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ABSTRACT

This thesis looks at the factors that affectedviddal turnout and vote choice in the
2004 U.S. presidential election. Regarding the @ut of the election, a point of dispute among
scholars pertains to whether evangelical Christidaged a meaningful role in helping re-elect
then-President Bush to a second term in 2004. @gemarriage issue played a prominent role in
the presidential campaign, due in part to a rulirgMassachusetts Supreme Court rendered in
November 2003 that legalized the marrying of sameesuples within the state’s borders. The
Court’s decision had a reverberating effect, paléidy among evangelicals, and subsequently, it
affected the presidential campaign as well.

Christian conservatives were successful in orgagiefforts to get initiatives and
referenda designed to constitutionally ban recagmibf same-sex marriages on the ballot in 11
states, all of which passed easily in NovembermgJsilarge and previously untapped dataset, |
develop a research design that builds on work bykeell and Monson (2008), which shows
that evangelicals who lived in a state with a na@®@i amendment on the ballot in November had
a higher level of mobilization for Bush than otleeangelicals.

Contrary to those findings, I find that the mageaamendments in 2004 had no
substantive impact on turnout or vote choice. Meeepevangelicals living in marriage states
were not more likely to turn out or vote for Bush2004, controlling for other relevant
characteristics of the voters. Factors that infb@ehturnout in the 2004 election include: party
identification strength, education, income, agedge, region, and residence in a battleground

state. Party identification, ideology, and raceeMaredictors of vote choice in the 2004 election.



INTRODUCTION

On November 2, 2004 then-U.S. President GeorgBh was re-elected to a second
term in the White House by a narrow 2.4 percenfemets and 35-electoral vote margin (286-
251), after defeating Massachusetts Sen. John Kery fditmer number was the smallest
margin of victory for any incumbent president in Aman history (Altschuler and Spitzer
2007), and the latter was the fourth closest etattmte margin for a presidential contest since
1868 (Campbell 2004). In the immediate aftermatthefelection, many media pundits and
commentators, perhaps looking for an explanatisatsfy the close result, arrived at the
conclusion that the former president’s victory Wagely driven by the support of (moral) values
voters.

This conclusion was probably at least partly dedifrom the national exit poll presented
on election night, which showed that “moral valuesis the top determinant of vote choice
among the electorate in terms of deciding howst @a vote for presidehtThis thesis examines
more closely the role the hot-button issue of @42campaign—gay-marriage—played in
deciding the outcome of the election, including Hmadlot propositions related to the issue
affected voter turnout and presidential vote chait®ng evangelical Christians.

A November 2003 decision the Massachusetts Sup@oud rendered that legalized
gay-marriage within the state’s borders proveddattightning rod in the 2004 presidential
campaign. Following the decision, Christian cona@ves got behind efforts to place initiatives
on state ballots that were designed to constitatipian gay-marriage. Each of the marriage
amendments passed in November 2004, and some inggessed that the president benefitted—

in terms of both increased turnout and vote sharemthe presence of these amendments on

! The actions of one “faithless” elector in Minnesattimately prevented Kerry from winning the 23&atoral
votes it initially looked like he would win on ek night.
2 Roper Public Opinion Research Data (2004)



state ballots. This is notable, as scholars hawallysfound that initiatives in the context of a
presidential election have no aggregate effecuomut (Donovan et al. 2009, Grummel 2008,
Smith 2001, Everson 1981).

The contradictory findings scholars have produeg@rding how the amendments
affected the outcome of the 2004 election presempgortunity to re-examine whether a certain
facet of the presidential campaign (direct demogra@s able to stimulate turnout among a

targeted subgroup of the larger electorate—artchifaly have also affected vote choice.



REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Republican Strategy

Rather than focusing on winning over undecided gwimters, in 2004, Republican
operatives devised a “base-mobilization” stratepgedt Bush re-elected. According to one of the
president’s chief strategists—Ken Mehlman—this pvonged strategy consisted of 1)
emphasizing the need for strong leadership to esuhe threat of terrorism, and 2) mobilizing
millions of evangelical Christians and other cuddly conservative voters upset about gay-
marriage, abortion, and other threats to traditiealues as well (Abramowitz 2004). More
specifically, Karl Rove set a goal for the secoad pf the strategy that aimed to turn out an
additional four million evangelicals nationwide g&n 2006).

At first glance, Rove’s stated goal appears tehHasen met with success—exit polls
suggest that 22 million evangelicals turned o004, up from 15 million in 2000 (McMahon
2005). Nationally, turnout in 2004 was 60 percerfte-highest it had been since 1968
(Altschuler and Spitzer 2007)—and up in every shats 2000 (McDonald 2004); however,
scholars are not in complete agreement that amegsiteincrease in turnout occurred among
evangelicals, social conservatives more broadlgven that Republicans had a better turnout
model than the one Democrats devised. Renowneticabkcientist Alan Abramowitz, for
instance, has stated that there is no indicatianttie election outcome reflected a brilliantly
executed campaign by the Republicans or a flawetgpaan by the Democrats (Abramowitz
2004). Similarly, Harvard Professor of Governmeatri Burden has claimed that not much
evidence exists that social conservatives turnedligproportionately in 2004 (Burden 2004). In
this thesis, one dispute | attempt to resolve esl& how turnout among evangelical/born-again

Christians was affected as a function of ballaiatives and referenda that were presented to



voters in 11 states in November—all of which weesigned to constitutionally ban gay-
marriage within the respective states’ borders.

Additionally, another disputed claim about the 2@0ection revolves around how said
ballot measures affected presidential vote chdibere is a stronger consensus in the scholarly
literature that the measures increased suppoBueh than there is that they increased turnout.
Nevertheless, more than a few scholars have claihadhe ballot measures neither increased
turnout (Abramowitz 2004, Burden 2004, Karol andylvél 2007, Smith et al. 2006), nor had
any tangible effect on presidential vote choicerghbowitz 2004, Hillygus and Shields 2005).

In addition to testing for the effect of (gay-)mage states on intention to vote, | also test for a
possible effect presence of the initiatives mayehaad on presidential vote choice. A large and
untapped dataset consisting of answers from telephderviews more than 80,000 respondents
provided the National Annenberg Election Study (NABoth pre- and post-election 2004 is the
main source of data used in this thésis

But first, how did the gay-marriage issue impaet 2004 campaign, and who exactly are
the values voters who some have claimed put Bushtbe top in his re-election bid?

ValuesVoters

A casual observer of the 2004 election could pobblbe excused for conflating values
voters and evangelical Christians. In 2004, appnaxely 23 percent of the electorate identified
themselves as born-again or evangelical Christemd, Bush won approximately 78 percent of
these voters (McMahon 2005)—a near mirror imagdemational exit poll shown below,

which had the president winning 80 percent of fleeterate (22 percent overall) who identified

% The largest number of observations associatedangtfatistical model in this thesis contains slighgss than
20,000 observations, as not every individual whe iméerviewed answered each of the questions isuhey. In
terms of the relevant questions associated witlvaniables used in this thesis, the highest nurabebservations
for one of the dependent variables is approximaalp00 observations.



moral values as the top issue that determinedd®esal vote choick Gay-marriage is said to
be one of the issues that was “lurking” behind prits such as this one (Olson et al. 2006).

FIGURE 1. NATIONAL EXIT POLL (2004)

| ssues Total Kerry Bush
Taxes 5 43 57
Education 4 73 26
Iraq 15 73 26
Terrorism 19 14 86
Economy/Jobs 20 80 18
Moral values 22 18 80
Health care 8 77 23

Thus, values voters essentially became synonymvidhghe Christian Right in dialogue
on the 2004 presidential election. Prominent CiamsRight activists have offered definitions
describing the characteristics of values votersthadbjectives they hope to achieve in electoral
politics. Former head dfocus on the Familyames Dobson, for instance, has said that a values
voter is “someone with a Christian worldview whaives with the assumption that God is—that
he not only exists, but he is definer of right amdng, and there are some things that are moral
and some things that are immoral, some thingsatea¢vil, and some things that are good”
(Denton Jr. 2005).

Former Executive Director of thghristian CoalitionRalph Reed has said that “values
voters in the South and the Heartland are conceahedt preserving marriage, protecting
children from violent or sexually explicit entertanent, teaching the same values in school that
are taught at home, and reducing the number ofgesgnancies and abortion. More than any

single issue, they seek to redress a coarsenitigg @ulture and a loss of civility” (2005).

* Roper Public Opinion Research Data (2004)



Getting more at the demographic and political abgristics of these voters, Christian
Right activists have generally been found to bditi@al evangelical Protestants,
fundamentalists, Pentecostals, charismatics, alath=panilla” evangelicals (Green 2006).
Additionally, they have usually been found to baservative and Republican in affiliation, with
a very strong emphasis on moral issues, espeaiatistion and school prayer (2006). In the
2004 election, moral values voters likely conceetitaon abortion, school prayer, and gay-
marriage when in the voting booth (McMahon 2005).

Former President of tHeamily Research Coundden Connor has said that the two
issues that are non-negotiable for the base dre:sanctity of life and the sanctity of marriage”
(2005). In 2004, three-fifths of Christian Rightiarsts named abortion and same-sex marriage
as the most important problem facing the countith Yoreign policy concerns coming in a
distant second (Green 2006).

It's important to note that not all “values votease affiliated with the Christian Right. In
2004, for some voters, values also consisted ofexmis related to the morality of preemptive
war, social justice, poverty, and civil rights, jas name a few (Denton Jr. 2005). But in 2004,
the concerns of these voters appear to have béerighed in importance by an issue of
morality that eventually came to the fore of thegaential campaign—gay-marriage. And, for
Democrats, as the 2004 campaign progressed, disoasd moral values, religion, and faith
became a distraction and a liability for Democratendard-bearer Sen. John Kerry (2005).

Gay-Marriagein 2004 Presidential Campaign

In retrospect, one key moment of the 2004 presidlecampaign came in November of

2003, when by a one-vote majority, the Massachsi§etpreme Court legalized the marrying of

same-sex couples within the state’s borders. Thilsg is said to have ignited a renewed culture



war in courts across the country (McMahon 2005, amdeed the decision had noticeable
effects on the Christian Right, and subsequenily presidential campaign as well.

