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ABSTRACT

Every presidential election offers interesting questions for analysis, but some elections are more puzzling than others.  The election of 2004 involves two linked and countervailing puzzles.  The first is: How did President George W. Bush manage to win at all, avoiding the fates of George H.W. Bush and Jimmy Carter?  The other is: Why didn’t he win by a more substantial margin than in his first election, as all reelected presidents since Eisenhower were able to do?  On the one hand, in the wake of September 11, the president had approval ratings around 90 percent and the threat of terrorism remained a substantial concern through Election Day.  This would seem to afford Bush an overwhelming advantage.  On the other hand, the public’s views of the state of the economy and of the course of the war in Iraq were negative.   We think that the juxtaposition of these questions will help to explain the outcome of the election and of the pattern of the results. Moreover, by unpacking our explanation of the vote into three policy-related issue components—economic retrospective evaluations, domestic policy views, and foreign policy--we examine the way these preferences contributed the electorates’ voting decisions.

The Political Context in 2004


Before elaborating on our puzzles, it is important to first set the context of the election and to briefly consider its most important features: incumbency, partisanship and the polarization of American politics at the mass and elite levels.  Of primary import was that George W. Bush was the incumbent.  It is well established that campaigns with an incumbent are different from those without one.  Specifically, campaigns with an incumbent tend to be referenda on the incumbent’s performance (Fiorina, 1981; Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde, 2006: chapters 2 and 7).  Voters will evaluate the performance of the incumbent, both overall and in particular spheres.  Those evaluations will largely determine whether there will even be a real contest between the incumbent and his challenger, and the outcome if there is a competitive contest.  Presidents with strongly positive job evaluations tend to win by substantial margins; those with negative evaluations tend to lose (Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde, 2006: 37).  Thus George W. Bush and his job performance were the focal points of the 2004 campaign.


The evaluations of the president’s performance (and of the challenger’s capability to perform as president) are made through the lens of partisanship.  Partisans are more likely to evaluate their candidate positively than are persons who identify with the other party.  Thus the distribution of party identification in the electorate is an important contextual feature.  If one party has substantially more adherents than the other, as was true for Democrats in the 1930s, there would be a significant bias in the competitive balance.  In 2004, the partisan balance was about even.  The 2004 American National Election Survey (ANES) shows a small tilt in favor of the Democrats with 33 percent identifying as Democrats and 29 percent as Republicans, with the proportion of strong party identifiers being equal at 17 percent each (Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde, 2006: 187).  The General Social Survey conducted among 2,800 respondents from September 2004 through December 2004 found a similar small Democratic advantage. Among party identifiers, 34 percent were Democrats and 30 percent were Republicans, while among strong partisans the Democrats held a negligible 15 percent to 14 percent edge over the GOP. On the other hand, the Edison Media Research/Mitofsky International (hereafter EMR/MI) exit poll of 13,660 voters shows Democrats and Republicans equal at 37 percent of the sample.
  Therefore, from a partisan point of view, the “playing field” was roughly even.


As the previous paragraph implies, the distribution of party identification varies over time.  So too do opinions on public policy and governmental performance and the relationship between those things and party identification.  One of the most widely discussed changes in American politics in recent decades is political polarization. While there is substantial debate about whether the general public has developed sharply divergent views on social issues (Fiorina with Abams and Pope, 2006), there is substantial evidence for polarization by party, especially in terms of summary political judgments like presidential approval.  Poll data compiled by Gary C. Jacobson (2005) illustrates the point.  First, over the course of Bush’s first term, there was always a gap between the approval ratings given by Republicans and those from Independents and Democrats.  The first group was always highest, the last was always lowest, and Independents fell in between.  Moreover, GOP ratings varied relatively little over the four years, but the range for the other two groups was substantial.  In particular, while for the first eight months of the Bush presidency the ratings given by Democrats and Independents were significantly lower than those from Republicans, after the terrorist attacks on September 11, the gap in ratings closed considerably. Over the next three years, Democratic and Independent ratings declined almost monotonically, opening a huge gap relative to Republicans.  By March of 2004, Gallup data show that Bush’s approval rating was 91 percent among Republicans and only 17 percent among Democrats.  This 74-point gap was 18 points greater than the inter-party difference for President Clinton eight years earlier (Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde, 2006: 37).


Offering a more long-term perspective, Jacobson also shows (2005: 217) that inter-party evaluation differences have substantially increased over time.  Specifically he presents approval ratings by party in the first post-election Gallup poll for presidents elected to a second term.  The data show that while the evaluations of the president’s partisans were similar across the six cases, those of the other party declined monotonically.  The inter-party difference in approval for Eisenhower was only 37 points, and Johnson’s was only one point greater, but that for George W. Bush was 76 points.  Thus in the election Bush’s performance was being evaluated, retrospectively and prospectively, not just as the incumbent but as the Republican incumbent.

Terms of Evaluation


Substantive Context:  The elements just discussed capture long-term considerations relevant to 2004.  Now we turn to a consideration of the terms of evaluation that voters used for George W. Bush and John F. Kerry because of conditions specific to this election.  It is well known that economic evaluations loom large in voters’ calculations about incumbents (Mueller, 1973), and so one would expect it to be a major consideration in 2004.  NES data show that the public had a decidedly negative picture of the state of the economy at the time of the election:  45 percent thought that the economy had gotten worse over the previous year, while only 24 percent thought it had become better. Moreover, these opinions were linked to evaluations of the president’s performance: 41 percent of respondents approved of Bush’s handling of the economy and 59 percent disapproved (Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde, 2006: 171, 173).  Thus this perennially important issue was a decided negative for the president.  Were  this the only major issue, as it might have been in a usual reelection campaign, Bush’s situation would have been precarious indeed.  


However, 2004 wasn’t a usual reelection year.  After the 9/11 attacks, the threat of terrorism was a prominent public concern.  In the EMR/MI exit poll, 22 percent of respondents said they were very worried that there would be another major terrorist attack in the U.S., and another 53 percent said they were somewhat worried.  Moreover, the president decided to respond to the terrorist threat by seeking regime change by force not only in Afghanistan, but also in Iraq.  Thus the campaign took place in the context of an ongoing two-front war.  While the state of the economy is always a major electoral influence, foreign policy is important only sporadically (Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde, 2006: 172-176).  But the presence of terrorist threats and war made 2004 one of those times.  As Table 1 shows, fully 42 percent of NES respondents said that terrorism was the most important problem, and another 18 percent chose Iraq as most important.  So sixty percent picked one of the two main foreign policy issues as their top concern, in contrast to only 18 percent that opted for the economy, and three percent that mentioned other traditional domestic matters.  Thus we would expect these three issues to be the most significant ones in explaining the pattern of election results.

(Table 1 about here)


Evaluations of the performance and valuations of characteristics of the major candidates are closely related to these issue concerns. The sense that voters have of how candidates would behave once in and candidates’ characteristics will vary in import depending on what matters most concern the voters in a given year.  The NES asked about seven candidate traits in 2004, including intelligence, morality, knowledge, honesty, and whether the candidate could make up his mind.  All of these traits could be expected to have some influence on voter evaluations, but two of them—whether the candidates cared about people like the respondents and whether they were strong leaders—appear to be particularly relevant to the issues of war, terrorism, and the economy.  In the face of external threats, voters think that having a strong leader as president is especially important, and it seems that having a president who cares would be important to voters who are concerned about the state of the economy and other domestic matters.


Theoretical Rationale:  This explanation of the substantive context was developed not only in light of our observations of the 2004 contest, but also in light of our theoretical understanding of elections.  Our description begins with party identification and its implications, moves to the consideration of central issues, and finally considers evaluations of the two candidates, and evaluation of the Republicans as managers of the government.  That is, we have organized our thoughts based on the theoretical understanding of elections put forward by Angus Campbell and his colleagues (1960), with parties, issues, and candidates as the major proximate determinants of the vote, with party identification as the core influence over the voters’ evaluations of those three.  This theory has been revised in the more sophisticated, multi-equation formulation of, e.g., Page and Jones (1979) or in reflection of advances in social and cognitive psychology (e.g., Rahn, et al., 1990) without changing the focus on those forces.  The view presented here, however, builds on those theories in part by focusing on retrospective voting, particularly the economic and foreign policy issues that Fiorina (1981) so elegantly developed.  The theory of retrospective voting appears in both the direct and mediated variables that we use in our analysis of the determinants of approval of Bush’s handling of the economy, the war on terror and the war in Iraq.  Finally, we also incorporate Abelson et. al.’s (1982) application of person-perception theory to candidate evaluations in our elaboration of Campbell et al.’s original candidate component of the vote (1960).


