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ABSTRACT
Millennials have different voting behavior than generations before them. In the 2008 and 2012
presidential elections they voted for the Democratic candidate in greater numbers than the
Republican candidate. The purpose of this study is to figure out why Millennials were more
likely to vote for the Democratic candidate. The factors examined include party identification,
religion, race and income. It is found that Millennials have different voting behavior than other
generations and it could be a result of various factors. Party affiliation has seen a shift toward
Millennials remaining independent but preferring to register as a Democrat than a Republican.
Millennials have fewer religious individuals than other generations and the amount of religious
individuals continues to decrease. Millennials are as likely to vote based off of racial
identification as generations before them. Millennials are as likely as other generations to vote
for a Republican candidate if their income is higher. The findings from this study show that
Millennials are different from the generations before them and it has influenced their voting
behavior.
The form and content of this abstract are approved. I recommend its publication.
Approved: Michael Berry
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

This study seeks to examine factors that affected voting behavior in the 2008 and 2012
elections with a focus on generational cohort effects. Of particular interest is the Millennial
generation, which is defined as including all individuals born between 1981 through 1994 (Pew
Research 2012).1 While generational differences in voting behavior are expected, this study
seeks to explain why the voting behavior of Millennials would differ from other generations.
Possible reasons for that include religion, race, income, ideology and party affiliation. Religiosity
is the primary focus of this aspect of the study since the new generation of voters is less religious
than earlier generations (Pew Research 2012). In short, the analysis presented in this study seeks
to test for differences in generational voting behavior and provide explanations for patterns that
exist.
The study will begin with a breakdown of the 2008 and 2012 presidential elections using
data from the American National Election Study (ANES) as well as exit poll data from CNN and
Pew. A number of individual-level factors are examined as potential influences on voting
behavior. This will look at what defines each generation and how generational characteristics
might have affected both elections. The study will then focus on the new generation, voting
behavior and religious influence on voters. By breaking down these categories, the study will
present a framework for possible explanations to existing patterns found in the study and give a
hypothesis for expected results. The study will then analyze data from various sources to see if
any variable can be determined to have a significant impact on voters.
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The 2008 election will only represent Millennials born through 1990 since Millennials born after were not old
enough to vote. The 2012 election will represent the full Millennial demographic.
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This subject is worth studying because the uniqueness of the Millennial generation could
change the landscape of politics in the future. A growing voter base that is secular and socially
liberal could benefit more socially liberal candidates. Focusing on the Millennial generation adds
to the study of voting behavior as a whole because it might also lead to a trend in how the next
generation might vote.
This study will contribute to the political science literature in the area by examining
voting behavior of the Millennial generation in the two most recent presidential cycles. The
expected results should be in line with earlier research showing that Millennials are more likely
to vote for Democratic presidential candidates (Pew Research 2012). The purpose of this study is
to test whether the primary reason for that is because Millennials tend to be less religious than
other generations and that impacts their decision to vote for the Democratic presidential
candidate.
The implications of the study include finding out how people are likely to vote given
their religion and age. If religion does play a significant role in voting behavior then it would
explain how candidates might try appealing to voters in the future. With religious identification
on a decline, the study examines the possibility that candidates might become more liberal in
social issues to appeal to the Millennial generation. If the study concludes that there is an
increasing amount of Millennials voting for the Democratic candidate then the Democratic Party
might do more to continue winning support from Millennials.
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CHAPTER II
RESEARCH TOPIC AND QUESTION

Voting behavior is a major topic within the field of American politics that offers an indepth view of how and why people choose their elected officials. This is important because it
helps scholars better understand how people vote in presidential elections and how they might
vote in future elections. Studies in this area have explored the mindset of the voters and what
issues are important when it comes to their decision making process. A wealth of existing
research has focused on people and how they choose to vote based on important issues at the
time (Bartles 2000, Brooks and Manza 1997, Coleman 2004). This study continues in that
tradition by focusing on the 2008 and 2012 elections.
The research question asked in this study is how does the Millennial generation’s voting
behavior differ from earlier generations? By many accounts, Millennials appear to be more
socially liberal compared to the generations before them (Pew Research 2012). If that is true then
we would expect that members of the Millennial cohort would be more likely to vote for
Democratic presidential candidates. Beyond ideology, the religiosity of a person is expected to
strongly influence how one votes. Previous studies have shown that the Millennial generation is
the least religious generation in the history of the United States and religious affiliation is often
connected to social ideals (Pew Research 2012). Millennials are the least religiously involved
generation and there could be a possible connection to the lack of religion and the decision to
vote for the Democratic candidate. The questions that need to be addressed are, if a lack of
religion does lead to more liberally-based social ideas, and, if that leads to a preference for the
Democratic candidate.
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It is possible, however, that these assumptions of each generation might be false and that
economic issues are a more significant indicator of one’s political preference and that influences
decisions to vote for either candidate. Millennials could prefer more economically liberal
policies as well and that could influence their vote as much as their preference to socially liberal
policies. The same could be true for non-Millennials who might favor socially conservative
policies that influence their behavior in a more significant way than economic issues.
This study looks to first breakdown the generations and the uniqueness of the Millennial
generation when compared to the generations before it. If it can be determined that Millennials
are significantly different than the generations before them, then the study finds a basis for why
they might have different voting behavior than other generations. One argument this study makes
is that Millennials are substantially different than generations before them. The uniqueness of
their ideals are expected to play a major role in how they chose to vote during the 2008 and 2012
elections when they had more influence on the outcome.
The next part of the study focuses on generational voting behavior. Traditionally
generations vote in different manners and breaking down how they voted could serve to find how
each generation was different (Pew Research 2012). By determining the difference in voting
behavior, the study could focus on what issues are most important to each generation. This could
also find just how different the Millennial generation is compared to the earlier generations.
Because the Millennial generation is less religious than other generations, the analysis
will then look at how much of a role religion plays in shaping voting behavior. The assumption is
that religion is among the greatest determining factors on candidate selection. It is expected that
members of religions that align more with the Republican agenda are more likely to vote for the
Republican candidate. It is also expected that nonreligious people will be significantly more
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likely to vote for the Democratic candidate because they are less likely to share the conservative
social values of the Republican candidate.
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CHAPTER III
LITERATURE REVIEW