One thing the same-sex marriage issue did in 2@®rearrange the issue agenda of the
Christian Right such that this particular issuesreed higher priority than did any other existing
one (Wilcox 2006). The specter of gay-marriagdss aaid to have helped generate new state
organizations devoted to the Christian Right, nanention invigorate existing ones (2006).
Perhaps more pertinent to the 2004 election, thoilnghsame-sex marriage issue also helped
create interracial coalitions that had not previpesisted (2006). In Michigan, for example, the
issue was so powerful that it helped cement anualuliance between white evangelicals,
African-American Protestants, and Roman Catholosughout the state (Penning 2006).

The issue resonated in American church congregmats well, especially in white,
southern evangelical churches. These places begamiganizing machine for Republicans in
the same way that labor unions had functioned fmnbcrats in previous elections (Denton Jr.
2005). The same-sex marriage issue also stimuédgéetbral activity in pastors and
congregations that had previously been inactivddd¥i2006). Many pastors who had
previously avoided talking about elections from pldpit did so in 2004 (2006). In fact,
politicking in the 2004 election became so intetise the IRS sent letters to both political
parties reminding them that churches engaging iitisaa activities were in danger of losing
their tax-exempt status (Denton Jr. 2005).

The gay-marriage issue not only transformed thes@an Right in 2004, however. It
also had a large indirect effect on the presideoéimpaign as well. In addition to the
Massachusetts Court’s decision, the open defiahoeaiage laws across the country—by

elected officials, like former San Francisco Magavin Newsom, for example—led President



Bush to announce his support for a U.S. constitaliamendment defining marriage as the
union between one man and one woman (McMahon 200%.is noteworthy, as the president’s
previous stance was one that had him opposed tongayage, but also to a Constitutional
amendment forbidding it, which was—poll after pal2004 showed—the median position of
the general electorate as well. But Republicartesirsts were leery of the change in public
support of gay rights over the previous two decaded thus were reluctant to embrace the
national amendment that Christian groups and tasigeent now opposed (Wilcox 2006).

Instead of an amendment to the Constitution, ttienbattle over gay-marriage was
taken to the states. The Massachusetts decisipad&dad to the establishment of a “judicial
activism” frame, which led to a push to amend statastitutions to preclude “activist, liberal
judges” from “discovering” a right to same-sex mege in state constitutions (2006). The gay-
marriage issue became the catchall for concernstaativist courts, banning school prayer,
attempts to remove “under God” from the Pledge lidghance, and limiting religious displays
in public (Denton Jr. 2005).

By November of 2004, initiatives or referenda dasd to constitutionally ban gay-
marriage appeared on the ballot in 11 states—Ad@rSeorgia, Kentucky, Michigan,
Mississippi, Montana, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoi@aggon, and Utah (Karol and Miguel
2007). Marriage referenda also appeared on thetbaltwo primary states prior to November—
Louisiana and Missouri. In all, each ballot measassed easily, garnering 70 percent support

on average (Donovan et al. 2008)

® Percentages marriage referenda and initiativesepiasith in 2004Referendum states: Mississippi (86 percent),
Louisiana (78 percent), Georgia (76 percent), Qkiad (76 percent), Kentucky (75 percent), Missoliti percent),
and Utah (66 percent).nitiative states. Arkansas (75 percent), North Dakota (73 percdiontana (67 percent),
Ohio (62 percent), Oregon (57 percent), and Miahi percent).



The large margins the amendments passed with sy daused observers of the 2004
election to conclude that a “spillover” effect riéed from these marriage contests, and that Bush
may have been the beneficiary of the presenceesktbropositions on the ballot. A more
skeptical observer, however, may argue that treeitrient of these measures was not to actually
ban gay-marriage in the first place, but ultimatelgrive up support for Bush.

Proponents of the marriage initiatives have disguhis assertion, however. Phil Burress,
president of th€itizens for Community Valu@s Ohio, has said that the timing of the initiagve
was dictated by the Massachusetts’ Court’'s decisiomarriage (Vlahos 2004): “This is all
about marriage for us. If it helps Bush, so b€2004). Burress did not deny that Christian
conservative groups were behind the amendmentgffaowever. “It's (the church,) people of
faith that have been behind this for years,” hd §£2004).

State chairwoman of tH@eorgia Christian CoalitiorSadie Fields remarked that the
presidential contest was not taken into considanatihen devising the initiative in Georgia. “If
that’s a byproduct, then so be it. What we aretiighis the radical homosexual agenda,” she
said (Brownfield 2004).

Prior to the election, initiative and referenduch@ar John Matsusaka said that the
initiatives would most likely help Bush and othegdRiblican candidates the most, given that
Christian conservatives were the ones behind thatiae efforts in 2004 (Vlahos 2004).

How these ballot measures influenced the likelthobvoting among evangelical
Christians and how they affected presidential wbtgice is disputed among scholars, and

represent the two main questions this thesis deeksswer.



Voter Turnout in 2004

Nationally, turnout was 60 percent in November 2(@dDonald 2004), up six points
from the 2000 election, and the highest it had ts@ece 1968 (Altschuler and Spitzer 2007). But
how did the half of the Republicans’ base-mobilmatstrategy that emphasized increasing
turnout among evangelical Christians fare? Acadestuidies have shown that the mobilization
of evangelicals is maximized when issues such adiah, gay rights, and school prayer are
either on the ballot, or are major components pdlgical campaign (Smith et al. 2006).
Findings from the scholarly literature suggestutjig that the higher number of evangelicals
that turned out in 2004 may have simply been thalt®f a natural increase among a single
demographic group from one four-year election cyolthe next. Comparisons of exit polls, for
example, show that evangelicals constituted 23gmiaf the electorate in both the 2000 and
2004 elections (Keeter 2005).

But even without an increase in the proportiothefelectorate that this demographic
comprised, there still would have been an incr@aseter turnout in terms of raw numbers,
given natural growth within the group. The concefihis thesis is how the ballot measures
influenced voting intention among this bloc. Wevarmgelicals/born-again Christians residing in
states where these measures were on the ballotlikelgethan other potential voters to have
expressed an intention prior to the election?

As implied above, research on this question halslgd more findings on the side of the
null hypothesis that the ballot measures ultimatigdynot systematically increase turnout among
evangelicals in noncompetitive states—or in pregidébattlegrounds (Burden 2004,
Abramowitz 2004, Smith et. al 2006, Smith et. @020Karol and Miguel 2007). Rather,

research has indicated that increases in (oveuafiput in 2004 were associated with states

10



whose electoral votes were being contested by ientines in the presidential election, and/or
states where there was a competitive Senate camtébe ballot (McDonald 2004).

One scholar who has analyzed the aggregate dfiettallot propositions had on turnout
found that the marriage amendments had their greiat@act in states that were not competitive
in the presidential election. Among non-battlegmstates, the turnout rate was up 7.0 percent
from 2000 in the eight states that voted on a ragerballot proposition, while the turnout rate
was up only 4.0 percent in the non-battlegrountestthat did not vote on a marriage
amendment (McDonald 2004). Ultimately, though, alldurnout in these states was lower
(56.7 percent) than it was in the non-battlegrouhds did not vote on a marriage amendment
(58.8 percent).

Conversely, in 2004, presidential battlegrounais both higher turnout and a higher
turnout rate compared with non-battleground statamout in the competitive states was 65.9
percent (+8.3 from 2000), while turnout in the nompetitive states was 58.4 percent (+4.7
percent from 2000), a significant difference of gescentage points moving from contested to
uncontested states.

McDonald analyzed aggregate data, however, andatidxamine how the initiatives
and referenda may have influenced turnout amonggaligals in particular states. And on that
guestion, some empirical evidence shows that eVigatgewere mobilized to turn out to vote in
states that voted on marriage amendments, anduydarty in Ohio, which is a useful case study
for scholars due to a number of factors. Someedehnclude: its presidential battleground
status; its having a marriage initiative on thddsatlssue 1—and,; its status as one of the states
where the marriage amendment is said not only e ircreased turnout among evangelicals,

but also where it is said to have directly affedtegl outcome of the presidential contest. Ohio
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carried with it added importance in 2004—agiven thedl Kerry won the state’s 20 electoral
votes he would have garnered the necessary 27 lke¢otes to win the presidency, everything
else equal.

Turnout in Ohio in 2004 was 72 percent of registereters (Green 2006), up 10 percent
from 2000 (McMahon 2005)—after South Dakota, theosd highest rate of increase in the
nation (Donovan et al. 2005). Currdéramily Research Counddresident Tony Perkins has
asserted that Issue 1 made the difference for Buétio. According to Perkins’ analysis, had
values voters comprised the 18 percent of the @iatet they did in Pennsylvania, rather than the
23 percent they made up in Ohio, Bush would hasedaaw number of 139,807 votes
(McMahon 2005), which would have been enough farKe win the state, and thus the
presidency. Bush ended up winning Ohio by approteigd 18,000 votes in November (Smith
et al. 2005). But given Perkins role as a politaetivist and a possible vested interest he may
have had in promulgating a values voters memeh®mP004 election outcome, his analysis does
not carry as much weight in this thesis as thattbther scholars have disseminated.

Smith et al. (2005, 2006) have used county-lea&h tb determine that areas with larger
concentrations of evangelical populations in Miemgnd Ohio did not show higher levels of
turnout relative to the rest of the state (SmitaleR006). The conclusion of these scholars is tha
turnout was up across the board in both Michigah@hio (2006).

Findings regarding how the marriage initiatived agferenda affected presidential vote
choice are more in unison and are collectivelyrsges than the findings regarding how they may
have influenced turnout. And, these findings anmesesient with a claim that the ballot measures
pertaining to gay-marriage had the net effect ofeasing the president’s vote share in these

states.
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Bush Vote Share as Function of Marriage Amendments

In 2004, voters who identified themselves as tagain, evangelical, or fundamentalist
Christians were significantly more likely than athé mention that gay-marriage was a very
important issue consideration for them in decidiogy to cast their ballot for president
(Donovan et al. 2008). As outlined above, the ewees not clear-cut that these groups were
mobilized to vote at a higher rate relative toth&t of the electorate. But might they have netted
the president more votes relative to other demducap

One study that merged county-level religious, @@oonomic, and political data with
2004 election results found that, at least in Othie,density of evangelicals in a county was
positively related to support for Bush (Smith et28l06). In Michigan, the same study yielded
results which showed that the county-level proporof Catholics had a positive effect on
Bush’s vote share, but that the percentage of aliaads per county was not a statistically
significant predictor of vote choice (2006).