Empirical Overview of the Context:  This discussion yields the elements we think are central in explaining the results of the 2004 contest. First, voters should focus on how well the incumbent has done on the most important issues.  The NES has several questions asking about voters’ approval of Bush’s handling of terrorism, Iraq, and the economy.  Table 2A shows the distribution of responses on these three issues and Bush’s general approval rating.  Clearly the most advantageous issue for the president was terrorism.  Almost 42 percent of the sample strongly approved of Bush’s handling this issue, and about 13 percent more approved.  On Iraq, on the other hand, only about 42 percent approved at all, and just 26 percent approved strongly.  Indeed, half the sample strongly disapproved.  Finally, on handling the economy, the proportion of positive opinions was nearly identical to those on Iraq: 41 percent approval over all, and 25 percent strong approval. This made terrorism the only one of the three issues on which the balance of opinion was positive.
 

(Table 2 about here)


The pattern of responses directly addresses the two puzzles with which we began.  Bush’s response to the 9/11 attacks and his actions fighting terrorism had built stratospherically high approval ratings.  According to the EMR/MI exit poll, at the time of the election 54 percent of voters said that the country was safer from terrorism than four years before.  If terrorism were the only important issue to the voters, we could have expected Bush to win by a large margin in an election that was never in doubt. 


 Conversely, the course of the war in Iraq and the perceived state of the economy were heavy burdens for the president in the campaign.  The exit poll data indicate that only 52 percent of respondents still approved of the decision to go to war, and over half thought that the course of the war was going somewhat or very badly.  With regard to the economy, the exit poll indicates that only 4 percent of the sample thought the economy was in excellent shape, while 17 percent said it was poor.  Overall, judgments on the economy were negative by 52 to 45 percent.  Therefore, if the issue of terrorism had been absent, and the voters had focused only on Iraq and the economy, Bush likely would have had a very difficult time.


Table 2B presents the distribution of opinion on the two personal traits we consider to be of greatest relevance.  We treat the evaluation of each candidate on each scale as an index of one to four, with one being the view that the description fits extremely well and four that it doesn’t fit well at all.  We then subtract the rating for Kerry from the rating for Bush to get the relative evaluation.  We can see that each of the candidates was advantaged on one and disadvantaged on the other.  Over 47 percent of respondents saw the description of strong leader better fitting the president, while only a third said it better fit Kerry.  This reinforces Bush’s advantage on the terrorism issue, since he is seen as better on the trait most linked to that issue.  For the “cares about people like me” issue, on the other hand, Kerry was more positively evaluated.    Here only a third said that the statement better described Bush, and almost half said it better described Kerry.  This would reinforce the challenger’s advantage on the economy (and on other domestic issues).  

The evaluations of Bush’s job performance as well as perceptions of the candidates’ characteristics also indicates a kind of polarization in the electorate, at least the kind that invokes a consistency of response to consistently polarized choices.  Consider, for example, how polarized were the perceptions of Bush, as measured by the feeling thermometer scale.  The three most commonly chosen responses (and the only three with over 10% selecting it) were 0, 85, and 100 degrees.  In comparison, the Kerry responses were more typical of earlier periods, in which 40, 50, 60, 70, and 85 were the categories selected by at least 10%.  Or consider evaluations of Clinton in 2000, not long after his impeachment, with 50, 70, and 85 as the three categories chosen by greater than 10% (and with 0 and 60 falling just short of that standard).  Consider also that in all evaluations in 2004, the strongly approve and strongly disapprove categories were much more frequently chosen than the approve and the disapprove responses, again unlike earlier years.


We have six variables that capture the main considerations we have argued to be most important in 2004: three evaluations of Bush’s performance (on handling terrorism, on Iraq, and on the economy), relative evaluations of the candidates with respect to the two traits linked to these issues, and finally party identification, capturing voters’ basic political orientations.

Predictability of the Vote:


The division of the political world into “red” and “blue” became popular in the last few years and certainly was a major theme of news media coverage of electoral politics in and around the 2004 elections.  Pundits often saw great polarization between the two parties (or two ideological groups or, perhaps, both) everywhere they looked.  Fiorina and his colleagues (2006) argued instead that the idea of the so-called “culture wars” was true at the level of the political elites, but was not to be found in opinions of the general public.  Whether the public has polarized policy preferences is not germane to the nature of their evaluations of political choices, however.  When the world hands the voter a consistent diet of fairly to very liberal Democrats and fairly to very conservative Republicans, their evaluations of those political figures will reflect the degree of elite polarization.  Even slightly liberal voters will evaluate Democrats more highly than Republicans and even slightly conservative voters will choose the Republican alternative.  Indeed, a slightly conservative voter will approve of Bush’s handling of the economy, of his handing of the war in Iraq, and of his stances on issue after issue, and, as a result, often view his traits favorably, because everything about him is positive.  Even a moderately liberal voter will react to this consistency in Bush (and Kerry) in just the opposite way.  It is the consistency of the elites that imposes this consistency in evaluations and choices among the public.  At least, something closely approximating this only slightly overdrawn portrait is just what we observe in the 2004 election data.


We begin by observing the high level of predictability of the vote.  First, it is invariably true that the major party candidate scored higher on the 100o feeling thermometer is chosen by voters on election day in extraordinarily high proportions.  In 2004, 98% of those scoring one candidate higher than the other picked that candidate (and very few, only about 5%, had the two candidates tied).  What little room there is for deviation from voting for the higher-scored candidate is found among those reporting only slight differences between the two candidates.  This variable is, of course, a strong predictor of the vote, even one including party identification, with a coefficient of a whopping 1.2 applied to the 201 point scale of thermometer differences (and, for comparative purposes, a pseudo R2 of .75).  So high is the correspondence that we (like others before us, e.g., Page and Jones, 1979) will use it as a continuous supplement for the dichotomous vote choice, or, more precisely, as a final global assessment of all electoral relevant aspects of the vote choice which is then (up to little more than measurement error) translated directly into the vote.


As noted, it is common for scholars to treat thermometer evaluations as surrogates for the vote.  It allows them to use the interval scales, which require simpler and more powerful statistical tools, and also to capitalize on the greater observed variation of two 100-point measures compared to a dichotomous vote choice. Because of the very strong collinearity between thermometer differences and the vote, this is done without explicit justification of the use of thermometer measures on theoretical grounds. However, because we find some noticeable and consistent, but relatively small, differences in the patterns of variables related to the vote in comparison to the difference in thermometer scores it becomes important for us to justify their use as a supplement to an exclusive focus on vote choice. 

We offer two such justifications. First, having found these differences, it is important that we present them to the research public so that scholars considering their use in the future can make an informed decision in light of the evidence of at least some small degree of difference. Second, precisely because there are at least some degrees of differences, it is theoretically important to trace them out. Evaluations of the president (including approval ratings as well as the thermometers themselves) and of the comparisons between the two nominee's ratings play central roles in a number of political theories. For example, virtually all models of the national vote for Congress give a central role to evaluations of the president -- typically as one of the two or three core variables explaining both off- and on-year votes. Such evaluations are also core variables in explaining the influence of the president, such as in influencing roll call voting behavior of MCs (Bond and Fleisher, 1990; Edwards, 1989).

Many theories of voting place evaluations of the two candidates center-stage, from the American Voter (1960) onward. However, this is perhaps clearest in the systems-equations model of the vote (i.e., thermometer scores are core variables in, e.g.,  Page and Jones, 1979), in social-psychological-based explanations (thermometer differences are one of the central variables in Rahn, et al., 1990), and estimation of theoretical models of strategic voting (e.g., Abramson et al., 2004).  Therefore, we will consistently compare the estimations of our models on both dependent measures, drawing attention to the differences as well as similarities in their estimates.


