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Polarization:  division into two contrasting or opposing groups 
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Americans are not more polarized politically 
 
But the two parties are 
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Americans are not more 
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It feels like we're more polarized 
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Geographic sorting on the basis of political views (red states and 
blue states) 
 
Straight party-line votes in congress 
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B e  electoral map of the 2000pmidential race became famous: big blocks of red 
(denoting states that went for Bush) stretched across the heartland with 

bracziets of blue (denoting states for Gore) along the coasts. Our Blue Ameri'ca 
correspondent has ventured repeated& into Red tm'tory. He asks the pestzon- 

ajer September 22, a pressing one-Do our d'mences efective& split us into 
tzuo natiom, or are they just cracks in a still-united whole? 

BY DAVID BROOKS 

Illustrations by Guy Billout 

ixty-five miles from where I am writing this sentence 
is a place with no Starbucks, no Pottery Barn, no 
Borders or Barnes & Noble. No blueNm Pork Bmes 

delivery bags dot the driveways on Sunday mornings. In 
this place people don't complain that Woody Allen isn't as 
funny as he used to be, because they never thought he 
was funny. In this place you can go to a year's worth of 
dinner parties without hearing anyone quote an apersu 
he first heard on Charlie Rose. The people here don't buy 
those little rear-window stickers when they go to a summer- 
vacation spot so that they can drive around with "W 
decals the rest of the year; for the most part they don't even 
go to Martha's Vineyard. 

The place I'm talking about goes by different names. 
Some call it America. Others call it Middle America. It has also 
come to be known as Red America, in reference to the maps 
that were produced on the night of the 2000 presidential 
election. People in Blue America, which is my part of America, 
tend to live around big cities on the coasts. People in Red 
America tend to live on farms or in small towns or small 
cities far away from the coasts. Things are different there. 

Everydung that people in my neighborhood do without 
motors, the people in Red America do with motors. We sail; 
they powerboat We cross-country ski; they snowmobile. We 
hike; they drive ATVs. We have vineyard tours; they have 
tractor p d s .  When it comes to yard work, they have rider 
mowers; we have illegal aliens. 

Different sorts of institutions dominate life in these two 
places. In Red America churches are everywhere. In Blue 
America Thai restaurants are everywhere. In Red America 
they have QVC, the Pro Bowlers Tour, and hunting. In Blue 
America we have NPR, Doris Kearns Goodwin, and social- 
ly conscious investing. In Red America the Wal-Marts are 
massive, with parking lots the size of state parks. In Blue 

America the stores are small but the markups are big. You'll 
rarely see a Christmas store in Blue America, but in Red 
America, even in July, you'll come upon stores selling fake 
Christmas trees, wreath-decorated napkins, Rudolph the 
Red-Nosed Reindeer collectible thimbles and spoons, and 
little snow-covered villages. 

We in the coastal metro Blue areas read more books and 
attend more plays than the people in the Red heartland. 
We're more sophisticated and cosmopolitan-just ask us 
about our a l e  trips to China or Provence, or our interest 
in Buddhism. But don't ask us, please, what life in Red 
America is like. We don't know. We don't know who Tim 
LaHaye and Jerry B. Jenlcins are, even though the novels 
they have co-written have sold about 40 million copies over 
the past few years. We don't know what James Dobson says 
on his radio program, which is listened to by millions. We 
don't know about Reba or Travis. We don't know what hap- 
pens in mega-churches on Wednesday evenings, and some of 
us couldn't tell you the difference between a fundamentalist 
and an evangelid let alone describe what it means to be a 
Pentecostal. Very few of us know what goes on in Branson, 
Missouri, even though it has seven million visitors a year, or 
could name even five NASCAR drivers, although stock-car 
races are the best-attended sporting events in the country. 
We don't know how to shoot or clean a rifle. We can't tell a mil- 
itary officer's rank by looking at his insignia We don't know 
what soy beans look like when they're growing in a field. 

