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Same-Sex Marriage and the 2004
Presidential Election

Immediately after the 2004 election, with
overwhelming majorities in 13 states voting

to amend their constitutions to ban same-sex 
marriage and exit polls showing large numbers
saying “moral values” were the most impor-
tant determinant of their vote, many analysts
emphasized religious and cultural divides in the
electorate and the importance of the religious
right and same-sex marriage in motivating
President George W. Bush’s base to get out
and vote (e.g., Chinni 2004; Cooperman and
Edsall 2004; Dao 2004; Manly 2004; McGough
2004; Testa 2004). With more analysis, the
consensus seems to have shifted to an emphasis
on incumbency, terrorism, and perceptions of
character. Both voter turnout and support for
Bush rose across a wide array of groups;
evangelical Protestants and voters in states
with same-sex marriage amendments on the
ballot did not disproportionately increase their
numbers or their preference for Bush; white
women, married women, and Latinos may
have played a bigger role in the shift toward
Bush (e.g., Abramowitz 2004; Burden 2004;
Freedman 2004; Nordhaus 2004; Sherrill 2004;
Signorile 2004).

This paper re-examines
the role of same-sex mar-
riage in the 2004 election,
using both individual and
state-level data. In both
analyses, I control for fac-
tors likely to have changed

their impact on voters since 2000: September
11 and the rising fear of terrorism, the war in
Iraq, and changes in the economy. In the indi-
vidual-level analysis on a March 2004 Los An-
geles Times survey, I control for party identifi-
cation, ideology, and a variety of demographic
characteristics. In the state-level analysis, I
control for Bush’s share of the two-party vote
in 2000. In both analyses, I find that other is-
sues mattered much more, but that attitudes
toward same-sex marriage had a statistically
significant and meaningful impact on both in-
dividual voters and state vote totals.

Individual Level Analysis
Responses to a March 2004 Los Angeles

Times poll1 strongly resembled those to exit
polls six months later (see Sherrill 2004).
Registered voters were almost equally divided
(45–48%) in their preference for Bush or 
Senator John Kerry, 24% favored gay mar-
riage, another 38% favored civil unions, and
34% opposed both. Half (including 86% of
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those who opposed civil unions and 52% of
those who supported civil unions but not mar-
riage) favored amending the U.S. Constitution
to ban same-sex marriage. Nearly half (41%)
called same-sex marriage an important issue in
the Presidential election (1.5% called it the
most important issue), and 24% would only
vote for a candidate who agreed with their po-
sition. Votes split strongly along this issue:
Kerry got 83% of those who favored mar-
riage, Bush got 68% of those who opposed
civil unions, and they split civil union-
supporters 48–52%. 

This does not mean that attitudes toward
gay relationships decided their votes, of
course, as these attitudes are strongly related
to standard political and demographic vari-
ables that influence presidential preferences.2

Even in a logit model that controls for atti-
tudes toward the war in Iraq, Bush’s measures
against terrorism, the state of the economy,
and a variety of political and demographic
variables, however, attitudes toward gay rela-
tionships have a significant—though far from
the most important—impact on presidential
preference (Table 1). In a logit model, the
log-odds of voting for Bush are linear func-
tions of the independent variables, but the im-
pact of those variables on the probability of
voting for Bush are nonlinear functions that
depend on the values of all independent vari-
ables simultaneously. I briefly discuss the
most important variables, based on standard-
ized odds ratios (Long and Freese 2001). In
each case, I hold all other variables at their
means. The probability changes are so large
that they cannot occur simultaneously, but
they at least give a sense of relative
importance.

Party identification, judgments on the war
in Iraq, perceptions of the economy, support
for Bush’s anti-terrorism efforts, and political
ideology had the most impact. A Republican
(6 on a 7-point scale) with mean characteris-
tics and attitudes for the data set was 60 per-
centage points more likely than a comparable
Democrat (2 on a 7-point scale) to prefer
Bush. Holding all other variables at their
means, the probability of supporting Bush
was increased by 49 points if one believed
the war in Iraq was worth it, by 27 points if
one thought the economy was doing fairly
well rather than fairly badly, by 21 points if
one judged that “George W. Bush's policies
on terrorism and national security have made
the country…somewhat more secure” rather
than “somewhat less secure,” and by 21



points if one was somewhat conservative rather than some-
what liberal. 