What is at least somewhat more novel in this election year is the large number of other general evaluations that yield something very close to the high level of correspondence between feeling thermometer scores and the vote.  In earlier years, presidential job approval ratings were, of course, linked to the vote, but imperfectly.  Democrats might, and many did, give positive ratings to Eisenhower and to Reagan, for example.  Increased polarization, however, has also polarized approval ratings as discussed above.  Consider, for another example, that in 2004, the general approval measure had a pseudo R2 with the vote of .64, which increased to .72 when party identification was added to the equation.  Thus, it approximated the strength of the relationship between the feeling thermometers and the vote – without even considering who the opposition candidate was.  Even regressed alone on the thermometer differences, this approval rating yielded an R2 of .72, and with party identification included that measure increased to .78.  That is to say, approval ratings corresponded closely to the difference in thermometers evaluations and to the vote.


As we discussed earlier, in the 2004 NES, respondents were asked for their evaluation of Bush’s handing of the economy, the war on terror, and the war in Iraq.  We will return to these measures several times, treating them as distinct.  Our general point is that they, like other evaluative measures are very strongly correlated – with each other, with the vote, and with the other general evaluations we are considering in this section. Still, each is in principle distinct, and the evidence suggests that the electorate as a whole responded to these as autonomous and with nuance.  Notice that, if approval does translate into votes, his reelection can be attributed to the evaluations of his handling of the war on terror.  Of course, many voters evaluated Bush’s handling of his job, overall, with reference to other issues or outcomes than these three components.  For our purposes here, we summed the three four-point approval measures, rather more in the idea of multiple measurements of a common underlying construct, to make a general point (analysis not shown)).  Doing so yields another very strong relationship with the vote, with a pseudo R2 of .57 and, in combination with party identification, of .68.


Consider one final, global assessment, a summation of the seven traits described above.  Much the same can be said of these traits as of the specific approval measures.  These are strongly correlated, though the public again displays a reasonable degree of sophistication and nuance in the aggregate, as each pair of responses differs from the other candidate trait pairings in level of response.  Two stand out theoretically (they appear to us to tap two different and relevant dimensions of evaluations of the presidential candidates) and empirically (they had higher percentages of what we might call “polarized” responses, that is of responses positive toward one candidate, negative towards the other) – strong leadership and cares about people like me.  We will study these two in greater detail.  For our purposes here, however, we sum all seven (reversing those presented negatively to match those presented positively) to give a global assessment of the candidates’ traits.  This measure is also very strongly related to the vote, with a pseudo R2 of .68 and of .73 when including partisanship.

Thus, in each case, there is an extremely high correspondence between these general attitudinal and evaluative responses and the vote.  This is evidence of a degree of consistency in responses of the electorate toward the candidates unusual in comparison to earlier elections.  It justifies our using the thermometer evaluation difference measure as a continuous, and thus information richer, analogue to the vote.  It also indicates that the question facing scholars of the election is not how to explain the voting behavior of the electorate – virtually everything seems to explain it very well, indeed.  Rather, it is how to divide that commonly explained variation among its various components.  It is this task we take up in the following sections.

Vote Models

The  last section demonstrated the high degree of predictability of vote choice in 2004 using a wide array of types of explanatory variables, so we must now consider how to apportion that high degree of explained variation common to the varying  types of assessments.  In this section, we take the first step to answering that question.  In particular, we provide a statistical model that will provide a way of apportioning explained variation.  This is a summary model designed to show one way by which that high degree of explained variation can be apportioned over concepts that will then inform the remainder of the arguments examined in this paper.  The model consists of evaluations of Bush’s performance, comparisons among the traits, and partisanship, Put another way, the model has mediated retrospective evaluations of policy performance, candidate characteristics, and partisan loyalties, or parties, issues, and candidates.  A “long” version includes the three evaluations: approval on the economy, the war on terror, and the war in Iraq; differences in scores on all seven trait scales; and partisanship.  The second or “short” version includes only the two traits of strong leadership and cares about people like me because we view these two traits as the most important theoretically.  In Tables 3 and 4 we report the two equations using both the vote and the thermometer difference measures as the dependent variables.  We also report comparable results with the exclusion of partisanship on the grounds that partisanship is generally more nearly exogenous.  Comparing its exclusion versus inclusion gives some sense of how much the other included variables are closely related to partisanship and therefore could be thought of as encoding partisanship in them, as opposed to including a significant amount of new information about voter assessments.  As you will see, inclusion of partisanship adds its own independent effects and has few large, dramatic effects on the magnitude of the coefficients for the other included variables.

(Tables 3 and 4 about here)


The first and most important conclusion to be drawn from these results is that each of the estimated models has a very high goodness of fit with the dependent measure.  It is this sort of finding that led us to conclude that the exercise is more to apportion the large, commonly explained variation across measures than it is in searching for an adequate explanation.  Indeed, with pseudo R2s ranging from .72 to .78 and actual R2s ranging from .84 to .88, it would seem that there is little left that could be systematic and thus explainable. Second, all three classes of explanatory variables (retrospective evaluations, candidate traits, and partisanship) appear to be highly relevant for understanding voter choice in 2004, with no obvious, immediate way to say that it is the parties, or it is issues (at least in the sense of retrospective evaluations), or it is the candidates that most “matters.”  


Third, each of the specific approval measures carries its own, independent explanatory punch, despite the fact that they are fairly highly correlated.  This is true holding evaluations of the candidates’ traits constant and whether one does or does not hold partisanship constant.  Especially in the thermometer difference equations, it appears that evaluations of Bush’s performance on the economy and war on terror are especially strong.  In broad strokes, the same is true for the differences in reported trait characterizations.  At the very least, most exert a strong, independent effect on the vote or vote surrogate.  The one most nearly regular exception is the knowledgeable trait, which seems often to be close to irrelevant, perhaps because it also has little variation.  Again, especially in the thermometer difference equations, it seems clear that the strong leader and cares about people like me trait measures are most consistently influential in their effects.  


All of this becomes clear when looking at the shorter equations.  Each variable is significant (except strong leader in the vote equation) with high t-scores.  The effects are seemingly quite large and it seems uncontroversial that the vote can be attributed to respondent assessments of the “big three,” parties, issues, and candidates.  Indeed, it is in many respects quite remarkable that six bits of information from respondents can tell so accurately how virtually all of the respondents voted, that is, the R2s and percentages of votes correctly predicted are very large.


Our question, then, is how to “unpack” this explanation of the vote.  We have three mediated responses: approval of the economy, the war on terror, and the war in Iraq.  Each of these mediated responses exerts a significant, independent, and rather large effect on the vote.  The remainder of this paper takes up each in turn to see if we can explain why respondents did or did not approve of Bush’ handling of these categories of performance.  We add one category that is likely quite similar to the others, but for which we have no specific comparable mediated evaluations.  That is the complex of normal domestic issues, typically associated with the major partisan and left-right dimensions of electoral and policy conflict, though in 2004 such issues were chosen as the most important problem by very few respondents).  We think it is reasonable to use general approval can be used as surrogate for that dimension, though the surrogate could also be approval of economic performance (after all, economics are centerpieces of the original party cleavages over this dimension).  We will examine both general and economic approval in the context of domestic issues, but we will, in effect, be missing that specific performance evaluation measure in our general vote equations reported, above.

Unpacking the Explanation of the Vote:  Evaluations of Policy Performances


In this section, we examine components of policy assessments as a basis of the vote.  We would like to unpack the vote into three policy-related issue components – economic retrospective assessments, domestic policy views more generally, and foreign policy.  That is, we would like to move a step back from the highly mediated assessments we examined in the last section to see if we can determine some of the more direct preferences that serve as foundation to those mediated assessments.

To do so is a bit more complicated matching process than it seems on first glance.  We have three specific measures in the basic vote equation, approval of Bush’s handling of the economy, the war on terror, and the war in Iraq.  Consider first foreign policy.  The latter two approval ratings are particularly consequential aspects of foreign affairs.  Because the election campaigns of the two candidates focused so strongly on these two parts of the administration’s foreign policy (Aldrich, Griffin, and Rickershauser, 2005), and because each was signaled out as the most important problem by a substantial number of respondents in the ANES, we will examine determinants of both of these measures.  

Approval of Bush’s handling of the economy is the sole measure that exclusively taps domestic evaluations in this model.  In a sense, it can be said to stand for two very different types of voting decisions.  One is the classical Downs-Fiorina forms of retrospective voting (Downs, 1957; Fiorina, 1981; see also Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde, 2006, for application to the 2004 election).  We will develop determinants of the economic approval measure with this model in mind.  Indeed, this is precisely the dependent variable most appropriate for retrospective economic assessments.