All we know, or all we think we know, about Red America 
is that millions and millions of its people live quietly under- 
neath flight patterns, many of them are racist and homo- 
phobic, and when you see them at highway rest stops, 
they're often really fat and their clothes are too tight 

And apparently we don't want to know any more than 
that One can barely find any books at Amazon.com about 
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The evidence against polarization 
——————————————————————————— 

 
The electoral map is mostly purple 
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The evidence against polarization 
——————————————————————————— 

 
Close elections with reliably blue and red states ≠ polarization of 
views 
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8 A 50:50 Nation? The Red and the Blue States Is the Country Polarized? 9

Democrat Republican

ter on opposite sides, then the bottom configuration too produces close elections.
In both examples the electorate is closely divided, but only in the top panel of
the figure would we say that the voters are deeply divided. In the top panel it
would be accurate to say that voters are polarized, but in the bottom panel
we would more accurately call most voters ambivalent or indifferent.

When an election results in a near 50:50 outcome, the standard interpreta-
tion seems to be that the electorate is polarized as in the top panel of Figure 2.1.
Why should that be the default interpretation? When an individual voter reports
that he or she is on the fence (50:50) about whom to vote for, everyone under-
stands that there are a number of plausible interpretations: the individual likes
both candidates equally, dislikes both candidates equally, or really doesn't give a
damn. No one suggests that the individual is polarized. But the aggregate and
individual situations are analogous. In each case a continuous variable (percent
of the vote/probability of voting for a given candidate) is compressed into a
dichotomous variable (Republican or Democratic victory/Republican or Demo-
cratic vote), with enormous loss of information. To illustrate, consider the map
on the inside back cover of this book, which differs from the red and blue map on
the front cover in that a state is colored red or blue only if it was won by a margin
of 55:45 or greater, a standard political science definition of marginality. Now a
great deal of the map is gray, reflecting the fact that many states are marginal and
not securely in the camp of one party or the other. In language analogous to that
used to describe individual voters, we might call such states "ambivalent" or
"uncertain. "

In sum, close elections may reflect equal numbers of voters who hate one
candidate and love the other, voters who like both, voters who do not care much
at all about either candidate, or various combinations of these conditions. With-
out taking a detailed look at voter attitudes, we cannot determine whether close
elections reflect a polarized electorate that is deeply divided, or an ambivalent
electorate that is closely divided between the choices it is offered. So, let us take a
closer look at the public opinion that underlies the knife-edge elections of the past
few years. Is it as divided as election outcomes seem to suggest?

FIGURE 2.1
TwoVery Different Close Election Scenarios

Closely and Deeply Divided

Democrat Republican

Closely but not Deeply Divided

The question is what to make of these recent close elections? For most com-
mentators, the answer is obvious: the American electorate is polarized. In the pre-
viously quoted words of the Economist, the close recent U.S. elections ". . . reflect
deep demographic divisions. . . The 50-50 nation appears to be made up of two
big, separate voting blocks, with only a small number of swing voters in the mid-

die." The top panel of Figure 2.1 depicts this claim graphically. The electorate is
highly polarized: a large number of "progressives" on the left support the
Democrats, a large number of "orthodox" on the right support the Republicans,
and very few people occupy the middle ground. With a polarized electorate like
this, elections will be very close, half the voters will cheer, and half the voters will
seethe, as USA Today asserts.

But the U-shaped distribution in the top panel of the figure is not the only
electoral configuration that will produce close elections. Most obviously, consider
the bell-shaped distribution in the bottom panel of Figure 2.1, which is the inverse
of the U-shaped distribution in the top. In the lower figure most people hold mod-
erate or centrist positions and relatively few are extreme partisans. But if the
Democratic and Republican parties position themselves equidistant from the cen-

IS THE COUNTRY POLARIZED?

You've got 80% to 90% of the country that look at each other like they are
on separate planets. " (Bush reelection strategist, Matthew Dowd).2

Is America polarized? Strictly speaking the question should be "has America
become more polarized?" for that is the claim. But if the country is not polarized
to begin with, the question of whether it has become more polarized is moot.