The effects the ballot measures may have hadeoprdésidential vote, however, may not
just be limited to a purported increase in mobil@afor Bush among evangelicals and other
values voters. Opposition to gay-marriage in 20@4 wonsistently strong across demographics,
and may have had the effect of increasing Bushs sbare from other voting blocs as well. For
instance, Smith et al. found that in Ohio, Issulecteased the president’s vote share across
demographics, not just among evangelicals (2005).

In Ohio, two factors—issue priming and issue mahtion—may have interacted with
one another to create a simultaneous effect fohBDsnovan et al. 2005). But looking at the

specific case studies of Ohio and Michigan, Donostaal. found no direct effect of issue
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mobilization on intentions to support Bush (2008)is same finding can be applied to the other
marriage amendment states as well (Karol and Mig0er).

Campbell and Monson, however, have found thatgslarals who resided in states that
voted on a marriage amendment were mobilized te fatBush at a higher rate than those in
states that did not vote on an amendment (CamabdlMonson 2008). These scholars also
found, however, that Republican secularists indlsssne states were demobilized (2008). But,
since evangelicals are in greater abundance tleaseaularists in the Republican Party, the net
effect was, in all likelihood, still a gain for Busindeed, in 2004, evangelicals comprised the
largest demographic group for Bush, constitutingp8&ent of his supporters (Keeter 2005).

Scholars’ attempts to disentangle the marriageeigself from the much more broadly-
defined “moral values” has led to some differemdauaosions regarding the role the gay-marriage
issue is said to have played in influencing theonre of the presidential election. Hillygus and
Shields found that the marriage issue (and abqgrkiad no effect on voter decision making
among Independents, voters living in battlegrounates, or on voters living in states with
marriage amendments on the ballot (2005). Thesaash as well as others, have determined
that the Iraq War, the economy, and terrorism vedireonsiderably more important to voters in
deciding how to cast their ballot for president (Mjan 2008, Lewis 2005).

In terms of the specific factors one can attrilBish’s re-election victory to, other
possibilities include: the president’s incumbeatss (Denton Jr. 2005), as well as his advantage
over Kerry on the terrorism issue (Abramowitz 2008)ramowitz noted that in three states
directly affected by the Sept. 11, 2001 attacks—N@&rk, New Jersey, and Connecticut—Bush
gained an average of 5.4 percentage points relati2600, compared to the 2.5 percent average

he gained in the rest of the country (2004).
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THEORETICAL RELEVANCE

Would it have been reasonable for Republican gfistketo expect that the marriage
amendments on the ballot in 2004 would systeméticatrease turnout overall, and not just
among their evangelical base? Theorists of padioily democracy would contend that that
would have been a reasonable expectation. Theafrjgarticipatory democracy hold that if
democratic institutions offer people greater opyaittes to participate in decisions, those
institutions may have an “educative” effect on th@mlbert et al. 2009). Educative effects of
democracy include such things as: enhancing cigergyagement, building confidence in
government, mobilizing interest groups and polltarties, and increasing voter turnout, among
other things (Tolbert et al. 2009).

An abundance of evidence exists, too, which lesugbgport to theories of participatory
democracy as they relate to turnout. The generaamsus among scholars appears to be that
forms of direct democracy, like initiatives andernda, for example, generally have the net
effect of increasing turnout in most elections st et al. 2001, Tolbert and Smith 2005,
Childers and Binder 2010). In nearly all casespkuis agree that the effect of increasing turnout
is more pronounced in midterm elections than irsiglential elections (Childers and Binder
2010).

Disagreement is found on the question of wheth#otimeasures have the effect of
increasing turnout in presidential elections. Reéeerks have shown that ballot measures have
had this effect in presidential elections, anchiem 2004 election in particular, initiatives were
found to be the cause of an increase in overaibur (Lewis 2005, McDonald 2004). For the

most part, though, past findings have generallywhihat ballot measures do not have the effect
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of increasing turnout in presidential electionseTiigh stimulus of the presidential election has
generally drowned out any effect other electoraltests have on turnout (Everson 1981).

The mobilization of interest groups seems to bessible causal mechanism that can
account for the possibility that evangelicals (alues voters) may have turned out in higher
numbers in the 2004 election. In terms of the mggiinitiatives functioning to increase turnout,
it is plausible that churches in the relevant statay have attempted to mobilize members in the
body to turn out and vote in favor of the marriageendments.

Churches may have also demonstrated influencedryding advertising dollars in the
relevant states as well. If it was in fact integ@stups that were responsible for stimulating a
possible increase in turnout among evangelicak904, it is likely that mobilization among the
relevant subgroup would be consistent across gattieother words, it should not matter that an
evangelical or born-again Christian is a Republiéemocrat, or Independent. It should only
matter that he or she belongs to the interest gattgpnpting to mobilize the targeted population.
If an interest group explanation is plausible, twthamong evangelicals should be consistent
across parties.

On the other hand, if it was the Republicans’ basbilization strategy that caused a
possible increase in turnout, it seems that malibn among the relevant subgroup
(evangelicals) would only be specific to Republivaters. As mentioned earlier, half of the
Republicans’ strategy consisted of attempting toaase turnout among culturally conservative
voters concerned or upset about threats to traditivalues. These strategists would have most
likely focused their efforts in Republican areagher than in Democratic ones, knowing that

party identification is usually the best prediatdote choice in partisan contests.
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Another mechanism by which turnout among evangklslimay have increased in the
2004 election is the marriage campaigns themsehagertising dollars spent in the relevant
states may have translated to greater recognifitimedballot propositions, and subsequently
greater interest and awareness among the elegtaaitéh could have led to higher turnout. In
other words, the campaigns could have had thetedfestimulating the interest of peripheral
voters.

The substance of the propositions could havefalsctioned to increase turnout. Social
issues such as: abortion, same-sex marriage (anddexual rights), stem-cell research,
euthanasia, civil rights, and drug policies tapecaalues that reflect deeply held beliefs and are
thus often seen as more meaningful to citizens dtlaer more complex issues (Biggers 2009).
Grummel writes that a sizable portion of the elesti®holds a strong and uncompromising
position on the values embodied in policies thatgpe to morality, and that these
uncompromising positions are often based on relgioeliefs (2008). Moral issues, especially,
have been found to be highly salient with the e@lete (Biggers 2009), and voters tend to
display greater awareness of these issues tharsdliad appear on ballots as well (Nicholson
2003). Moral issues have been found to be the aafume increase turnout in past elections—
when they have been on the ballot (Grummel 2008).

The issue priming phenomenon associated witlbtialtiatives is a possible mechanism
that may have been at work in terms of increasingout among evangelicals, and subsequently
affecting the presidential contest as well. Theredme evidence that certain issues, when they
appear on the ballot, have the effect of causingredo mention that particular issue as
important to them, and subsequently a factor tfest @onsidered in their vote choice. And, there

is some empirical evidence that the marriage ines and referenda had a priming effect on
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support for Bush in 2004 (Donovan et al. 2008, Diamoet al. 2005). Voters living in states
where gay-marriage was on the ballot were mordyiteemention that issue as being “very
important” in their consideration of presidentiahdidates (2008, 2005). And ultimately, voters
who reported in surveys as having been “very coremérabout gay-marriage were more likely

to vote for Bush in 2004 (Donovan et al. 2008kspective of religious affiliation. In this thesis,
though, | do not test for a priming influence (oe effects of marriage campaigns) that may have
functioned to stimulate turnout or influence vol®ice.

Instead, | develop a research design that expoumtise one Campbell and Monson
constructed in a 2008 article published in a sahojaurnaf. | break down turnout models
(actually, intention to vote models) by parties) amclude an encompassing model that
combines all potential voters together in a simgtalel. This should function to enhance
understanding on whether increased mobilizatioevahgelicals, if it occurred at all, was
consistent across parties, as an interest grodpreatpon would hold, or if it was confined to
Republicans, as an explanation that pertains tdaed strategy would contend.

Further, | estimate an additional model that tést$he independent variables of interest
(born-again Protestants, gay-marriage state, @tigoyesidential vote choice. Campbell and
Monson’s key finding in their article is ambiguanghat it does not give a clear understanding
on the difference between mobilization and votd@hamong evangelicals in the 2004 election.
Their conclusion is that: “... (white) evangelicabRstants had a higher level of mobilization
for Bush in states with a gay-marriage initiatie@a (he ballot)” (Campbell and Monson 2008).

It appears as though the authors are attemptingrteey that evangelicals both turned

out in higher numbers than other groups in 200d,that they also voted for Bush at higher rates

® The article Campbell and Monson wrote is entitididie Religion Card: Gay-Marriage and the 2004 Ete and
was published ifPublic Opinion Quarterlyn 2008 (Vol. 72, No. 3).
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than other groups. But, it is interpreted such thay are attempting to account for two different
phenomena without their legitimately having evidetw do so. Moreover, only one probit
regression is included in their article, with thepdndent variable a dichotomous one that
measured factors that influenced vote choice. Tihgeems that the authors did in fact test for
vote choice as a function of the interaction ohitfecation as an evangelical and residence in a
gay-marriage state—but not necessarily turnoutibithesis, | test for most of the factors
Campbell and Monson used in their design, on ba#mtion to turn out in November and
presidential vote choice.

The theoretical points related to interest groupbirzation and electoral strategy
outlined above serve as the foundation for the thgses in this thesis, and for the empirical
analysis to follow.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: Self-reported intention to vote in the 2004 piestial election is
positively related to 1) identification as a bogaa Protestant Christian; and 2) an interaction
term measuring identification as a born-again Rtatg and residence in a gay-marriage ban
state.

Hypothesis 2: Self-reported vote for President Bush in 200dasitively related to 1)
identification as a born-again Protestant Christéand 2) an interaction measuring the effects of

identification as a born-again Protestant and eggid in a gay-marriage ban state.
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RESEARCH DESIGN

For this design, the two sources of data usethar2004 National Annenberg Election
Survey (NAES) and the 2004 American National Etettbtudies (ANES). To empirically test
for the hypotheses, logistic regression is thassiedl method that is used to determine the
effects the main independent variables of intgiflestn-again Protestant, gay-marriage state,
born-again x gay-marriage state interaction) havehe dichotomous dependent variables
(intention to vote and presidential vote choice)pllace of a measure gauging intention to vote, a
dummy variable for reported turnout is substitutethe ANES turnout model.