As referenced in the introduction, this study seeks to assess generational differences in
voting behavior and provide an explanation for any differences that are found. Thus, an
important first step is to simply determine whether Millennials differ in their voting behavior
relative to other generations. Of particular interest is the effect of religiosity as a casual factor
that may help explain differences that exist. In order to provide such an analysis, generational
cohorts and groups must be examined to determine their voting priorities. Before doing so,
however, it is important to first access the state of existing research on this topic.
The literature review proceeds in three parts. First discussed are studies that have tested
for generational differences in voting behavior. This section is followed by one that examines the
uniqueness of the Millennial generation. While many differences exist, not all are expected to
affect the political actions of Millennials. The final section surveys the primary conclusions from
individual-level studies of voting behavior. Among the most important factors from this are race,
income, ideology and party affiliation.
Generational Differences at the Ballot Box
There are many differences between Millennials and other generations in how
information is obtained and how that impacts voting behavior. A study by Poole and Palfrey
shows that a more informed generation is more likely to vote, but Millennials are not voting at
the same rate as other generations (1987).
Considine, Horton and, Moorman found that Millennials were obtaining more political
information than generations before them, but still did not have a strong voter turnout (2009).
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While studies have shown that people with more information are more likely to vote, this has not
been the case with Millennials. Voter predictability seeks to find why Millennials are not voting
in higher numbers if they do get more information from the Internet than other generations.
Millennials are expected to have predictable voting behavior. Millennials are more likely
to vote for a Democratic presidential candidate which might mean that they are more informed if
this voting pattern is predictable. The other assumption is that Millennials are less informed than
other generations and, therefore, are less likely to take part in elections. These are two
assumptions that can be made about Millennials in connection to the Palfrey and Poole study
(1987). While Millennials use the Internet as their primary source, it does not mean that they are
more informed than other generations. The voting patterns of other generations are less
predictable than that of Millennials, but they also show higher voter turnout.
It would be worth noting that Millennials contain the highest number of unaffiliated
voters out of any generation (Pew Research 2012). Unaffiliated voters tended to vote more for
the Democratic candidate in the 2008 presidential election (Pew Research 2012). Another
connection to the Palfrey and Poole study is that Millennials are not well informed because they
are less extreme in their political alignment than other generations. Millennials’ reluctance to
align themselves with a party could show uncertainty. The perception that Millennials remain
apathetic could be true. Johnson and Kaye found that they are participating in other areas of
politics, but that might not translate to more informed voters (2003).
Wells and Dudash ask how youth participation affects presidential elections (2007). It is
unknown how much influence younger generations can have on election outcomes because their
voting pattern is somewhat unpredictable. Riker and Ordeshook (1968) discussed how the
importance of elections might influence voters to take part if they feel the outcome is in doubt
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and that might have impacted the results of the 2008 election, but still does not explain why
turnout decreased for the 2012.
The predictability of Millennial voting behavior is difficult because they are obtaining
information at greater levels than other generations but still choosing not to vote. Considine,
Horton and Moorman (2009) find that the amount of information obtained through the Internet
from Millennials is significantly greater than other generations, but Wells and Dudash (2007)
question the reliability of that information. Palfrey and Poole found that more knowledgeable
voters were more likely to vote, but this does not explain why it was not the case for the 2004
election (1987). A possible explanation is from Catellani and Alberici’s study that the
candidate’s personality impacts a voter’s decision to vote (2012). If voters are disillusioned, then
it could lead to them opting not to vote rather regardless of how much information they have on a
candidate.
Wells and Dudash (2007) come to the same conclusion from Considine, Horton and
Moorman that the Internet is the primary source of information for the younger generation
(2009). While this is important, Wells and Dudash also find that they will discuss information
with their friends and family which also helps shape their beliefs (2007). The study also finds
that the much of the younger generation discusses political issues on a daily basis (Wells and
Dudash 2007). A problem that came up was the reliability of the information that they received.
The younger generation acknowledged that the information it receives from the media and
Internet is a good starting point, but it needs to be further explored to uncover more credible
information (Wells and Dudash 2007).
Previous generations had different means of receiving their information about politics
and elections, but the Millennial generation focuses on the Internet while also commonly
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receiving information from different media including television, advertising and film. This
diverse media landscape has a significant influence on the ideology of Millennials by providing
an abundance of information from differing political perspectives (Considine, Horton and
Moorman 2009). There has been an increase in the amount of people that are socially liberal and
it is a result of a more open and accepting media portrayal of formerly controversial issues like
gay rights (Considine, Horton and Moorman 2009).
The findings from Wells and Dudash were in line with Palfrey and Poole in the sense that
the younger generation feels that they are more likely to take part in elections if they are better
informed (2007). Riker and Ordeshook discussed the concept of civic duty which seems less
prevalent in the younger generation (1968). The study by Wells and Dudash did find a few cases
in which learning more lead to a decrease in participation (Wells and Dudash 2007). The more
the younger generation found out about candidates, the less likely they were to vote for them
because they felt disillusioned by the candidate. The participants in the study believe that they
either know a significant amount about politics or want to know more about politics.
The Galatas and Pressley study did question their results when they found that there were
respondents with a low sense of civic duty, and felt that the outcome was not close, but decided
to vote anyway (2010). There were also those with a high sense of civic duty, and felt that the
outcome was close, but decided not to vote. These go counter to the conclusions of the study, but
they are seen as isolated circumstances (Riker and Ordeshook 1968). The Millennial generation
had a lower turnout rate than the generations before it and this could be connected to the
assumption that it is apathetic, but it could also be because Millennials felt that the election was
not in doubt. The 2008 and 2012 elections both had potential for closeness, but that did not
translate to a higher percentage of Millennials turning out to vote. Urbatsch’s idea that
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Millennials generally lack political interest could overshadow Riker and Ordeshook’s belief that
closeness will lead to an increase in voter turnout.
Millennials are perceived to have the same qualities as those that participated in the Wells
and Dudash study. Low voter turnout in the 2012 election could be explained by disillusioned
rather than lack of knowledge. Millennials assume that they have a significant amount of
knowledge about the political world and could explain Johnson and Kaye’s study that says they
are more likely to take part in other areas of politics. Millennials are actually highly engaged in
discussing politics and gathering information, but that does not lead to an increase in voter
turnout.
Millennials are different from other generations because they are better informed but still
turnout in smaller numbers. Part of this could be their unpredictability or because of
disillusionment. The next part will examine the voting behavior of other generations.
Generational Lifetime Voting
Millennials have a low voter turnout but it could be a result of a few reasons. One reason
could be that each generation is different and there is a general decline in party affiliation
(Abramson 1976). The other reason might be that generations, like Generation X and Baby
Boomers, start off slowly but participate more as they age (Lyons and Alexander 2003).
A study conducted by Abramson looks at the connection between age and partisanship
voting from 1952 to 1974. One of the major findings was that weak party loyalty from young
adults was not a result of their youth but rather that the generation as a whole was less likely to
identify with a party (Abramson 1976). The study determined that there was not an increase in
party loyalty as each generation got older but rather that the percentage stayed the relatively
similar throughout the 22-year cycle of the study. This connects to Millennials because it shows
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that they are less likely to identify with either party compared to generations before them. This is
not a result from this generation being younger, but rather it is because, as a whole, it is just less
likely to identify with either party.
A study by Lyons and Alexander finds evidence that both supports and contradicts the
Abramson study (2003). A significant finding was that there has been a decrease in party loyalty
within each generation beginning in 1932 (Lyons and Alexander 2003). A different finding from
the study was that generational cohorts are slower to enter the electorate, but they eventually
catch up by the age of 50. This contradicts the Abramson study because it shows that
generational cohorts eventually show greater party loyalty as they age. Since Millennials show
weak party loyalty, Lyons and Alexander argue that it is because of their youth and not their
generation.
A 2011 election study conducted by Pew looks at the differences in voting behavior over
the lifetime of a generation. The “Greatest Generation” (individuals over the age of 84 in 2011)
typically voted for the Democrat throughout their entire lifespan showing that they did not
become more conservative. One reason for this could be the political realignment that saw the
Democrats eventually shift to being more liberal and Republicans being more conservative as a
result of the New Deal Coalition.
The “Silent Generation” (individuals between the ages of 69-83 in 2011) was initially
more likely to vote Republican but saw a shift halfway through their life. They eventually shifted
back to being more likely to vote Republican and had the most Republican voters of any
generation in recent elections (Pew Research 2011).
The “Boomer Generation” (individuals between the ages of 49-68 in 2011) had varying
results based on their age. The younger Boomers (49-54) voted Republican more than the middle
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(55-60) or older Boomers (60-69) in every presidential election. The young and middle Boomers
both started out voting more Republican, but the middle Boomers started voting Democrat more
often as they aged. The older Boomers began voting more Democrat but eventually became more
likely to vote Republican as they aged. This shows differences within the Boomer generation.
“Generation X” (individuals between the ages of 29-48 in 2011) was more likely to vote
Democrat in their first elections but there were also differences within the generation. Older Gen
Xers (37-48) have voted more Republican than other generations in every election since 1996.
The younger Gen Xers (29-36) voted more Democrat in every election since 2004. Within the
generation, there are significant differences. Older Gen Xers are more likely to vote Republican
than younger Gen Xers.
Millennials have always been more likely to vote Democrat. In every election since they
have entered the electorate, they have been one of the highest Democrat voting generations.
The results are mixed as Boomers and Gen Xers conflict within the group but, as a whole,
most of the generations became more likely to vote Republican as they aged. The older
generations have been more likely to vote Republican in the last few elections but that is a more
recent phenomenon as previous generations’ individuals more likely to vote Democrat as they
aged (Pew Research 2011)
Next, the study will look at how Millennials are different through their expectations,
work environment, focus on technology and civic engagement to help give a basic understanding
of Millennials before examining their voting behavior.
Uniqueness of Millennials
Many studies have examined ways in which Millennials are unique. These areas have
spanned a broad number of topics including economics (Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons 2012) and
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media consumption (Considine, Horton and Moorman 2009). In this study, it is expected that
Millennials will have radically different voting behavior from other generations because they
grew up in a completely different environment. The important differences in Millennials include
their expectations, work environment, focus on technology and civic engagement. The study
finds that Millennials are significantly different in these areas compared to other generations.
The important parts of understanding Millennials are their expectations, work
environment, focus on technology and their civic engagement. With different expectations of the
economy and job market than other generations, Millennials have different expectations for their
job success. With that they also expect things to be more comfortable for them as a sacrifice for
more performance-based jobs that lack that security. This differs from other generations, but this
does not lead to apathy among the generation. Millennials can see things as bleak at times, but
also use technological innovation as their avenue for political participation. They are not less
likely to take part than other generations, but engage in other manners online. These differences
could be an explanation for the uniqueness of Millennials to other generations in political
attitude.
The Millennial generation has different attitudes toward the country, in terms of career
expectations, than generations that preceded it (Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons 2012). One of the
most notable areas of focus is on the assessment of the job market. Previous generations
expected that there would be a career available for them upon completion of college but
Millennials see career opportunities as limited. Economic factors play significantly in voting
behavior and the attitude of each generation could play a significant impact by determining how
beneficial it is to vote.
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One study finds that the main focus of Millennial’s careers is the ability to advance (Ng,
Schweitzer and Lyons 2012). They seek jobs that offer them a chance for an increase in pay and
advancement in their employment. Part of that is the understanding that they might not be able to
have success upon graduation. Millennials have the realistic expectation that finding ideal jobs is
not attainable early on in their career (Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons 2012). Such economic
considerations may filter into the voting booth because the economic situation plays a role in
determining how they will vote (Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons 2012). If the economy is struggling
and opportunities are limited then Millennials are more likely to vote for someone that they feel
would be better suited in creating better opportunities.
Other things Millennials seek include working in a comfortable environment. The
Millennial generation is attached to the idea of being nurtured and they want a comfortable and
nurturing job environment. Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons also focus on whether work expectations
and priorities differ in the Millennial generation (2012). Their results support the notion that
Millennials have different expectations or priorities among different demographics. A few
secondary findings included their preference to base pay instead of work incentives and flexible
spending instead of long-term financial investment (Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons 2012). This may
also connect to voting behavior because Millennials expect guaranteed security over future
investment. Millennials tend to see things in a more short-term model instead of long-term
solutions. That could play a role in the manner in which they choose to vote.
Millennials and the Media
A misconception about Millennials is that they are less likely to be politically engaged
leading to apathy. “The Web did seem to engage people more politically, as almost two-thirds
claim that their involvement in politics has increased or greatly increased since they first became
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online users” (Johnson and Kaye 2003, 9). Greater Internet availability means that Millennials
would be more able to engage politically than during the time this study was conducted. Having
grown up in an age of technological innovation, Millennials are predisposed to utilizing the
Internet as the primary source of information when compared to earlier generations (Considine,
Horton and Moorman 2009). This has led to an increase in interest in politics. This has also led
to an increase in voting, political interest and campaign interest.
According to Johnson and Kaye, the Internet is significantly influencing elections in new
ways (2003). People were more heavily reliant on the Internet to gather political information
during the 1996 and 2000 elections. It was found that people that people are growing
increasingly more reliant on the Internet as a means of gathering political information and
engaging in political activity (Johnson and Kaye 2003). There has been a significant increase in
the amount of people that get political information and engage politically online. This increase
has been seen through the Millennial generation’s usage of the Internet as a primary source of
obtaining information (Considine, Horton and Moorman 2009).
The connection this has to Millennials is the attitude they have for voting. If media does
have as much influence as Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons (2010) and Considine, Horton and
Moorman (2009) noted, then Millennials might be even less likely to vote in general. By
gathering information from the media that projects a one-sided election, Millennials may feel
that their vote does not have a significant impact and they might choose not to vote. Galatas and
Pressley discussed the significance of engaging the Millennial generation in civic participation
and political education. A study by Urbatsch shows that Millennials tend to lack political interest
(2012). If Urbatsch’s analysis is correct then a candidate’s appeal to Millennial voters may make
them more likely to vote in general. The other connection between Galatas and Pressley’s study
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and Urbatsch is that the Millennial generation’s lack of interest in politics could lead it to having
one of the lowest voter turnout among all generations.
The abundance of information available on the Internet is seen as a positive in advancing
the political interests of Millennials. Other outlets can be costlier or filtered and that limits the
access to those sources. Scholars believe that this abundance of information leads to a more level
playing field as more vantage points are represented while limiting their censorship (Johnson and
Kaye 2003). The hypothesis that Millennials are significantly more liberal than other generations
could be connected to their access to the Internet. Considine, Horton and Moorman discusses
how Millennials use the Internet to reinforce their beliefs about the state of the country and that
could lead to different perceptions of the shape of the country. If a Millennial feels that the
country is in poor shape then they might utilize the Internet to justify their belief. Their increased
opportunity to engage civically could also help reinforce their beliefs if they are practiced more
often. If there is increased opportunity to engage civically, the religious beliefs of Millennials
could be important in determining how they will choose to engage.
Like all generations, Millennials do consider economic factors to be important in their
decision making process. The difference with Millennials and other generations throughout these
elections was that economic issues were not seen as important as social issues (Considine,
Horton and Moorman 2009).
A main focus of this study is how different the Millennial generation is compared to other
generations. In order to appeal to this generation, there needs to be a shift in the way news is
delivered. Politicians spend a significant amount of money on media and it has the ability to
sway voters (Considine, Horton and Moorman 2009). The Considine, Horton and Moorman
study has a connection to the Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons study in the sense that the information
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Millennials gathered from the media, about the job market, could influence their perception of
the job market. Millennials have been told that the job market is difficult at the moment and they
have allowed that to influence their hopes for the future.
Palfrey and Poole discuss the relationship between information, ideology and voting
behavior. The study finds that people that are more informed in elections are more extreme in
their political alignment and are more likely to vote in elections than those that are not as well
informed (Palfrey and Poole 1987). Palfrey and Poole also find that more informed voters are
more predictable in their voting patterns. Much of this can be connected to Millennials through
how informed their generation is compared to other generations. Considine, Horton and
Moorman focused on how much Millennials use the Internet as their source of gathering
information and use it as a means of civic participation. If Millennials are more informed than
the average person then they would be more likely to vote. The issue with this is how many
Millennials are seeking out information to become more informed with elections.
An important part of the Millennial generation is its civic participation. As Considine
Horton and Moorman mention, there are efforts to find different methods of teaching Millennials
and shifting their attitude toward civic participation. Galatas and Pressley discuss the role of
civic engagement with the Millennial generation. According to the study there has been a
significant decline in younger generation’s civic engagement and it has created a renewed focus
on academia to encourage it. Millennials seem disinterested in civic participation that lacks
complexity, but are more willing to engage if they are engaged in problem solving situations
(Galatas and Pressley 2010). The Galatas and Pressley study supports the conclusions found in
the Considine, Horton and Moorman study by focusing on media influence. The idea of
disenchantment with politics is one of the reasons there is a declining amount of civic
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participation in younger generations and it can be connected to the negativity developed through
the media.
Millennials are unique to other generations through their means of obtaining political
information and the media (Considine, Horton and Moorman 2009). Individual variables also
influences voting behavior.
Individual Influences on Voting Behavior
Conformity can influence party affiliation (Coleman 2004). The voting behavior of
Millennials seems to shift based off of trends. Generations as a whole experience political waves
that influence how they vote in each election, but Millennials are one of the more unpredictable
generations. They are not registering with either party in greater numbers than other generations
and the independent vote seems to shift based off of trends. Voting conformity and partisan
voting are both areas that might explain the changes trends among Millennials and other
generations.
Election results have shifted in the last few presidential election cycles with the