The second type of consideration we have in mind is the full range of domestic issues that go into the “first dimension” of “ideology” (e.g., as in the major dimension of congressional scaling, such as Poole-Rosenthal estimates of congressional ideal points [2004] or Stimson’s “public mood” measure [1999]). In particular, it is the set of preferences that constitute the remnants of New Deal democracy, which puts economic assessments at the very heart of this dimension.  Added to that, of course, are the various issues related to civil rights and minority affairs, which have “evolved” toward this dimension in the 1960s (Carmines and Stimson, 1989) and the 1980s issue evolution, nearing completion, which is  in the final stages of adding abortion and other “social and moral” issues to that dimension (Adams, 1997; Stimson, 2004). That dimension is better thought of as the primary dimension of partisan cleavage, with partisan divisions defining what we mean by liberal and conservative.  With economic considerations still at the center of that dimension, economic approval ratings are applicable here as well.  With more kinds of considerations relevant, and in the absence of a direct measure of approval of Bush’s handling of the full range of issues in this domain, we also estimate the model on the general approval measure in addition to the economic approval measure.

In each of these three cases, economic retrospective assessments, domestic issue evaluations (with domestic issues having two dependent measures for comparison), and foreign policy views, we want to know what more basic preferential variables are related to, and may be taken as determinants of, the rather highly mediated assessments considered here (with the most highly mediated responses being the general approval rating and the overall thermometer evaluations).
  In the foreign policy analyses,, we have a few more specific mediated responses, but with those exceptions we are generally seeking more basic and unmediated preferences and attitudes.  While it is impossible to say that any survey response is actually “causal” of any other, at least in the absence of embedded survey-based experimentation, we consider this a step in successive reduction back to more “reduced form” determinants.  Party identification provides the clearest example of a basic orientation that is largely, but not completely, exogenous in the short-term, and certainly not in the longer term.  Other preferential measures are simply less directly mediated assessments.  Please refer to the appendix for the full wordings of questions referred to in this section.

Economic Approval as Retrospective Evaluations:  Let us consider first the economic approval ratings measure as mediated assessments of economic retrospective evaluations.  The core measures of economic retrospective voting models are, of course, the personal financial assessment measure and the ratings of national economic performance.  In addition to the standard national economy question, the ANES included several other such assessments.  One question asked for a comparison since 2000, rather than over the last year.  Two others asked for an assessment of unemployment and inflation over the last year.  We also include whether the respondent mentioned that the economy was the most important problem facing the nation, because we consider that view as having political consequences, and in particular, if one believed that the economy is the most important problem facing the nation (perhaps especially in war time, but generally at all times), then it is quite unlikely that that respondent approved of how the incumbent president had handled economic affairs.  Otherwise, the respondent would have reason to worry more about some other problem.  We further take self-placement on the 7-point jobs and standard of living guarantees scale as a measure related to assessments of economic approval.  Finally, we include party identification, and we report models that exclude it for comparison with models that include it.

The estimates of the two versions of this model of retrospective economic assessments are reported in Table 5.  Consider first the results for the case in which partisanship is excluded.  All variables save the assessment of inflation (for which there was little real variation) are significant, and this relatively small number of variables explains slightly more than half the variance in the approval ratings.  Perhaps most interesting is the apparently rather large effect of the comparison of the economy to that in 2000, even when controlling for comparisons of the economy over a single year.  Whether due to a good campaign by Democrats generally throughout 2004, a reasonably accurate four-year memory, or rationalization, this evidence runs counter to the generally accepted view that, in terms of the economy, the electorate generally asks, “What have you done for me lately?”  It is also unusual to find that personal finances are significant in such models.  The citation of the economy as most important is, by itself, statistically significant in the first model.  The reduction of its effect and of the effect of the jobs scale when party identification is added suggests, as we anticipated, that the effects are largely (but not exclusively) partisan, reflecting the social bases of the two parties’ coalitions.  It is, of course, no surprise that partisanship is strongly related to these assessments.  Even with partisanship added, however, the main retrospective measures retain significant effects.  Further, this handful of variables collectively explains the evaluations of Bush’s economic performance very well.

(Table 5 about here)


Domestic Issues as a Determinant of Incumbent Approval:  As we noted above, we lack the direct measure of approval of Bush’ performance on domestic issues.  Instead we look at the economic approval measure as tapping an important subset of this complex of issues, and at the overall performance rating as a superset of this complex.  As we will see, they tell quite similar tales, so we can be reasonably confident that a direct mediated evaluation of Bush’ performance on these issues would show something like that found here.


We have a number of seven-point issue scales that were developed precisely to measure voter opinions on issues in this cluster of concerns.  These include the traditional ANES issue scales of the provision of government services versus spending cuts, government guarantees of jobs and a decent standard of living, provision of aid to minorities, provision of government health insurance, and women’s rights, and the newer one tapping a tradeoff between the environment and jobs.  Questions that tap support for gun control and abortion are also included.  We selected a number of other domestic issues to provide a fuller range of coverage of this increasingly diverse set of issues that fall along this major domestic dimension of partisan conflict and that tapped policy considerations important in the campaign itself.  Thus, we included a measure of preference for creating private social security accounts, for allowing gay marriage, for banning so-called late-term abortions, for supporting traditional values, and for increasing or decreasing federal spending on education, child care, and aid to the poor.  These, along with whether one cited domestic issues or moral considerations as most important form the models estimated in Table 6 (models plural because of comparison from exclusion and inclusion of party identification and because of the use of two dependent measures).  Note that this analysis of domestic issues is what is typically referred to as prospective voting, in the sense of considering the platforms of the two candidates (e.g., Abramson, Aldrich, and Rohde, 2006).

(Table 6 about here)


Let us first consider the model estimates for the overall approval measure.  When party identification is excluded, the various 7-point issue scales and their analogues are all significant at the standard .05 level.  The exception is the women’s rights scale that has an extremely skewed distribution.  In addition, social security, aid to the poor, and the late term abortions variable are significant, while spending on education is marginally so.  Presumably because so few chose either one, the two most important problems measures are not significant.  If this dimension of evaluation is in fact the central battleground of partisan conflict over the last few decades, then we should expect that the inclusion of party identification will make a substantial difference, typically diluting the effects of many variables.  As you can see in the second column of the table, inclusion of partisanship has a substantial independent effect of its own and also reduces the effect of many of the variables measuring preferences over particular policies.  A few retain conventional significance, and it is clear that the set of policy measures is collectively important.  This model yields a high goodness of fit.  The estimation of the models for the economic approval measure parallels those of the general approval measure.  To be sure, different individual policy preferences have significant effects, largely those that make sense in the context of economic approval (government spending and services, government health insurance, social security, and government spending on education and child care), but a few others are also tapped (gun control, gay marriage, and traditional values).  The inclusion of partisanship in this model parallels its effects in the previous economic approval model, with it exerting a substantial independent effect and with it substantially reducing the effects of most policy variables (without totally eliminating all policy effects).  The overall fit measures of these two equations are also quite similar.

Approval on the Foreign Policy Issues:  We now turn to a consideration of the evaluations of Bush’s performance on the two major foreign policy issues: the war on terror and the war in Iraq.  As with the economy, we include whether the respondent considered one of these issues to be the most important as having implications for evaluation of performance.  There are two seven-point self-placement measures on related issues: favoring military interventionism versus diplomacy to deal with foreign problems, and favoring increases or decreases in defense spending.  Analogous to these placement measures are respondents’ positions on two other questions: whether the country would be better off if we just stayed home, and how important it is to have a strong military.   In addition to these measures of issue positions, there is a block of nine questions on foreign policy goals.  In each instance the respondents were asked if the hypothetical goal was an important goal of U.S. foreign policy or not.
  The goals range from combating international terrorism and preventing the spread of nuclear weapons to strengthening the U.N and promoting democracy.


