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Abstract:   
Do voters make voting decisions based on a comprehensive perspective? Or do 
voters vote based on a limited number of issues? This study examined the 
relationship between the voters’ choices and the opinions and positions of voters 
on political issues, especially among swing voters. Despite the general belief 
that economic issues have an influence on voting choices, the analysis of voter 
decision making in 2004 indicates that attitudes toward the war on terror and 
abortion had more influence on candidate choices than the economy did. As a 
campaign strategy, it is important for a candidate to appeal to his or her own 
party. Also, it is crucial to analyze the issues which attract swing voters. 
However, the more important task of this paper goes beyond campaign 
strategies. Being aware of the limited relationship between voters’ opinions on 
many issues and voting behavior based on only a few issues, the elected officials 
may have to make a far greater effort to explain to the people the problems the 
nation is facing. This paper suggests that, even after winning the election, the 
administration has to develop more effective public discussions in order to 
explain its ideas and generate sufficient discussions and find common ground 
with the voters. In this way, we can move forward to achieve a more mature and 
active democracy. 
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Presidential elections are sometimes about many issues and sometimes about a 

single issue. In the same way, it is difficult to tell, or sort out, even after an 

election, why voters voted the way they did. Every election since World War II 

has been contentious, with candidates seeking to determine how to influence 

voters and what issues to emphasize. The election of 2004 was no exception. 

 

 

Overview-The 2004 Presidential Election 

The incumbent President, Republican George W. Bush, defeated his main rival, 

Democratic Senator John F. Kerry, and won the U.S. presidential election of 

2004. George Bush received quite a mandate for a second term. He became the 

first presidential candidate since 1988 to receive a majority of the popular vote. 

In fact, he received more votes than any presidential candidate in history. Bush’s 

winning percentage of votes (51.1 percent) was higher than the average winning 

total for all presidents elected between 1968 and 2000 (Denton 2005). 

 

 

Demographic Base of the 2004 Presidential Vote 

There is a general belief that Bush’s major advantages came from white males, 

married women, those living in the South, those with some college or a college 

degree, those who attend church regularly, and Protestants. Kerry’s main support 

came form unmarried and young people, union households, and those who 



 

 2 

seldom or never attend church. This study will undertake verification and 

examination of these results using the data from the American National Election 

Studies.  

 

Table 1 taken from the 2004 National Election Study shows which groups 

Bush’s advantage came from. Among the respondents in this study, Bush won 

the popular vote by a very slim margin, 50.25 percent to 49.75 percent, which is 

closer than the percentage in the actual results. Here, the percentages of people 

who voted for Bush and who voted for other candidates by demographics, 

education, and party affiliations in the 2004 Election are identified. Overall, 

Bush’s voting strength came from the following groups: men, married people, 

Asians, the less educated, and of course Republicans.  

 

There is a considerable gender gap, namely the difference in how men and 

women vote. Bush had a 53.7 percent to 46.3 percent advantage with men. In 

contrast, other candidates won the women’s votes by a 52.75 percent for one of 

them to 47.25 percent for Bush. A strong marital gap is also observed in the 

election. Bush captured married voters by 57.8 percent to 41.3 percent, whereas 

other candidates gained the currently unmarried by 58.7 percent to 42.2 percent. 

The data on race and ethnicity show that Whites, who constitute 74.9 percent of 

the total vote, supported Bush by 58.75 percent to 41.25 percent. In sharp 

contrast, African American voters voted for other candidates by 88.4 percent to 
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only 11.6 percent for Bush. One-third of Hispanic voters were for Bush while 

almost two-thirds of Asian voters, although small in number, voted for him. 

 

Not surprisingly, party identification was also a central factor in voting in the 

Election 2004. The vast majority of the people who consider themselves 

Republicans voted for Bush. Similarly, a majority of the people who consider 

themselves Democrats did not vote for Bush. More detail will be explored later. 