Even among demographically and politically similar individ-
uals, those who favored same-sex marriage were 25 percentage
points less likely to support Bush than those who opposed it.
With these variables controlled, differences between those who
favor and oppose civil unions are not significant; in the sam-
ple, those who favored civil unions were marginally more
likely to prefer Bush than those who opposed them. When
support for a constitutional amendment is added to the equa-
tion, marriage supporters remained significantly more likely to
vote for Kerry than others, but amendment supporters were not
significantly more likely than others to vote for Bush.

State-Level Analysis
The 2004 election largely replayed that of 2000. Both candi-

dates focused on a handful of swing states from the beginning,
and narrowed their focus to 11 states by the final weeks of the
campaign (Nagourney and Seelye 2004). Bush’s vote share
changed by two percentage points or less in 30 states, never
shifting by more than 5.5 points, and only three states changed
hands. To detect the sources of changes in vote totals, I regress
the percentage of the two-party vote going to Bush in 2004 on the
percentage of the two-party vote going to Bush in 2000, plus 
variables intended to capture responses to terrorism, the war in Iraq,
changes in the economy, and same-sex marriage.

Following Abramowitz (2004), a dummy variable for the
three states most directly affected by the attack on the World
Trade Center (New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut) serves
as an indicator of the importance of terrorism in the election.
I experimented with Wright, McIver, Erickson, and Holian’s

(2000) measures of state ideology and partisanship as proxies
for approval of Bush’s handling of the war in Iraq. (In the Los
Angeles Times data, both are strongly related to belief that the
war was worth it: gamma = .54 and .64, respectively.)
Changes in state unemployment levels between 2000 and 
November 2004 measure changes in economic conditions
(Abramowitz 2004). 

For opposition to same-sex marriage, I develop a state-level
measure of disapproval of homosexuality, using a variation on
methodology laid out by Wright, Erickson, and McIver
(1985).3 To generate adequate sample sizes, I combine data on
56,000 respondents to 37 surveys for three series of questions.
In 17 surveys from 1973 through 1998, the General Social
Survey (GSS) asked 25,000 respondents whether “sexual rela-
tions between two adults of the same sex” were “always
wrong, almost always wrong, wrong only sometimes, or not
wrong at all.”4 Between 1987 and 1997, the Times Mirror/Pew
Research Center for the People and the Press sponsored five
surveys that asked 13,000 respondents whether “AIDS might
be God’s punishment for immoral sexual behavior.”5 In 15 sur-
veys between 1977 and 1996, a variety of polling firms asked
18,000 respondents whether homosexual relations between con-
senting adults should be legal or illegal.6

Responses were recoded into a disapproval dummy variable
with those who said homosexual relations were always wrong
or should be illegal or who agreed that AIDS might be God’s
punishment for immoral sexual behavior coded “1” and those
who disagreed coded “0”.7 I combined all three series into a
single sample and performed a probit analysis with disapproval
as the dependent variable and dummies for the states as the
key independent variables (Pennsylvania served as the refer-
ence group because of its average attitudes and large sample
sizes). To allow arbitrary time trends, I included 19 dummy
variables for survey year. To control for different question
wordings and house effects, I added six dummies for polling
firms or sponsors. 

Sample sizes were large enough (only three states had fewer
than 100 respondents, six more had under 200, and seven
more had under 400) and opinions varied enough across states
and time, that most coefficients were significant at the .05
level. Residents of 15 states were significantly more likely
than Pennsylvanians to disapprove of homosexual relations and
those in 19 were significantly less likely to do so. Disapproval
of homosexual relations was significantly lower in 1997 and
1998 than in all prior years. Responses varied substantially by
question: across all years, 68% said homosexual relations were
always wrong, 52% said they should be illegal, and 47%
agreed that AIDS might be God’s punishment for immoral
sexual behavior.

