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Abstract 
 
In this paper we argue anti-establishment, conservative voters have influenced 
US political dynamics by supporting presidential candidates atypical among 
partisan elites, across eras when these voters were predominantly Democratic as 
well as when they were predominantly Republican. We use opinion polling data 
to model particular ideological and demographic characteristics that predicted 
support for Donald Trump during the 2016 presidential election. With Trump 
Supporters as a model for voters with conservative, populist, and nationalistic 
attitudes, we use ANES data to identify similar voters from 1964 to the present 
and investigate whether those voters tend to support similarly unconventional 
presidential candidates.   
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 In the aftermath of the 2016 US presidential election, a popular pursuit among 
pundits, journalists, and academics, alike, was to attempt to explain Donald Trump’s 
upset of Hillary Clinton’s widely expected victory.  Among those explanations were 
efforts to distill demographics and identity politics to determine just who had 
ultimately supported Trump.  Many sought a single, unique characteristic among 
Trump supporters.  Some claimed it was the poorly educated, others said working-class 
White voters, and still others suggested it was rust-belt factory workers (Silver 2016, 
Cohn 2016, Pacewicz 2016).  All such descriptors pale in comparison to the single 
characteristic that was most effective in predicting a vote for Trump in 2016: 
“Republican” (Vavreck 2017). 
 While partisan identification was certainly a strong determinant of voters’ 
choices on Election Day, it is also clear that some Republicans (and Democrats, for that 
matter) were more eager than others to pull Trump’s lever (Phillips 2016).   In this 
study, we argue that Donald Trump is the most recent example of an unconventional 
presidential candidate who defies party norms with the support of voters we call 
“insurgent conservatives.”  We determine the attitudinal and demographic 
characteristics that best indicate a higher probability of support for Trump, the 
candidate, in order to develop a model for a “Trump voter.”  Using polling data taken 
The Economist and YouGov prior to the 2016 presidential primary season, we are able to 
identify people who expressed a preference for Trump while there were still many 
other Republican candidates in the field.  We proceed on the assumption that these 
respondents represent people who were eager supporters of Trump and made their 
choice based on a preference for the candidate, himself, and not just partisan 
identification.  We then examine those Trump supporters’ demographics and responses 
to other attitudinal survey questions to see whether there are any commonalities among 
them.  The resulting set of characteristics represent a model that predicts the probability 
that a given voter is a Trump supporter. 

We differentiate his supporters from other Republicans and other conservatives 
as a means of validating our assumption that eager Trump supporters are somehow 
unique among their co-partisans.  By applying the Trump supporter model with 
alternative dependent variables of self-identification as either Republican or 
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conservative, we find noteworthy differences among these groups, particularly that 
these two alternate outcomes are generally similar in ways that Trump supporters tend 
to stand out.  We find, for example, that Republicans and conservatives attitudes 
correlate, as one might expect, on the importance of economic issues, religious practices, 
and lack of importance of social issues, but that Trump supporters differ significantly 
from both groups on these and other concerns. 

The same Trump supporter model also produces unique outcomes when applied 
in a similar fashion to other conservative presidential candidates over the last 53 years 
to determine whether the kinds of voters who supported Trump were also more likely 
to support Republican candidates since 1964.  Using data from the American National 
Election Study, we find that our model is also predictive of support for other insurgent 
conservative candidates, including Barry Goldwater, as well as law-and-order 
traditionalists like Richard Nixon.  Trump support is less predictive of third-party and 
minor-wing insurgents like George Wallace or Ross Perot, as well as more 
“establishment” candidates like Ronald Reagan.   

From these findings we conclude that Trump supporters, or voters with similar 
characteristics and concerns, have been active in American politics for decades, 
occasionally raising to the national stage an unconventional candidate atypical of his 
own party elites.  While political observers may think the Donald Trump and the voters 
who put him in office are an unexpected phenomenon, they are instead the latest 
example of insurgent conservatives and the candidate they have chosen to carry their 
banner.  