These variables form the core of the analysis of the two issues.  In addition there is a set of four variables that provide direct evaluations of the consequences of administration actions: whether during the past year the position of the U.S. in the world had gotten stronger or weaker, whether the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq were worth it, and whether the war in Iraq had increased of decreased the threat of terrorism.  It is reasonable to expect that these evaluations would have a strong connection to the summary judgments on Bush’s performance, but they are quite different from the position measures just discussed.  Thus we present analyses both excluding and including the four policy evaluations.  In addition, as with the economy and domestic issues, we present separate analyses with and without party identification.  Therefore, for each of the issues, four regression analyses are presented.  


The results for the war on terror are displayed in Table 7.  Looking first at the base model (model 1), we see that the most important problem measure and the two seven-point self-placements are strongly significant.  Also significant is one of the other two position variables (agreement with the statement, the country is better off if we stay home).  Regarding the foreign policy goals, four of the nine reach significance in this model, and across the other specifications three of them wash out.  The one goal that remains significantly linked to the dependent variable in all specifications is combating international terrorism, which certainly makes sense.  In model 2, party identification is added.  It is significant, as are the most important problem and the previously significant seven-point position variables.  Similar results on these variables are visible in model 3, which also includes the policy evaluations but not party.  Here, all four of the policy evaluations are significant.  Finally, model 4 presents the full set of variables.  The two position variables and the four policy evaluation variables remain significant in the full specification, as does the combating terrorism goal.  Interestingly, however, terrorism as the most important problem washes out here.  This model works quite well, accounting for just over 60 percent of the variance, slightly better than the economic model.

(Table 7 about here)


Table 8 displays the parallel results on the evaluations of Bush’s performance on the war in Iraq.  The pattern of the results is generally similar to those on terrorism, with a few notable differences.  The same position variables that were significant across the board in the earlier analysis are similarly stable in significance in all four models here.  Similarly, four foreign policy goals are significant in model 1, but all of them lose significance in one or more of the subsequent models.  Indeed, unlike the analyses in the preceding section, the combating terrorism goal is not significant after models 1 and 2.  Another contrast is that Iraq as the most important problem is not significant in any of the four models.  Regarding the four policy evaluation variables, the two dealing with whether the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan were worth it attain statistical significance in both of the models that include them, as does whether during the past year the position of the U.S. in the world had gotten stronger or weaker, but the policy evaluation related to terrorism does not.  Finally, party identification is significant in both instances.  This set of analyses exhibit the strongest explanatory power.  Each of the models accounts for a larger share of the variance than earlier parallel analyses, and model 4 explains a remarkable 71 percent of the variance.

(Table 8 about here)


Like our conclusions about the evaluation of Bush’s economic performance, these results seem to indicate an electorate making reasonable judgments.  The two position variables that reflect a basic liberal-conservative orientation on foreign policy are strongly related to the summary evaluations of Bush in the most complete statistical model.  So too is party identification.  Three of the policy evaluations are also important, but the policy evaluation linked to terrorism is only consequential for that issue.  Similarly, the foreign policy goal related to combating terrorism has significant explanatory power for that issue, but not for performance on the war in Iraq.

Conclusions


Using a variety of alternative measures of evaluation and preference, this analysis has shown that the presidential vote for 2004 was predictable, though our subsequent discussion centered on a limited number of explanatory variables.  Ultimately we focused on a model with only six variables—three specific evaluations of Bush’s performance, two trait comparisons of the two candidates, and party identification.  Despite the sparseness of this model, it predicted the variation in the dependent variables remarkably well.  We then turned to an effort to “unpack” the performance evaluations, using data on individual positions and policy evaluations to explain the pattern of specific presidential performance evaluations.  Here too, the models explained a substantial amount of the variation in the dependent variables and the pattern of results on the independent variables painted a reasonable picture of voters’ evaluations.


The substance of the core model explaining feeling thermometer differences is that voters were mainly influenced by three main dimensions of presidential performance: the war on terror, the war in Iraq, and the economy.  The first benefited Bush, while the last two worked against him.  Terrorism, however, was the issue that was most important to the greatest number of people, so the impact of that evaluation on the thermometer difference was greater than the others.  Moreover, the comparative evaluation of the candidates on the personal traits most relevant to the specific performance evaluations reinforced the impact of the evaluations.  In particular, respondents disproportionately saw Bush as a strong leader.  This was a trait that would be extremely valuable in the war against terror.  People who saw Kerry as lacking in leadership ability would fear for their personal safety and for the country’s safety if he were to become president.  On the other hand, those who perceived that Bush had not done well with regard to the central issues would fear for the country’s welfare on the various performance dimensions if he were to continue in office.  Respondents had overall negative evaluations of Bush’s handling of the economy, for example, which aligned naturally with their view that Kerry cared more about people like them.  Moreover, we saw indications that the judgments regarding the candidates, and especially on Bush (as with the distribution of thermometer scores, for example), had a very negative and personal cast.

This account is reinforced by evidence from the EMR/MI exit poll.  Voters were asked whether their vote was cast mainly for their candidate or against the other.  Sixty-nine percent said they mainly voted for their candidate, and that group split 59 to 40 percent for Bush.  On the other hand, the 25 percent who voted mainly against the opponent of their candidate supported Kerry by 70 to 25 percent.   Kerry voters were motivated more by antipathy for the president.  Similarly, when asked what description best characterized their feelings about the Bush administration, 23 percent chose “angry,” and they voted 96 to 3 percent for Kerry.  

The exit poll also includes comparative judgments from respondents on who they trusted to handle the economy and the war on terror.  On the former issue, 40 percent chose Bush and 37 percent picked Kerry, a narrow advantage for the president.
  With regard to terrorism, however, 49 percent said they would trust only Bush, while 31 percent said only Kerry.  The president’s dominance on this central issue was the key to the pattern of results.  A comment from a voter from New Jersey sums this up well: “I listen to Kerry, and he speaks very well. But Bush is good at fighting."


This returns us to the two puzzles with which we began.  The bottom line of our analysis can be summed up in a couple of hypotheticals.  If Bush had not chosen to invade Iraq (or if the course of the war had gone better) and if the economy were perceived to be in better shape by election time, it seems likely that he would have won the election by a much larger margin.  Conversely, if 9/11 had never occurred and if the economy were still perceived negatively by the voters, he probably would have suffered the same fate as his father (and for much the same reasons).  As it was, the president’s advantage on terrorism narrowly trumped his disadvantages on the economy and Iraq, yielding a pattern of results that was nearly a replay of 2000—nearly but not quite.  Because of 9/11, a narrow popular vote loss became a narrow victory.
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Table 1.  Distribution of “Most Important Problem” Responses
	
	Terrorism
	Iraq
	Economy
	New Deal Issue
	Moral Issue
	Other Foreign Policy Issue
	Other Domestic Issue
	Total

	All Respondents
	42%

(447)
	18

(193)
	18

(193)
	3

(33)
	2

(26)
	10

(106)
	6

(68)
	100

(1066)

	Voters
	43

(351)
	17

(137)
	17

(137)
	3

(27)
	3

(22)
	10

(85)
	6

(50)
	99

(811)

	Republicans
	58

(187)
	13

(42)
	10

(31)
	2

(5)
	4

(13)
	10

(32)
	3

(10)
	100

(320)

	Democrats
	27

(88)
	23

(76)
	27

(88)
	4

(12)
	2

(5)
	9

(29)
	9

(31)
	101

(329)

	Non-Voters
	38

(96)
	21

(54)
	22

(56)
	2

(6)
	2

(4)
	8

(21)
	7

(18)
	100

(255)


Table 2A.  Distribution of Bush’s Job Approval Ratings

	Bush’s handling of:
	Strong Approval
	Approval
	Disapproval
	Strong Disapproval
	Total

	The War on Terror
	42%

(492)
	13

(150)
	10

(119)
	35

(417)
	100

(1178)

	The War in Iraq
	26

(309)
	16

(190)
	8

(98)
	50

(593)
	100

(1190)

	The Economy
	26

(301)
	16

(187)
	15

(173)
	44

(510)
	101

(1190)

	General
	34

(398)
	17

(203)
	12

(137)
	37

(442)
	100

(1180)


Table 2B.  Distribution of Evaluations of Candidates’ Traits

	How well does this

describe [candidate]?
	Pro Bush
	Neutral

0
	Pro Kerry
	Total

	
	-3
	-2
	-1
	
	1
	2
	3
	

	Strong Leader
	10%

(110)
	17

(187)
	21

(238)
	19

(213)
	19

(213)
	10

(111)
	5

(56)
	101%

(1128)