 

Also, voting patterns by education level showed wide variations. More voters, 

who have degrees beyond a Bachelors’ degree, were less likely to vote for Bush, 

while voters with only a high school education or less were likely to vote for 

him. In this election, 53 percent of Protestants supported Bush. In contrast, the 

majority of non-Protestants supported other candidates. From these data, the 

regional differences do not seem to be huge. Although northeastern voters were 

strongly anti-Bush, in general, neither of the shares of the vote for Bush in the 

South and the North Central U.S. was overwhelming. In summary, in terms of 

numbers and shares, Bush’s strongest supporters were the less-educated, white 

males, and the unmarried, in this election. 
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Table 1: Demographic Base of the 2004 Presidential Vote, in percent 
 

  Bush  Other 
Candi- 
dates 

Total Votes  (100 %) 50.25% 49.75% 
Men  (46.4%) 53.7% 46.30% 
Women  (53.6%) 47.25% 52.75% 
Married  (54.2 %) 57.8 % 42.2 % 
Unmarried  (45.8 %) 41.3 % 58.7 % 
White  (74.9 %) 58.75 % 41.25 % 
Black  (13.8%) 11.6% 88.4% 
Hispanic  (4.8 %) 33.3 % 66.7 % 
Asian  (1.7%) 64.3 % 35.7% 
Republicans  (35.8%) 94.5% 5.5% 
Democrats  (32.8%) 9.1% 90.9% 
Independents  (28.8%) 41.2% 58.8% 
Only high school diploma  (25.9 %) 51.7 % 48.3 % 
Beyond high school, but no higher degree  (22.2 %) 54.7 % 45.3 % 
Junior or community college diploma (10.2 %) 49.4 % 50.6 % 
BA level, no advanced degree  (21.1 %) 56.4 % 43.6 % 
Advanced degree  (14.5 %) 40.7 % 59.3 % 
Protestant (56.0%) 53.2% 46.8% 
Catholic (24.6%) 48.0% 52.0% 
Eastern Orthodox (Christian) (0.4%) 100% 0% 
Jewish (3.1%) 24.0% 76.0% 
Other (1.1%) 33.3% 66.7% 
None (14.9%) 47.5% 52.5% 
Northeast (CT,ME,MA,NH,NJ,NY,PA,RI,VT) (17.3%) 46.8% 53.2% 
North Central 
(IL,IN,IA,KS,MI,MN,MO,NE,ND,OH,SD,WI) 

(27.2%) 52.0% 48.0% 

South(AL,AR,DE,DC,FL,GA,KY,LA,MD,MS,NC,OK,
SC,TN,TX,VA,WV) 

(32.4%) 51.5% 48.9% 

West 
(AK,AZ,CA,CO,HI,ID,MT,NM,NV,OR,UT,WA,WY) 

(23.1%) 48.9% 51.1% 

Source: American National Election Studies 2004. 
Supporters for other parties are dropped from the sample. 
“Other Candidates” category includes Kerry and Nader. 
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Party Identification, Political Issues, and the 2004 Presidential Vote 

It is expected that party identification would be the most influential factor in 

voting behavior. According to Kenski (2005), since systematic random sampling 

began in presidential elections back in the late 1940’s, more voters have been 

likely to identify themselves as Democrats than as Republicans. In the national 

exit survey in 2000, for example, 39 percent of the voters identified themselves 

as Democrats, 35 percent as Republicans, and 27 percent as Independents. In the 

survey in 2004, however, 37 percent of voters saw themselves as Republicans 

and 37 percent as Democrats. 

 

Table 2 compares the turnouts of Republicans, Democrats, and swing voters in 

the 2004 election. As expected, Bush gained his own party’s support. A key in 

most elections, however, is how the “swing” voters vote. Interestingly, the result 

also shows that there are a considerable number of “Independent” and “no 

preference for party affiliation” which this research defines as swing voters. 