Data

The 2004 NAES is the main source of data for theearch design. For the 2004 election,
the NAES conducted a broad and expansive survégplamned more than 13 months (Oct. 7,
2003 — Nov. 16, 2004) and included 81,422 randmulgcted U.S. adults for telephone
interviews. One obvious advantage this dataseti$ethat the large sample of observations
ultimately permits one to draw strong, definitivenclusions from the empirical findings—
assuming a sound research design is in place.arge humber of observations in the sample
also means that, unlike with other sources thasisbof survey data, the NAES sample
potentially allows researchers the ability to isela single state (or multiple states) for testing
purposes.

The 2004 American National Election Studies (ANE&)sists of only 1,212 responses
in total. The number of observations from any srgjhte is relatively small, and simply does
not provide the needed number for a strong degigiicularly with the questions attempting to
be answered in this design. The NAES, on the dthed, averages more than 1,000

observations per state. Thus, creating a dummwlbiarfor the 11 states that had a marriage
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amendment on the ballot in November, and using NA&S3, yields over 15,000 observations of
potential voters living in marriage amendment sta@onversely, creating a similar dummy
variable using ANES data yields only 200 observetiof residents in marriage states.

In addition to low numbers of observations asgediavith typical post-election surveys,
another common problem with them is that therdeser variables for researchers to parse
through, and often less than ideal measures ofdhables that were attempted to be measured.
For instance, the ANES does not provide a spegi@asure of evangelicalism. It only
categorizes respondents by denomination based ethaitthey attend service on a weekly
basis. In comparison, the NAES not only categonieepondents based on their religious
denomination and propensity to attend servicefhmimore detailed questionnaire also provides
a measure of evangelicalism by asking interviewdssther they considered themselves to be an
evangelical/born-again Christian.

In some instances, though, models using ANES mataproduce more accurate results
than those which models using NAES data producthdse cases, the ANES will function to
serve as a point of analysis. But, with the low nandf observations in the dataset, the ANES
models in this design mostly function to substdata refute findings the NAES models
produce.

One flaw of the NAES dataset is that it does movile a completely valid measure of
evangelicalism. The 2004 NAES does contain a questiquiring of respondents whether they
considered themselves to be an “evangelical/boamaghristian.” But this question obviously
combines evangelicals with respondents who diddeottify as evangelical, but did identify as
“born-again,” which ultimately provides for a meeswf evangelicalism that is much higher

than this group’s proportion of the 2004 electaratdeed, the tabulation shows that the yes/no
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divide on this question is approximately 40 pert&hpercent, significantly higher than the 23
percent of voters who identified as evangelicali€ian on the national exit poll previously
cited.

There are problems associated with the 2004 NAd&i&sdt, but those found in the ANES
dataset (and other typical post-election survess)yreore obvious, and make it a much less ideal
choice for use in this design.

Dependent Variables

In place of the reported turnout variable in th®8$ model, | use a measure of voting
intention. This variable should function similarttat of a reported turnout measure in that a
number of respondents, who actually did not intendote, will indicate that they did because of
the social desirability pressure factor that accanms voting. Indeed, of the approximately
33,000 respondents who were asked this questithreiNAES sample, more than 90 percent of
the sample indicated that they intended to votéamember.

It is likely that this measure of voting intentioray be even less valid than those that
accompany measures of reported turnout, which pamerally been found to be greatly inflated.
Studies that measure validated voting have shoatréported turnout can be as much as 7.0 —
11.5 percent higher than election day turnout (Asale and Silver 1986), or even as much as
20.0 — 30.0 percent higher than election day tur{®ilver et al. 1986). But while the question
the NAES asked may not be a valid measure of whahyg intended to turn out to vote in 2004,
it should still be a reliable one. Pressure togathk an intention to vote should be relatively
consistent across demographic groups, and acrestdtes.

In those instances where the pressure may havegoeater for certain groups of people

to indicate that they intended to vote, findingslom characteristics that have tended to factor
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into overreporting help formulate the researchglesand can help corroborate or refute
empirical findings from the logit models. A safesasption is that the same characteristics that
predict overreporting post-election would be thestrsdgnificant characteristics factoring into
respondents’ expressing an intention to vote peetein. Scholars have an idea about which
demographic characteristics best predict validatetbut, as well as overreporting, and | use
past findings in this area to guide expectatiogar@ing which individuals were most likely to
indicate prior to the election that they intendedate in November 2004.

The dependent variable for voting intention is dingoded O for those who indicated
prior to the election that they did not plan toevanhd 1 for those who—prior to the election—
expressed an intention to vote in November.

The dependent variable in the presidential voteoshmodel simply measures who
NAES respondents voted for in 2004. The variabt®ded such that 1 = vote for Bush, and 0 =
vote for Kerry, Ralph Nader, or someone else. fhmsstion was asked of respondents over two
different time periods (both pre- and post-elegtieand contains approximately 1,500
responses In the dataset, responses from both questionsoanbined to create a single
variable.

That the dependent variable only has 1,500 regsoassociated with it is one downside
to this measure of vote choice, and ultimately nisehat the number of observations in the vote
choice model will be substantially reduced in congma to the intention to vote models—which
consist of nearly 20,000 observations in all, andenban 5,000 apiece broken down by party.
But, the presidential vote choice model still ygetmer 1,000 observations—enough from which

one can draw meaningful conclusions.

’ For exact question wordings of the relevant vaeisbsee the description of the NAES variablefiénappendix (p.
53-55).
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Since both of the dependent variables in thisgieare dichotomous, | conduct logistic
regression analysis to estimate the effects ofdlevant independent variables on stated
intentions to vote (among all potential voters caml, and among Republicans, Democrats,
and Independents separately) and presidentialohatiee (among all potential voters).

Independent Variables

One of the main independent variables of interestis design is a constructed
variable—referred to aBorn-again Protestart-that combines the effects of respondents
identifying themselves as born-again/evangelicaisfihns and attending services at a church of
a Protestant denomination. Scholars have foundhkanobilization of evangelicals is often
maximized when social issues are either on the@tatlare major factors of the political
campaign (Biggers 2009). As mentioned above, th&S8lAdoes not provide a single measure of
evangelicalism. Rather, it combines respondentsidératify as either a born-agaom an
evangelical Christian into one dichotomous varialrlerder to get closer to the effect of
identification as an evangelical Christian, | con#bthe “yes” observations of this variable with
the observations of another variable, in which oesients claimed attendance at church services
of various denominations.

Specifically, the relevant questions in the NAESB/sy areDo you consider yourself
an evangelical or born-again Christian?and for those who attend weekly servi¢&x) you
attend services at a Protestant, Catholic, JewistMormon church?® Since evangelicals are
affiliated with the Protestant religion, | have candd the observations for this response with
those also identifying as evangelical/born-againsiian to obtain a better measure of

evangelicalism. Thus, this is a simple dichotomvarsable where 1 = born-again Protestants,

82004 NAES codebook, page 361
2004 NAES codebook, page 360
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and 0 = else. Instead of using the single meaduwreamgelicalism the NAES provides, the
constructed variable at least reduces the propoai@vangelicals to 38 percent (down from 42
percent). This is far from a perfect measure ohgeticalism, of course, but it seems to be the
best one that can be utilized with the questiommsrasponses from this dataset. Instead of
including Catholics, Jews, Mormons, and others wiay have identified as “born-again,” the
constructed variable limits the responses to tidseindicated that they attend service at a
Protestant church, and who also identified as a-bgain/evangelical Christian.

Another variable of interesgay-marriage statels also a dichotomous one, where 1
refers to the 11 states that had a marriage amertdmehe November balftt and 0 refers to
the other 39 states and Washington D.C. As outlaiexe, the marriage issue tended to be more
salient with voters in states where it was on thiéeoh With some findings indicating that
initiatives have had the effect of increasing twino presidential elections, respondents who
lived in marriage amendment states may have beee likely than those living outside them to
express an intention to vote.

Tolbert et al. (2009) conducted an individual-lemealysis on voter turnout as a function
of initiatives appearing on state ballots, and tbtimt voters living in a state with more
initiatives on the ballot were more likely to vatethe 2004 election. Daniel Biggers looked
specifically at social issue ballot measures in20@4 election and found that the presence of
each additional social measure led to an increatieeilikelihood of an individual’s voting by
2.3 percent (Biggers 2009).

Since intention to vote (and support for Bush) aghevangelicals may be conditioned by

living in a marriage amendment state, as CampbellNMonson have claimed is the case, an

19 Marriage amendment states include: Arkansas, Gedtgntucky, Michigan, Mississippi, Montana, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Utah.
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interaction term is use@orn-again Protestant gay-marriage states an interaction term that
measures the effect of respondents residing irobtlee 11 marriage amendment states, and
identifying as a born-again Protestant. It is expaéc¢hat this variable will be positively related t
expressed intention of voting (and support for Buah Biggers has demonstrated that turnout
among evangelicals can be heavily influenced wioerakissues are on the ballot (2009).

Since there is evidence that turnout was up irsthtes that were contested by both
presidential candidates (McDonald 2004), | incladeariable for battleground states, where 1
equals the 11 states that were decided by fiveepeage points of fewer in the popular Vote
and where 0 represents the remaining 39 stategVastiington D.C. Respondents in one of
these presidential battleground states may have fineee likely to vote than those living outside
them, perhaps thinking that their vote was potégtraore valuable than it would have been in
another state that was not contested by both Enetsad candidates.

In the presidential vote logit model, a variabletarriage amendmentthat tests for the
effect of opposition to gay-marriage on supportBash is included. This question, in particular,
askedDo you favor an amendment to the U.S Constitutleat would prohibit states from
marrying same-sex couples®h ordinal variable where 0 refers to responderite strongly
oppose a Constitutional amendment; 1 = somewhaisg2 = neither approve nor oppose; 3 =
somewhat approve; and 4 = strongly approve, is tseteasure this factor. The expectation is
that this variable will be highly significant foruBh, since the findings up to this point agree (and
are clear) that people opposed to gay-marriage mere likely to vote for Bush in 2004,

controlling for other factors.

1n this design, battleground states include thetafes whose electoral votes were decided by féhaerfive
percentage points in the popular vote in NovemBetorado, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvaai Wisconsin.
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Ideally, other variables that measured opiniortsattitudes on salient issues in the 2004
election (the economy, the Iraq War, terrorism,)etould be included in this type of model, for
the purpose of determining how well the marriageiéspredicted vote choice relative to other
issues. But, multicollinearity with the independeatiables of interest is the result of including
other issue variables in the NAES vote choice motle$ent these variables, then, the marriage
amendment variable should only function to informvehether the issue, by itself, is positively
related to vote choice, as has been found to beabein the 2004 election.