	Cares about people like me
	6

(70)
	10

(119)
	17

(243)
	21

(230)
	20

(230)
	17

(194)
	8

(89)
	100%

(1136)


Table 3.  Explaining the Presidential Vote
	
	Model One:

Long
	Model Two:

Long 

with Party ID
	Model Three:

Short
	Model Four:

Short 

with Party ID

	Approval on

the War on Terror
	-.432***

(.168)
	-.466***

(.176)
	-.520***

(.151)
	-.526***

(.162)

	Approval on

the War in Iraq
	-.568***

(.188)
	-.431**

(.200)
	-.545***

(.165)
	-.382**

(.174)

	Approval on Economy
	-.361**

(.183)
	-.253

(.197)
	-.383**

(.164)
	-.272

(.180)

	Difference in Candidate Trait Evaluations
	Strong Leader
	-.040

(.204)
	-.076

(.216)
	-.395**

(.185)
	-.350*

(.198)

	
	Cares about People Like Me
	-.987***

(.221)
	-.928***

(.245)
	-1.204***

(.197)
	-1.055***

(.226)

	
	Moral
	-.364*

(.204)
	-.352

(.229)
	
	

	
	Knowledgeable
	-.379

(.257)
	-.373

(.280)
	
	

	
	Intelligent
	.235

(.246)
	.211

(.269)
	
	

	
	Dishonest
	-.332*

(.187)
	-.148

(.199)
	
	

	
	Can’t make up his own mind
	-.416***

(.152)
	-.331**

(.161)
	
	

	Partisanship 

(7 point scale)
	
	.488***

(.113)
	
	.542***

(.105)

	Constant
	3.713***

(.776)
	1.602*

(.908)
	4.0385***

(.666)
	1.567**

(.796)

	N
	653
	647
	711
	705

	Log Likelihood
	-115.810
	-98.893
	-135.953
	-112.742

	Pseudo R2
	.744
	.780
	.724
	.769


Note:  *** p <.01 ; ** p <.05 ; * p <.10.  Standard Errors are in parentheses
Table 4.  Explaining Difference between Candidates’ Feeling Thermometer Ratings

	
	Model One:

Long
	Model Two:

Long

with Party ID
	Model Three:

Short
	Model Four:

Short

with Party ID

	Approval on

the War on Terror
	-5.080***

(.888)
	-4.889***

(.843)
	-5.798***

(.893)
	-5.396***

(.869)

	Approval on

the War in Iraq
	-3.575***

(.928)
	-2.621***

(.921)
	-4.688***

(.968)
	-3.486***

(.954)

	Approval on Economy
	-5.376***

(.888)
	-4.403***

(.886)
	-5.869***

(.932)
	-4.655***

(.923)

	Difference in Candidate Trait Evaluations
	Strong Leader
	-6.160***

(.851)
	-5.730***

(.835)
	-9.707***

(.809)
	-8.769***

(.797)

	
	Cares about People Like Me
	-8.945***

(.855)
	-7.999***

(.849)
	-12.127***

(.801)
	-10.601***

(.803)

	
	Moral
	-3.193***

(.814)
	-2.512***

(.800)
	
	

	
	Knowledgeable
	-.021

(.960)
	-.173

(.941)
	
	

	
	Intelligent
	-4.055***

(.962)
	-4.196***

(.944)
	
	

	
	Dishonest
	-3.670***

(.671)
	-3.311***

(.664)
	
	

	
	Can’t make up his own mind
	-1.08***

(.585)
	-1.236**

(.576)
	
	

	Partisanship 

(7 point scale)
	
	3.477***

(.530)
	
	4.098***

(.538)

	Constant
	40.175***

(3.07)
	24.51***

(3.860)
	45.063***

(3.102)
	25.277***

(3.978)

	N
	835
	826
	918
	908

	Adjusted R2
	.866
	.873
	.838
	.848


Note: The dependent variable ranges from -100 (completely Pro-Kerry) to 100 (completely pro-Bush). 

 *** p <.01 ; ** p <.05 ; * p <.10.  Standard Errors are in parentheses.
Table 5.  Approval of Bush’s Handling of the Economy

	
	
Model
	Model with Party ID

	Most important Problem: Economy
	.206***

(.085)
	.125

(.079)

	National Economy Better or Worse in the Last Four Years
	.539***

(.054)
	.439***

(.050)

	Personal Finances Better or Worse in the Last Year
	.110***

(.040)
	.0823**

(.037)

	Economy Better or Worse 
in the Last Year
	.159***

(.030)
	.133***

(.027)

	Unemployment Better or Worse 
in the Last Year
	.118***

(.026)
	.064***

(.025)

	Inflation Better or Worse
in the Last Year
	.014

(.029)
	.002

(.027)

	Position on “Gov’t Should See to Jobs & Standard of Living”
	-.102***

(.019)
	-.044***

(.018)

	Partisanship (7 point scale)
	
	-.207***

(.018)

	Constant
	.648***

(.186)
	1.655***

(.191)

	N
	778
	770

	Adjusted R2
	.506
	.582


Note:  *** p <.01 ; ** p <.05 ; * p <.10.  Standard Errors are in parentheses
Table 6.  Domestic Policy Views and Approval of Bush’s Job Performance
	
	Dependent Variable:

GENERAL JOB APPROVAL
	Dependent Variable:

ECONOMIC JOB APPROVAL

	
	Model
	Model with Party
	Model
	Model with Party

	Most Important Problem: Domestic Issue
	.256

(.210)
	.283

(.178)
	.283

(.200)
	.273

(.180)

	Most Important Problem: Moral Issue
	-.002

(.275)
	.120

(.232)
	.129

(.276)
	.191

(.249)

	Gov’t Spending
	-.099***

(.031)
	-.034

(.026)
	-.075**

(.030)
	-.026

(.028)

	Environment v. Jobs Tradeoff
	-.077***

(.029)
	-.043*

(.025)
	-.031

(.028)
	-.001

(.025)

	Gov’t Assistance to Blacks
	-.100***

(.028)
	-.040*

(.024)
	-.054**

(.028)
	-.016

(.025)

	Women’s Role
	.001

(.033)
	.016

(.028)
	-.032

(.031)
	-.026

(.028)

	Gov’t Health Insurance
	-.049**

(.025)
	-.017

(.022)
	-.123***

(.025)
	-.095***

(.022)

	Social Security Funds in Stock Market
	.133***

(.027)
	.052**

(.024)
	.120***

(.027)
	.054**

(.025)

	Gun Control
	-.152***

(.043)
	-.098***

(.037)
	-.107***

(.042)
	-.058

(.038)

	Abortion
	.091**

(.046)
	.052

(.040)
	.025

(.045)
	.036

(.041)

	Late Term Abortions
	.059**

(.024)
	.019

(.021)
	.040*

(.024)
	.010

(.022)

	Federal Spending on:
	Education
	-.052*

(.029)
	-.010

(.025)
	-.068**

(.028)
	-.032

(.026)

	
	Child Care
	-.004

(.026)
	.013

(.022)
	-.058**

(.025)
	-.045**

(.023)

	
	The Poor
	-.013

(.025)
	.016

(.021)
	.017

(.025)
	.043*

(.023)

	Gay Marriage
	-.046

(.039)
	-.035

(.033)
	-.078**

(.038)
	-.080**

(.035)

	More Emphasis on Tradition Family Ties
	.125***

(.041)
	.051

(.035)
	.120***

(.039)
	.065*

(.036)

	Partisanship 

(7 point scale)
	
	-.345***

(.022)
	
	-.275***

(.023)

	Constant
	3.291***

(.283)
	3.810***

(.242)
	3.768***

(.275)
	4.300***

(.252)

	N
	644
	636
	643
	635

	Adjusted R2
	.341
	.528
	.348
	.464


Note:  *** p <.01 ; ** p <.05 ; * p <.10.  Standard Errors are in parentheses
Table 7.  Approval of Bush’s Handling of the War on Terror
	
	Model One:

Issues
	Model Two:

Issues with

Party ID
	Model Three:

Issues & Mediated Evaluations
	Model Four:

Issues & Mediated Evaluations with Party ID

	Most Important Problem: Terrorism
	-0.380***

(.078)
	-0.174***

(.070)
	-0.160**

(.066)
	-0.090

(.063)