They favored other candidates over Bush by 57.6 percent to 42.4 percent. This 

implies that Bush’s ability to carry the vast majority of his own party was an 

important factor in his winning the 2004 election. Additionally, a considerable 

number of people who did not vote in the Election 2004 were swing voters. 

More than twice the percentage of swing voters did not vote compared to 

Republicans and Democrats (See table 2). Clearly, if we assume the same vote 

distribution among the swing non-voters as the swing voters, Kerry would have 
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won the election. 

 

Table 2: Vote Distribution by Party Identification 
 

Core Party Supporter Swing Voters   
Republican Democrat Independent No 

Preference 
Total 

Total Vote 289 (35.8%) 264 (32.7%) 233 (28.8%) 22 (2.7%) 808 
(100.0%) 

      
Voted Bush 273 24 96 12 405 (50.1%) 

 Men 131 8 57 6 202  
    Women 142 16 39 6 203  

Voted other 16 240 137 10 403 (49.9%) 
 Men 8 84 78 4 174  

    Women 8 156 59 6 229  
      

Did not vote 31 62 105 23 221 
*Frequency missing=395 
Source: American National Election Studies 2004. 
 

 

Political Issues 

Another important factor which is likely to affect voting behavior is a particular 

political issue. In the election of 2004, one of the main issues seemed to be the 

war on terror. The question “What do you think has been the most important 

issue facing the United States over the last four years?” was asked in the 2004 

National Election Study. Table 3 shows that the war against terror was a major 

concern for voters in 2004. This question was an open-ended question. And the 

interviewers sorted respondent’s answers into what seemed to be the closest 

category.  

 

Forty-three percent of voters, 187 Republicans and 88 Democrats, and 150 
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Independents consider “Extremist groups/war on Al Quaeda” to be the most 

important issue in the last four years. Interestingly, Democrats prefer the 

expression “the U.S. Occupation of Iraq” or “Prevention of war” to the 

expression “Extremist groups/war on Al Quaeda”.  

 

Although the economy, including unemployment, was a major concern of some 

voters, its share of respondents was a distant second to the war on terror. 

Democrats and Independents were much more likely than Republicans to cite 

the economy as a major concern. One of the top issues in 2006, healthcare, was 

not the case in 2004 when only 2 percent mentioned it as the most important 

issues. 
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Table 3: MOST Important Issue Facing the United States over the Last Four 
Years (choices with more than 15 respondents) 

 
43.1% (N=447) Extremist groups/terrorists; terrorist bombings/hostage-taking; political 

subversives; revolutionary ideas/approaches; 
Homeland Security mentions; the war against Al Quaeda; Islamic 
terrorists or extremists  

Republican=187 
Democrat=88 

Independent=150 
18.4% (N=191) The U.S. occupation of Iraq; the war to topple Saddam Hussein  
Republican=41 

Democrat=76 
Independent=57 

9.7% (N=101) Economy in general 
 Republican=15 

Democrat=45 
Independent=35 

4.1% (N=42) Prevention of war; ESTABLISHMENT OF PEACE; any reference  
 Republican=8 
Democrat=15 

Independent=12 

UNEMPLOYMENT; the number of people with jobs; unemployment 
rate/compensation; job retraining 

3.8% (N=39) 

FOREIGN RELATIONS/FOREIGN AFFAIRS; foreign policy/relations, 
prestige abroad  

2.7% (N=28) 

NATIONAL DEFENSE; defense budget; level of spending on defense  2.2% (N=23) 
Against (increased) government spending; balancing of the (national) 
budget; against government stimulation of the economy; the size of the 
budget deficit 

2.0% (N=21)        

General mention of MORAL/RELIGIOUS DECAY (of nation); sex, bad 
language, adult themes on TV 

1.9% (N=20) 

HEALTH PROBLEMS/COST OF MEDICAL CARE; quality of medical 
care; medical research/training of doctors and other health personnel; 
hospitals; National Health insurance program 

1.9% (N=19) 

Number of the observation=1038 
Source: American National Election Studies 2004. 
 