From the model, I generated the expected percentages who
thought homosexual relations were “always wrong” for each
state for 1998.8 Percentages ranged from 75 in Alabama to 28
in Hawaii. To test the reliability of these percentages, I re-ran
the analysis separately for the wrongness, AIDS as punish-
ment, and illegality series, with the appropriate dummy vari-
ables for states and survey years and generated expected per-
centages from each series for 1993 (the most recent year in
which all questions were asked). For the 44 states in which
the GSS has respondents, the correlations were .81, .79, and
.66, implying a Cronbach’s alpha of .88. (For the other six
states, the AIDS and illegality percentages were correlated .68,
slightly higher than the .66 for the other 44 states.) 

To test its validity as a measure of opposition to same-sex
marriage, I regressed the percentage voting in favor of the
constitutional amendments in the 13 states that considered
these measures. Heteroskedasticity is typically a problem in
state-level models, as the variance of the error term typically
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Table 1
Individual-Level Logit Model for Plan to Vote for
Bush

Iraq War worth it (0, 1) 2.170 (0.291)**
Bush has made nation more secure (0–4) 0.846 (0.215)**
Economy performing very well (0, 1) 3.845 (1.519)*
Performance of economy (0–5) 1.129 (0.188)**
Supports same-sex marriage (0, 1) –0.922 (0.416)*
Supports civil unions (0, 1) 0.163 (0.309)
Conservatism scale (0–4) 0.523 (0.155)**
Republicanism scale (1–7) 0.704 (0.081)**
Attends religious services weekly (0, 1) 1.077 (0.295)**
Born-again Christian (0, 1) –0.141 (0.315)
Catholic (0, 1) 0.559 (0.319)
Jewish (0, 1) –0.342 (1.341)
Other religion (0, 1) 0.785 (1.298)
No religion (0, 1) –0.075 (0.482)
Age (years) 0.182 (0.046)**
Age (years squared) –0.002 (0.000)**
Education (years) –0.151 (0.059)*
Male (0, 1) –0.237 (0.256)
Income (in $1,000s) 0.001 (0.004)
Black (0, 1) –3.530 (1.113)**
Latino (0, 1) –0.545 (0.509)
other race (0, 1) 0.662 (0.534)
LGBT (0, 1) –0.285 (0.790)
Adjusted count R2 .83

N = 1150, standard errors in parentheses, significant at *5%; **1%

Source: Los Angeles Times Poll # 2004…501: Presidential
Politics/Corporate Scandals/ Gay Issues. March 27–30, 2004.



declines with population; weighting by population is likely to
yield more efficient estimators. Further, measurement error in
disapproval of homosexuality will tend to bias its coefficient
toward zero (Wooldridge 2003, 305–9). Because the reliability
of the wrongness measure rises (and its measurement error
falls) with the number of observations used in calculating the
state measure, weighting by the number of responses (which is
correlated .98 with vote totals) should decrease bias in the co-
efficient. Further, robust standard errors should yield consistent
estimators of the true standard errors of the regression coeffi-
cients, even in the face of heteroskedasticity. 

In an unweighted bivariate model (not shown), the wrong-
ness measure explains 69% of the variation in the percentage
vote for the amendment; its coefficient is .82. When the bi-
variate model is weighted by the number of responses, R2

rises to .71 and the percentage voting for the amendment was
expected to rise .95 point as the percentage of state residents
calling homosexual relations “always wrong” rose by one
point. Adding dummy variables for whether the amendment
vote was held separately from the presidential election (draw-
ing only voters who saw same-sex marriage as salient) and for
whether the amendment only banned same-sex marriage or
(might have) banned civil unions as well raised R2 for the
weighted model to .86 and the coefficient to 1.02.9