Democratic Party winning the White House twice. In order to find how much religion affects
Millennial voting, voting behavior as a whole needs to be analyzed. Urbatsch’s study focuses on
the intellectual aspect of voting. The major conclusion Urbatch has is that people with higher
cognitive capacities are more likely to vote on personal interest when compared to others.
Personal interest may include issues like gay rights or education funding, singular issues that
have a direct impact on someone that might be homosexual or someone attending school. The
other part is that people disinterested in politics do not see their vote as an expression of
themselves. People that are interested in politics tend to turn out and vote regardless of whether
they feel their vote might have a significant impact on the outcome. This is different from the
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rationality of people with higher cognitive capacities because they should understand that the
importance would be diminished if it will not have any implications (Urbatsch 2012).
One reason that might explain a person’s voting behavior is the concept of conformity
(Coleman 2004). A study by Coleman focuses on the idea of voting in conformity and that
people will vote in elections if they feel that everyone else is voting. The study also discusses
how conformist behavior can also influence how the individual votes. The connection to the
2008 and 2012 elections is that there was significant support for Barack Obama and it is possible
that conformist behavior from the people led to increased support for Obama. Voter turnout in
2008 increased among the voting eligible population compared to 2004 and is possibly explained
by the conformity of the support for Obama as well as the expectation to vote in that election.
The 2012 election saw a significant decrease in voter turnout among the eligible voting
population that might be explained by less conformist expectations and support for either
candidate.
Coleman’s study relates to voting behavior of Millennials because a lot of their behavior
might be connected to the idea of conformity and less to the idea of religious affiliation.
Coleman’s study was conducted before the 2008 and 2012 elections and it determined that there
was a possible connection to voting conformity and election outcomes, but he also acknowledged
that more research needed to be conducted to see the significance of voting conformity (Coleman
2004). Coleman’s study could also connect to this study in the sense that socially liberal ideals
could be a result of conformity as well. By having people become more accepting of socially
liberal values through conformity, then it could potentially lead people to more likely vote for the
Democratic candidate.
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A connection between conformity and partisanship voting might be explained through the
studies from Coleman (2004) and Bartles (2000). Coleman found that voters shift their voting
behavior based off of trends. It is possible that a shifting social trend could lead to an increase in
voters registering with one party over another. Layman found that there were changes in the role
of religion in the parties that led to a shift in party registration (1997). Bartles also found that
partisan voting has increased significantly in the last few election cycles meaning people are
more likely to vote for someone in the same party than ever before (2000). Millennials are more
likely to register as Democrats, something that could explain the difference in voting behavior
between them and non-Millennials.
A further avenue of study may test whether there is conformity within the belief system
of the individual. Socially liberal issues have gained support within the country as they become
more socially acceptable. There is a potential connection that it is a result of conformity and that
the lack of religion among Millennials might also be a result of conformity. The expectations of
the 2016 election could show how much impact conformity has on the election. This study
believes that the Democratic candidate should garner even greater support because there will be
more Millennials eligible to vote and they will be less religious. If there is a swing in favor of the
Republican candidate then Coleman’s belief in conformity might show that the political
landscape plays a bigger factor than religious identification.
One possible issue within this study is that the connection might not be with the person
but with their political affiliation. A person might have chosen to vote for Obama in 2008
because there was a greater turnout meaning more Democrats came out to vote for him. The
2012 election saw a decrease in voter turnout when fewer Democrats turned out to vote for
Obama. “Suppose, for example, that in most states increasing turnout brings out proportionally
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more supporters for Democrats in a particular presidential election leading to a greater margin of
victory for the Democratic candidate. The result would be a negative correlation between party
entropy and turnout, and partisanship would be the explanation, not conformity” (Coleman 2004,
80).
One aspect of voting behavior is the idea of partisanship voting within the eligible voting
population. Voters are becoming more likely to vote for the presidential candidate that is of the
same party (Bartles 2000). During Bartles examination he noticed that these levels have greatly
increased from the 1952 to 1996 reaching levels of almost 80% partisanship voting. “In an era in
which parties in government seem increasingly consequential, the public may increasingly come
to develop and apply partisan predispositions of exactly the sort described by the authors of, The
American Voter” (Bartles 2000, 624). Voters have partisan predispositions that lead to
conclusions about what each party represents and that is one explanation for why they choose to
align with a party and vote for them in presidential elections. Millennials have found themselves
more likely to align with the Democratic Party, but registration within either party is not high.
Millennials often choose to stay independent.
Bartles broke down voters into weak, strong and leaning partisan categories (2000). Of
course, strong partisans are much more likely to vote for their party’s candidate. Figuring out
where Millennials stand could be an important indicator of how they vote. With more
Millennials registering as a Democrat, it needs to be determined how loyal they are to their party.
Most Millennials stay independent and it is also important to find which party they lean toward.
This study connects to Bartles’ conclusion by assuming that the registered Democrats among the
Millennial generation are significantly more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate in each
presidential election and that there are significantly more Democratic-leaning independents
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within the generation. Republican registered Millennials are just as likely to remain loyal to their
party, but it is expected that there would be significantly less Republican leaning Millennials
than those that lean Democrat.
Conformity does influence political identification (Coleman 2004). Religion is another
variable that can influence party identification.
Religious Influence on Individuals
Little existing research directly connects Millennials and religion as influences on voting
behavior. Finding such disparity between religious affiliation in Millennials and other
generations is the primary reason for this study to see whether it is influencing the changes in
voting behavior. The important components found in this section include the religious affiliation
as well as an individual’s race that impact how they vote. What is also examined is how the
religion of a candidate could potentially impact voters.
A Pew study found that there was a trend between Millennials becoming less politically
affiliated while seeing an increase in the number of religiously unaffiliated people (Drake 2014).
This demonstrates that religion might play a role in different voting patterns for Millennials
compared to other generations. By examining the overall impact of religion influence on voting,
the study will seek to explain how much the decrease in religiously affiliated Millennials might
influence their voting behavior.
A study by Layman examines the influence of religion on political behavior from 1980 to
1994. The study demonstrates how voting behavior changes throughout time by examining how
different religions have changed their voting patterns in different election cycles. Traditionally
conservative religions, like Protestants, were more likely to vote Republican throughout this
study while traditionally liberal religions, like Jews, were more like to vote for a Democrat. What
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the study also examines is the distinction between doctrinal conservatives and doctrinal liberals.
Doctrinal conservatives are more likely to align themselves with the Republican Party and vote
for the Republican candidate while doctrinal liberals are not more likely to align themselves with
the Democratic Party or vote for the Democratic candidate (Layman 1997).
A study by Brooks and Manza shows that just 1% of voters identified as having no
religion in 1960 while that number increased to 12% of the voting population in 1992. The shift
came from liberal Protestants (25% to 14%) and moderate Protestants (24% to 17%) (1997).
Depending on how the moderate Protestants voted, it is possible that they became more likely to
vote for a Democrat due to their secular shift. Assuming this trend continued, there would be
even fewer liberal and moderate Protestants today while the amount of nonreligious cleavages
grew. This would be significant if the hypothesis that nonreligious people are more likely to vote
for the Democratic candidate is true.
A 2006 study of religious influences on the 2004 presidential election discusses how it
helped secure a Republican victory. The general consensus is that religion plays a significant role
in election outcomes, but Guth believes that religion had a greater role in determining the 2004
presidential election. “The Republicans depend heavily on Evangelical Protestants, Latter-day
Saints, and traditionalists from all major (and most minor) religious traditions, with the bulk of
their remaining support coming from centrists in the three largest ones” (Guth 2006, 24). Former
President George Bush’s primary support came from religious members of the voting population
while the Democrats were more likely to rely on religious minorities and secular citizens.
Considering the increasing amount of religious minorities within the Millennial generation, it is
possible to explain why the Democrats saw an increase in votes during the elections that
followed.
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A study by Layman found that religion does play a role in voting trends (1997). People
that are disillusioned by religious ideals could spark social trends that influence partisanship. If a
trend does become big enough, a potential for a bandwagon effect might causes people to vote
with the popular norm. Examples are gay rights and abortion in which the social trend might
cause people to vote against a religious ideal. Social issues often influence trends and can
influence conformity among voters.
Another conclusion from this study is how devoutness of a religious sect also influences
an individual’s vote. Evangelicals saw an increase in their partisanship for the Republican Party
compared to less doctrinal sects of Protestantism. Democrats saw an increase in their
partisanship from secularists creating a “culture war” between the two parties (Layman 1997).
Millennials are the least doctrinal generation and that could explain the decrease in alignment
with the Republican Party. Millennials are more likely to stay secularist or religiously liberal
making them more likely to align with Democrats.
Layman raises the question whether religion directly affects an individual’s vote, or, if
the variables related to their religious affiliation influences their vote. “Religious orientations
may have indirect effects on partisanship and the vote, but their influence may be exerted
through variables other than policy attitudes” (Layman 1997, 307). Layman also mentions how
loyalty to traditional conservatism or traditional liberalism might lead to voting for a third party.
These questions influence the result of this study because the Millennial generation has attached
itself to a third party candidate, because of their religious affiliation. A Millennial’s vote could
also be influenced by outside variables that are connected to their religious affiliation.
Mitt Romney’s presidential campaigns in 2008 and 2012 were important in how the
public viewed a Mormon candidate. A study by McDermott, examines how a candidate’s
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religious affiliation influences the public’s perception of that candidate (2009). The primary
focus is on Evangelical candidates and how the public views them. The important factor is how
the public perceives them and the average voter often sees them as more ideologically extreme.
Evangelical candidates will attempt to appeal to the average voter by moving closer to the center
with a more moderate platform, but the stereotypes leave voters with a preconceived notion of
the candidate’s attitude (McDermott 2009).
The preconceived notion of Evangelical candidates being more conservative can be
positive and negative for the candidate. Generally it leads to a disadvantage for these candidates
among average voters. Millennials tend to consider themselves to be less spiritual, and more
socially liberal (McDermott 2009). Evangelical candidates typically hold strong conservative
beliefs, something that does not align with the average Millennial voter. Millennials feel less
connected to Evangelical candidates regardless of how they try to appeal to the Millennial
demographic (McDermott 2009). This study demonstrates that the media and technological
influence diminish an individual’s understanding of candidates. The media portrays a certain
stereotype of Evangelicals that are not always in line with their political ideology, but it can be a
significant way that an average voter can become turned off by a candidate’s political ideology
(McDermott 2009).
Republicans have been successful in convincing Evangelical voters to align with their
party, but have been unsuccessful with racial minorities. African-American and Latino
Evangelicals tend to hold the same social beliefs as white Evangelicals, but they have not
followed the same political appeal of the Republican Party (McDaniel and Ellison 2008).
According to McDaniel and Ellison, there has been limited movement from racial minority
Evangelicals in the shift to conservative social policies. The study shows that they were more
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likely to join the Democratic Party or stay unpartisan. The Republican Party supports socially
conservative policies that are often held by ethnic minorities, but it seems that other issues are
influencing their voting behavior (McDaniel and Ellison 2008).
The Catellani and Alberici study shows that the candidates’ personalities still play an
important factor in the way people vote. Traditionally conservatives tend to vote earlier and are
less likely to place more emphasis on a candidate’s personality but, the study shows that the
challenger’s personality is not significantly influential (Catellani and Alberici 2012). The
connection to McDermott is that it goes against the idea that voters can see candidates, primarily
challengers, as less relatable. There is still evidence that they take personality into consideration,
but it is not the primary factor in their decision making.
The religion of a candidate goes along with race, because it also impacts an individual’s
vote. Evangelical candidates are seen as less moderate while being stereotyped with more
conservative social ideals. This alienates groups of voters of different races and moderates
because they are unable to relate to them. A candidate can appeal to voters that share similar
religious beliefs because they feel that their positions on social issues are similar. The
demographic of Millennials is different than other generations meaning that there is a more
diverse demographic of voters. This could be an explanation for the unique voting behavior of
Millennials.
Racial Influence on Individuals
There is a significant counter argument on how much religion actually influences an
individual’s voting behavior. McDermott highlighted the importance of race, but other factors
might influence such as political ideology. Patrikios discusses other political variables that
influence voting behavior including church attendance, party identification, and ideology.
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Patrikios agrees with McDaniel that conservatives have been successful in appealing to
Evangelicals, but things like church attendance also have a significant role in voting behavior
(2008). Patrikios notes that normal church attendance leads to practicing greater conservatism.
This makes normal church attendees more likely to fall in line with social beliefs of the
Republican Party (Patrikios 2008).
Many white Evangelicals come from the same poor economic situation as ethnic
Evangelicals, but they still primarily choose to vote more conservative. This is because they
relate more to the Republican Party on social issues. The opposite effect is seen in racial
minorities as they are more attracted to liberal policies that tend to favor their economic situation
(McDaniel and Ellison 2008). Ethnic Evangelicals tend to have the same preferences on social
issues as white Evangelicals, but they weigh the economic factors as being more significant
(McDaniel and Ellison 2008). Evangelical candidates are having issues appealing to a range of
demographics. McDermott noted the difficulty of appealing to the average voter and McDaniel
notes how they have difficulty connecting to the ethnic voters. While religion seems to be an
important indicator in voting behavior, race also has a significant influence.
Patrikios further argues that politics and religion could be linked through reciprocal
causation. Religious voters could lean more conservative because they are more likely to
represent ideas taught within the church (Patrikios 2008). This begs the question of how much
religion affects voting behavior. McDaniel believes that the stereotype of Evangelicals voters
being more socially conservative is enough to influence voting behavior, but McDermott and
Patrikios argue that there are other factors at play. Race and church attendance are two leading
contributors in how people choose to vote in elections. Since Millennials are less religious and
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less likely to attend church as a whole, these might not be as influential as they had been for
earlier generations.
The religious influence on voting behavior seems to center around race and religion
according to the studies conducted by McDaniel and Ellison (2008), Guth (2006) and Patrikos
(2008). McDermott’s findings on the public perception of the candidate also show that the
religion of the candidate can have an impact on voting behavior. Millennials are perceived to be
more likely to register Democrat than Republican, but are more likely to stay independent. This
could be explained by either disenfranchisement with the Republican candidate or a decrease in
the amount of Millennials that are Protestant compared to non-Millennials.
Social and Economic Influence on Individuals
Another topic considered in the Guth study is that religious organizations differ on
foreign policy and economic issues. Social issues are a major determining factor in how religious
groups vote, but the difference in foreign policy and economic issues also play a role in which
candidate they prefer. An expectation was that Republicans would continue trying to appeal to
their traditional voter base, but also attempt to appeal more to religious minorities (Guth 2006). It
was also expected that Democrats would continue expanding their appeal to religious groups.
Depending on the results of this study, it can be determined how successful each party was in
appealing to religious minorities and their traditional base.
Social issues play a significant role in trends, but economic issues are the other important
aspect people consider when voting. The economic state of the country is important in
determining how people might vote and if it has the same influence as social trends on
Millennials.
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A study by Markus discusses the importance of economics on voting behavior. The study
focuses primarily on the economic state of the United States and how that might influence the
outcome of presidential elections. Through the study Markus identified party identification and
race as two of the most influential indicators of how an individual will vote. Economic status of
the country does have an impact on support for an incumbent running for reelection (Markus
1988). If there was a Republican incumbent that presided over a state of declining or stagnant
economic productivity, they would expect to be defeated at the polls. President Jimmy Carter
presided over a period of economic decline and was defeated in his run for reelection. A lot of
this is attributed to the lack of economic growth during his presidency.
One issue with this study is how the economic growth of the country is perceived. As
noted earlier, Millennials are more likely to get their information from the Internet which
provides positions from various points of view. Markus highlights a study by Tufte that focuses
on an individual’s income and how that might impact their vote. Rather than making
assumptions about the economy as a whole, an individual might make up their minds about the
economy based off of their own financial situation. It is found that people do not generally feel
the financial situation is significantly worse in their election cycle (Markus 1988).
Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons focused on how Millennials consider economic factors to be
an important aspect of how they choose to vote (2012). Much like the conclusions seen from
Markus (1988), Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons found that Millennials are as likely to vote for change
if they see their individual opportunity to be limited (2012). Markus’ conclusion was that
campaigns are not irrelevant when it comes to elections because they can play a major role in
influencing the 3 percent of the unaffiliated vote (1988). When it comes to Millennials, their
attitude toward candidates does not differ significantly from other generations if they are not
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racially or party motivated. If an individual is struggling financially, Millennials are just as likely
to look to new methods of correcting their situation (Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons 2012).
A study by Nadeau and Lewis-Beck looks at how large the impact of the economy is on
the outcome of presidential elections. One perception of the government is that the President is in
charge of the economic status of the country and that, even if there is a split government, the
blame of a struggling economy should rest on the President (Nadeau and Lewis-Beck 2001). The
economic impact does largely rest on whether either candidate is an incumbent in the upcoming
election. Voters find it hard to connect a new candidate’s potential for economic success based
on whether they are part of the incumbent’s party (Nadeau and Lewis-Beck 2001). Voters are
more likely to praise and blame the incumbent running for reelection than they would a different
candidate from the same party.
The Nadeau and Lewis-Beck study finds that only certain people see the economic state
of the country as an important factor in determining who they will vote for. This connects to the
hypothesis of this study that most Millennials do not see economic issues as the most important
factor in voting behavior. The Nadeau and Lewis-Beck study is similar to the Markus study
because they both conclude that the most important determining factors on economic voting are
whether the candidate is an incumbent and how people perceive the economic success of the
country (Markus 1988). Ng, Schweitzer and Lyons believe that Millennials follow this trend, but
this does not contradict this study’s hypothesis. This study acknowledges that Millennials do
account for economic factors in their vote, but not to the same extent as social issues.
Religion does influence the voting behavior of individuals, but the research found that
there were other factors that people considered. In order to better understand Millennials and
voting behavior as a whole, voting behavior needs to be addressed.
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CHAPTER IV
EXPLANATORY FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESIS

In order to examine voting behavior across multiple presidential elections, this study uses
the individual as the unit of analysis. The purpose is to compare how Millennials voted during
the last few election cycles when compared to previous generations. The primary independent
variables of interest in this study are each individual’s generational cohort along with religiosity,
partisanship, income and race. The dependent variable is each individual’s vote in the 2008 and
2012 election.
The first hypothesis is that, if an individual is a Millennial, then they are more likely to
vote for the Democratic presidential candidate. Conversely, non-Millennials are expected to be
more likely to vote for a Republican presidential candidate. It is also expected that the
individual’s religion will influence the vote since religious voters tend to support the
conservative candidate. In order for this analysis to be made, the Millennial generation must be
compared to the non-Millennial generations. These generations are more likely to have higher
levels of religiosity compared to the Millennial generation.
The hypothesis for party is that Millennials will be more likely to register Democrat but
both parties will vote for their candidate by a significant majority. This means that it likely will
not matter whether the individual is a Millennial or a non-Millennial because it is expected that
they will likely vote for the candidate of the party they are registered.
The hypothesis for income is that the wealthier an individual is, the more likely they are
to vote for the Republican candidate. It is expected that there should be less wealthy Millennials
compared to non-Millennials possibly providing a reason for why they are more likely to vote for
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the Democratic candidate. The expectation is that wealthy Millennials and wealthy nonMillennials will still be more likely to vote for the Republican candidate than less wealthy
individuals.
The hypothesis for race is that Caucasians will be more likely to vote for the Republican
candidate and racial minorities will be more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate. One
expectation is that there will be a more diverse voting population leading to a higher
concentration of minorities in the Millennial generation. It is expected that Millennials of all
races will be more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate than their non-Millennial
counterparts.
A Pew Research Center study recently examined how many Millennials consider
themselves to be religious or attend church. The study shows that 32 percent of adults aged 1829 do not identify with any particular religion which greatly contrasts that of other age groups
(Pew Research 2012). The same study also shows how that has changed from five years ago and
provides a basis for how many people consider themselves to be religious. Accordingly, another
hypothesis of this study is that, if an individual is a non-Millennial and an Evangelical Christian,
they will be more likely to vote for the Republican candidate.
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CHAPTER V
DATA SAMPLE AND MEASUREMENT