 

Average Voter Profile 

Table 4 shows the average voter’s information by party identification. From the 

table, an average Republican is white, married, and thinks the war on 

terror/diplomacy is the most important issue. An average Democrat is female, 

non-white, unmarried, and is tolerant of abortion. An average Swing voter is 
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male, unmarried, and younger than the average voter. Swing voters’ views of 

the issues seem closer to those of Democrats than Republicans’.  

 

The 2004 National Election Study also included a question asking respondents 

about the legal status of abortion. This question asked respondents to choose one 

of the four legal alternatives ranging from most to least restrictive; the 

alternatives were: abortion should never be permitted; abortion should be 

permitted only in case of rape, incest, or when the woman's life is in danger; 

abortion should be permitted for reasons other than rape, incest, or danger to the 

woman's life, but only after the need for the abortion has been clearly 

established; and abortion should not be limited because it is a matter of personal 

choice. Among all respondents, 37 percent opposed any restrictions on abortion; 

18 percent favored permitting abortion if a clear need existed; 35 percent 

favored permitting abortion only in cases of rape, incest, or danger to the 

mother’s life; and 13 percent opposed abortion under any circumstances. In 

table 4, more than two thirds of Democrats and Swing voters favor one of the 

two pro-choice alternatives. Fifty-four percent of Republican voters chose either 

“never acceptable” or “only rape in case of rape, incest, or danger to the 

mother’s life”.  

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 10 

Table 4: Profiles of average Republican, Democrat, and Swing 
 

Average, Total Republican Democrat Swing 
Women (53.5%) 51.3% 62.3%  47.7% 
White (71.4%) 90.1% 57.9% 68.4% 
Unmarried (48.2%) 35.7% 54.5% 52.8% 
Ave. Age (47.3 yrs old) 48.7 48.8 45.1 
Iraq/Diplomacy (70.5%)* 80.1% 61.3% 70.0% 
Economy (13.7%) ** 7.9% 19.8% 13.5% 
Opinion on Abortion    
Never acceptable (13.2%) 18.9% 11.7% 9.8% 
Only rape and etc (31.4%) 34.7% 27.0% 31.4% 

If clear need (17.6%) 19.9% 15.6% 17.64% 
Personal choice (37.0%)  25.6% 45.4% 37.2% 

Other (0.78%) 1.0% 0.3% 1.0% 
*Answer to the question, the most important issue facing the United States over the last four 
years, fall into grayed categories in table 3. 
**Answer to the question, the most important issue facing the United States over the last four 
years, fall into either “Economy in general” or “Unemployment”. 
 
 

 

Studies for Voting Behavior 

Why did some Americans vote for Bush while others voted for Kerry? How 

much can we know about what causes a citizen to vote for a particular 

candidate? Determinants of voter choices can be party identification (loyalty), 

ideology, evaluation on performance of the incumbent, or personalities of the 

candidates. Voters may be concerned with many issues when they vote. It is not 

always easy to sort them out.   

 

One approach is to analyze gender gaps on political issues. Frankovic (1982) 

suggested the reason that women preferred Carter to Reagan was the result of 

Reagan’s hawkish foreign policy views. His analysis showed that women were 

deeply concerned that Reagan would embroil the country in an armed conflict. 
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By controlling for these concerns, the gender gap in 1980 disappeared.  

