the limited effects of new informeat on electoral campaigns, see Dennis F. Thompson,
“Two Concepts of Corruption: Making Campaigns SafellJemocracy”, George Washington Law Review
vol 73 no. 5/6 (August 2005): 1036-69 especiallat

° The phrase is Helene Landemore’s in a dissertatipnagress, “Democratic Intelligence”.

% Hibbing and Thiess-Morse (pp. 134ff).

% Partisan Hearts and Mindat 52; 204. This challenges Aldrich’s notion ttrere is no longer a party in
the electorate because the party is an ever-moantisbject “out there”, pp. 167ff.

1% partisan Hearts and Mindat 133-4; 137. Independence as political identitwijales a caution about
the difficulty of creating partisans. If we take idea of identification as a partisan seriouslynity not be
in the capacity of parties to increase either the rarrabvoters who avow party id or the intensity of
partisanship. At least not by the ordinary politizetivities party leaders use to mobilize votershie

course of election campaigns. Cultivating partisaresdifferent business. Party id rooted in stgqees of
the sort of people who are Democrats and Republisamst malleable, and the party’s ability to attegse
perceptions is limited.

101 Michael WalzerPassion and Politicsp. 12.

192 Green, Palmquist, and Schickler point out thatyswitching from Democrat to Republic and vice vera
is rare; the rate increases if one adds in switahasd from Independence, “creating the misleading
impression that party attachments in the UnitedeStare subject to frequent change” at 167. Tlais h
been challenged. Galston and Kamarck note that 3&#lfeidentified Republicans and 22% of Democrats
report that they once thought of themselves asgaausi of the other party, at 50. A timely exampléhisf

is African-American partisans; political scientissk avhether weakening Democratic partisan
identification among these voters is a signal el party realignment see Jeffrey Graynaviski and
Melissa Harris Lacewell, “Shifting Alliances: Are blavoters ready to rethink allegiance to the
Democratic Party?”, APSA 2005, unpublished papeiilerwiith the author. They use as counterparts the
realignment of Southern white voters in the 196@$ @ Catholics during the 1980s; this illustrattes
guestionable assumption of a direct translatiosoafal identity to partisan identity. The largeiscéong-
term exception is the switch from Democrat to Rematoliof southern conservative voters, “cross-party
replacement” from the 1970s to 2000.

193 Clarke and Stewart, p. 371.

194 some analyses of negative attack ads emphasizééyeitselectively [depress] turnout” and generate
distrust in the process. But their function, orittienctional equivalent, for partisans is cleartediin
Lijphart, p. 10. Political science also indicateatthegative ads can be informative; the main coimipis
against misleading and manipulative ads that careidatd parties are unable to respond to quickly and
effectively, cf. Thompson, “Two Concepts of Corrapti at 1059ff. For a nuanced analysis of the liignea
on effects of negative advertising see Larry M.t8ar “Campaign Quality: Standards for Evaluation,
Benchmarks for Reform” in Campaign Reform: Insicdnisl Evidenceed. Larry M. Bartels and Lynn
Vavreck (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,(): 1-61 at 10ff and 54. . On the other side,
Roderick Hart’s textual analysis of speeches preseritience of lack of definition. He observes “low
insistence” scores as a feature of campaign rhetdtieat quality produces the openness many find so
frustrating in politics — the sudden renegotiatiohfust-completed compacts, the unsteady search for
something agreeable to say, the impertinent amalgamsatnd transmorgrifications”. “Low insistence”
scores mean that politicians negotiate the intel@darrain moment by moment.” They suggest a “ditfic
pluralism”, not distinct party identity. Hart at4.1He observes that the convention acceptance speech is
long, cautious, and busy with the practical, cotegrand numerical: Clinton’s speech “reads like atisali
road map, with each sentence identifying the preggangp likely to be offended by the idea it
embraces.”Hart at 147.