Bush’s share of the two-party vote in 2000 explains 94%
of the variation of his vote share in 2004 by itself (93% in
the unweighted model). Nonetheless, all the other independent
variables10 are significant at the .10 level or better in the
weighted model (Table 2). Adding these variables to the
model reduces the coefficient on Bush’s 2000 share from .92
to .76, but its standardized coefficient remains far stronger
than those of the other independent variables. As Abramowitz
(2004) found with a slightly different specification, the states
most directly affected by the World Trade Center attacks in-
creased their support for Bush by about three percentage
points more than expected (though not enough to make any
of those elections very close), indicating that terrorism proba-
bly played a role in all states. The race appears to have been
somewhat more ideological in 2004 than in 2000, perhaps re-
flecting division over the war, and perhaps over Bush’s poli-
cies generally. Even holding Bush’s 2000 share constant, a
one percentage point higher state level of conservatism was
associated with a 0.16 point increase in his vote share in
2004. Unemployment rates rose by more than one percentage
point between 2000 and 2004 in 20 states; the model suggests
that a one point rise lowered Bush’s expected share by 0.4
percentage points. 

Bush was expected to raise his vote share by 0.09 percent-
age point beyond what would be expected given its level of
conservatism and 2000 vote for Bush in a state where an ad-
ditional one percent called homosexual relations “always
wrong.” Eight states had estimated disapproval rates at least
four percentage points higher than would be expected from a
regression of disapproval on the other variables in the model;
in all but two Bush increased his vote share by more than
two points. The 11 states where the campaigns focused their
final efforts tended to be more disapproving than this model
would predict—by about .8 point, on average—allowing the
possibility that same-sex marriage could play a crucial role
in the key states. Among them, New Hampshire had the
largest negative residual (its estimated disapproval was six
points lower than predicted by the auxiliary regression) and
switched from Bush to Kerry. New Mexico was at the other
extreme (with estimated disapproval nine points higher than
expected) and shifted from Gore to Bush. Bush gained
ground in three of the five battleground states whose disap-
proval was highest relative to their general conservatism and

previous Bush support; he lost ground in four of the five
states where disapproval was lower than expected. Still, Iowa
switched from Gore to Bush in spite of being four points
less disapproving than expected; Ohio decreased its support
for Bush despite being six points more disapproving than ex-
pected; and Florida raised its support for Bush more than
any other battleground states despite its relatively low level
of disapproval.

Conclusion
Same-sex marriage mattered in the 2004 election, less than

some issues but more than most. The 2004 election largely
replayed an election where gay rights, especially same-sex
marriage, played little role. Survey data indicate that the war
in Iraq, the economy, and terrorism all had larger impacts on
vote choices. In the state-level analysis, Bush support jumped
in the states hardest hit by the World Trade Center bombing,
and the vote was significantly more ideological in 2004 than
2000. Two-fifths of survey respondents said that same-sex
marriage was an important issue in the presidential race, and
the 13 state constitutional amendments on the ballot confirm
its salience. Six months before the election, marriage-
supporters were substantially more likely than politically and
demographically similar others to support Kerry. Civil union
supporters voted more like civil union opponents than mar-
riage supporters, once these other variables are accounted for,
however, undercutting the news that only about a third of 
voters opposed any form of legal recognition for gay relation-
ships (e.g., Sherrill 2004; Signorile 2004). At the state level,
even after controlling for Bush’s vote share in 2000 and the
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Table 2
State-Level Models for Bush Percentage of
State Vote

Unweighted Weighted

Bush share, 2000 0.761 0.764
(0.059)*** (0.059)***
[0.068]*** [0.057]***
0.808 0.803

Disapproval of homosexuality 0.082 0.090
(0.045)* (0.039)**
[0.060] [0.036]**
0.101 0.118

NY, NJ, CT 3.183 2.723
(1.218)** (0.674)***
[0.902]*** [0.708]***
0.089 0.121

Conservatism 0.164 0.164
(0.091)* (0.080)**
[0.110] [0.069]**
0.151 0.162

Change in Unemployment Rate –0.439 –0.403
(0.289) (0.206)*
[0.303] [0.162]**

–0.050 –0.050
Constant 7.300 6.711

(3.575)* (3.087)*
[5.129] [2.728]*

R-squared 0.96 0.97

Standard errors in parentheses, robust standard errors in brack-
ets, standardized coefficients (beta-weights).