Researchers such as Piven (1985) and Shapiro and Mahajan (1986) concluded 

that women’s propensity to support government spending on social programs 

reflects their tendency to take a more compassionate stance on these issues than 

men. Chaney (1998) indicates that women take a more compassionate position 

on policy issues relating to the social safety net. On the other hand, several 

studies have suggested that the only gender gap of interest is the gender gap in 

partisan identification, and that when we control for the partisan identification 

of men and women, there is no significant gender gap in electoral choice 

(Kenski 1988; Cook and Wilcox 1995; Wirls 1986)  

 

Another approach, which is in the mainstream, is to analyze the relationship 

between economic issues and voting behavior. There has been a considerable 

consensus that economic conditions prominently influence voters’ electoral 

decision-making. Kramer (1971) concluded that voters are swayed by economic 

events in the year of the election. He showed that the better the economy 

performed, the better the candidates of the incumbent’s party did on the Election 

Day. Tufte (1975) demonstrated that the vote could be explained by two 

variables: the presidents’ approval rating and the yearly change in real 

disposable personal income. Abramowitz and Segal (1986) found that these 

same factors to be significant predictors of the vote distribution in Senate races 

as well. Weatherford (1978) shows that working class voters are more sensitive 
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to economic conditions than are middle class voters in their vote choice. He 

pointed out that poor voters are more likely to feel the effects of recession than 

are middle class voters. The poor who are on the edge economically are least 

able to afford recessions. While all respondents were less likely to vote for the 

incumbent if they felt the economy was doing poorly, the coefficient for 

economic perceptions was twice as large for working-class respondents as for 

middle-class respondents.  

 

As a counterargument to those researchers emphasizing the importance of 

economic issues, Abramowitz published a unique study in 1995. In his article, 

he argues that in the 1992 presidential election, attitudes toward abortion had a 

significant influence on candidate choice in the overall electorate, despite the 

general belief that the presidential election was decided almost exclusively on 

economic issues. Abortion had a stronger influence on candidate choice than 

any other policy issue included in the study, including affirmative action, social 

welfare, defense spending, the Gulf War, and the death penalty. Among voters 

who were aware of the parties’ positions and for whom abortion was a salient 

issue, abortion had a much stronger influence on candidate choice than any 

other issue, including the state of the economy. Alvarez (1998) also mentions 

that abortion issues played a role in determining the 1996 presidential election. 

Jelen and Wilcox (2003) emphasize the need for further research on public 

attitudes toward abortion. 
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Regression Analysis 

In order to analyze the voters’ results in the 2004 Election more thoroughly, 

regression analysis will be used. This allows us to isolate better factors that may 

be important to voters’ behavior.  The first step is to estimate the probability for 

voting for Bush among all the voters. In this research, a logistic model is used. 

The dependent variable is a dichotomous choice, either vote for Bush or for 

someone else. Explanatory variables include gender, age, race, marital status, 

party identification, and education. In model I, only variables on party 

identification were included. In model II, dummy variables on education are 

added. In model III, other demographical variables are included. The correlation 

coefficients showed that multicollinearity may not be an issue in the models. 

 

Not surprisingly, the independent variables “Republican” and “Democrat” are 

highly statistically significant. In addition, race and education (high school 

diploma) are statistically significant and positively related to the probability of 

voting for Bush. Although more voters who have degree(s) beyond Bachelors’ 

degree are less likely to vote for Bush in the descriptive statistics analysis above, 

the corresponding independent variable “advanced” is not statistically 

significant in this regression model, nor is gender. This latter finding is also very 

interesting given the strength of the male vote for Bush in the descriptive 

analysis.
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Estimation 1: Model for All the Voters 
 
The logistic model to be estimated is of the form: 
Y= f (β₀ + β₁Female + β₂White + β₃Non-married + β₄Republican + β₅Democrat + β₆HS + 
β₇MoreHS + β₈JC + β₉BA + β₁₀AD) 
Y = respondents’ reported vote for president taking on the value of 1 if Bush, 0 if others. 
β₀ = a constant term 
Female = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent is female and 0 if male 
White = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent is white and 0 if others 
Unmarried = a dummy variable taking on the value of 0 if the respondent is married and 1 if 
others 
Republican = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent is a supporter for 
Republican Party and 0 if not 
Democrat = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent is a supporter for 
Democratic Party and 0 if not 
HS = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds only high school diploma 
and 0 if others 
MoreHS = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds high school 
diploma plus more education but no higher diploma and 0 if others 
JC = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds junior or community 
college diploma but no higher diploma, and 0 if others 
BA = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds BA diploma but no 
higher diploma, and 0 if others 
AD = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds higher diploma than BA, 
such as JD, master’s degree, or PhD degree. 
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Independent Variables Coefficient 
 I II III 
Constant -0.31 -0.99 -1.78 
Female   -0.09 
Age   0.01 
White   0.66** 
Unmarried   -0.20 
    