195 Walzer,Politics and Passiorp. 93.

108 Alan Wolfe, “The Tyranny of the Undecided VoteThe New York TimeSunday, October 22, 2000,
WK15.

97 The “real temptation...created wherever a few thousatets become detached from the regular parties
and are placed in a condition to be manipulatedtiarivn from one party to the other”, has been aryvor
Jesse MacyRolitical Parties in the United States 1846-19&lew York: Arno Press, 1974) at 170.

198 Cited in Walzer, p. 128.
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199 Nancy L. RosenbluniThoreau’s Political Writing§Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

110 Henry David Thoreau, “Resistance to Civil Governtiién Nancy L. Rosenblun®olitical Writings
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).

" Woodburn at 521.

12 Ostrogorski at 409; 411.

113 Shklar, American Citizenshipt 60.

14 stevens’ dissent iBlingman v. Beavenpposes restrictions on primary voting: “limititiee
opportunities of independent-minded voters to dasain the electoral arena to enhance their palitic
effectiveness as a group...” at 14. Independenslegrs may also have “swing” power, though they are
usually de facto members of one party.

11560.3% of the voting eligible population voted, thest since 1980.United States Elections Project at
George Mason University: http://elections.gmu.edu

116 Steffens) ettersat 108.

17 That is, increasing the probability that presidareiections would be settled in the House of
Representatives, making Congress the Presideits&pr constituency. Lowi at 10ff. For a Madisonian
critique of parliamentary systems as camoulflagingsttivis and enabling “tyranny by factional majority”
see Ackerman, pp. 255ff.

18 Semi-Sovereign People. 58.

19 Henry Adams on Independents in the 1872 campaig@%t

120 Theodore Roosevelymerican Ideal§New York: Putnam, 1907) at 39; 59-60.

121 stickney at 32-3.

122 Burke, “Appeal” at 52. “Thoughts on the Cause @gent Discontents” in Gunn at 201-2.

123 Jesse Macy at 282.

124 Fiorina is one of many who defends parties asttdunirreplaceable instruments of democratic
accountability in “The Decline of Collective Resporiliiiypin American Politics”, Daedalysr/ol. 109 no. 3
(Summer, 1980): 25-45 at 27. A Progressive themeattamative mechanisms of popular accountability
and sanctioning, a subject taken up today by “rikgay’ theorists among others, cf. Pettit; McCormick
See Rosenblum, “Correcting the System”, unpublished m

125Separation of powers is one factor. Another isdidi government, which exacerbates the problem of
legislative and executive branches contesting te takdit or lay blame. Parties without cohesion make
collective responsibility difficult too. Unified gernment with ideologically defined parties saésfthe
conditions of “responsible party government”. Agaioollective responsibility is the argument tharéhis
“a causal relation between “nonresponsible’ partigsgbvernment stability”, that is, cross-secticenad
non-ideological parties, see Gerald M. Pomper, “ToveaMore Responsible Two-Party System? What,
Again?”, Journal of Politicgol. 33 no. 4 (November, 1971): 916-940 at 918sTha fairly common
claim:bBroad-based parties “supply an essentialresioe and flexibility to the American political scéne,
Justice Powell, 450 U.S. 107 at 133

126 For a discussion of recent Republican policies aesigo avoid accountability see Jacob S. Hacker and
Paul PiersonOff Center:The Republican Revolution and the ErosioAmerican DemocradiNew

Haven: Yale University Press, 2005), p. 12ff.; I57f

127 Eor the incarnation of these difficulties see Falist #50, pp. 332-4. GET AND USE.

128 | arry D. Kramer, “Putting the Politics Back into tRelitical Safeguards of Federalism”, Columbia Law
Review 100 (1): 215-293, at 278-9. On the “successaxes of reform [that] maimed and nearly killed
this system” see 280ff.

129 gchattschneider, GET.