Coefficients significant *at 10%, **at 5%, ***at 1%



general conservatism of the state population, popular disapproval
of homosexuality influenced Bush’s share of the 2004 vote and
may have contributed to party switches by New Hampshire and

New Mexico. The vote was close in Ohio despite relatively high
disapproval of homosexuality. Would it have turned out differ-
ently without same-sex marriage on the agenda?
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Notes
* I am grateful to the following groups and individuals for giving me

access to the data used in this paper: Farnaz Calafi and Claudia Vaughn of
the Los Angeles Times, the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and So-
cial Research, the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, and
the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research. I also want to thank Amer-
ican University’s School of Public Affairs and Georgia State University’s
Andrew Young School of Policy Studies for funding the purchase of some
of these data sets, and Charles W. Gossett and Ross Rubenstein for their
helpful comments on an earlier draft of this paper.

1. The Los Angeles Times surveyed 1,415 registered voters during
March 27–30, 2004, using random-digit dialing techniques. Analyses are
weighted to conform with census figures on characteristics such as sex,
race, age, and education. 

2. The adjusted count R2 is .276 for a multinomial logit model (not
shown) tying favoring marriage, favoring civil unions, or opposing both to
political ideology, party identification, religion, age, education, gender,
race, and sexual orientation. 

3. This is about three-quarters the size of the original sample Wright
et al. (1985) used to develop their state liberalism measure. Although
direct measures of attitudes toward same-sex marriage (SSM) may have
been preferable, obtaining sufficient numbers of SSM polls with state-
identifiers, most of which have been conducted in the past few years,
was not practical. Negative judgments of homosexual relations and 
opposition to SSM are strongly correlated. In a 2003 CBS News/New
York Times poll, 94% of those who called homosexual relations
“morally wrong” opposed SSM, compared to only 10% of those who
said they were “okay” and 39% of those who didn’t care that much;
and 94% of those who said homosexual relations should be illegal 
opposed SSM, compared to only 28% of those who said they should be
legal. Likewise, in a 2003 Pew Research Center poll, 85% of those who
said that homosexual behavior was a sin opposed SSM, compared to
only 23% of those who said it was not a sin. (Gammas for the three
relationships range from .76 to .90.) 

4. The exact question was “What about sexual relations between two
adults of the same sex—do you think it is always wrong, almost always
wrong, wrong only sometimes, or not wrong at all?” See Yang (1997,
484–85) for full data on the series. NORC has only recently begun offering
a state-identifier with a special version of the GSS, because it does not sam-
ple on states and makes no claim about the representativeness of the state
samples. Brace et al. (2002), however, show that state-level GSS measures
should be representative under fairly general conditions. The GSS sample
does not include respondents from Hawaii, Idaho, Maine, Nebraska, Nevada,
or New Mexico. I only have the state-identifier through 1998.

5. The surveys were fielded by the Times Mirror Center for the Peo-
ple and the Press and its successor, the Pew Research Center for the
People and the Press. The first three surveys were conducted by the
Gallup Organization, the remainder by the Princeton Survey Research
Associates. The first four were personal interviews, the remainder tele-
phone interviews. Sample sizes varied widely from year to year, with the
last two surveys less than one-third the size of the first. The 1990 and
1994 surveys did not identify the respondent’s state of residence. Gallup,
April 25–May 10, 1987 (N = 4244); Gallup, May 13–22, 1988 (N =
3021); Gallup, January 1–February 5, 1989 (N = 2048); PSRA, May

References
Abramowitz, Alan. 2004. “Terrorism, Gay Marriage, and Incumbency:

Explaining the Republican Victory in the 2004 Presidential Elec-
tion.” The Forum 2 (4): Article 3. http://www.bepress.com/forum/
vol2/iss4/art3.

Burden, Barry C. 2004. “An Alternative Account of the 2004 Presidential
Election.” The Forum 2 (4): Article 2. http://www.bepress.com/forum/
vol2/iss4/art2. 