Control Variables

A number of control variables that have been foimishfluence turnout and vote choice
are included in each of these models, and helplgsér to the actual effects of born-again
Protestantism and residence in a gay-marriage agtab®th voting intention and presidential
vote choice.

Affiliation with a political party and strength ohe’s party identification has been found
to be positively related to turnout (Timpone 1998)¢d here, a dummy variable indicates whether
respondents mentioned their partisan affiliatioei#fger strong or not strong (0 = not strong; 1 =
strong). The expectation is that this control Wwél positively related to voting intention. The
variable for party identification is most relevaotthe presidential vote choice model. For this
control variable, 0 = Democrats; 1 = Independesmsl, 2 = Republicans. Party identification has
tended to serve as the factor that best predi¢esalwice in partisan elections. Thus, this
variable should be the one most strongly relateslifgport for Bush in the vote choice models.

Ideology is a standard control variable that iduded in a lot of turnout models. Here,

Conservatisnis an ordinal variable that places respondentsiag on a five-point scale. Zero
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= very liberal; 1 = liberal; 2 = moderate; 3 = cenative; 4 = very conservative. If ideology is a
predictor of vote choice, the coefficient shoulddasitively signed in the vote choice model.

Ideology strengtlyroups respondents who indicated that they wehereitery liberal or
very conservative into one category, with thosecatthg less strong ideologies (conservative or
liberal) into another category, with moderates sategory by themselves. Specifically, 0 =
moderates; 1 = conservative or liberal; 2 = venysaovative or very liberal.

A person’s level of education has been found tthbestrongest predictor of turnout in
the United States (Abramson and Clagett 1984). &liication has also been found to be one of
the characteristics most positively related to m@orting as well (Anderson and Silver 1986,
Silver et al. 1986, Granberg and Holmberg 1991n8ein et al. 2001). The NAES broke down
respondents’ education levels into nine categorgexing from those with an eighth grade
education or lower, to those owning a graduateraiegsional degree. For education, the
variable is coded such that the low value (0) seferthose with an eighth grade education or
lower, and the high value (8) refers to those pssing a graduate or professional detfrdeis
expected that for Republicans, Democrats, and kw#gnts, education will be positively related
to stated intention of voting.

Bernstein et al. (2001) show that higher-statusngoare among the groups of people
most likely to overreport voting. This would almastrtainly include those living in higher
income households. Individuals in these househthds, may be more likely than potential
voters living in lower income households to indecah intention to vote. As with education, the
NAES broke down respondents’ household incomesrime categories, ranging from those

earning less than $10,000 annually to those eamig than $150,000 per year. And as with

12 See variable appendix (p. 53-55) for a detailehkdown of NAES variable codings.
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education, the variabléipusehold incomdas coded such that O refers to the lowest annual
household income, and 8 refers to the highest amowsehold income.

Age is yet another factor that has been foundftaence both voter turnout and
overreporting. Past studies have found that turmmuéases as a function of age, but that there is
a curvilinear effect associated with this relatlipg Timpone 1998). Once voters reach a certain
plateau, turnout begins to decrease with age. §aearespondents in the NAES sample ranges
from 18 — 97 years. This variable has not beendeg@nd will function as a continuous variable
in each of the logit models. Because of the curgdr effect that's been found to be associated
with turnout, | incorporate a variablade-squareginto the models to determine if there is such
an effect associated with voting intention and age.

Evidence exists which shows that men are moréylioeoverreport voting than women
(Granberg and Holmberg 1991). Thus, a controléspondents’ sex is included in this design. A
dichotomous variable, with men coded as 0Os and wamsels, is incorporated into each of the
logit models.

Along with education, the other demographic chiaréstic that has most commonly been
found to be positively related to overreportingase. Typically, studies have shown that blacks
are more likely to overreport voting than are whijtaithough the difference is not substantial
(Anderson and Silver 1986, Silver et al. 1986, Afsan and Clagett 1984, Silver et al. 1986,
Bernstein et al. 2001).

In identifying respondents’ race, the NAES prethoeerviewees with a question
inquiring whether they were of Hispanic or Latiresdent. If no, interviewees were then asked
which racial category they best fit under. Two @i@mous variables for race are included in the

models. The firstHispanic simply indicates whether respondents were of &higpor Latino
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descent (1) or not (0). The secoBtack combines other racial minorities (Asian, American
Indian, and other) with whites into one category &hd places blacks into a separate category
by themselves (1).

Marital status is included in this design to cohtor the effect of being married, on both
intention to vote and presidential vote choice.ré€hs some evidence that married voters tend to
turn out at higher rates than non-married votenmfbne 1998), but not as much that they tend
to overreport relative to unmarried potential vetérhis variable may be more significant in the
vote choice model, then, since Bush is said to ldave better with married women voters in
2004 than in 2000 (Burden 2004).

A dummy variable for the South is also includedhis design. If the intention to vote
models are a good predictor of actual turnout inédober, this coefficient should be negatively
signed, since voters living in the South tend ta tout at lower rates than voters living in other
regions. This variable is coded 1 for the 11 stafe¢he old Confederady, and 0 for the
remaining 39 states and Washington D.C.

Finally, a dummy variable for Catholic votersngorporated into the models, mostly for
the purpose of comparing intention to vote amonth@lecs with intention to vote among born-
again Protestants. This is a dichotomous variaidied 1 for potential voters who identified as

Catholic and 0 for those who did not identify aslsu

13 Eleven states of the Old Confederacy include: Aftah, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Migsiss
North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texagira
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FINDINGS
NAES Voter Intention Models

There is some empirical support for the hypothégsidentification as a born-again
Protestant is positively related to expressed tidario vote. But, while the statistical
relationship between the variables is relativelgrsg, the substantive one seems to be relatively
weak Table 1 (p. 32) shows that the relationship betwesemessed intention to vote and
identification as a born-again Protestant is sigaift at the .01 level for all potential voterst bu
among parties, the relationship is only significainthe .10 level (for both Republicans and
Independents). It could be the case that the lang&ber of observations in the model that
includes all potential voters detected a relatignbletween the variables that does not
substantively exist.

Because the independent variables in the intetdimote models explain a relatively low
percentage of the variance (approximate rangesarel4 percent to 17.5 percent), predicted
probabilities are not shown for these variablegwitbstanding the low pseudo r-squared values
of the models, though, the number of observatiangas from a low of approximately 5,400 for
the model of Independents to as high as nearlyOROd the model that includes all potential
voters—a sufficient number from which one can dstmeng conclusions.

There is also little substantive evidence thaerotvho lived in gay-marriage states may
have been more likely to vote in November thanéHosng outside them. Table 1 shows that
the relationship between intention to vote anddeyste in a gay-marriage state is significant at

the .05 level. It's noteworthy, though, that thégiable is not statistically related to any of

4 See Table 1 on page 32 for full results the logitlels using NAES data produced. Asterisks indittae
variables that are statistically related to intemtio vote—among all potential voters, and therkénodown by
party. Table 4 (p. 40) shows the results from dlaimogit model using ANES data, with reportedriout
substituted in place of intention to vote as thpeah@ent variable.
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TABLE 1. FACTORSAFFECTING INTENTION TO VOTE AMONG SUBSETS OF VOTERS (NAESRESULTS)®®

Born-again Protestant
Catholic

Gay-marriage state
Born-again Protestant x gay-marriage state
Battleground states

South

Party identification strength
Ideology strength
Education

Household income

Black

Hispanic

Marital status

Sex

Age

Age-squared

Party identification
Conservatism

Constant

Number of observations
Pseudo r-squared

* indicates p < .10
** indicates p < .05
*** indicates p < .01

All potential

voters

0.2523***
0.1814**
0.2550**
-0.0819
-0.0716
-0.1485*
0.5716***
0.1111*
0.2360***
0.2320***
0.4834***
-1.1029***
-0.0582
0.2677***
-0.0009
0.0003**
0.0684
0.1312***
-0.4989*

=19,753
=0.1606

Republicans

only

0.3320*
0.0323
0.4219
-0.2481
0.0881
-0.3446**
0.9339***
0.2396**
0.2697***
0.2397***
-0.5474
-1.2623***
0.0534
0.0699
-0.0210
0.0004*

0.5287

= 7,669
=0.1670

15 Dependent variable in model is Intend to Vote®2 General Election (0 = no; 1 = yes)
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Democr ats
only

0.1005
0.2925**
0.2190
-0.0083
-0.0668
-0.0801
.8016***
0.1071
0.2264***
0.1921***
0.6089***
-0.9654***
-0.1254
0.1900*
0.0068
0.0002

-0.0936

=6,726
=0.1439

Independents
only

@24
0.1612
0.2224
-0.0278
-0.1271
-0.0391
0.1970*
-0.0860
0.2198***
0.%***
0.5510***
-1.1855**
-0.1027
0.3306***
0.0103
0.0002

-0.5611

5,358
=6.17



Republicans, Democrats, or Independents’ expressingtention to vote—but was only related
to expressed intention to vote when all of the geowere combined. Again, the large number of
observations in the model may have made it sudhathelationship between the variables is
detected, despite a substantive relationship betweevariables not actually existing.

The interaction measuring born-again Protestagtitification and living in a marriage
state is not statistically significant for any gpofor for all potential voters), and the coeffidien
negative in each of the models. If Campbell and 8éors conclusion is that evangelicals living
in marriage amendment states were more likelyrno ¢ut than evangelicals living in other
states, there is no support for it based on firglingm the NAES.

Identification as a Catholic is also strongly tethto expressed intention to vote among
all potential voters, but only among Democrats s€qmarties. For both groups, the relationship is
significant at the .05 level, with the larger coaént value present for Democrats. In terms of
predicting the change in born-again ProtestantsCGatbolics’ intending to vote, the likelihood
of expressing an intention to vote is higher amBrgestants than among Catholics.

To the extent that these findings on expresseahiitn to vote can be extrapolated to
those in the turnout literature, similar factoratthave been found to predict turnout are
significant in the NAES models. Some of these idelwstrength of party identification,
education, and household income. Strongly idemigyith a party is a good predictor of
indicating an intention to vote in 2004, especifdiyRepublicans and Democrats, but much less
so for Independents.