2 Quoted in Ron Brownstein, "Bush Falls to Pre-9II1 Approval Rating," Los Angeles Times, October

3,2003: AI.
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GSS data offer little indication of polarization since the 1970s 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 



Political views: 1988 
——————————————————————————— 
 

0

10

20

30

40
P

er
ce

nt

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Political views: extremely liberal ... extremely conservative

 
 

Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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Note: 1 = extremely liberal, 2 = liberal, 3 = slightly liberal, 4 = moderate, 5 = slightly conservative,  
6 = conservative, 7 = extremely conservative.  
Source: My calculations using General Social Survey (GSS) data, sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm 
(variable polviews). 
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"Liberal" = extremely liberal, liberal, and slightly liberal; "moderate" = moderate; "conservative" = extremely 
conservative, conservative, and slightly conservative. Data source: General Social Survey (GSS), 
sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm, variable = polviews. 



It is government's responsibility to reduce 
income differences between rich and poor 
——————————————————————————— 
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Other response options: probably should be, probably should not be. Data source: General Social Survey (GSS), 
sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm, variable = equalize. 



Abortion 
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Data source: General Social Survey (GSS), sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm, variables = abany, abrape. 



Homosexuality 
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Other response options: almost always wrong, sometimes wrong. Data source: General Social Survey (GSS), 
sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm, variable = homosex. 
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"Democrat" = strong Democrat, not strong Democrat, and independent leaning Democrat; "independent" = 
independent; "Republican" = strong Republican, not strong Republican, and independent leaning Republican. 
Those choosing "other party" are not included here. Data source: General Social Survey (GSS), 
sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm, variable = partyid. 



People's views on issues 
now map better with their 

party preference 



People's views on issues now map better with 
their party preference 
——————————————————————————— 

 
The two parties now have clearer views on key issues 
 
Americans have sorted themselves more cleanly into these parties 
 
This is a result partly of the erosion of the Civil War's legacy in the 
south, which has allowed conservative southerners to identify as 
Republican 
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Partisans without Constraint: Political
Polarization and Trends in American Public
Opinion1

Delia Baldassarri
Princeton University

Andrew Gelman
Columbia University

Public opinion polarization is here conceived as a process of align-
ment along multiple lines of potential disagreement and measured
as growing constraint in individuals’ preferences. Using NES data
from 1972 to 2004, the authors model trends in issue partisanship—
the correlation of issue attitudes with party identification—and issue
alignment—the correlation between pairs of issues—and find a sub-
stantive increase in issue partisanship, but little evidence of issue
alignment. The findings suggest that opinion changes correspond
more to a resorting of party labels among voters than to greater
constraint on issue attitudes: since parties are more polarized, they
are now better at sorting individuals along ideological lines. Levels
of constraint vary across population subgroups: strong partisans and
wealthier and politically sophisticated voters have grown more co-
herent in their beliefs. The authors discuss the consequences of par-
tisan realignment and group sorting on the political process and
potential deviations from the classic pluralistic account of American
politics.

INTRODUCTION

According to theorists of political pluralism (Truman 1951; Dahl 1961;
Lowi 1969; Walker 1991; see also Galston 2002; Starr 2007) as well as

1 We thank Peter Bearman, Mario Diani, Aleks Jakulin, Shigeo Hirano, Michael Hout,
Arthur Stinchcombe, Robert Shapiro, Yu-Sung Su, the AJS reviewers, and the par-
ticipants in the Quantitative Political Science workshop at Columbia University for
helpful comments. We also thank the Applied Statistics Center and the Institute of
Social and Economic Research and Policy at Columbia University, the National Science
Foundation, and the Princeton Institute for International and Regional Studies for
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Share responding "yes" abortion should be legal regardless of the reason the woman wants it. Data source: 
General Social Survey (GSS), sda.berkeley.edu/archive.htm, variable = abany. 



The parties have become 
more polarized 





The parties have become more polarized 
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Scores are based on votes cast. The scale runs from liberal (low scores) to conservative (high scores). Data 
source: Royce Carroll, Jeff Lewis, James Lo, Nolan McCarty, Keith Poole, and Howard Rosenthal, DW-nominate 
scores, voteview.com/dwnomin.htm. 



CHAPTER E I G H T  
POLARIZED PARTIES 

Compression with bipartisan consensus on economic policy. (As 
Richard Nixon said when implementing wage and price controls, 
'We are all Keynesians now.") 

