A third-party president would be detrimental. 
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Could a third party break that deadlock? Probably not. In fact, it might well make it worse.
Imagine a third party that actually elects a new president. Right now, the basic problem in American politics is that one of the two major political parties has an interest in destroying the president. As incoming Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell said in 2010, "the single most important thing we want to achieve is for President Obama to be a one-term president."
The statement is often used to paint McConnell as uniquely Machiavellian, but in truth, it's banal: the single most important thing any minority political party wants to achieve is becoming the majority party. That's not because they're evil; it's because they believe being in the majority is the best way for them to do good. But the way for them to get there is to destroy the incumbent. Hence, the gridlock we see today.
A third-party president would change this in one big way: now both major political parties would have a direct incentive to destroy the president.
"The reason congressional parties work with the president from their party is that they share policy goals and because they share electoral goals," says Sarah Binder, a congressional scholar at the Brookings Institution. "You put a Michael Bloomberg at the top and maybe they still share policy goals but they don’t share electoral goals. So you sever that electoral incentive."
In fact, the perverse reality of a third party is that the major party that agrees with it the most is also the most threatened by its existence. Think of Ralph Nader acting as a spoiler for Al Gore. So the fact of sharing policy goals often means they're directly opposed on electoral goals. No one in Congress is going to want to help an executive whose success is a threat to their chance of ever being in the majority again.
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