The primary data source for this research is from the American National Elections
Studies (ANES). ANES data are appropriate for this study because the data source is the most
common source of U.S. electoral survey data. ANES survey data provide information related to
the respondent’s vote, age and religious affiliation in addition to other variables of interest. This
will be a cross-sectional study examining the 2008 and 2012 presidential elections. One
limitation to using these data is the fact that they represent only a sample of the American
electorate. Each study had limited amounts people that participated, and that does not truly
reflect the entire voting population of the country during the time of these elections. Because of
the skew in some of the variables in the ANES data, exit poll results from Pew and CNN are also
presented and analyzed.
The ANES sample sizes consist of 2,323 cases for the 2008 election and 4,188 cases for
the 2012 election. Once again, the main variable of focus is Millennial generation membership,
which is designated as those individuals born between 1982 and 1998. By differentiating survey
respondents through generational cohort, it is possible to examine how each generation voted.
This study will measure the dependent variable of presidential vote choice using a binary-level
variable. For the purposes of the analysis, only those that voted for one of the two major party
candidates are included in the sample.
In 2008, 1,466 individuals reported voting for Obama or McCain, and 4,188 reported
voting for Obama or Romney in 2012. There is a skew that occurs within the information from
ANES given that the total electoral percentage voting for the Democratic candidate was higher in
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both elections. In 2008, Obama received 52.9% of the vote to McCain’s 45.7%. The ANES skew
shows 66.6% of people voting for Obama and just 33.4% voting for McCain. ANES shows a
higher percentage of voters that voted for the Democratic candidate than the amount that actually
voted for him.
The primary concern for the validity of this variable is how accurate is the information
from ANES given the disproportionate number of individuals that reported voting for Obama in
both elections. The survey asked people to give their own responses and there is no way to
determine if the answers given by the participants were truthful. For the most part, there should
not be a significant amount of wrongfully provided information to introduce bias.
Traugott and Katosh discuss the pitfalls in a study with finding accurate information to
represent the voting population. One issue that comes up is over reporting when respondents did
not actually participate in elections (1979). Researchers have also shown evidence of a
bandwagon effect where survey respondents are more likely to report having voted for the
winning candidate. Though, misreporting and candidate favoritism after the election was
conducted are a concern, these survey pitfalls are not unique to the ANES.
The ANES study appears to suffer from bias introduced through the bandwagon effect or
sample selection. The overall findings show that more participants in the study claimed to have
voted for Obama then the actual outcome of the election. This is a validity concern, yet it is not
sufficient to abandon the use of ANES for this study.
The collection of the ANES data is valuable because the data do provide greater detail
than the exit polls and it allows for each voter to be analyzed based off of the responses to
hundreds of survey questions. However, any sort of misreporting can potentially throw off the
findings. Anyone that did not vote, but participated in the survey and said they voted, will also
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skew the results. The study seeks to eliminate non-voters from the study’s findings to ensure that
their preferences and demographics are not accounted for in the final results for the ANES study.
Findings from the ANES data set should be looked at with a Democratic bias given the deviation
between the final voting percentage in the election and the findings from the study.
There are further concerns that the study might not accurately represent either population
of the Millennials or non-Millennials. The type of people willing to respond to a questionnaire
might not accurately represent the voting population from the election. The study might be more
accurate if there was a more reliable measure of what the religious percentage of both the
Millennial and non-Millennial generations is in reality. By taking the sample of respondents from
both groups provided by ANES, there is a possibility that we might get more members of one
religion being represented by either generation then there actually are within the generation. This
would not impact the hypothesis of how each generation votes based off of religion, but it could
impact the final results of how big the difference was in the voting behavior of Millennials.
One of the questions in this study asks how old the respondent was during the time of the
election. Based on the description of the Millennial generation, the study is able to separate those
Millennials from non-Millennials based on the age of the respondent. This allows for a
breakdown of the demographic. By separating these groups, the study will determine differences
in the voting patterns in these groups of respondents.
The best way to remedy this issue is reworking the study to account for the demographic
of Millennials and non-Millennials. In order to do this, the percentage of each religious group
must be broken down between the generations and respondents that fit those stipulations must be
sought in order to receive a more accurate representation of the population. The concern with
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changing the study in this manner is that the data might not be available for certain religious
sects of the population as a whole, but it would provide a more valid study.
A second independent variable is religious identification. The study conducted by ANES
breaks down religion into multiple religious categories and then further breaks those down into
sects of those religions. The primary focus will be on Evangelical voters because they represent
the sect of Christianity most likely to vote for the Republican (McDermott 2009). The study will
also examine other sects of Christianity and other religions comparatively. Those include
Judaism, Baptist, Muslim, and nonreligious, among others.
The religious part of the study will be focused around Evangelicals and nonreligious
voters. The expectation is that those two groups will incur the greatest deviation in voting
behavior with Evangelicals being the largest group of voters that voted for the Republican
candidate and the nonreligious being the largest group of voters that voted for the Democratic
candidate. Evangelicals will be compared to all other religions to see whether being an
Evangelical is the most significant religious indicator of voting behavior while nonreligious
voters will be compared to all other religions to see if religiosity affects voting behavior. The
study seeks to compare religion and Evangelicals to nonreligious individuals and nonEvangelicals in both a Millennial and non-Millennial capacity. Since ANES has a low religious
demographic of Millennials, these data will be supplemented with the exit poll data from CNN
and Pew.
The measurement of the independent variable is through the varying religious options
provided in the ANES study including Judaism and its sects, Catholicism and its sects,
Protestantism and its sects, nonreligious affiliation and other religions. The study will employ the
binary variables through a comparison of each religious identification. An example is whether
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being Evangelical compared to those that are not Evangelical and the same conducted for other
religions and sects. The variables used in the analysis are Protestants and non-Protestants for
2008 and Evangelicals and non-Evangelicals for 2012 because 2008 did not have a high enough
number of Evangelicals in the study.
One part of the study is the individual and their religious affiliation. The question
specifically asks which religion they identify with and goes into further detail including which
sect or that religion they identify with. This analysis of the individual will be incorporated into
both parts of the study by examining any possible relationship between more religious voters and
their propensity to vote Republican compared to less religious voters and their propensity to vote
Democratic. This will also be beneficial in comparing the results of people that identify
themselves as religious compared to the Pew Study to see if there are similarities in both studies
on how many people identify as religious. Also included will be a comparison between
religiosity and non-religious Millennials as an independent variable.
The study will also include the individual and their party identification. The question
specifically asks, “what political party are you registered with, if any?” This will be beneficial in
seeing whether Democrats or Republicans voted for their candidate in greater numbers than their
counterparts. It will also be beneficial to see where independents voted in both elections.
The income of the individual is also included in this study. The question asks, “please
mark the answer that includes the income of all members of your family living here in 2011
before taxes.” If someone has more income then they are more likely to vote Republican. This
will benefit the study to see whether income is a more important variable than others. It is also
beneficial to see where, if anywhere, voting behavior changes based off of income. The 2012
ANES study breaks down the income of the individual from under $5,000 to over $250,000.
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The last variable included will be the race of an individual. The question asks the
individuals’ “ordered race self-identification.” It is expected that minorities will be more likely to
vote Democratic than Caucasians. This benefits the study to see if different races have difference
preferences in voting for a candidate.
The Pew study provides a base for calculating an accurate representation of religious
Millennials while ANES provides a base for examining the voting patterns within those groups
of religious individuals. With the Pew study showing a significant difference between
generational religious identification and the ANES study showing the likelihood of nonreligious
Millennials voting liberal, there is sufficient information to show that religion and generation
plays an important role in voting behavior. The study will determine how much of an impact that
difference played in the 2008 and 2012 elections.
The Pew data set is from an exit poll conducted after the election that looked at all the
variables included in this study. It broke down the election by people that voted Democrat,
Republican and Independent as well as their age, religion, party identification, race and income.
The CNN exit poll was similar but was conducted separately from Pew. It also identified which
candidate an individual voted for, as well as their age, religion, party identification, race and
income.
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CHAPTER VI
METHODOLOGY