Party Identification    
Republican 3.15*** 3.21*** 3.07*** 
Democrat -1.99*** -1.99*** -1.97*** 
    
Education    
High School Diploma   1.01* 1.03* 
Beyond high school, but 
no higher degree  

 0.76 0.86 

Junior/Community 
College  

 0.67 0.77 

BA level, no advanced 
degree  

 0.65 0.66 

Advanced Degree   0.07 -0.02 
    
N of Observations 808 808 804 
Likelihood Ratio 488.0560*** 498.0042*** 508.0179*** 
Score 411.2328*** 415.8131*** 419.5026*** 
Wald 236.1236*** 234.8985*** 232.9380*** 
R-Square 0.4534 0.4601 0.4684 
Max-rescaled R-Square 0.6045 0.6134 0.6245 

 
*** Significant at p=0.0001 level, **Significant at p=0.01 level, * Significant at p=0.05 level. 
Reference Groups = male, non-white, married, swing (Independent + no preference), with 
education less than high school. 
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Correlation Matrix 1-Model for All the Voters 
 

 Female Age White Unmarried Repub Demo HS >HS Junior BA  >BA 
Female 1.00 0.04 0.05 0.09 -0.02 0.12 0.04 0.003 0.03 -0.04 -0.002 
Age 0.04 1.00 0.17 -0.17 0.05 0.06 0.06 -0.12 -0.05 -0.06 0.10 
White 0.05 0.17 1.00 -0.13 0.27 -0.21 0.03 -0.02 -0.06 0.06 0.06 
Unmarried 0.09 -0.16 -0.13 1.00 -0.16 0.08 0.01 0.08 -0.03 -0.08 -0.08 
Repub -0.03 0.05 0.27 -0.16 1.00 - -0.08 0.04 -0.001 0.10 0.03 
Demo 0.12 0.06 -0.21 0.08 - 1.00 0.03 -0.07 0.003 -0.05 0.06 

HS 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.01 -0.08 0.03 1.00 - - - - 

>HS 0.003 -0.12 -0.02 0.08 0.04 -0.07 - 1.00 - - - 

Junior  0.03 -0.05 -0.06 -0.03 -0.001 0.002 - - 1.00 - - 

BA  -0.04 -0.06 0.06 -0.08 0.10 -0.05 - - - 1.00 - 

>BA -0.002 0.10 0.056 -0.08 0.03 0.05 - - - - 1.00 
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Given the importance of swing voters in possibly swinging the election toward 

the Democrats, swing voters are analyzed separately in the estimation 2. The 

dependent variable is again a dichotomous choice, either vote for Bush or not. 

Explanatory variables include a set of measures of specific issues, examining 

the respondent’s views and self-reported position on the most important issue in 

the last four years, and position on abortion. Demographic measures for each 

respondent: gender, age, race, marital status, and education are also included. 

 

Among the swing voters, the probability of voting for Bush was related to their 

age and their views on war/diplomacy. Swing voters who are older and who 

think that war/diplomacy is the most important issue are more likely to vote for 

Bush. 

 

However, after the voter’s position on abortion is included to consider the effect 

of the abortion policy, the results changed slightly. Voters who support the 

position, “a woman should always be able to obtain an abortion as a matter of 

personal choice by law”, are defined as “pro-choice” voters in this research. 