Chinni, Dante. 2004. “Is the Post-Election Red Tinge a Mandate? Don’t
Bet on It,” Christian Science Monitor, November 4, 9.

1–31, 1990 (N = 3004); PSRA, October 21–November 10, 1991 
(N = 2020); PSRA, May 28–June 10, 1992 (N = 3517); PSRA, May
18–24, 1993 (N = 1507); PSRA, July 12–27, 1994 (N = 1009); and
PSRA, November 5–17, 1997 (N = 1165). 

6. Question wording varied somewhat across polling firms. “Do you
think that homosexual relations between consenting adults in their own
homes should be legal or illegal?” Gallup (N = 1513, June 17–20, 1977;
N = 1531, June 25–28, 1982; N = 1008, November 11–18, 1985; N =
1015, March 14–18, 1987; N = 1227, October 12–15, 1989; N = 1216,
August 29–September 3, 1991; N = 1002, June 4–8, 1992; N = 1003,
November 21–24, 1996); “Do you think that homosexual relations between
consenting adults in their own homes should be legal or illegal?” CBS
News/New York Times (N = 1480, August 16–20, 1987; N = 1143, Febru-
ary 9–11 and 20–21, 1993); “Do you think that homosexual relations be-
tween consenting adults in the privacy of their own homes should be legal
or illegal?” Los Angeles Times (N = 2405, July 9–14, 1986; N = 2040,
August 15–19, 1987); “Do you think homosexual relations between con-
senting adults should or should not be legal?” ABC News/Washington Post
(N = 1531, June 23–26, 1994); “Do you think that homosexual relations
between consenting adults should or should not be legal?” Yankelovich
Partners (N = 800, June 15–16, 1994).

7. Those who did not know or refused to answer were dropped. 
8. I created a data set with 50 blank lines, one for each state; created

each of the variables in the probit model; coded the year and firm vari-
ables to indicate that this was a 1998 GSS question; then, after running
the probit model, switched from the combined sample to this “dummy”
data set and ran the Stata predict command to generate the expected
probability of saying homosexual relations were always wrong. By chang-
ing the coding on the firm or year variables in the dummy data set, I
could have generated the expected percentage saying homosexual relations
should be illegal or that AIDS could be God’s punishment for immoral
sexual behavior for any survey year from 1973 through 1998. That is, the
state percentages for “always wrong” in 1998 are just nonlinear transfor-
mations of state percentages on any of these questions in any year—the
relative ranking of the states would not change. 

9. Previous research has already shown that voter turnout did not in-
crease in states that voted on constitutional amendments banning same-sex
marriage (Abramowitz 2004; Burden 2004; Langer 2004; Nordhaus 2004;
Sherrill 2004; Signorile 2004). Likewise, I find no link between disap-
proval of homosexuality and turnout. The strongest determinant appears to
have been the closeness of the 2000 election—each additional percentage
point gap between the candidates in 2000 lowered expected turnout by
half a point. The 11 battleground states that saw special campaign atten-
tion had turnouts two to four points higher than predicted by the vote gap
alone. Holding constant the gap and the campaign attention, however,
turnout tended to be higher the greater the support for Bush in 2000. Bad
economic conditions, reflected in higher unemployment rates, apparently
lowered turnout. In no version of the model did disapproval of homosexu-
ality have any noticeable impact on voter turnout, however.

10. I experimented with both the Wright et al. (2000) partisanship and
ideological measures; the Republicanism coefficient was not significant,
and substituting it for conservatism yielded stronger and more clearly 
significant coefficients on the disapproval coefficient in each model.

Dao, James. 2004. “Same-Sex Marriage Issue Key to Some GOP Races,”
New York Times, November 4, 4.

Freedman, Paul. 2004. “The Gay Marriage Myth: Terrorism, Not Values,
Drove Bush’s Re-election,” Slate, November 5. http://www.slate.com/
id/2109275/.

Long, J. Scott, and Jeremy Freese. 2001. Regression Models for Categorical
Dependent Variables Using Stata. College Station, TX: Stata Corporation.