	Interventionism by Diplomacy or Military
	-0.164***

(.025)
	-0.104***

(.022)
	-0.079***

(.021)
	-0.065***

(.020)

	Defense Spending
	-0.229***

(.031)
	-0.143***

(.028)
	-0.112***

(.026)
	-0.082***

(.025)

	Country Better off if We Stayed Home
	-0.061**

(.026)
	-0.040*

(.023)
	0.022

(.022)
	0.015

(.021)

	Important for U.S. to have Strong Military
	0.053

(.066)
	0.030

(.059)
	-0.067

(.055)
	-0.057

(.052)

	Foreign Policy Goal
	Prevent Spread of Nuclear Weapons
	0.062

(.118)
	0.036

(.104)
	0.057

(.097)
	0.047

(.093)

	
	Promote Human Rights
	0.077

(.085)
	0.011

(.075)
	0.139**

(.070)
	0.097

(.068)

	
	Strengthen U.N.
	0.186**

(.079)
	0.049

(.070)
	0.069

(.065)
	0.007

(.063)

	
	Combat World Hunger
	0.191**

(.081)
	0.144**

(.072)
	0.080

(.067)
	0.065

(.065)

	
	Protect Jobs of American Workers
	0.253**

(.108)
	0.051

(.096)
	0.124

(.089)
	0.035

(.086)

	
	Promote Democracy
	-0.084

(.100)
	-0.029

(.088)
	0.079

(.085)
	0.073

(.081)

	
	Control Illegal Immigration
	0.006

(.083)
	0.063

(.073)
	0.039

(.068)
	0.069

(.066)

	
	Promote Market Economies Abroad
	-0.067

(.091)
	-0.040

(.080)
	-0.127*

(.075)
	-0.103

(.071)

	
	Combat International Terrorism
	-0.609***

(.112)
	-0.458***

(.100)
	-0.307***

(.094)
	-0.273***

(.091)

	US Position in the World Weaker or Stronger 
in the Last Year
	
	
	-0.113***

(.022)
	-0.091***

(.021)

	War in Afghanistan worth the cost
	
	
	0.156***

(.021)
	0.138***

(.020)

	War in Iraq worth the cost
	
	
	0.248***

(.021)888
	0.185***

(.022)

	War in Iraq increased/ decreased the threat of terrorism
	
	
	-0.040**

(.019)
	-0.030*

(.018)

	Partisanship (7 point scale)
	
	-0.281***

(.018)
	
	-0.163***

(.019)

	Constant
	4.359***

(.272)
	4.596***

(.241)
	2.416***

(.272)
	2.964***

(.267)

	N
	842
	831
	812
	803

	Adjusted R2
	.341
	.491
	.569
	.606


Note:  *** p <.01 ; ** p <.05 ; * p <.10.  Standard Errors are in parentheses
Table 8.  Approval of Bush’s Handling of the War in Iraq
	
	Model One:

Issues
	Model Two:

Issues with

Party ID
	Model Three:

Issues & Mediated Evaluations
	Model Four:

Issues & Mediated Evaluations with Party ID

	Most Important Problem: Iraq
	0.086

(.096)
	-0.059

(.081)
	-0.051

(.071)
	-0.083

(.066)

	Interventionism by Diplomacy or Military
	-0.214***

(.025)
	-0.133***

(.021)
	-0.088***

(.019)
	-0.069***

(.018)

	Defense Spending
	-0.201***

(.030)
	-0.107***

(.026)
	-0.078***

(.022)
	-0.048**

(.021)

	Country Better off if We Stayed Home
	-0.111***

(.025)
	-0.083***

(.021)
	-0.014

(.019)
	-0.017

(.018)

	Important for U.S. to have Strong Military
	0.098

(.065)
	0.022

(.054)
	-0.063

(.047)
	-0.065

(.044)

	Foreign Policy Goal
	Prevent Spread of Nuclear Weapons
	0.062

(.117)
	0.021

(.098)
	0.034

(.084)
	0.021

(.078)

	
	Promote Human Rights
	-0.057

(.084)
	-0.120*

(.070)
	-0.014

(.061)
	-0.059

(.057)

	
	Strengthen U.N.
	0.221***

(.221)
	0.049

(.066)
	0.121**

(.056)
	0.049

(.053)

	
	Combat World Hunger
	0.173**

(.080)
	0.128*

(.067)
	0.067

(.058)
	0.055

(.055)

	
	Protect Jobs of American Workers
	0.090

(.106)
	-0.142

(.089)
	-0.121

(.077)
	-0.212**

(.072)

	
	Promote Democracy
	-0.306***

(.100)
	-0.265***

(.084)
	-0.074

(.074)
	-0.081

(.069)

	
	Control Illegal Immigration
	-0.138*

(.083)
	-0.063

(.069)
	-0.064

(.059)
	-0.038

(.056)

	
	Promote Market Economies Abroad
	0.047

(.090)
	0.085

(.075)
	-0.041

(.064)
	-0.013

(.060)

	
	Combat International Terrorism
	-0.378***

(.109)
	-0.198**

(.092)
	-0.048

(.080)
	-0.002

(.076)

	US Position in the World Weaker or Stronger 
in the Last Year
	
	
	-0.141***

(.019)


	-0.116***

(.018)

	War in Afghanistan worth the cost
	
	
	0.070***

(.018)
	0.052***

(.017)

	War in Iraq worth the cost
	
	
	0.363***

(.018)
	0.291***

(.018)

	War in Iraq increased/ decreased the threat of terrorism
	
	
	-0.022

(.016)
	-0.014

(.015)

	Partisanship (7 point scale)
	
	-0.323***

(.017)
	
	-0.175***

(.016)

	Constant
	4.915***

(.267)
	5.337***

(.224)
	2.763***

(.232)
	3.394***

(.223)

	N
	842
	833
	814
	806

	Adjusted R2
	.348
	.547
	.675
	.718


Note:  *** p <.01 ; ** p <.05 ; * p <.10.  Standard Errors are in parentheses.
APPENDIX

This appendix is made available for the editor and the reviewers;
it will be archived online for readers.

Variables used in Data Analysis

Variables in Vote Equation from ANES
	Vote for Bush
	1=Respondent voted for Bush 

	Feeling Thermometer Difference
	Feeling Thermometer for Bush – Feeling Thermometer for Kerry.  -100 indicates complete preference for Kerry, 0 indicates neutral feelings toward the candidates, and 100 indicates complete preference for Bush

	V043033
	If approve/disapprove on V043032: Do you [approve/disapprove] STRONGLY or NOT STRONGLY [handling war on terror]?

1=Approve Strongly

4=Disapprove Strongly

	Strength approve/disapprove Bush’s handling war on terror
	

	V043133
	If approve/disapprove on V043132: 

Do you [approve/disapprove] STRONGLY or NOT STRONGLY?

1= Approve Strongly

4=Disapprove Strongly

	Strength approve/disapprove Bush’s handling of war in Iraq
	

	V043027
	If approve/disapprove on V043026: 

Do you [approve/disapprove] STRONGLY or NOT STRONGLY?

1= Approve Strongly

4=Disapprove Strongly

	Strength approve/disapprove of Bush’s handling of the economy
	

	V043117 through V043130
	In your opinion, does the phrase “he is [trait]” describe [candidate] EXTREMELY WELL, QUITE WELL, NOT TOO WELL, NOT WELL AT ALL?

1=Extremely well

4=Not well at all

	Candidate Traits
	

	V043116
	0= Strong Democrat

6=Strong Republican

	Summary Party Identification
	


Independent Variables in ANES
Economic
	VO43213
	Would you say that compared to 2000, the nation's

economy is BETTER, WORSE, or ABOUT THE SAME?

	National Economy better/worse last 4 years
	

	V043061 
	We are interested in how people are getting along

financially these days. Would you say that you (and your

family living here) are BETTER off or WORSE off than you were a year ago?

	Personal Finances in last year
	

	V043097
	Now thinking about the economy in the country as a  whole,

would you say that over the past year the nation's economy has

gotten BETTER, stayed ABOUT THE SAME, or gotten WORSE?

	National economy in last year
	

	V043101
	Would you say that OVER THE PAST YEAR, the level of

unemployment in the country has gotten BETTER, stayed ABOUT THE SAME, or gotten WORSE?