 
BACKGROUND  
 

Specific demographic and social characteristics of voters have long been known 
to be influential in vote choice.  Individuals’ age, income, education level, and even the 
type of work they do are understood to influence their outlook on economic factors, 
which, in turn, affect their political outlook (Campbell et al. 1960; Vavreck 2009).  Post-
election analyses in the modern era are often focused on the identification of those 
characteristics that most readily describe support for one candidate or the other.  
George Wallace voters tended to be numerous in districts where voters were younger, 
less educated and poorer (Schoenberger and Segal 1971); Barry Goldwater performed 
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stronger in lower middle-class suburbs than in upper middle-class Jewish 
neighborhoods and lost support in rural areas (Rogin 1969); and, even absent a 
presidential contest, political activists in the Tea Party were categorized as older, white, 
and middle class (Williamson et al. 2011). 

While economic factors and demographics are often identified in these analyses, 
numerous scholars have found that attitudinal factors can be more effective 
determinants of voter behavior.   Political attitudes, most clearly manifested in partisan 
identification, can determine how a voter perceives the effects of economic factors, 
which in turn will impact individual vote choice (Campbell et al. 1960).  Policy 
preferences on specific issues can predict attitudes on issues that are often unrelated 
except that they are both supported by a partisan coalition.  For example, support for 
school prayer in the 1980s was found to be more easily predicted by other conservative 
positions on gun control, defense spending, and abortion rights than it was by 
importance of religion or other demographic factors (Green and Gluth 1989).  In the 
case of Donald Trump, authoritarian attitudes, as determined by preferences on child-
rearing, were predictive of voter support across all education and income levels (Weller 
and MacWilliams 2016).  Attitudinal determinants of vote choice can be self-reinforcing 
as well, as voters with stronger ideological convictions will tend to be more activist, 
which will influence political elites to take stronger positions on relevant issues, which 
can impact the degree of issue salience perceived by voters, thereby motivating voters 
to reinforce their own positions on these issues (Claassen 2007; Saunders and 
Abramowitz 2004).   

Since the 1960s, as issues of race and race relations increased in salience, racially 
motivated attitudes have frequently been strong attitudinal determinants of voter 
decisions.  Analysis of George Wallace’s supporters during the presidential primaries of 
1964 reveal that, while conservatism generally was an important factor in predicting 
voter preference, within each district, the degree of racial diversity more significantly 
affected his support.  Areas with large Black populations saw greater White support for 
Wallace and his generally racist policy proposals (Rogin 1969).  Though Wallace had a 
history of relatively progressive policies at the state level, his supporters were swayed 
most readily by his conservative position on an issue they found quite salient: 
segregation (Collins 2014).  Wallace’s strongest support was in the Southeast, but in 
those areas with very small or absent Black populations, like the Appalachian regions, 
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voters tended to prefer the major party candidates in 1968 (Birdsall 1969).  Similarly, 
though Barry Goldwater’s opposition to the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was based on 
libertarian, states’ rights principles, much of his support came from voters who opposed 
the law on the basis of personal prejudices and racist attitudes (Collins 2014).   Beyond 
the 1960s, racially charged language and racial resentment continued to be a strong 
force in American politics, as evidenced by Reagan advisor Lee Atwater’s admission to 
using coded racial language to appeal to conservative voters, and the importance of 
race in the 2008 Democratic primaries and subsequent presidential election (Collins 
2014; Knuckley 2011, Tesler and Sears 2010).   

The importance of racially oriented issues to conservative voters is largely rooted 
in the dynamics of the 1964 Presidential election.  Prior to 1964, neither party attempted 
significantly to appeal to White Southern voters on the issue of segregation.  Goldwater 
made a more explicit appeal to those voters, thereby clearly differentiating the 
Republican Party on the issue of civil rights (Converse et al. 1965).  Simultaneously, 
Goldwater appealed to voters on the basis of a more authoritarian and traditionally 
conservative approach than his fellow Republican candidates.  His support base tended 
to be more inclined to support traditional gender roles and family structure, a more 
punitive approach to law enforcement, and a generally stronger preference for 
authority (Kerpelman 1968).  As the conservative movement evolved over the course of 
the late 20th and early 21st Centuries, it took on the role of a politically insurgent group, 
using the language of revolution to describe desired policy changes.  True conservatives 
were not necessarily opposed to the welfare state, just to a liberal welfare state that 
didn’t support their concepts of family, order, and community (Piereson 2010).   