130 An additional argument that | will call systemscthat parties and partisan participation is thetmo
egalitarian form of participation; more so, on mibstorists’ views, if funding is public and private
contributions and expenditures are severely cudaile

131 There is forming majorities capable of taking actAldrich, p. 9.

132 Recent work by Mark Franklin argues that party idsinot generate high turnout but prevents turnout
from falling as much as it might in a low-turnolgaion, p. 164-5. When there are good reasons for
voting, party id becomes less important: its impoce depends on the character of elections. Thegainc
forces for participation are whether individuale aabitual voters (determined by whether they vatdtie
first three elections for which they were eligibigg party id the decision to vote is establishadye ie.
socialization; young voters are harder to mobilfze?7) and whether elections are seen as impataht
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competitive (close races likely to result in polatyanges; party polarization). Franklin eliminadss
significant causes of higher or lower turnout cotapry voting, proportional systems, measures to sfynpl
the act of voting and lower its costs (registratiaimsentee ballots, weekend voting), Lowering thterv
age was counterproductive, p. 213. More genertignklin argues for aggregate rather than indiviidua
level explanations for voter turnout. Among thewangnts in this work is an additional challengehi® t
presumed “paradox of voting”: arguments based dividual decision-making have failed to take into
account the character of the election as an indeperdaable. Voting has some characteristics of a
collective act. Both motivated even if their vateniot necessary for victory to give their candidate
mandate. And the message of the extent to whiokiag candidate has support within the electorate, p
41-2. Uncertainty about whether all members ofcihedition will vote means voting could determine an
election, p. 49. They are neither misinformed ni@tional in thinking their vote has a value subttdly
greater than zero, p. 56. Where there is no uncéytaimd outcome foregone conclusion, will not vote.
Franklin also argues against the voter disaffeaiqplanation of low turnout as well as decliningiciv
virtue. Turnout is not something about the way peapproach elections but something about how
elections appear to people — their estimate of theacter of an election, p. 215. \oter Turnout and the
Dynamics of Electoral Competition in Establishechideracies Since 194&ambridge University Press,
2004).

133 Judith ShklarAmerican Citizenship: The Quest for Inclusi@ambridge: Harvard University Press,
1991), p, 25.

134 Mutz argues that social scientists want all citizéo be partisans for participatory and cognitaasons.
| can’t evaluate that judgment, but it does notHol political theorists, who would like all cgns to be
independents albeit with the interest and motivatibpartisans; Mutz, p. 129. She is right thaiaoc
scientists do NOT want partisan extremism, p. 188.evidence that electoral turnout has not declined
since 1972 once the figures used are not votingpagalation but voting eligible population see Maeh

P. McDonald and Samuel L. Popkin, “The Myth of Yfenishing Voter” 95 APSR0. 4 (December,
2001): 963-974.

135| do not argue that partisans are better citizémeselements of good citizenship go beyond partisansh
| do argue that partisanship is the distinctivatjpall identity of representative democracy.

These articles hold for partisans in office. | disg an ethic of partisan representation, incluthegarticle
of compromisingness, in “Centrism and Extremism inefican Party Politics”. That is not my subject
here.

138 Two-partyism is aynonynfor the United States political system Disch, p.BBch points out that
political science analyses of American two-partyishiefly Duverger’s “law” and Anthony Downs’
propositions about rational voting, have givenitlea authority, p. 63.

137|n the United States, any group of people who harteally the same views on political question th
same political loyalties and identifications, is e@rtto be aninority.” So “to win national elections, even
to win influence over national policies, every goauust participate somehow in the politics of doati
building.” Any aggregate large enough to constitute a majofityoters is necessarily heterogeneous, with
views coinciding on some questions but divergingthrers. This is not to deny that each major paaty h
the dependable support of specific segments gbdipelation — loyalists or groups “captured” by atpa
because they have nowhere else to go. It is tohsdywith few exceptions, each of the parties draates
in significant numbers from every stratum of the yagion.” Dahl at 455; 226.

138 Eor recent work on the decline of cleavage poliied voting in established democracies (owing to
individual mobility and declining importance of fameface communication) see Franklin, p. 21. Dahl at
226. Analysts agree that the parties are less cisedlithan they were historically. The standard vigw
Ramney and Kendall is “The great accomplishment oAtinerican party system has been that it created
agreement in the face of great diversity. By their &igexctional and non-ideological character, the gerti
were able to encompass all groups, or at least sbmeery group”, cited in Gerald M. Pomper, “Toward
More Responsible Two-Party System? What, Again?iridal of Politicsvol. 33 no. 4 (November, 1971):
916-940 at 918. On class and partisanship in t&e tdday see for example Larry M. Bartels, “Whats th
Matter withWhat's the Matter with Kansa$suggesting that the partisan divide along cla&s| insofar
as it is not sectional, is within the white “worgialass”, with the lower economic strata dependably
Democratic and that the party’s losses have beeceodrated in the middle- and upper-income segments
of that group, p. 10-11.