After adding a “pro-choice” variable, which is statistically significant, age is no 

longer statistically significant (α=0.2) but the war/diplomacy variable is still 

statistically significant, and “white” and “high school diploma” are significant at 

α=0.1 level. In either model, the economic issues do not seem to have more 

influence on voting choice in 2004 than two other issues, war/diplomacy and 
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abortion. So it appears safe to say that among swing voters, people who are less 

likely to vote for Bush are those who think that war/diplomacy is not the most 

important issue. The estimated coefficient for abortion also suggests that the 

abortion issue hurt Bush a lot among pro-choice voters.  

 

 

Estimation 2: Model for Swing Voters 
 
The logistic model to be estimated is of the form: 
Y=f (β₀ + β₁Female + β₂White + β₃Non-married + β₄Republican + β₅Democrat + β₆HS + 
β₇MoreHS + β₈JC + β₉BA + β₁₀AD+ β₁₁War/Diplomacy + β₁₂Economy + β₁₃Pro-choice) 
Y = respondents’ reported vote for president taking on the value of 1 if Bush, 0 if others. 
β₀ = a constant term 
Female = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent is female and 0 if male 
White = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent is white and 0 if others 
Non-married = a dummy variable taking on the value of 0 if the respondent is married and 1 if 
others 
Republican = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent is a supporter for 
Republican Party and 0 if not 
Democrat = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent is a supporter for 
Democratic Party and 0 if not 
HS = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds only high school 
diploma and 0 if others 
MoreHS = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds high school 
diploma plus more education but no higher diploma and 0 if others 
JC = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds junior or community 
college diploma but no higher diploma, and 0 if others 
BA = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds BA diploma but no 
higher diploma, and 0 if others 
AD = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent holds higher diploma than 
BA, such as JD, master’s degree, or PhD degree. 
War/Diplomacy = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent thinks the War 
on Iraq or diplomacy is the most important issue facing the United States over the last four 
years, falling into grayed categories in table 3, and 0 if not. 
Economy = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent thinks economic issue 
is the most important issue facing the United States over the last four years, falling into either 
“Economy in general” or “Unemployment” in table 3, and 0 if not. 
Pro-choice = a dummy variable taking on the value of 1 if the respondent supports the position 
that abortion should not be limited because it is a matter of personal choice. 
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Independent Variables Coefficient 
 I II III IV 
Constant -1.74* -2.76** -2.70** -2.27* 
Female -0.17 -0.23 -0.22 -0.25 
Age 0.01 0.02* 0.02* 0.01 
White 0.54† 0.52† 0.51 0.59† 
Unmarried -0.25 -0.18 -0.19 -0.12 
     
Education     
High School Diploma  1.03  1.12 1.13 1.37† 
Beyond high school, but 
no higher degree  

0.62 0.70 0.70 0.74 

Junior/Community 
College  

0.85 0.90 0.90 1.17 

BA level, no advanced 
degree  

0.79 0.66 0.65 0.98 

Advanced Degree  -0.002 0.11 0.11 0.43 
     
War/Diplomacy is the 
most important issue 

 0.97** 0.91* 1.00* 

     
Economy is the most 
important issue 

  -0.17 -0.23 

     
Pro-Choice on Abortion    -1.16*** 
N of Observations 254 251 251 248 
Likelihood Ratio 13.5058 23.6205** 23.7066* 38.0269*** 
Score 13.0353 22.0633* 22.1300* 34.5318*** 
Wald 12.4006 20.1477* 20.2016* 30.2094** 
R-Square 0.0518 0.0898 0.0901 0.1422 
Max-rescaled R-Square 0.0696 0.1206 0.1211 0.1909 

*** Significant at p=0.001 level, ** Significant at p=0.01 level, * Significant at p=0.05 level, 
† Significant at p=0.1 level.    
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Correlation Matrix 2 –Model for Swing Voters 
 