The vein of authoritarianism and religiosity, coupled with racial resentment, has 
occasionally activated the more insurgent nature of the conservative movement, 
causing apparent rifts in the Republican Party along the fault lines between social and 
economic issues.  As the issues on either side of the fault line become more and less 
salient, voters who pay attention to the intra-party debate can create changes in the 
coalition that can produce unconventional candidates (Lindarman and Haider-Markel 
2002).  As economic issues came to the forefront during the Obama administration, the 
Tea Party movement produced candidates who, like themselves, focused their anger on 
“handouts” being given to “undeserving” groups by way of such programs as the 
Affordable Care Act and economic stimulus efforts (Williamson et al. 2011).  In 2016, 
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economic factors were less salient in light of concerns about immigration and terrorism, 
so Donald Trump’s authoritarian appeal rested on immigration restrictions, law 
enforcement, and domestic surveillance (Mather and Jefferson 2016).  Whichever side of 
the fault is contemporarily salient, the insurgent conservative movement within the 
Republican Party has been relatively consistent in its more authoritarian and racially 
motivated focus. 

 

THE INSURGENT CONSERVATIVE 
 

Perhaps because of his somewhat vague “Make America Great Again” slogans, 
Donald Trump was frequently compared to numerous presidents and candidates from 
earlier eras.  President Warren Harding, like Trump, rose to the office with minimal 
experience or qualifications and served during a time of increasing racial tension 
(Kristol 2016; Lindsay 2017).  Senator Barry Goldwater surprised many in the 
Republican Party to win the nomination and then defy political norms by taking 
hardline positions on national security and civil rights (Brownstein 2016; Singleton 
2016).  Governor George Wallace ran in 1968 on a platform just slightly less blatantly 
racist than he had in 1964, emphasizing the need for law and order, distaste for 
protesters, and disdain for the political establishment (Settin’ the Woods on Fire 2000).    

The ease with which one can detect parallels between Donald Trump’s 
candidacy and these past political figures leads logically to the question of whether 
these similar candidates enjoyed support by voters with similar characteristics or 
preferences.  In particular, the fact of “outsider” status enjoyed by Goldwater, Wallace, 
and Trump, in combination with each candidate’s “tell it like it is” populist appeal and 
platform of robust national security, racial tension, and disdain for conventional 
politics, leads us to consider whether these three candidates are manifestations of a 
recurring rise to influence of a subgroup of insurgent conservatives who were 
dissatisfied with their more conventional partisan options.  

We posit that the voters most likely to support Donald Trump in 2016 have much 
in common with the voters who supported Goldwater and Wallace in the 1960s.  By 
creating a model of a probable Trump supporter we can determine those characteristics, 
both demographic and attitudinal, most likely to predict support for Donald Trump.  
We expect that this model will show that Trump supporters are noticeably different 
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from other Republicans and self-identified conservatives.  We also expect that this 
model can be used to similarly predict support for Goldwater and Wallace when 
applied to voters in 1964 and 1968, respectively.  Finally, we expect that this model will 
not effectively predict support for more conventional conservative candidates like 
Ronald Reagan.  These three expectations constitute the hypotheses we set out to test in 
pursuit of evidence of our concept of the insurgent conservative. 
 

THE TRUMP SUPPORTER MODEL 
  

To develop our model of a Trump supporter, we used public opinion polling 
data gathered for a study of the 2016 presidential campaign by a team of researchers 
from The Economist magazine and the University of California Los Angeles.  These data 
were collected as part of a panel study that began on May 30, 2015 and ran continuously 
through November 20, 2016.  For this study, we sought to identify respondents who 
supported Trump for reasons other than his status as the nominee for the Republican 
Party.  To achieve that, we focused only on those waves of the study that took place 
after Trump formally announced his candidacy on June 16, 2015 and before the first 
ballots were cast in the Iowa Caucuses on February 1, 2016.  During this time there were 
over a dozen nationally known Republican candidates for president (as well as a 
handful of Democrats) for respondents to choose to express support for.  Self-identified 
Republicans would more likely choose among the Republican candidates, but support 
for any particular Republican over any other would necessarily be based on factors 
other than party identification.  