61



1391n 1964 party id shifted from 59% of African Amenisain 1960 to 86%, p. 1. For the suggestion that
this may be weakening at the time when partisarvétall may be strengthening see Grynaviski and
Lacewell, p. 9.

140 See Russell Muirhead, Nancy L. Rosenblum, Daniblc&man, and Francis Shen, “Religion in the
2004 Presidential Election”, in Larry J. Sabata, Bivided States of America America: The Slash and
Burn Politics of the 2004 Electiq2005). This interpretation of polarization, propded by James Q.
Wilson in “Polarization in America: Religion and Poation”, The Tanner Lectures at Harvard
University, 2005 is contested. Among the reasdrdepends on self-reporting of church attendancehé
possibility that conservative Republicans say theyo church. Moreover, the quality of church-going
actual churches varies widely, for social and caltarore than doctrinal reasons.

141 Along the dual dimensions of social liberalism/servatism and economic liberalism/conservatism, the
major parties have even been described as “coalitibesemies”, Miller, Gary and Norman Schofield.
2003. "Activists and Partisan Realignment in the éthibtates.” American Political Science Revii2
(May): 245-260 at 249. This is still true, thougpracess of polarization even in the electoratebeas
noted: “In the 1960s Republican activists were a0& more conservative than independent voter. By
2002...they were almost 40% more conservative”,aakdr and Pierson, p. 27. Increasingly liberals and
conservatives line up with Democrats and Repubdic@alston and Kamarck 3; 46 (In 1976 liberals
outnumbered conservatives in the Democratic Partgds/than 2 to 1; now itis almost4to 1; a
conservative majority dominates the Republican Bawjth the closer alignment of ideology and
partisanship, party id is increasingly a predictbthe vote. Galston and Kamarck at 46: “Democrats ar
more likely to support the Democratic president@mininee than they were thirty years ago, and
Republicans to support Republicans”. Galston andadtaknalso report that the New Democrats who
emerged as a distinct ideological grouping in theD$9&he authors’ affiliation) has “all but disappel
and Liberals have grown to form the single largestp within the core Democratic coalition, at 56e&v
Galston and Kamarck emphasize internal heterogera¢ibf. | interpret the source of the following
comment as political distaste not analysis: “Ttausive character of parties does not seem to describe
well the current Republican party, or at leastaheently most vocal wing of the party”. (Thompson,
private communication). The clause is significdinsuggests, rightly, that there are partisansiwigtarties.
142 For a discussion of turn-out in terms of votersamindividuals divorced from any social contdnett
would give the vote meaning other than its unitamgtdbution see Franklin, p. 202-3. Potential vstare
not atomized byu members of social networks, mosoitaptly, ofpotentially winning electoral
coalitions who believe their coalition will win if every membvoted The argument depends on members
of an electorate seeing themselves this way, p.R@3klin loks at social networks generally not
partisanship. Majority status and margin of victorgtter, p. 208.

143 Democracy in Americh 2, ch. 6; Mansfield p. 230.

14 Morgan, p. 13,

145 “The first line of support, the leading sourcenainey, the wellspring of ideological purity”, Hacker
and Pierson, p. 110.

146 James MacGregor Burns makes the standard case: &) party can cater to the demands of any
extremist group because to do so would antagonizgrda “middle groups” that hold the political batan
of power...The majority party — and the opposition tiha@pes to supplant it — must be competitive; tiiei
one forsakes victory in order to stick to principlé threatens the whole mechanism of majority rule.”
Cited in Lipset,The Politics of Unreason: Right-Wing Extremism inefica, 1790-196§Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1978) at 503.