In order to properly test the hypothesis, all of these statistical indicators are needed to see
if there is a significant connection between these explanatory variables and presidential vote
choice. As an initial way to examine relationships between variables, a series of crosstabs are
presented. The crosstab analysis is supplemented with bivariate and multivariate regression,
which allow for estimates of the direction and strength of each variable on voting behavior.
The result expected from the analysis is that the data will show a significant disparity in
voting patterns between several groups analyzed in the study. With a focus on religion, the
expectation is that religion will be the most significant indicator of how the individual voted
during either election. Another expected result is that there will be a significant difference
between the amount of religious and nonreligious voters between generations. The Millennial
generation is expected to have one of the lowest amounts of religious voters compared to the
generations before them that are expected to have higher levels of religious voters. This
difference is expected to show the Millennial generation being much more likely to vote for the
liberal candidate compared to the other generations.
The religious identification of the individual is in line with the study’s hypothesis that
there are significantly more people that identify themselves as nonreligious in the Millennial
generation than the generations before it. In the ANES and Pew studies there is a higher
percentage of people that identified themselves as religious as their age increased. Also, in the
studies, there is a correlation between the amount of people that either voted Democratic or
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claimed they would vote for the Democratic candidate based off of their age. This shows that
there is a generational difference in the voting patterns between the different generations.
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CHAPTER VII
2012 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION

Party Registration in 2012
The data from the 2012 ANES survey shows that there were 1,203 (59.44%) individuals
registered as Democrat, 146 (7.21%) as pure independent and 675 (33.35%) as Republican.
Barack Obama got the most votes from the Democratic partisans and independents with different
levels of support from each group while Mitt Romney got the most votes from Republicans.
CNN exit polls shows that around 36% of the voting demographic identified as Democrats, 32%
identified as Republican and 29% identified as independent. This difference is attributable to the
fact that CNN characterizes independent-leaning partisans as independent.
Of the 1,203 that identified as Democrats, 1,063 voted for Obama. This was roughly 88%
of the registered Democrats that voted along party lines. This shows disparity from the CNN exit
polls which shows that Democrats voted for Obama at a 92% rate while voting for Romney at a
7% rate. The ANES study does have a few notable skews in favor of the Democratic candidate
so the findings would expect an inflated number in terms of support for Obama.
Table 1.1- 2012 Party Registration Vote (ANES)

Democrat
Republican
Independent
Total

Barack Obama
1,063 (88.4%)
138 (20.4%)
102 (69.9%)
1,267 (62.6%)

Mitt Romney
140 (11.6%)
537 (79.6%)
44 (30.1%)
757 (37.4%)

Total
1,203
675
146
2,024

Table 1.1 reports that 675 respondents that identified as Republicans. 537 of the 657
voted for Romney. This was roughly 80% of the registered Republicans that voted along party
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lines. The CNN exit polls shows that Republicans voted for Romney at a 93% rate and Obama at
a 6% rate. This is an even greater disparity and does not even come to the same conclusions as
the ANES study with both findings having different results for how strongly the Republican
Party supported Romney. The ANES study does have the Democratic skew that does favor
Obama which could explain why the exit poll data shows greater support for Romney within the
Republican Party.
Of the 146 independent participants, 102 voted for Obama. This was roughly 70% of
independent voters that favored the Democratic candidate in the 2012 election. The CNN exit
polls show 50% of independents voting for Romney and 45% voting for Obama. The amount of
independent voters that participated in the study was significantly lower than what the exit polls
projected for the total independent voting demographic. This was because it was measured
between people that were registered for a party and not those that leaned toward either party.
The findings from this variable show there is a conclusive relationship between party
identification and voting behavior. The CNN exit polls show that there is a significant
relationship between party affiliation and voting behavior in addition to the ANES study that
shows a significant relationship with Republican registered participants voting for Romney,
albeit in smaller numbers.
Table 1.2- 2012 Millennial Party Registration and Vote Choice (ANES)

Democrat
Republican
Independent
Total

Non-Millennial
1267 (87.8%)
716 (89.1%)
156 (72.9%)
2,139 (86.9)

Millennial
176 (20.2%)
88 (10.9%)
58 (27.1%)
322 (13.1%)

Total
1,443
804
214
2,461

Table 1.2 shows that, of the 749 respondents that identified as Democrats, 168 were
Millennials. Of the 358 that identified as Republicans, 81 were Millennials. This shows that the
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two groups make up roughly 22% of their respective parties and the amount of Millennials that
register for either party is not disproportionate to the other. This shows that 249 out of the 1,107
respondents were Millennials. With Democrats having more participants as a whole, it still
shows that Millennials, like the other generations, are just as likely to identify as a Democrat. If
Millennials have roughly the same party identification as other generations then it would not
explain why they were significantly more likely to vote for Obama since the findings were closer
than examined.
The study has already identified that Millennials are more likely to vote for the
Democratic candidate and they are more likely to register Democrat. Even though there is a
relationship between affiliation and voting behavior through the ANES study, Millennials are not
registering as Democrats in greater proportions than non-Millennials.
Presidential Vote in 2012
The ANES data set was broken down into people that reported voting in the 2012
presidential election for either Barack Obama or Mitt Romney. The amount of people eligible in
that group was 4,188 and of those 2,496 (59.6%) voted for Obama while 1,692 (40.4%) of those
voted for Romney. The issue with this finding is that the actual outcome of the election was
roughly 51.1% for Obama and 47.2% for Romney. This shows that the statistics accumulated by
ANES are skewed in favor of Obama and does not represent the Romney base as strongly as it
should. ANES have shown a bias in favor of the Democratic candidate in all their previous
studies.
The first part of the study is testing whether Millennials do vote different than other
generations so the ANES study is broken down by age groups. In order to correctly single out the
Millennials as a separate variable, the age group of 29 or younger was taken out. Out of the
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4,188 voters it was found that 230 fell into the age group of Millennials. Among those 177
(76.96%) voted for Obama compared to just 53 (23.04%) for Romney. This is in line with the
hypothesis that Millennials are more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate and it also
shows that the difference is substantial. The ANES study is skewed toward Obama, but there is a
major difference among the non-Millennials as there was over an 18% difference in voting
percentage between the Millennials and non-Millennials.
Another sampling issue with the ANES data set is that it only shows Millennials as
representing 5.5% of the 2012 electorate while exit polls typically show that Millennials
represented around 19% of the population for that election. The likelihood of the skew is that
Millennials would have still voted for Obama, but not to the same extreme levels. The outcomes
from exit polls show that about 60% of Millennials voted for Obama in the 2012 election while
Romney averaged 37%. Exit polls also show greater Romney support among older
demographics. It also shows that people born right before Millennials were also more likely to
vote for Obama in the 2012 election.
Table 2.1- 2012 Presidential Vote (ANES)

Non-Millennials
Millennials
Total

Barack Obama

Mitt Romney

Total

2319 (58.6%)
177 (77%)
2496 (59.6%)

1639 (41.4%)
53 (23%)
1692 (40.4%)

3958
230
4188

Table 2.1 shows that there is a significant relationship between voting behavior of
Millennials and other generations in the 2012 election. While the ANES study shows that they
are participating less than other generations, the exit polls show that Millennials made up a
significant representation of the voting population. The only other age group that voted in favor
of Obama was the 30-39 age group while the rest of the groups were more likely to vote for
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Romney. Support from the Millennial and Generation X generations helped bolster President
Obama’s reelection prospects.
Table 2.2- Logit Regression Model of 2012 Presidential Vote (ANES)
Number of Observations= 4,149
R-squared= .0053
Vote
Millennial
Constant

Coefficient
.109*
.582*

Standard Error
.023
.008

Note: * means significance at the 0.1 level
Table 2.2 reports the results of a logistic regression model where the dependent variable
indicates whether an individual voted for Obama or Romney with Obama votes coded as 1. The
results show that Millennials are significantly more likely to vote for Obama. This shows that
Millennials did favor Obama in 2012 election more than other generations. Table 2.3 presents a
logit regression model testing whether individual Millennial subgroups are each more likely to
vote Democratic.
Table 2.3- Logit Regression Model of 2012 Presidential Vote (ANES)
Number of Observation= 4,188
R-squared=.0046
Vote
Millennial (17-20)
Millennial (21-24)
Millennial (25-29)
Constant

Coefficient
.572*
.222*
.719*
.335*

Standard Error
.146
.161
.244
.033

Note: * means significance at the 0.1 level
One issue within the Millennial generation is determining whether the generation has a
significantly different voting behavior within the generation. According to the regression model
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of Millennials and age, (see Table 2.3) Millennials of all ages were significantly more likely to
vote for the Democratic candidate in 2012 relative to non-Millennials. In addition to this finding,
the regression model also found that the older age range of Millennials (between the age of 25
and 29) were the most likely to vote for Obama while the middle age range of Millennials
(between 21-24) were the least likely to vote for Obama. The importance of these findings is that
the Millennial generation as a whole was more likely to vote for Obama while the older age
range of Millennials were most similar to the younger group of Millennial voters.
Religion in 2012
The results for the Evangelical vote show that, among the 4,188 voters, 943 considered
themselves to be Evangelical (see table 3.1). This was the highest representation of any religion
in the entire study. The results from the crosstab presented in table 3.1 do not provide support for
the religion hypothesis because Obama received 57.58% of the Evangelical vote compared to
Romney receiving 42.42%. Among non-Evangelicals the vote was not too different with Obama
receiving 60.18% of the non-Evangelical vote while Romney received 39.82%.
Table 3.1- Evangelical Vote (ANES)

Non-Evangelical
Evangelical

Barack Obama
2224 (60.18%)
543 (57.58%)

Mitt Romney
1471 (39.82%)
400 (42.42%)

These results conflict with the Pew Research data that show radically different results.
Pew found that 79% of Evangelicals and Born-again Christians voted for Romney while just
20% voted for Obama. The hypothesis of this study was that the trend would be that
Evangelicals would be more likely to vote for the Republican candidate. The conflict with the
ANES study could be seen as an issue with gathering the information. All the previous studies
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have seen that, regardless of age, Evangelicals will be more likely to vote for the Republican
candidate.
Table 3.2 shows the exit polls taken also show that Evangelicals voted for Romney over
Obama by a significant margin. The CNN 2012 exit poll show that 78% of Evangelical and
Born-again Christians voted for Romney while 21% voted for Obama. This is compared to 60%
of non-Evangelicals voting for Obama while 37% of non-Evangelicals voted for Romney.
Table 3.2- Evangelical Vote (CNN Exit Polls)

Evangelical
Non-Evangelical

Barack Obama
21%
60%

Mitt Romney
78%
37%

There are many reasons the data from the ANES study might not accurately represent the
preferences of the Evangelical voter base. The most obvious reason is that the results are over
9% skewed in Obama’s favor meaning that there is a significant margin of error in finding how
high the percentage of voters in any category would be. A couple other issues with the ANES
study include Evangelicals only representing 22.5% of the population in the study while a more
accurate representation would be around 26%. Given that the study does focus more on nonMillennials, it would be expected that there would be a skew toward having more religious
participants.
Table 3.3- Logit Regression of Presidential Vote (ANES)
Number of Observations= 4,111
R-squared= .0053
Vote
Millennial
Religiosity
Constant