Los Angeles Times. 2004. Poll # 2004–501: Presidential Politics/Corporate
Scandals/Gay Issues. March 27–30.



PSOnline www.apsanet.org 199

Manly, Howard. 2004. “In the End, It Was the Bible, Stupid,” Boston
Herald, November 4, 55.

McGough, Michael. 2004. “Election Shows Split on Cultural Lines,”
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, November 4, A1.

Nordhaus, William. 2005. “The Profile of an Election, 2004: Outcomes
and Fundamentals,” The Economists' Voice 2 (2): Article 3. http://www.
bepress.com/ev/vol2/iss2/art3.

Sherrill, Kenneth. 2004. “Same-Sex Marriage, Civil Unions, and the 2004
Presidential Election.” National Gay and Lesbian Task Force.

Signorile, Michelangelo. 2004. “Don’t Blame the Gays: Why the ‘Moral Values’
Story Plays Right into the GOP’s Hands,” New York Press, November 10,
17. http://www.nypress.com/17/45/news&columns/signorile.cfm.

Testa, Karen. 2004. “A Year After Ruling, Nation Remains Divided over
Gay Marriage,” Boston Globe, November 12.

Vennochi, Joan. 2004. “Was Gay Marriage Kerry’s Undoing?” Boston
Globe, November 4, A15.

Wooldridge, Jeffrey M. 2003. Introductory Econometrics: A Modern 
Approach, 2d edition. Cincinnati, OH: South-Western College.

Wright, Gerald C., Jr., Robert S. Erickson, and John P. McIver. 1985.
“Measuring State Partisanship and Ideology with Survey Data.” Journal
of Politics 47:469–89.

Wright, Gerald C., Jr., John P. McIver, Robert S. Erickson, and David B.
Holian. 2000. “Stability and Change in State Electorates, Carter
through Clinton.” Presented at the annual meeting of the Midwest
Political Science Association, Chicago.

U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Local Area Unem-
ployment Statistics,” http://www.bls.gov/lau/home.htm#tables. Accessed
January 20, 2005.



apsa national office

Established in 1903, APSA is the oldest, largest, most comprehensive political science 
society in the world. Members are scholars, students, teachers, researchers, and profes-
sionals in the public and private sectors. APSA members live and work in over 70 countries 
around the world. Members, volunteer leaders, and the national offi ce staff of APSA work 

together to advance the discipline by 

guiding political science in the 21st century

1527 NEW HAMP SHIRE AVE NW  WASHINGTON, DC 20036-1206  HTTP://WWW.APSANET.ORG

american political science associationamerican political science association

Networking a World of Scholars

Advancing access to scholarship is a central activity of APSA. Now, in 
partnership with over a dozen organizations, scholars and students 
can fi nd a wealth of research online through Political Research Online 
[PROL]. PROL brings nearly 15,000 conference papers online with 
more added monthly. PROL is also an outlet for scholars seeking 
comment on early working or draft papers. Learn more and search at:

www.politicalscience.org/.

APSA has just concluded its second annual Teaching & Learning Conference. 
This new endeavor is part of APSA's effort to promote greater understanding of 
cutting-edge approaches, techniques, and methodologies that can be applied in 
the political science classroom. Details on the 2006 gathering will be available 

soon. For more visit the APSA web site at: www.apsanet.org/.

APSA's Centennial Center for Political Science & Public Affairs is 
a great new resource for the discipline. The Center, located in the 
Association's headquarters building, provides offi ce space for schol-
ars and students conducting fi eld work in Washington. Through the 
Center, APSA also offers a number of  research grant opportunities for 
scholars working in various subfi elds. For more info visit the Center 

web site at: www.apsanet.org/centennialcenter/.

bringing scholarship online

supporting political science research

Learn more about what APSA is doing for you!

As political scientists, we understand that an environment conducive to teach ing and 

research does not occur by chance. Since 1903, APSA’s mem bers have broadened 

professional op por tu ni ty in political science and ad vanced the scholarly interests of 

those who study politics, gov ern ment, and public policy all over the world. 

Visit APSANet at  www.apsanet.org 

addressing teaching and learning 