	Unemployment better or worse in last year
	

	V043104
	Would you say that OVER THE PAST YEAR, inflation has gotten BETTER, stayed ABOUT THE SAME, or gotten WORSE?

	Inflation better or worse in last year
	

	V043152
	Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale, or haven't

you thought much about this?

1. Govt should see to jobs and standard of living

7.   Govt should let each person get ahead on own

	Job and Good Standard of Living -scale self-placement
	


Domestic

	Spending and Services 

7-point scale self-placement
	“Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale, or haven't

you thought much about this?”

01. Govt should provide many fewer services

07. Govt should provide many more services

	V043182
	Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale, or haven't

you thought much about this?

1. Protect environment, even if it costs jobs

    & standard of living

7. Jobs & standard of living more important

    than environment

	Environment vs. jobs tradeoff scale - self-placement
	

	V043160 
	Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale, or haven't

you thought much about this?

1. Govt should help blacks

7. Blacks should help themselves

	Aid to blacks Placement
	

	V043196  
	Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale, or haven't

you thought much about this?

1.  Women and men should have equal roles

7. A woman's place is in the home

	Women's role - 7-point scale self-placement
	


	V043150
	Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale, or haven't

you thought much about this?

1. Govt insurance plan

7. Private insurance plan

	Govt/private medical insurance scale: self-placement
	

	V045143
	A proposal has been made that would allow people to put a

portion of their Social Security payroll taxes into personal

retirement accounts that would be invested in private stocks

and bonds. 

1. Favor

5. Oppose

	Favor allowing Social Sec funds invested in the market
	

	V043189
	Do you think the federal government should make it MORE

DIFFICULT for people to buy a gun than it is now, make

it EASIER for people to buy a gun, or keep these rules

ABOUT THE SAME as they are now?

1. A lot more difficult

5. A lot easier

	How much easier/harder to buy gun - self-placement
	

	V045132
	Which one of the opinions on this page best agrees with your

view?  

1. By law, abortion should never be permitted.

4. By law, a woman should always be able to obtain an abortion as a matter of personal choice.



	Abortion position: self-placement
	

	V043181 
	There has been discussion recently about a law to ban certain

types of late-term abortions, sometimes called partial birth

abortions.  Do you FAVOR or OPPOSE a law that makes these types of abortions illegal?

1. Favor strongly

5. Oppose strongly

	Strength favor/oppose ban on partial-birth abortions
	

	V043166
	Should federal spending on PUBLIC SCHOOLS be INCREASED, DECREASED, or kept ABOUT THE SAME?

1. Increased

3. Decreased

	Federal Budget Spending: public schools



	

	V043170
	Should federal spending on CHILD CARE be INCREASED,

DECREASED, or kept ABOUT THE SAME?

1.  Increased

3.  Decreased



	Federal Budget Spending: child care
	


	V043172 
	Should federal spending on AID TO POOR PEOPLE be INCREASED, DECREASED, or kept ABOUT THE SAME?

1.  Increased

3.  Decreased

	Federal Budget Spending: aid to the poor
	

	V043210
	Should same-sex couples be ALLOWED to marry, or do you think they should NOT BE ALLOWED to marry?

1. Should be allowed

3.  Should not be allowed

	Position on gay marriage
	

	V045192
	Should be more emphasis on traditional family ties.

1.  Agree Strongly

5.  Disagree Strongly

	Should be more emphasis on traditional family ties
	


Foreign Policy
	V045124
	Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale, or haven't

you thought much about this?

01. Should solve with diplomacy

07. Must be ready to use military force



	Interventionism by diplomacy/military: self-placement
	

	V043142
	Where would you place YOURSELF on this scale, or haven't

you thought much about this?

01. Govt should decrease defense spending

07. Govt should increase defense spending

	Defense spending - 7-point scale self-placement
	

	V043113
	Country would be better off if we just stayed home

1. Agree

5. Disagree

	Country would be better off if we just stayed home
	

	V045108
	How important is it for the U.S. to have a strong

military force in order to be effective in dealing with our

enemies?

1. Extremely important

4. Not at all important

	How important is it for US to have strong military
	

	V045099
	[Should PREVENTING THE SPREAD OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS be a VERY IMPORTANT foreign policy goal, a SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT foreign policy goal, or NOT AN IMPORTANT foreign policy goal at all?

1. Very important

5. Not important at all

	US foreign policy goal: preventing spread of nuclear
	

	V045100  
	PROMOTING AND DEFENDING HUMAN RIGHTS

See above

1. Very important

5. Not important at all

	US foreign policy goal: promote human rights
	

	V045101
	STRENGTHENING THE UNITED NATIONS (AND OTHER INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

(See above)

1. Very important

5. Not important at all

	US foreign policy goal: strengthen United Nations
	

	V045102
	COMBATTING WORLD HUNGER

(See above)

1. Very important

5. Not important at all

	US foreign policy goal: combating world hunger
	

	V045103
	PROTECTING THE JOBS OF AMERICAN WORKERS

(See above)

1. Very important

5. Not important at all

	US foreign policy goal: protect jobs of American wkrs
	

	V045104
	HELPING TO BRING A DEMOCRATIC FORM OF GOVERNMENT TO OTHER NATIONS

(See above)

1. Very important

5. Not important at all

	US foreign policy goal: promote democracy
	

	V045105
	CONTROLLING AND REDUCING ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION

(See above)

1. Very important

5. Not important at all

	US foreign policy goal: control illegal immigration
	

	V045106
	PROMOTING MARKET ECONOMIES ABROAD

(See above)

1. Very important

5. Not important at all

	US foreign policy goal: promote market economies abrd
	

	V045107
	COMBATTING INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM

(See above)

1. Very important

5. Not important at all

	US foreign policy goal: combat intl terrorism
	

	V043112  
	During the past year, would you say that the United States'

position in the world has grown WEAKER, stayed ABOUT THE SAME, or has it grown STRONGER?

1. Weaker

5. Stronger

	During last year, U.S. position in world weaker/strong
	

	V043131
	Taking everything into account, do you think the U.S. war

against the Taliban government in Afghanistan was WORTH THE COST or NOT?

1. Worth it

5. Not worth it

	War in Afghanistan worth the cost
	


	V043134 
	Taking everything into account, do you think the war in Iraq

has been WORTH THE COST or NOT?

1. Worth it

5. Not worth it

	Was Iraq war worth the cost
	

	V043135
	As a result of the United States military action in Iraq, do

you think the threat of terrorism against the United States

has INCREASED, DECREASED, or stayed ABOUT THE SAME?

1. Increased

3. Decreased

	Iraq war increased or decreased threat of terrorism
	


� The exit poll data were taken from � HYPERLINK "http://www.msnbc.msn.com" ��www.msnbc.msn.com�; downloaded 1/3/06The poll had four formats, but all four measured questions about partisanship.


� We note that even though the EMR/MI poll indicated moral values was a major issue for voters, only 2 percent of the NES sample chose cultural or moral issues as most important.


� We also examined models that included interactions between the various specific independent measures and whether the respondent cited the appropriate category of issue as the most important problem (e.g., interacted the national economic evaluation measure with citation of the economy as the most important problem).  Consistently, these interactions added collinearity on the right-hand-side and virtually no additional explanatory power of the left-hand-side (typically the complex of interactions not being a statistically significant addition).  These findings (available upon request) are consistent with general conclusion that salience eludes measurement (that is, few go so far as to conclude that considering an issue to be paramount adds no additional effect of that problem on the vote, compared to those who believe the issue not important).  


� Further, there are no mediated evaluations posed for issues along this dimension.


� The question had three responses: very important, important, and not important.  Most people rated each goal as ‘important,’ so for the purposes of these analyses we only use the response ‘very important’ as indicative of viewing the goal as important.  However, coding both ‘very important’ and ‘important’ as important generates the same substantive results.


� The pro-Bush group reported voting for him by 99 percent to 1, while the pro-Kerry group supported him by 98 percent to 2.





� Powell, Michael,  2004.  “Bush Gains When That Issue Comes Up.”  Washington Post, October 14, A04.  Viewed on December 30, 2005 at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/A30913-2004Oct13.html" �http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/A30913-2004Oct13.html�
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