Among all potential voters, and across partiescation and household income are
strongly related to one’s expressing an intentmwdte. For Republicans, Democrats, and

Independents, both of these coefficients are sagmf at the .01 level. The coefficient values for
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these two variables are highly consistent acrassrihdels, with nearly identical values present
for the variables for all potential voters (0.2360education and 0.2320 for household
income}®.

Among all potential voters, strength of one’s ildgy is also found to be positively
related to expressed intention to vote (.05 levmly,only among potential Republican voters (.05
level) by party. The similarly strong coefficiemtrfconservatism corroborates that it was
conservative voters, rather than liberal ones, waee most motivated to turn out in 2004.

Another characteristic that is positively and sgly related (.01) to intention to turn out
among all voters is the dummy variable for bla¢tk@. Democrats and Independents, too, the
relationships are significant at the .01 level.cBithere is seemingly nothing unique about the
2004 election that may have stimulated blacks o dwt at a higher rate than usual in
November, one may posit that this racial group a@gount for some of the large discrepancy
between actual voting and the expressed intentimotie evident in the NAES question.
Scholars have found that blacks are one of thepgrofipotential voters most likely to
overreport, and this seems like the most likelyl@xation for this specific finding in the
intention to vote models. It is noteworthy, thoutitat when other factors have been controlled
for, scholars have found that blacks vote at hightas than whites.

Women were also more likely than men to indicaténgéention to vote prior to the
election. Since men have been more likely than wota@verreport in past studies, it could be
that sex predicted actual turnout in 2004, with \@armore likely than men to vote. The
relationship between sex and the dependent varnskignificant at the .01 level for all potential
voters, likewise for Independents, but only at.tt@level for Democrats. Republican women

were not more likely than Republican men to indicat intention to vote, however.

18 Multicollinearity was tested for among the indegent variables, but was not found to exist in tieEl$ models.
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The control variable most negatively related tpressed intention to vote is the dummy
variable for potential Hispanic voters. Among altgntial voters, and across parties, the
negative relationship is significant at the .0lelam each of the four models. If the estimated
models are a good predictor of who would actuaiiy but to vote in November, Hispanics were
probably the ethnic group least likely to vote.Sts not overly surprising given that Hispanics
tend to vote at a lower rate relative to their shadrthe population.

The dummy variable for the South also shows athegeelationship with expressed
intention to vote. The relationship is only sigo#nt at the .10 level for all potential voters, isut
significant at the .05 level for Republicans. Ifidgaone could theorize that this may be due to
the lack of competitive states throughout the negRresident Bush ended up carrying every
southern state in 2004, and perhaps potential Riepnbvoters in these states perceived their
vote as being less important than it would havenbee more hotly contested battleground state
in the upper Midwest or Mountain West region, feample. In any event, turnout in the South is
usually lower than it is in other regions for mekctions.

Coefficients for the battleground state varialhethe intention to vote models are not
statistically significant. There is no evidencehie NAES models that potential voters residing
in presidential battlegrounds were more likely tipatential voters living in other states to
indicate prior to the election that they would vstdNovember. This finding may be due simply
to the social desirability factor that functionedpressure all voters, regardless of the state they
lived in, to indicate an intention to vote priortte election.

Controls for marital status and age are both faorigk unrelated to the dependent
variable; although, removing the control for agat tiests for the curvilinear effects makes the

relationship between actual age and expressedimteio vote highly significant (.01 level),
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which is consistent with findings in the turnodétature and in the literature on overreporting.
Older voters are more likely than younger votergdt®, and are also more likely than younger
voters to overreport (Anderson and Silver 1986).
NAES Vote Choice Model Findings

The logit model that tests for the factors that rhaye influenced the presidential vote
yields far fewer observations (1,010) than do titerition to vote models, but it explains a much
higher percentage of the variance (61.27 percé&ht¥. model does show some support for the
hypothesis regarding the predicted relationshipiben presidential vote and identification as a
born-again Protestant, but none regarding the Ingsa as it pertains to marriage states. Table 2
below shows that voters who identified as born+agabptestants were about 25 percentage
points more likely to vote for Bush than were thed® did not identify as suth The positive
relationship between these variables is signifiearthe .01 level, too. The interaction measuring
born-again Protestantism and residence in a maraagendment state is not significant again,
nor is the dummy variable for gay-marriage baltates.

TABLE 2. CHANGE IN PROBABILITY OF FACTORS THAT INFLUENCED

VOTE CHOICE (NAESRESULTYS)

Variables Change
0->1 Min-> Max

Born-again Protestant 0.2516 0.2516
Marriage amendment 0.0728 0.2710

Party identification 0.4573 0.8456
Conservatism 0.1504 0.6654
Black -0.4589 -0.4589

" The first column (0-> 1) indicates the predicté@mge in terms of increasing in one value on thiabke scale
(i.e., 1-> 2) on the marriage amendment scale.sEesend column (Min-> Max) indicates the predicthdrmge in
terms of moving from the lowest value on the vdaairale to the highest one (i.e., 0-> 4 on theriage scale).
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The variable added to the model to test for haavtiarriage issue itself may have
functioned in the presidential election does shigmiScance for Bush. Voters strongly
supportive of an amendment to the U.S. Constitutidoan same-sex couples from marrying
were more than 27 percentage points more likehatee voted for Bush than were those who

strongly opposed one.

TABLE 3. FACTORSAFFECTING PRESIDENTIAL VOTE CHOICE (NAES

RESULTS)"®
Variables Coefficients
Born-again Protestant 1.1042%**
Catholic 0.3641
Gay-marriage state .0.2135

Born-again Protestant x gay-marriage statg) ng50
Marriage amendment 0.2918%**
Party identification

2.4964***
Conservatism 0.8044***
Education -0.0804
Household income 0.0280
Black -2.0709***
Hispanic -0.6660
Marital status 0.2411
Sex -0.2642
Age -0.0315
Age-squared 0.0002
Constant -3.6611***
N=1,010 * indicates p < .10

** indicates p < .05
*** indicates p < .01
Pseudo r-squared = 0.6127

18 Dependent variable in Table 3 is presidential wbteice (0 = Kerry, Nader, or someone else; 1 shBus
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The only other factors in the model that predigiort for Bush are, unsurprisingly,
identification as a Republican, and identificatasia conservative. For the former, the likelihood
of voting for Bush increased by nearly 85 perceatagints, moving from a Democratic voter to
a Republican one. Very conservative voters wereceqmately 67 percentage points more
likely than very liberal voters to have cast adialbr Bush. Both of these relationships are
significant at the highest level.

The dummy variable for race is the only independaniable negatively related to
presidential vote choice. Black voters were 46 @etage points less likely to vote for Bush than
were white voters and other minority voters, hojpaverything else constant. Control variables
for marital status and sex are in the expectedipesand negative directions, respectively. But,
neither coefficient shows a statistically significaelationship with support for Bush or Kerry.

ANES Turnout Modd Findings

Similar models estimated using data from the Anagriational Election Studies
(ANES) that test for reported turnout and vote chdiave been included in this thesis for the
purpose of corroborating or refuting results fradta NAES. After including the relevant
independent variables in the ANES logit model,thenber of observations is reduced down to
712 in alf®. The model shows little support, though, thatrtteen independent variables of
interest are meaningful in terms of their havinifuenced turnout in 2004.

Like the NAES, the ANES, unfortunately, does natyide a good measure of

evangelicalism. In its place, a simple dummy vdedor Protestantism is includé8Neither

19 See Table 5 on page 41 for the predicted charsgesiated with the statistically significant indegent
variables.

% since evangelicals belong to the Protestant malighis seems to be the best possible measurangelicalism
in the available data. However, since the effettaarriage initiatives on turnout have been foumthé less strong
for Protestants than for evangelicals (Camp 20i@8)ings associated with this variable cannot bieagolated to
those in the measure for evangelicalism in the NAtESels. For coding procedures of ANES variables, s
variable appendix (p. 56-57).
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this variable nor the dummy variable for Cathol&selated to turnout in 2084 Likewise, the
dummy variable for gay-marriage states, as wethasnteraction term measuring Protestantism
and residence in a gay-marriage state is not fooibe related to turnout eitfférlt is important

to note that the dummy variable for gay-marriaggest was constructed absent data from five of
the eleven states with a marriage amendment obatlha in November; the sample the ANES
collected simply does not contain responses frotargan those states, and is missing responses
from voters in other states as well.

One significant difference between the NAES andE8Nmnodels is the statistical
relationship each one estimated between intentisotie (turnout) and battleground states.
Table 5 indicates that respondents living in onthefaforementioned eleven battleground states
were approximately nine percentage points mordylitcehave voted than respondents not living
in battleground states. The predicted change sv#iiable is similar to the actual difference
(7.5 percent) McDonald found in the article he wroh turnout. The relationship between
turnout and battleground states is significanhat.01 level in the ANES model.

Controls that demonstrate a positive relationghtp turnout include: conservatism,
education, household income, and sex—similar tditfegngs in the NAES models. It seems,
then, that women, conservatives, and highly-eddaaspondents were more likely to have
voted in 2004 than men, liberals, and less-eduaatgebndents, controlling for other factors.
Each of these individual relationships is signfficat the .05 level or greater. The relationship

between turnout and household income is signifiaatite .10 level, with those living in

2 See Table 4 (p. 40) for full results of the ANEGfout logit model.

22 An alternate specification that uses a measurenfwal traditionalism in place of the variable Rnotestantism
likewise does not show statistical significancét aslates to turnout. Similarly, the interactiarrn (moral
traditionalism x gay-marriage state) substituteglate of the interaction term (Protestant x gayriage state) in
the ANES turnout model is also not statisticalllated to turnout in another specification of the B®turnout
model.
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households earning more than $120,000 per yealyngne percentage points more likely to
have voted than those living in households earldgsg than $9,000 per year.