Starting in the 19'70~~ however, there has been a change, 
with congressional Democrats moving in the liberal direction 
and Republicans becoming much more conservative. This has 
occurred not so much from individual congressmembers changing 
their ideologies as by replacement due to political and geographic 
realignment. Moderate Democrats, especially in the South, have 
retired or were defeated and replaced with conservative Repub- 
licans, and, to a lesser extent, moderate Republicans have been 
replaced by more liberal Democrats. (And a few politicians, such 
as Texas Congressman, then Senator, Phil Gramm, kept their ide- 
ologies but switched parties.) The result is that the two parties 
overlapped less in their voting patterns. From the 1950s period 
of domestic consensus on an enlarged American welfare state 
(compared to the pre-New Deal era) and a Cold War consensus 
on foreign policy, we have moved to today's more ideologically 
coherent political parties at the elite and activist level. 

How does the American public fit into this? We present here 
some of the results of a research project in collaboration with 
political scientist Michael Herron, placing voters and their rep- 
resentatives on a common ideological scale. Just as legislators' 
positions can be identified using their votes on controversial issues, 
we can estimate the ideologies of individual voters by surveying 
them and asking how they would themselves vote on these same 
issues. We used responses on about forty meren t  topics, includ- 
ing tax cuts, the minimum wage, abortion, stem cell research, 
immigration, trade, gun control, the environment, and foreign 
policy, to get a sense of people's ideological leanings relative to 
their representatives. 

When we put voters and congressmembers on the same scale, 
as shown in figure 8.8, we find that the median American voter 
was well represented by Senate and House medians after the 2006 
midtenn elections. Looking at the distributions as a whole, we 
find that congressmembers tend to be more extreme than vot- 
ers. Voters are fairly represented on average, but centrists are 

(liberal) (conservative) 

Ideological position 

Figure 8.8: Michael Herron's estimate of ideological positions of voters 
(solid line) and congressmembers (dashed lines) after the 2006 midterm 
elections, on a common left-right scale. The median position of the voters 
is not far from the medians of the House of Representatives and the Senate, 
but the distributions are clearly different, with voters in general being closer 
to the center and congressrnembers being more extreme (Democrats on the 
left and Republicans on the right). 

few in the House and the Senate. The polarization on issues 
that has occurred in the electorate is not as strong as the diver- 
gence between the two parties in Congress. The relatively extreme 
ideologies of congressmembers-to'be more precise, their consis- 
tency in issue positions-should not be a surprise because elected 
representatives are constrained by their political parties, interest 
groups, and funders in a way that voters are not. In between voters 
and politicians are political activists, who tend to have ideologi- 
cal positions that are more extreme (that is, internally consistent) 
positions than the general population but less coherent than those 

I 
of officeholders. 

Evidence for trends in polarization can be seen in political 
behavior. As shown in figure 8.9, split-ticket voting was rare in 

' the 1950s and 1960s, with only about 15% of voters pulling the 
lever for a Republican for president and a Democrat for Congress, 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

While most Americans are moderate in their political views, 

there are sharp divisions between supporters of the two major 

parties that extend far beyond a narrow sliver of elected officials 

and activists. Red state voters and blue state voters differ fairly 

dramatically in their social characteristics and political beliefs. 

-Alan Abramowitz and Kyle Saunders, 2005 

The partisan divisions implied by the red-blue map are real. Fig- 
ure 8.10 shows the distribution of political ideologies of voters and 
congressmembers in Republican, battleground, and Democratic 
states, as estimated from a combination of roll-call and opinion- 
poll data. Voters in Republican and Democratic states are slightly 
more conservative and liberal, respectively, on the issues. Elected 
representatives are more geographically polarized: winner-take-all 
elections generally magnlfy differences that are already there. In a 
strongly Democratic-leaning state, it is likely that both senators will 
be Democrats and will be on the left side of the political spectrum. 
Such a state will also typically have many strongly Democratic con- 
gressional districts. The reverse pattern holds in Republican states. 