147 Galston and Kamarck, p. 10.

148 \Why is inclusive partisan identity good? It smassliixed cleavages, counters arrant polarization. It
extends to moderates. It reflects the democraticdstén preferring to be a majority party than aonity

in a majority party who is “right” and looks aheacthe third preliminary article: compromisingneshis

is not to say that democracy does not require panidlparticularist political groups. Some of the mos
enduring inequalities of influence are tied to erdt and racial differences, and at present pagtcul
attention is paid to involuntary cultural groupsiete disadvantage attaches to membership per se.
Collective empowerment demands political associatiahaperates outside parties. Though ultimately
collective goals must be pursued in partisan fastas factions within parties.

149 SchattschneideParty Governmenip. 98
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50| don’t mean to say that partisanship is a matter @mpelling “narrative” where narrative is usedas
term of art, but coherent positions on importanabfems and national direction.

151 . Laurence MooreSelling God: American Religion the Marketplace of CulturéNew York: Oxford
University Press, 1994) at 82. | mean to distingtiés from “framing”, which | take to refer to phes

and metaphors that trigger favorable associatiodsa#tract votes. Though it may be that situational
framing and narratives constituting party identiip together.

1%213,195; PRR 585.

13pPRR 576, 578, 581. For a full discussion of Rawlgarties, see Muirhead and Rosenblum, “Political
Liberalism vs. “The Great Game of Politics”, forthcog Perspectives on Politi¢slarch, 2006). I'll add,
a story that has a degree of continuity over tinmeore continuity than we would expect from indivittua
on their own or as members of particularist groujik ghifting involvements. These three articles hold
perhaps even more strongly, for partisans in officepresentatives. | discuss an ethic of partisan
representation, including the article of compromngsiess, in “Centrism and Extremism in American Party
Politics”. That is not my subject here.

154 Burke, “Appeal” at 52.

155 Beitz, Political Equality, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989)%6-7. Beitz is one of the few
theorists who thinks that under the right inst@nil conditions parties might “face incentives to pete

on the basis of substantive programmatic commitgiearid thus “contribute more to a fruitful proceds
public political deliberation than the parties thatd themselves aloof from such commitments”, §t.1

156 For a detailed case study see Carmine and Stintssare Evolution“The ultimate evidence of an issue
evolution, however, is not to be found in the hafi€ongress, the behavior of party activists,\varethe
ideological orientations of the electorate. It id®found in the link between issues and citizeastigan
identifications”, p. 138.

157 Ostrogorski at 408.

18 This is less stringent than Robert Goodin’s jimsiiion for parties: providing a “ratio” for lawsshere
this comprehensive ration is the defining charastierof law in contrast to coercion. This diffetdrom

the accountability argument advanced by responsidiy government advocates. “The Philosophical
Foundation of Party Democracy” unpublished papeat 1

159 0On this see Carmines and Stimson; one example #eegfifleeting issue/event is Kennedy’s
nomination to the presidency and the polarizatibthe electorate on the religious issue, p. 140.

180 pelieve this point is consistent with John Peikts interesting argument about campaigns, which
explains voting in terms of “issue ownership” —dfining a vote choice as a decision to be made in tefms
problems facing the country that he is better abldandle’ than his opponent”. My argument is dbou
partisanship generally, not restricted to campaiBuosit is consistent with Petrocik’s insofar asdag's

that reputation for “handling” issues is tied tthéstory of attention, initiative, and innovatioovtard these
problems”, perceptions of a party’s issue competeheage very slowly if they change at all, and
partisans consistently cast their party as “morepsiant” across a range of problems not specific sssue
Petrocik is interested in voting theory and campaiffects on “median voters”, not partisanship pei se
am unclear about Petrocik’s causal argument: whetters’ concerns identify the salient problems for a
campaign or parties do. | am also unconvinced thatgeneral matter, party constituency ownershignof
issue is long-term because of the social basis ¢ispaship, at 827. “Issue Ownership in Presidential
Elections, with a 1980 Case Study”, American Jouofi#olitical Scienceol. 40 no. 3 1996: 825-50 at
826.