Because of the large variety of proposed explanations for Trump and for the need 
for an empirical framework appropriate to analyzing historical data, we next turned to 
a means of model selection that would allow us both to predict survey respondents' 
pre-convention support for Trump and to backcast support for Trump using survey 
data covering prior historical periods.  We selected as candidate descriptive variables 
survey questions that probed attitudes about general issues, rather than specific 
contemporary concerns.  For example, we included concerns about immigration as an 
issue, but we eliminated specific questions about support for a border wall, as that was 
a specific Trump proposal.  Among the attitudinal questions we tested for this model 
were statements about the importance of various issues, collected into four categories: 
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economic, defense, social, and civil rights; an “economic anxiety” index based on 
responses about employment, income stability, and economic outlook; and, racial 
conservatism, based on level of concern for anti-Black racism.  We also tested a number 
of demographic variables, including age, education, income, party identification, 
ideological identification, and church attendance.   "
 We then used iterative sampling to generate the predicted Trump support model 
for the year 2016. To do so, we ran model iterations that randomly sampled any of the 
between one and fifteen of the explanatory variables available. For each such iteration, 
we then generated a training sample consisting of eighty percent of the original data 
randomly sampled at each iteration. For variables with categorical responses in the 
original YouGov data, we then randomly permitted the model selector to treat a subset 
of those variables as non-linear, in the event that non-linearities contributed to the 
overall quality of the model. The model then ran a logit with “Trump pre-convention 
support” coded as a 1 for “yes” and a 0 for “no” on that training sample. Each model 
then used the remaining twenty percent holdout sample to test the quality of the model. 
Thus, for each model iteration we stored the model's classification accuracy and 
variable choice. In our modeling procedure we attempted to strike a balance between 
theoretical coherence and empirical veracity. We surveyed the literature to find what 
we felt were the most important predictors of pre-convention Trump support but 
ultimately left the choice of model to iterative model selection.  
 We let the model selection process run for 100,000 iterations and then simply 
took the model with the highest classification accuracy. Among the model iterations, the 
worst-classifying model correctly classified 71% of the YouGov respondents as either a 
Trump pre-convention supporter or not, and the best-classifying model correctly 
classifying 92% of YouGov respondents. Among the eight percent mis-classified in the 
best-classifying model, only about half were true Trump pre-convention supporters, 
which we view as advantageous for a relatively sparse outcome, with only about 11.5% 
of YouGov respondents in the waves we analyzed reporting pre-convention support for 
Trump. "
 In Table 1 we report the model with the highest classification accuracy of those 
sampled in our model selection process. The covariates include continuous age, church 
attendance, education, seven-point ideology, household income, Presidential approval, 
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the self-reported importance of immigration, and the respondent's self-reported race. In 
the optimal model, non-linearities are not included.  
 Age is positively correlated with Trump support with a one-year increase in 
support for Trump prior to the Republican convention associated with a 0.003 increase 
in probability of Trump support. Church attendance is positively correlated with 
Trump support, with a one-unit increase in self-reported Church attendance associated 
with a 0.16 increase in probability in Trump support. A one-decile increase in self-
reported conservatism is associated with about a 0.05 increase in probability of Trump 
support. A one-bracket increase in self-reported household income is associated with 
about a 0.03 increase in probability of Trump support. Stating immigration as the 
nation's most important problem is associated with about a 0.25 increase in probability 
of Trump support, and the average effect of self-reporting being Black is associated with 
about a 0.06 decrease in probability of reporting Trump pre-convention support."
 Because we are concerned with modeling prior historical Trump support as a 
predictor of support for prior Presidential candidates, we next turn to the American 
National Election Studies (ANES), which included items in each of its previous years 
that elicited respondents' intended vote choice in each survey year. Because our 
research question concerns pre-primary vote choice, we use individual ANES files 
rather than the cumulative time-series file, as the time-series file does not report pre-
convention intended vote choice.  Generally, the ANES single-release files use a similar 
coding scheme so that item categories are consistent or can be made consistent in a 

Table 1: 2016 Trump Pre-Convention Support Model"
 Estimate" Std. Error" z value" Pr(>|z|)"

(Intercept)" -1.7276" 0.1163" -14.85" 0.0000"
Age" 0.0112" 0.0013" 8.36" 0.0000"

Church Attendance" 0.6539" 0.0651" 10.04" 0.0000"
Education" -0.6129" 0.0802" -7.64" 0.0000"