 Female Age White Unmarried HS >HS Junior BA  >BA War Econ Pro-choice 
Female 1.00 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.04 0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.05 0.06 -0.02 -0.05 
Age 0.09 1.00 0.13 -0.23 -0.02 -0.05 -0.03 -0.03 0.11 -0.08 0.06 -0.13 
White 0.07 0.13 1.00 -0.08 0.05 -0.01 -0.08 0.07 0.04 0.09 -0.10 0.03 
Unmarried 0.09 -0.23 -0.08 1.00 -0.04 0.09 -0.08 0.02 -0.11 -0.01 -0.06 0.04 

HS 0.04 -0.02 0.05 -0.04 1.00 - - - - -0.01 0.07 -0.06 

>HS 0.01 -0.05 -0.01 0.09 - 1.00 - - - 0.05 -0.06 -0.03 

Junior  -0.01 -0.03 -0.08 -0.08 - - 1.00 - - -0.03 0.05 0.02 

BA  -0.02 -0.03 0.07 0.02 - - - 1.00 - 0.06 -0.04 0.18 

>BA -0.05 0.11 0.04 -0.11 - - - - 1.00 -0.07 0.06 0.06 

War 0.06 -0.08 0.09 -0.01 -0.01 0.05 -0.03 0.06 -0.07 1.00 - 0.07 

Econ -0.02 0.06 -0.10 -0.06 0.07 -0.06 0.05 -0.04 0.06 - 1.00 -0.11 

Pro-choice -0.05 -0.13 0.03 0.04 -0.06 -0.03 0.02 0.18 0.06 0.07 -0.11 1.00 
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Conclusions and Discussion 

Despite the general belief that economic issues have an influence on voting 

choice, the analysis of voter decision making in 2004 indicates that attitudes 

toward the war on terror and abortion had more influence on candidate choice 

than the economy did. These findings demonstrate the importance of examining 

issues, especially among swing voters, in assessing policy voting. As a 

campaign strategy, it is important for a candidate to appeal to his or her own 

party considering the fact that more than 90 percent of the parties’ supporters 

voted the parties’ candidate. In addition, it is crucial to analyze the issues which 

attract swing voters. Swing voters’ views of the issues seem closer to those of 

Democrats than Republicans’.  

 

So a key factor for Democrats, in order to win elections, is to gain the support of  

more swing voters, who have a higher potential of being supporters, go to the 

polls to actively vote. In contrast, for the Republican Party, it is a wise strategy 

to downplay the importance of the abortion issue during a campaign in order to 

minimize defections by pro-choice swing voters. 

 

The more important task of this paper, however, goes beyond campaign 

strategies. The central question attempted to be considered in this paper is a 

more universal issue: How to seek and cultivate a more mature democracy 

under the current democratic political system.  
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If a candidate wins the Presidential election, his or her administration holds 

considerable power in determining the direction of the country. However, is the 

result in an election alone perfect enough to reflect the voters’ opinions and 

positions on all political issues? The answer would be “No”. The results in this 

study support the idea that voters had decided how to vote on the basis of a 

limited number of issues, or, on one issue, such as the war on terror, or abortion. 

If so, the administration should, in theory, feel that they have to be more careful 

when it deals with other political issues since it does not know the voters’ 

reaction on those issues.  Being aware of the limited relationship between 

voters’ opinions on many issues and voting behavior based on only a few issues, 

the elected officials may have to make a far greater effort to explain to the 

people the problems the nation is facing.  

 

Thus, this research is intended to argue for the importance of public discussion 

on many other political issues as well as the contentious election issues. 

Although an election is always about winning or losing, black or white, voters’ 

opinions are not that simple or unanimous. Even after winning an election, the 

administration has to develop a more effective public discussion in order to 

explain its ideas and generate sufficient discussion and find common ground 

with the voters. In this way, we can move forward to achieve a more mature and 

active democracy.  
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