Neither of the variables for age show a statil{icagnificant relationship with turnout;
however, once again, if the variable that testsHercurvilinear effect of age is removed, the

continuous variable for age is found to be higlelated (.05 level) to turnout in 2004. Moving

TABLE 4. FACTORSAFFECTING TURNOUT IN 2004 ELECTION (ANES

RESULTS)®
Variables Coefficients
Protestant -0.4915
Catholic -0.4816
Gay-marriage state 0.1068
Protestant * gay-marriage state _g 268
Battleground states 0.9968***
South -0.2803
Party identification 0.1741
Conservatism 0.1994**
Education 0.3777**
Household income 0.1032*
Black 0.2837
Hispanic -0.0435
Marital status 0.1236
Sex 0.4721**
Age 0.0061
Age-squared 0.0001
Constant -1.5752*
N =712 * indicates p < .10
** indicates p < .05
Pseudo r-squared = 0.1332 *** indicates p < .01

% Dependent variable is dichotomous one measurirejhehn a respondent indicated that he or she vat#ti2004
general election (0 = no; 1 = yes).
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from the youngest voter to the oldest voter incedabte probability that he or she voted by
nearly 12 percentage points.

Coefficients controlling for the South and Hispawoters are in the expected negative
direction. But neither variable is significantlytated to turnout in 2004. The control for marital
status is also in the expected (positive) dire¢timwever, this variable is also not related to
turnout in 2004.

TABLE 5. CHANGE IN PROBABILITY OF FACTORS THAT INFLUENCED
TURNOUT (ANESRESULTS)*

Variables 0>1 Min-> Max
Battleground states 0.0925 0.0925
Conservatism 0.0318 0.1390
Education 0.0908 0.3060
Household income 0.0137 0.0853
Sex 0.0519 0.0519

ANES Vote Choice Model Findings
As with the turnout model, some of the resultthn ANES vote choice model
corroborate those found in the NAES models. Taldbdws that Protestantism is positively
related to support for Bush (.05 levi&l)\Specifically, Protestants were nearly 19 peragta
points more likely than non-Protestants to voteBfosh in 2004, everything else edf§alhe

ANES model shows that Republicans were more likelyave voted for Bush than Democrats

24 First column indicates change associated witheimsing in one value on the scale of the relevarabie (i.e., 4-
5 for household income). The second column indicalmnge associated with moving from the lowe#tdo
highest value (i.e., 0-8 for household income).

% See Table 7 on page 42 for the change in prokiabilissociated with the statistically significaatiables, as
well as for the full results of the ANES vote cloimodel (Table 6).

% A variable measuring moral traditionalism substitlin place of the variable for Protestants alsms
significance for Bush in an alternate specificatidowever, neither the dummy variable for gay-naayei states nor
an interaction measuring moral traditionalism aggldence in a gay-marriage state is significanBiash.
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TABLE 6. FACTORSAFFECTING PRESIDENTIAL VOTE CHOICE (ANES)*’

Variables

Protestant
Catholic
Gay-marriage state

Protestant * gay-marriage state

Party identification
Education
Household income
Black

Hispanic

Marital status

Sex

Age

Age-squared
Constant

N=713

Pseudo r-squared = 0.4736

Coefficients

0.7639**
0.0874
0.5691
-0.8256
2.4739***
-0.1627**
0.0053
-1.5001***
-0.4639
0.1764
-0.0676
0.0960**
0.0009**
-4.4212%**

* indicates p < .10
** indicates p < .05
*** indicates p < .01

TABLE 7. CHANGE IN PROBABILITY OF FACTORS THAT INFLUENCED
VOTE CHOICE (ANESRESULTS)?®

Variables 0->1 Min-> Max
Protestant 0.1882 0.1882
Party identification 0.4027 0.8439
Education -0.0371 -0.2392
Black -0.3311 -0.3311
Age 0.001 0.9305
Age-squared -0.0001 -0.8696

2" Dependent variable in Table 6 is presidential witeice (0 = Kerry, Nader, or someone else; 1 =hRus

8 The first column of coefficient values in Tabléndicates the change in probability associated imicheasing in
one value on the variable scale (i.e., moving fébta 3 on the scale for the education variableg $¢&cond column
of coefficient values indicates the change in phbiliig associated with moving from the lowest vahfethe
variable to the highest value (i.e., 0 to 8 ondbale for the education variable).
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by over 84 percentage points. This is nearly idahto the 84.56 figure produced in the NAES
model. As is the case with the NAES model, thetia@tahip between the two variables is
significant at the .01 level, and in both vote cleanodels, the coefficient for party identification
is larger than that of any other independent végiab

Unlike the NAES model, though, the ANES vote clkaitodel shows that more educated
voters were less likely to have cast a ballot fasiBthan less educated voters. Moving from a
voter who did not have a high school diploma to whe had attained an advanced degree
decreased the likelihood of his or her voting foisB by nearly 24 percentage points. The
coefficient for the education variable in the NAE®Sdel, while negative, is not related to vote
choice in 2004.

Black voters were only 33 percentage points ligstylto have cast a ballot for Bush in
2004 than white voters and other racial minoriteesording to the ANES finding. The
curvilinear effect that’s been found to exist beaweage and turnout, oddly, exists between age
and vote choice in 2004. The likelihood of votilng Bush in 2004 increased with age, but only

up to a certain point.
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DISCUSSION

It is difficult to conclude with any amount of ¢tainty that the independent variables of
interest in this design were influential in ternigpeedicting turnout in 2004. The stronger NAES
intention to vote models show that identificatianeaborn-again/evangelical Protestant is
substantively, weakly related to intention to viot004. A possible explanation for the
statistical discrepancy between the NAES and ANES8eisas that the variable substituted in
place of born-again Protestant in the ANES datdses$ not reduce the measure down to those
who identified as a born-again or evangelical Glams and is thus much cruder. It could be that
the NAES model accurately predicted turnout amamg{again Protestants in November. Or, it
could be that these voters overreported theirihbeld of voting, as they have been found to do
retrospectively. Unfortunately, the findings frohetmodels do not lend one to draw a strong
conclusion in this regard.

Similarly, the ANES turnout model failed to sudrgtiate the finding that potential voters
residing in states with a marriage amendment omafiet were more likely to have voted in
November. Results from the NAES also show a subgédyn weak relationship between
residence in a marriage state and intention to, votiat this independent variable is not related
to intention to vote among any of the parties,ibunly related to the dependent variable when
all voters are included together. In the ANES mothed relationship between the two variables
is not statistically significant. Once again, thbuthe available data made it such that the
variable used for gay-marriage states in the ANE8eaisois a crude measure of the actual voter
universe. The data does not contain responsesdssentially half (5 of 11) of the states that
voted on a marriage amendment, meaning againittisadifficult to conclude with any amount

of certainty how turnout in 2004 was affected dsrection of residence in a marriage state.
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Born-again/evangelicals may or may not have beene filely than other groups to turn
out in 2004, but the findings show that the presidid benefit from their presence at the polls.
Both vote choice models show that the relationbleipveen this variable and support for Bush is
highly related. There is no evidence, however, évangelicals who lived in marriage states
were more likely than evangelicals who lived in ttieer 39 states to have voted for the
president in 2004—or that any voters living in nege states were more likely than those living
outside them to vote to re-elect Bush in 2004.heoextent that the marriage issue itself
influenced the presidential contest, results frammNAES show only that voters who held a very
conservative position on gay-marriage were verglyiko vote for Bush in 2004, everything else
equal.

Taken together, the independent variables ofestan this design show that the effects
of direct democracy, and perhaps the marriage campthemselves, impacted the 2004
presidential election in a minimal way. Ultimatelyappears that it is still the characteristics of
the individual voter (race, education, sex, ettal tan best predict turnout, rather than the
activities of the campaigns, which would seem tallsupport to a minimal campaign effects
thesis.

This design corroborates other findings on the420(5. presidential election in two
ways: 1) that certain voters living in marriage ach@ent states were not more likely than
residents living outside them to have voted in 20074, 2) that voters in these states were not
more likely to have voted for Bush in 2004, evenmythelse equal. Rather, the influence of
evangelicals on vote choice is consistent acrassttites. It is necessary to note that the
measures of the dependent variables in the NAESt@ANES) models are not perfect, or

even ideal. But, there is reason to believe thay Hre reliable measures of turnout and vote
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choice, such that it's possible to extrapolateifigd from the models to enhance a greater
understanding of the factors that influenced th@426residential election—and turnout and vote
choice more broadly.

A benefit of including the turnout model using thRES data is that it seems to confirm
the factors that did in fact predict turnout in 20@0Vomen, strong conservatives, highly-educated
voters, and voters living in higher-income housdbdlll were not only likely to express an
intention to vote prior to the election when askaat, were also likely to follow through and vote
in November. In this sense, then, the NAES intentmvote models appear to resemble valid
turnout models for a partisan election. Controtssiach factors as party identification strength,
age, and the South—factors that have been foubd telated to turnout in past studies—are
statistically significant (in the expected direas) in the NAES intention to vote models and the
ANES turnout model.

One area, though, where the NAES models morelglosgemble a typical model for
overreporting is in the finding for the control footential black voters. The NAES models show
a strong positive relationship between race (black) intention to vote; the ANES model,
however, shows that blacks were not more likely tvaites or other racial minorities to have
turned out in 2004. If anything, blacks have usubéien found to turn out at lower rates than
whites. If blacks are the group most likely to haverreported voting in 2004, that the ANES
model indicates they were not more likely than otfreups to turn out in 2004 seems to confirm
my interpretation that this earlier positive effexa function of overreporting.

One area where the ANES findings may be suptrithe NAES findings is in the
estimated relationships between turnout and batilewl states. The ANES shows that

respondents living in battleground states were rikegy than those living outside them to have
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voted in 2004; this finding is consistent with tieneral one in the literature, and seems to be the
most plausible one for this variable. It seemslyiltkat there may have been more pressure for
residents in battleground states to vote in Noventhé not necessarily more pressure for them
to indicate an intention to vote prior to the eleat It could be that the overinflated dependent
variable in the NAES models made it such that dseilts are skewed in terms of showing

inflated turnout as a function of residence in a-battleground state.

Despite the relative small number of observatiarthe vote choice models, the findings
generally agree with each other. The most sigmficiéference is with the education variables.
Although the variable is negatively signed in th&eB$ model, the relationship is not significant,
unlike in the ANES model—where the most highly-eated voters were 24 percentage points
less likely to have voted for Bush than voters wiith least amount of formal education,
everything else equal. The income brackets thevie@ers placed the respondents in for this
guestion differed somewhat, but not enough to ntleamifference between a negative
relationship and a statistically insignificant onaeg would think.