181 Ackerman’s criteria for “higher law-making”: sigtia “we are not mere politicians”, depth of
involvement; breadth (numbers count) and so on a@gpbartisanship — in place of dichotomy, degree
seems more appropriate, p. 274ff. On 282ff Ackermé&n@eledges the role of parties in movement and
transformative politics. He speaks of “movement-cumntypa

162«Centrism and Extremism in American Party Politiosiipublished ms.

163 Again, my concern here is ordinary partisan voteos representatives. Compromisingness is a
necessary disposition there, too, both within artd/ben parties and even under conditions of unified
government. Compromise within and between parties sathing about the degree of discipline party
leadership can exert or partisan representatives angept. Or about prior homogeneity of opinion among
partisan officials. “But parties are not just cdates of policy agreement; they are also, to somenéxt
causes”, Daryl J. Levinson and Richard H. Pildegp&@ation of Parties, not Powers”, unpublishedygssa
p. 43.
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14 Thompson asks whether Independents don’t havertpomise, perhaps even more. My point is that
forced to choose a party candidate, Independentshanay/to compromise witthhemselvesartisans
compromise with others. So partisan compromisediféers from that of Independents who must
compromise all the time, with different groups otiare. Their compromise is not guided by identifioa,
aimed at sustaining an association, or moved bgiderations of the group’s effectiveness.

185 Supporters who trust candidates and officialsafidials who trust partisans to support decisitret
entail compromise and costs, and to turn out. kample, if partisan officials act in accord with the
interests of voters in the district, their constitay, rather than what partisan supporters woudth wi
officials’ views of the effectiveness of policielsange, and so on.

156 See Charles BeitRolitical Equality, p. 176ff.; ChristianoThe Rule of the Many. 169 ff. Though
Christiano, an advocate of PR, also insists orygdmbice as a ranking of ends, a more onerous demand:
“the choice of aims model requires that citizensoseoa schedule of trade-offs between all the drats t
they have”, p. 198; Christiano assigns this toipamvhose packages of aims and trade-offs shoubiEbe,
p. 199. See Bernard Manin, “Legitimacy” in Manin,qul.357.

187 For a discussion both historical and analytic efplarameters of justifiable compromise see Dennis
Thompson, “Mill in Parliament: When Should a Philpeer Compromise?”, forthcoming, ed. Nadia
Urbinati and Alex Zakaraslohn Stuart Mill's Political Thought: A BicentemhRe-Assessment

%8 \Walzer, p. 92; 93.

%9 Norman Podhoretz, cited in The New York Tim®&hen the Left Turns Right, It leaves the Middle
Muddled”, September 16, 2000

170 Hofstadter cited in Rosenblumlembership and Morajst 276.

1 Eor a full catalogue see William Galstdiiberal Purpose§Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1991), p. 227.

172 Ostrogorski at 279.

173 Alan Wolfe,Return to Greatnes@rinceton: Princeton University Press, 20055.p.

174 As Republican strategist (Richard Viguerie) putThe goal of a list...is not merely to get moneyo
win a single campaign, but to maintain an active tency for the exertion of power.”John Gertner,
“The Very, Very Personal Is the Political”, The NewrkKd@imes MagazineFebruary 15, 2004: 42- 47at
46.

75 As regards inclusiveness, for example, the pagiqaioblem of minorities within parties; the way in
which third parties are disadvantaged, reducindeherage of partisans within parties, and so on.

78| am patently indebted to the important work byo@e Kateb, “The Moral Distinctiveness of
Representative Democracy” The Inner Oceaf(lthaca: Cornell, 1992).

17 Andrew Gelman and Gary King, “Enhancing Democrackotigh Legislative Redistricting”, APSR
(vol. 88 no. 3), September, 1994: 541-559) at 541.

178 gchattschneideParty Governmenip. 91.