Ideology Seven-Point" -1.9367" 0.0827" -23.42" 0.0000"
Income" 0.1244" 0.1105" 1.13" 0.2599"

Presidential Approval" -0.7405" 0.0754" -9.82" 0.0000"
Importance of Immigration" 1.0051" 0.0916" 10.97" 0.0000"

Respondent Race Black" -0.2386" 0.1010" -2.36" 0.0182"
N = 24,887"

 
"
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straightforward manner. In some cases, such as the single-release items for household 
income, we maintained consistency of recoding by referring to an inflation calculator. 
All our recoded variables are created in such a way as to mirror the original YouGov 
dataset used to general the Trump model. "
 Each single-release file's “age” variable we coded as a continuous scale. For the 
“church attendance” variable we recoded the variable to take the values between 0 and 
1.0, with a 0 representing “never attends church,” the midrange representing the values 
“seldom,” “monthly,” “weekly,” and a 1.0 realized as “weekly or more often.” The 
education variable we recoded such that a 0 represents “eighth grade or less 
education,” the midrange represents “some high school,” “some high school and some 
technical training,” “high school diploma,” “diploma and some non-high school 
technical training,”  “some college,” and “college degree,” with the maximum taking 
the value of one for “advanced degree.” Ideology we recoded as a 7-point scale taking 
the value of 0 for “very conservative” and 1.0 taking the value “very liberal.”  For the 
1964 and 1968 single-release files, which did not contain an ideology item, we scaled 
respondents' 0-100 thermometer rating of their “feelings toward conservatives” as a 
measure of their ideology. Household income we scaled as a variable taking values 
between 0 and 1.0, with a 0.5 approximately representing either “middle class” or the 
midrange of the continuous household income item included in later survey years. For 
Presidential approval, we used that year's thermometer item asking respondents to rate 
on a scale of 0-100 the President, with a 0 representing “very cold” and a 100 
representing “very warm.” For the “importance of immigration” item, we used the 
ANES item eliciting respondents' subjective “most important problem” in the United 
States in the year of the survey. We coded responses that included “immigration,” 
“foreigners/refugees,” “protection of white majority,” “foreigners buying American 
property,” and “control of border” as a 1.0, and other responses as a 0. For race, we 
coded respondents as a 1 if they answered “Black” or “Negro,” and a 0 otherwise. 
 For every year in which a Presidential election took place, our modeling 
procedure is as follows. First, we recode each single-release file's items to correspond to 
the original coding we used in the YouGov model to predict pre-convention Trump 
support. Then, for each year, we approximate as closely as possible survey respondents' 
Presidential candidate choice as well as the self-reported timing of their choices, to 
narrow the sample to respondents who had made a choice prior to the parties' 
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conventions. For third-party candidates this is generally not possible, either because 
their party's convention didn't exist or wasn't asked about on the survey, or because 
respondents who reported supporting a third-party candidate did not report the timing 
of their decision with reference to a party convention. While our modeling procedure is 
fixed, for third-party candidates, we subset respondents' data to those who reported 
finalizing their vote choice prior to any of the major parties' conventions, rather than to 
before the third party's convention. 
 Thus, for every observation in every year of survey data we study here, we first 

generate a predicted level of pre-convention Trump support, denoted !"#$%, using the 
survey covariates described above. Then, we generate a modeled prediction of support 
for each of the candidates referenced in the ANES in that year. For example, in 1964, we 

generate for every observation a !"#$%  and then correlate !"#$%! with every 
observation's self-reported support of that year's Presidential candidates in competitive 
primaries, who include Barry Goldwater, Henry Cabot Lodge, Nelson Rockefeller, 
George Romney, and Bill Scranton. In the following sections, we report results for some 
select test cases. In the complete version of this paper, we will generate predictions for 
all Presidential candidates from 1964-2016 in competitive Presidential primaries. 
 