It could be that excluding the control for ideoyag the ANES model made it such that a
relationship between education and vote choiceteaied—when none truly exists.
Additionally, the lower number of observations e tANES model and the lower pseudo r-
squared value may mean that the null finding farcation in the NAES model is more accurate
than the negative relationship the ANES model detec

A control for ideology as well as a measure opogglents’ positions on the gay-marriage
issue was excluded in the ANES vote choice modehi® purpose of keeping the number of

observations in the model higher than a minimum remob 700 respondents.

a7



CONCLUSIONS

The closeness of the 2004 presidential electi@ynique role values voters and gay-
marriage played in the campaign, and the contradidindings on how the marriage issue
substantively affected turnout and vote choice agrerangelical Christians combined to present
an opportunity to re-examine how these factorsierited the 2004 presidential election.

| developed a research design that built on aairane Campbell and Monson (2008)
constructed, to gain a better understanding ofdleeevangelicals and the gay-marriage issue
played in the 2004 presidential election. The satsdlconclusion is clear in that they determined
that (white) evangelicals living in gay-marriageeardment states were more likely than other
evangelicals to vote for President Bush in 2004 dotbiguous in that it combines the effect of
this interaction on both turnout and vote choicsing a large and previously untapped dataset, |
find that identification as an evangelical is nglated to turnout, but that it is significantly
related to vote choice. Everything else equal, {amain Protestants were more than 25
percentage points more likely than non-born-agameRtants to have voted for Bush in 2004.

The effects of the marriage amendments in the 20€ztion, though, appear to be
minimal, if not nonexistent. Turnout in gay-marmegfates was not higher among evangelicals,
or among the electorate at-large than it was irsthtes whose voters did not cast a ballot on a
marriage amendment. It could be that the initigipemed voters to consider the issue when
they cast their ballot for president, and that #ffect may have been significant for Bush. But,
the findings in this design show that initiativaghe context of the 2004 election did not have a
substantive impact on the outcome. Evangelicalsndictase the president’s vote share, but this

effect is consistent across the states, and ndiheshto marriage amendment states.
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Turnout in 2004 can be better explained by traddl factors that have been found to
have a positive effect—strength of party identifica, education, income, age, region, residence
in a battleground state, etc. Similarly, charast&s such as party identification, ideology, and
race accurately predicted vote choice in 2004. Gagmpstrategists, then, should take notice that
the effects of short-term and temporal factors hkébutton issues and forms of direct
democracy are limited in the amount of influenagythan have in the context of a U.S.
presidential election. These political actors ambpbly better served by focusing on the relevant
characteristics of their respective electoral baaed then devising a strategy with those factors
given top priority.

Comparing the influence of evangelical Christiansss elections is a potential avenue
for future research. How did evangelicals factto ithe 2000 U.S. presidential contest, in terms
of both turnout and vote choice, when former PesidBush was on the presidential ballot for
the first time, and when gay-marriage is said teehalayed no meaningful role in the campaign?

Another possible avenue for research entails caomgpéndings across years, as a
function of the type of election (on-year-off-yepresidential-midterm, etc.). Is turnout among
evangelicals more pronounced in midterm electionsiemballot initiatives perhaps have more
potential to stimulate turnout among the largectelate? How did participation among
evangelicals in the 2006 midterm election fare asation of the presence of social issue ballot
measures, in comparison to their participatiorhen2004 election?

Additionally, how did turnout in marriage states2004 compare to turnout in those
same states in the 2000 presidential election—whemiage amendments were not on the
November ballot? It could be that a better waydoge the effects of the marriage amendments

on turnout is to compare results across electi@tiser than across states.
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APPENDICES
NAESVARIABLE CODINGS
Dependent Variables:

Intend to vote in general election:
0 = no; 1 = yes; (question asked 7/16/2004 —/2(@ without filter; question
asked 9/23/2004 — 11/1/2004 with filter “if didtrvote early in general election”)

Presidential vote choice:
0 = Kerry, Nader, or someone else; 1 = Bush;gtiole asked 9/23/2004 —
11/1/2004 and 11/3/2004 — 11/16/2004)

Independent Variables:

Born-again Protestant:
0 = respondents who attend religious services dmaidentify as: non-Protestant
and not an evangelical/born-again Christian, nastd3tant and evangelical/born-
again Christian, or Protestant and not evangedtioaltagain Christian; 1 =
respondents who attend Protestant services (todacBaptist, Christian,
Episcopal, Jehovah’s Witness, Lutheran, Metho#istsbyterian, and non-
denominational Christian) and identify themselvegw@angelical/born-again
Christians.

Gay-marriage state:
0 = each of the 39 states without marriage amentloreballot in November, and
Washington DC; 1 = Arkansas, Georgia, Kentuckichigjan, Mississippi,
Montana, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregoul, dtah

Born-again Protestant x gay-marriage state:
Effect of born-again Protestantism and livingire of 11 states with marriage
amendment on the November ballot

Battleground states:
0 = each of the 39 states whose electoral votes dexided by more than five
percentage points in the general election; 1 = @dlw, lowa, Nevada, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohiose@bn, Pennsylvania,
Wisconsin (states whose electoral votes were dedgdewer than five
percentage points in the general election)
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Marriage amendment:
0 = respondents who would strongly oppose an dment to the U.S.
Constitution forbidding states to marry same-caxples; 1 =
“...somewhat oppose...”; 2 = “...neither approve nopage...”; 3 =
“...somewhat approve...”; 4 = “...strongly approve...ugstion asked from

2/5/2004 — 11/16/2004)

Party identification strength:
0 = not strong; 1 = strong (question asked to uwkerees: Do you consider
yourself a strong or not a very strong Republic@mibcrat/Independent?)

Party identification:
0 = Democrats; 1 = Independents; 2 = Republicans

Conservatism:
0 = very liberal; 1 = liberal; 2 = moderate; 8enservative; 4 = very conservative

Ideology strength:
0 = moderate; 1 = conservative and liberal; Zry\conservative and very liberal

Education:
0 = eighth grade or lower; 1 = some high schioal,no diploma; 2 = high school
diploma or equivalent; 3 = technical or vocatiosehool after high school; 4 =
some college, but no degree; 5 = Associate’sestegr two-year college degree; 6
= four-year college degree; 7 = graduate or gfmal school, but no degree; 8 =
graduate or professional degree

Household income:
0 = less than $10,000; 1 = $10,000 - $15,000$25;000 - $25,000; 3 = $25,000
- $35,000; 4 = $35,000 - $50,000; 5 = $50,0005,800; 6 = $75,000 - $100,000;
7 = $100,000 - $150,000; 8 = More than $150,000

Age:
Variable not recoded; functions as continuousaée (respondents in NAES
dataset range from 18 to 97 years of age)

Sex:
0 = male; 1 = female

Black:

0 = white, Asian, American Indian, other; 1 = blggkiestion asked of
respondents who indicated in previous survey qoleshiat they were not of
Hispanic or Latino descent)
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Hispanic:
0 = not Hispanic; 1 = Hispanic (question askedterviewees: Are you of
Hispanic or Latino descent?)

Marital status:
0 = never married, separated, divorced, widowetlying as married; 1 =

married

South:
0 = each of the 39 states not of the Old Confegertd Washington D.C.; 1 =
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana,shdsppi, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia

Catholic:

0 = Protestants (to include: Baptist, ChristianisEppal, Jehovah’s Witness,
Lutheran, Methodist, Presbyterian, and non-denotioinal Christian), Jews,
Mormons, Orthodox (to include: Greek, Russian, Bastern), Muslims, other; 1
= Catholics (question asked to interviewees: Do iyastly attend a place of
worship that is Protestant, Roman Catholic, Jewbrmon, an Orthodox
Church, Muslim, or some other religion?)
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ANESVARIABLE CODINGS

Dependent Variables:

Voted in 2004 general election:

0=no;1=yes

Presidential vote choice:

0 = Kerry, Nader, someone else; 1 = Bush

Independent Variables:

Protestant:

0 = Catholic, Eastern Orthodox (Christian), Jéwither, none; 1 = Protestant

Gay-marriage state:

0 = each of the 39 states without marriage amentloreballot in November, and
Washington DC; 1 = Arkansas, Georgia, Kentuckichigan, Mississippi,
Montana, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregoul, dtah (data contains
missing responses from Kentucky, Mississippi, loa, North Dakota,

and Oklahoma)

Protestant x gay-marriage state interaction:

Measures effect of identification as Protestautk @esidence in one of 11 states
with marriage amendment on the November ballot

Battleground states:

0 = each of the 39 states whose electoral votes dexided by more than five
percentage points in the general election; 1 estahose electoral votes were
decided by fewer than five percentage points: Galoy lowa, Nevada, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohioe@bn, Pennsylvania,
Wisconsin (data contains missing responses fronatieeand New Mexico)

Party identification:

0 = Democrats; 1 = Independents; 2 = Republicans

Conservatism:

Education:

0 = extremely liberal; 1 = liberal; 2 = slightipperal; 3 = moderate; 4 = slightly
conservative; 5 = conservative; 6 = extremelyseowvative

0 = no high school diploma; 1 = eight gradesesslcompleted, no diploma; 2 =
nine to eleven grades completed, no diplomah&jk school diploma or
equivalent; 4 = more than 12 years of schoolmmpuleted, no college degree; 5 =
junior college or community college degree; 6acBelor of Arts degree, no
advanced degree; 7 = advanced degree attained
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Household income:
0 = less than $9,000 annually; 1 = $9,000 - $99 #hnually; 2 = $15,000 -
$24,999 annually; 3 = $25,000 - $34,999 annudlly;$35,000 - $49,999
annually; 5 = $50,000 - $69,999 annually; 6 =800 - $89,999 annually; 7 =
$90,000 - $119,999 annually; 8 = $120,000 angualimore

Age:
Variable not recoded; functions as continuousaée (respondents in ANES
dataset range from 18 to 90 years of age)
Sex:
0 = male; 1 = female
Black:
0 = else (Asian, Native American, Hispanic, ett.¥ black
Hispanic:

0 = else (black, Asian, Asian and Native Amerijazatn.); 1 = Hispanic (black and
Hispanic, Hispanic, Hispanic and white)

Marital status:
0 = widowed, divorced, not married, separategtienenarried, or partnered; 1 =

married

South:
0 = each of the 39 states not of the Old Confegertd Washington D.C.; 1 =
Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana,shdsppi, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia (datéatms missing responses from
Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina)

Catholic:

0 = Protestant, Eastern Orthodox (Christian),islevother, none; 1 = Catholic
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