179 Or extends indefinitely as it does for revolutipnand utopian actors.

180 Recall Tocqueville, “it is true that they do not kavthe right to make law; but they have the power to
attack the one that exists and to formulate in aceahne one that should exist.”"Mansfield at 181241,
181 Mansfield ed. at 185; 1.2.4

182 Kateb, p. 37.

183 Russell Muirhead, “LefAndRight: A Defense of Partisanship”, unpublished paper

184 veit Bader “Religious Pluralism: Secularism or Ritipfor Democracy?”, Political Theoryol. 27 no.
50ctober, 1999) pp. 597-634 at 617.

185 Indeed, when partisans invoke foundational idenititis typically incantation and sign of the faié of
political creativity. Today, for example, both Demosrahd Republicans juxtapose populism to arrogant
elitism and both claim to be on the side of ordinaeople, on the side of the angels. John R. Hibhimd
Elizabeth Theiss-Mors&tealth Democracy: Americans’ Beliefs about how Guvent should Work
(Cambridge University Press, 2002), p. 53 pointwaluat history amply shows: that liberalism and
populism have a weak relationship.

186 Even “objective” social divisions are open to iptetation; certainly the relation between social
cleavage and political preference or interest. Theesiess or distance of a party from the ideological
policy positions of salient groups is a politicalcgsion.
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“Power” in Tocqueville: Mansfield at 171; |, 2Rothing in this denies that other political asstoias —
interest and advocacy groups, social movements e &gart in representation or in creating the lofes
division that, finally, parties must bring to gomarent.

187| like to think this great activity of partisansHips behind the German Constitution, which givagips
constitutional status and protection on grounds‘th& political parties participate in the formiofjthe
political will of the people”.

188 Theory of Justicel96.

189 Even PR systems exclude groups and positions e ordess depending on the threshold of votes
needed to win seats.

19 someone must precipitate shifts in the publiciskimg about what needs to be done, reshape the
contending coalitions of groups and interests,smdn. See Everett Carl Ladd, “1996 Vote: The “No
Majority” Realignment Continues”, Political Science&pterly112 no. 1 (Spring 1997): 1-28 at 4.

91 partisans “bring the counter-argument into shargiéaf’.Manin at 226., and Manin, “Deliberation
Across the Aisle”, p. 8. Political scientists manart democratic theorists have attended to institatio
design and rules that inhibit or encourage spefifims of conflict and deliberation.

1921 owi in Romance at 5.

193 See for example Bruce Ackermatie the PeopléCambridge, Ma: Harvard University Press, 1991).
The focus of the argument is on two avenues oftitatisnal amendment. One element of this account is
the distinction between decisions by the peopleh@ridawmaking) and decisions by government. During
normal politics “nobody represents the People im@problematic way”. Of course, noone argues that
representation is unproblematic, but Ackerman’s foigithat representation is not the key; “they oaty

be represented by “stand-ins™, p. 263. More gelhemo “public interest” grouping is powerful englu to
force its agenda to the center of political conceymmake it's the critical question; lack of patai

salience, p. 270. Normal politics is elite dialogpe20. Ackerman’s criteria for “higher law-making”
signaling “we are not mere politicians”, depth mfalvement; breadth (humbers count) and so on apply
partisanship — in place of dichotomy, degree seems aqpropriate, p. 274ff. On 282ff Ackerman
acknowledges the role of parties in movement andfoemative politics. He speaks of “movement-cum
party”. “Mobilized deliberation” appears to be tiedpartisan elections, though Ackerman is not expip.
285ff. Political science, in contrast, has excelleotk on political creativity in connection with peas,
among them Edward Carmines and James Stintssme EvolutiorfPrinceton: Princeton University Press,
1989). “The ultimate evidence of an issue evolutianot to be found in the halls of Congress, the
behavior of party activists, or even the ideolobaréentations of the electorate. It is to be foumdhe link
between issues and citizens’ partisan identificatfpps 138.

194 On partisan agents of “issue evolution”, typicalfytisan activists, see Edward G. Carmines and James
A. Stimson,Issue Evolution: Race and the Transformation of AcaerPolitics(Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1989), pp. 89ff.

19| have emphasized these, along with political cvégtiover the orthodox standards: representatisgne
accountability, and choice.
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