RESULTS (PRELIMINARY RESULTS FOR 1964, 1968, 1980 AND 1996)"
 
 In 1964, the American National Election Study asked 1,834 respondents in a 
nationally representative sample whom they supported for President that year, and 
when in the election cycle they made up their minds. In that year, modeled Trump 
support correlates highly with self-reported pre-convention support for Barry 
Goldwater (β = 16.1, p < 0.001 in a logit specification), did not correlate with support for 
Henry Cabot Lodge and George Romney (β = 2.1, p < 0.45 and β = 1.5, p < .72 
respectively), and correlated negatively with Nelson Rockefeller and Bill Scranton  (β = 
-16, p < 0.001 and β  = -7.3, p < 0.001 respectively). We summarize these correlations in 

Figure 1, below. In Figure 1, the x-axis plots a theoretical !"#$% for the 0-1.0 range, and 
the y-axis plots predicted support for each candidate, modeled on the prediction 
generated for each ANES observation."
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 In 1964, the only Presidential candidate whose support is generated by a similar 
function as that which generates 2016 Trump support is Barry Goldwater. Other 
candidates are either uncorrelated with support for Trump or are negatively correlated 
with support for Trump. This result is robust to measuring support for Goldwater 
either prior to or after the convention. 
 In Figure 2, we present the result of the same process for the 1968 Presidential 
candidates. There we find that support for Richard Nixon correlates very highly with 
support for Trump, as well (β = 7.1, p < 0.001). Modeled pre-convention support for 
Trump and support for outsider candidate George Wallace are only marginally 
correlated (β = 3.1, p < .054). Perhaps unsurprisingly, in 1968, modeled pre-convention 
Trump support and pre-convention support for Hubert Humphrey are strongly 
negatively correlated (β = -11, p < 0.001). 
 In this project, we are interested in the historical lineage of electoral support for a 
candidate like Donald Trump. While any Presidential election provides for an 
interesting comparison and an informative historical perspective, for our present 
purposes we are interested in how Trump support compares with insurgent and 
mainstream conservatives in the latter half of the 20th century. Thus, we next turn to 

Figure'1:'Predicated'Level'of'1964'Presidential'Candidate'Support'by'Modeled'Trump'Support'

'
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elections involving relatively mainstream conservative candidates, Texas Congressman 
George H.W. Bush and California Governor Ronald Reagan, which played out during 
the Presidential primary contest of 1980."

The 1980 Presidential primary pitted California Governor Ronald Reagan against 
his eventual Vice President, George Bush. While Reagan campaigned as an insurgent 
outsider without a connection to the party establishment, which at that time was still 
largely centered around a network of elites operating between Long Island and 
Washington, DC, Reagan had well-established ties to the pro-life movement that by 
1980 was well into an insurgent campaign that would eventually turn the Midwest red. 
At the same time, George Bush had launched a Presidential campaign without 
anticipation of any significant pushback from the party establishment. As former 
chairman of the Republican National Convention, he had deep roots with the very 
establishment against whom Reagan positioned himself. While both factions of the 
party would eventually come together in a shared Reagan-Bush ticket, neither 
candidate made a turn to the sort of populist rhetoric of the Goldwater era and, while 
Bush deployed hawkish foreign policy rhetoric and a desire to project force directly 
against Soviet satellite countries, did not deploy the law-and-order rhetoric of his 

Figure'2:'Modeled'Support'for'1968'Presidential'Democratic,'Independent,'and'Republican'Candidates'by'
Modeled'Trump'Support'

'
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immediate predecessors. Thus, perhaps unsurprisingly, we find no correlation between 
Reagan or Bush support for predicted Trump support in the 1980 election. 
 In the 1996 Presidential election, Republican insider Senator Bob Dole 
successfully cleared the field of primary candidates with the exception of a Christian-
conservative outsider, Pat Buchanan. While Dole's campaign message more closely 
approximated a traditional law-and-order message, having highlighted riots that 
occurred in several major cities during Clinton's Presidency, he did not campaign as an 
outsider to politics. Buchanan, who campaigned on rhetoric of racial and cultural 
conservatism, would seem a natural choice to model as a prototypical Trump-like 
candidate. In the 1996 ANES, however, no item was asked eliciting support for 
Buchanan in the pre-convention stage. Thus, we were only able to include Dole, 
Clinton, and Ross Perot in our analysis. 

Figure'3:''Predicted'Support'for'1980'Republican'Presidential'Candidates'by'Modeled'PreIConvention'
Trump'Support
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 Of each of these candidates, Ross Perot is most clearly the outsider. His message, 
however, did not have the same law-and-order component as previous outsider 
candidates. His rhetoric was more closely concerned with government spending and 
the growing size of the deficit. On many issues, including some social issues besides 
abortion, Perot campaign as a libertarian. Thus, we view Bush as a law-and-order 
insider, and Perot as a libertarian outsider. 