Voters are polarized in different ways within different states. 
One way to see this is to compare states in terms of average level of 
religious observance. As discussed at the beginning of chapter 6, 
Americans as a whole are strikingly observant (especially compared 
to people in other industrialized countries), but states vary widely 
in this respect, with much higher church attendance in Mississippi 
and elsewhere in the deep South compared to states such as New 
Hampshire, Vermont, and Nevada. 

We use survey data to study polarization-comparing the dif- 
ferences in voting patterns between Democratic and Republican 
identifiers, rich and poor, and religious and secular-within each 
state. Plate 8 summarizes what we found. In less religious states, 
which tend to be richer as well, voters are strongly divided along 
party lines. But in more religious states, party differences are 
weaker: Democrats are still more liberal than Republicans, but 
not by so much. 

POLARIZED PARTIES 

M 

Battleground 
states 

Democratic 

(liberal) (conservative) 

Ideological position 

Figure 8.10: Estimated distributions of ideologies of voters (solid lines) 
and the House of Representatives and Senate (dashed lines) within strongly 
Republican, battleground, and strongly Democratic states. Voters are slightly 
more conservative in Republican states and liberal in Democratic states, but 
the differences in the House and, especially, the Senate, are much larger. 
T&ng national averages, Congress represents the voters reasonably well, 
but the division between red and blue states is much more dramatic in the 
legislature than among the voters. 

Conversely, class divisions are larger in religious states. There, 
lower-income voters are more liberal than upper-income voters 
(although still not as different as Democrats and Republicans). 
In contrast, rich and poor voters in less religious states do not 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

While most Americans are moderate in their political views, 

there are sharp divisions between supporters of the two major 

parties that extend far beyond a narrow sliver of elected officials 

and activists. Red state voters and blue state voters differ fairly 

dramatically in their social characteristics and political beliefs. 

-Alan Abramowitz and Kyle Saunders, 2005 
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We use survey data to study polarization-comparing the dif- 
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identifiers, rich and poor, and religious and secular-within each 
state. Plate 8 summarizes what we found. In less religious states, 
which tend to be richer as well, voters are strongly divided along 
party lines. But in more religious states, party differences are 
weaker: Democrats are still more liberal than Republicans, but 
not by so much. 
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The parties have become more polarized 
——————————————————————————— 

 
Why? 

The fading of the Democrats' post-Civil War dominance in 
the south 



The parties have become more polarized 
——————————————————————————— 

 
Why? 

The nature of the U.S. electoral system 

Winner-take-all primaries and general election 

Candidate system with incumbency advantages 

The effect is accentuated by geographic sorting on the 
basis of political views and by creation of safe seats via 
redistricting (redrawing of House district maps every 
ten years) 



Is party polarization bad? 



Is party polarization bad? 
——————————————————————————— 

 
An advantage of polarization: politicians can't hide from what their 
party does, so citizens have a better sense of what they're likely 
to get when they vote 



Is party polarization bad? 
——————————————————————————— 

 
The hypothesized disadvantage: gridlock 



Is party polarization bad? 
——————————————————————————— 

 
In many other democratic countries parties almost always vote as 
a bloc, and it doesn't seem to produce excessive gridlock 



Is party polarization bad? 
——————————————————————————— 

 
But few other countries have the extreme separation of powers 
and extensive "veto points" that the United States does 

Separate executive and legislative 

Two equal legislative bodies 

The filibuster practice in the Senate, which requires a 
supermajority (60 votes) to pass legislation 

 
Given these political institutions, having two polarized parties of 
roughly equal popularity is a recipe for gridlock 



Is party polarization bad? 
——————————————————————————— 

 
What would help 

End the filibuster 

Allocate more decision-making authority to appointed-but-
independent bodies, as we currently do with the Supreme 
Court and the Federal Reserve (Fed) and will do, beginning 
in 2015, with the Medicare Independent Payment Advisory 
Board (IPAB) 



Is party polarization bad? 
——————————————————————————— 

 
What probably wouldn't help 

A third (or fourth or fifth) major political party 



Summary 



Summary 
——————————————————————————— 

 
Americans have not polarized politically 
 
But the two parties have 
 
This can be a good thing in terms of representation, but in the 
context of America's political institutions it makes gridlock much 
more likely 