Perhaps surprisingly, we find that support for Senator Dole more strongly 
correlates with modeled Trump support than does support for Perot (See Figure 4).  
Some argue that by 1996 Perot had lost his outsider status, despite his obvious non-
affiliation with either major party. It is also notable that by 1996 the Christian 
conservatives had been fully integrated into the Republican nominating coalition, and 
that support for Trump his highly correlated with Church attendance (but not 
religiosity).  
 

"  

Figure'4:'Predicted'Support'for'Bob'Dole,'Ross'Perot,'and'Bill'Clinton'by'Modeled'Trump'Support,'1996'

''
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DISCUSSION 
 
 Compared to his immediate predecessors both in the White House and on the 
campaign trail for the Republican nomination, President Trump may appear to be an 
anomalous presence in the pool of viable candidates. Indeed, just four years prior, 
candidate Trump aborted a nearly nonexistent Presidential campaign after just a few 
weeks of fleeting press attention. Then, as the unconventional candidate in a field of 
high-quality and qualified opponents, he achieved both the nomination and the 
Presidency. 
 In this paper, we have shown there little discontinuity between President Trump 
and the Presidential nominees and nominating coalitions of previous elections. Indeed, 
even without the inclusion of party identification in our selection procedure, we show 
that the factors generating support for other law-and-order insurgents such as Barry 
Goldwater, and law-and-order insiders like Richard Nixon and Bob Dole, also predict 
support for the candidacy of President Trump before it was apparent that he would be 
the Republican nominee. To measure this, we compute the self-reported pre-convention 
support for Trump using first the pre-convention wave of the YouGov 2016 survey, and 
then backcast that model onto historical ANES data. 
 Thus far, that backcasting procedure has produced results consistent with our 
argument that Trump is a law-and-order outsider in the vein of insurgent conservatives 
like Barry Goldwater, and law-and-order traditionalists like Richard Nixon. Our data is 
inconsistent with the hypothesis that Trump is an outsider in the vein of third-party and 
minor-wing insurgents like George Wallace or Ross Perot and, despite President 
Trump's stated interest in some “big-government” spending policies, is also 
inconsistent with the argument that aside from racial issues he is a centrist in the vein of 
a Henry Cabot Lodge or a George Herbert Walker Bush. 
 History has not looked fondly on the Presidential candidates who most closely 
resemble President Trump. While Goldwater and Nixon both had lasting and profound 
effects on their home party's nominating coalitions, they were, respectively, 
unsuccessful candidates and deeply controversial Presidents. President Nixon, 
however, left office with a litany of important accomplishments under his belt, and a 
lasting policy legacy. 
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 Nixon and Goldwater also arose in different but not totally alien political 
circumstances.  Each sought to dislodge a well-known Democratic incumbent who had 
expanded the Federal government's role in both the economy and in the enforcement of 
civil rights legislation, and who was leaving behind a questionable foreign policy 
legacy. The changing civil rights landscape provided Trump, Nixon, and Goldwater a 
foil against which they could position themselves as cultural conservatives who would 
“restore order” and “make America great again.” In that respect if no other, Nixon was 
conspicuously a failure, with Johnson's civil rights legacy surviving into the modern 
era. 
 Perhaps the starkest difference between the opening days of the Nixon 
presidency and those of the Trump presidency is the degree of partisan polarization 
that is likely to accrue to Trump's benefit. Throughout his Presidency Nixon resorted to 
acting as a unitary executive and to forging short-lived alliances with various factions of 
Congressional leadership to accomplish his agenda. President Trump will not have that 
opportunity nor has he expressed such an inclination. Despite his insurgent stances on 
trade and a stated interest in increasing funding for public national infrastructure, if the 
modern era of strong parties perseveres, as we expect it will, Trump stands to advance 
his agenda with perhaps greater ease than Nixon found. In this project, we have argued 
that the would-be Presidency of Senator Goldwater and his nominating coalition will be 
a strong guidepost to the core constituency he will seek to mobilize and appease over 
the course of his Presidency. 
"  
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