Coefficient
.107*
-.019
.586*

Standard Error
.024
.182
.009
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Table 3.3 reports the results of a logistic regression model where the dependent variable
indicates whether an individual voted for Obama or Romney with Obama votes coded as 1. The
results show that Millennials are significantly more likely to vote for Obama but religious
individuals are not. This shows that Millennials and religious individuals have different voting
behavior.
The finding from the analysis of the ANES data presented in table 3.1 is that there is not
a significant relationship between Evangelicals and voting behavior compared to nonEvangelicals. There are major validity concerns with the findings from the ANES study as they
go against all other information obtained about the subject and it might be beneficial to gather a
larger and more diverse sample of information about Evangelical voters to find out if the data
gathered was inaccurate. The contradictory nature of the study means that it is unknown whether
being Evangelical was more likely to vote for a Republican candidate in the 2012 election.
The other hypothesis about religion was that nonreligious voters were more likely to vote
for the Democratic candidate. In the ANES data, 779 of the 4,118 participants were nonreligious
which accounts for around 18.9% of the people in the study. This is higher than the
representation from exit polls which estimated that around 12% of the voting population was
nonreligious. The Pew study estimated that about 24% of the voting population in 2012 had no
religious identification meaning that there are questions as to how many voters were
nonreligious.
Table 3.4- Religion and the 2012 Presidential Vote (ANES)

Religious
Nonreligious

Barack Obama
1,891 (56.6%)
559 (71.8%)

Mitt Romney
1,448 (43.4%)
220 (28.2%)
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Note: * means significance at the 0.1 level
Table 3.4 shows that among ANES respondents, 71.8% of nonreligious voters voted for
Obama while 28.2% of nonreligious voters voted for Romney. Religious voters voted for Obama
at a 56.6% rate while voting for Romney at a 43.4% rate. The qualification for the religious
category was anyone that did not identify as “nonreligious.” There is a significant relationship
within this finding that shows that less religious people are more likely to vote for Obama. The
Democratic skew in the ANES data is still present and it would be expected that a more accurate
representation of the data would show a higher percentage of religious voters voting for Romney.
The Democratic skew could also account for a higher proportion of Democratic voters in the
nonreligious findings as well.

Figure 1.1- 2012 Presidential Vote Percent by Protestantism (CNN)
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In the Pew data, nonreligious voters voted for Obama at a 70% rate and nonreligious
voters voted for Romney at a 26% rate. These proportions mirror the results of the ANES study.
The religious voters show differing trends between religions with African-American Protestants
being the most likely to vote for Obama at 95% while Born-again Evangelicals were more likely
to vote for Romney at 79%. Overall, the total of all religious groups together was still more
likely to vote for the Republican candidate in 2012 than the nonreligious groups.
The CNN exit poll also found that about 70% of nonreligious voters voted for Obama
while 26% voted for Romney. The CNN exit poll broke down the religious voting between,
Protestant, Catholic, other religion and non-religion and saw the greatest amount of Obama
voters coming from the other religion category with 74% of them voting for Obama and just 23%
of them voting for Romney. Figure 1.1 shows that Protestants of all denominations voted for
Romney at a 57% rate while voting for Obama at a 42% rate. This shows another significant
difference in voting behavior between nonreligious voters and religious voters in the 2012
election.
All three studies found a significant relationship between voting behavior of nonreligious
voters compared to religious voters (see table 3.3). One avenue worth exploring is how much
these other religions play a role in voting behavior. Despite not finding a significant relationship
between Evangelicals in the ANES study, it is still possible that this is the most significant
religion when it comes to voting for the Republican candidate. It was also found that AfricanAmerican Protestants and other religions voted for Obama in even higher percentages than
nonreligious voters. This difference possibly shows that there were other factors that played a
role in the voting behavior of religious voters.
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The overall findings on the religious influence of voting behavior in the 2012 presidential
election is that being nonreligious was a major factor in voting for the Democratic candidate. The
inconclusive results regarding the Evangelical remains in question due to the findings of the
ANES study, but it is still likely that being an Evangelical plays a role in whether someone will
vote for the Republican candidate based off of the findings from other studies.
Income in 2012
The income increments are larger at the higher end of the scale because there are fewer
people in the higher income gaps. There is the largest number of under $5,000 income gap
people that voted for Obama with 240 of the 338 participants that fell in that income range. The
most voters Romney had were in the $80,000-$89,000 income range. The $80,000-$89,000
income range had 101 Romney votes, but that was only 50% of people in that income range.
This shows that there was no significant relationship in that income range as the votes was split
evenly.
Figure 2.1 shows the 2012 CNN exit polls by income. The polls show different numbers
as it does not break it down into small categories, but instead into increments of $50,000. One
exit poll shows the comparison between people making less than $50,000 which also shows
those voters being likely to vote for Obama in significant numbers. According to the exit polls,
60% of people making under $50,000 voted for Obama and 38% voted for Romney. The other
income ranges show different results from the ANES study as voters were more likely to vote for
Romney if they made between $50,000-$100,000 or over $100,000. As a whole, voters making
over $50,000 were more likely to vote for Romney by a 53% to 45% margin. When that number
is increased to over $100,000, there is not a significant increase as the margin increases to 54%
to 44%.
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Figure 2.1- 2012 Presidential Vote Percent by Income (CNN)
The similarity in both studies is that poorer voters were significantly more likely to vote
for the Democratic candidate in the 2012 election. The results show different results for how the
middle and upper class voted in the 2012 election as, broken down into smaller gaps, it was
difficult to distinguish any pattern with voting behavior based on the increase of income. The
ANES data does have the Democratic skew, but it seems as though the results from the voters
would not have differed much if that was not present. The increase in income did not mean that
the highest incomes were any more likely to vote for the Republican candidate than the
Democratic candidate. It does seem that the likelihood of an individual voting for the Democratic
candidate is greater if the income of the individual is around $44,999 or less.
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Income of Millennials varies in range, but Millennials feel that they are not earning as
much as they expect (Pew Research 2012). Compared to other generations, they feel that they are
not earning enough, but remain hopeful that they will earn more in the future. A majority of
Millennials, however, is optimistic about their earning potential in the future which is 23% more
than Generation X.
Determining how this connects to income is difficult because Millennials have the sense
that they are not making enough, but many still fall above the $44,999 income level upon
graduation. According to the ANES study, Millennials do not differ significantly in income
disparity when compared to other generations. This makes it difficult to determine if income
plays a role in why Millennials are more likely to vote Democrat. One avenue of further
exploration is determining whether the economic expectation of Millennials for each candidate
might affect their voting behavior.
If Millennials feel that the Democratic candidate has a better policy to help them earn
more in the future, then they might be more inclined to vote for them. Given that the biggest
difference between Millennials and other generations is their dissatisfaction with their current
pay; their vote might be influenced by economic policy. As far as current income goes, there is
no significant conclusion from the ANES and CNN exit polls that shows a connection between
Millennials being more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate over the Republican
candidate because of their income in the 2012 election.
Race in 2012
In the 2012 ANES study, there were two ethnicities that had a significant amount of
respondents, white and African-American. Of those two groups, they were the only ones with
over 32 respondents that voted for either Obama or Romney in the 2012 election. Of the 806
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white respondents, 426 voted for Obama while 380 voted for Romney. Of the 424 AfricanAmerican respondents, 413 voted for Obama and 11 voted for Romney (see table 4.1). This
distribution shows a major disparity in voting behavior between white and African-American
voters with both being more likely to vote for Obama, but African-American voters much more
likely to vote for him than white participants.
Table 4.1- 2012 Racial Vote (ANES)

White
African-American
Total

Barack Obama
426 (52.9%)
413 (97.4%)
839 (68.2%)

Mitt Romney
380 (47.1%
11 (2.6%)
391 (31.8%)

Total
806
424
1230

The 2012 CNN exit polls show different numbers and also have a Latino group included.
Of the white demographic, 59% voted for Romney while 39% voted for Obama. Of the AfricanAmerican demographic, 93% voted for Obama and 6% voted for Romney. The Latino
demographic also heavily favored Obama by a 71% to 27% margin. The CNN exit polls
representation of Latinos could explain why there was a higher percentage of Obama voters in
the ANES study since Latinos were more likely to be included in the white demographic since
there was no Latino category available.
The voting demographic differed in the ANES study and CNN exit polls as the ANES
study shows a higher representation of African-American voters than the CNN exit polls. The
representation given in the CNN exit polls is around 72% white, 13% African-American and
10% Latino with other minorities representing 3% or less. The high number of African-American
participants in the ANES study could explain why there is the significant Democratic skew.
The Pew study from the 2012 election focuses on the combination of race and religion in
voting behavior. One major finding was that African-American Evangelicals had the highest
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percentage of Obama voters with 95%. This is in contrast to white Evangelical voters that had
the highest number of voters for Obama with 79%. Of the Evangelicals in the ANES study, 256
were African-American while 213 were white. This explains the high number of Obama voters
in the Evangelical category since there were more African-American Evangelicals than white
Evangelicals. Given their likelihood to vote for the Democratic candidate, this explains why
there was a significant Democratic skew in the findings of the ANES study.

Figure 3.1- 2012 Presidential Vote Percent by Race (CNN)
The Pew study also shows that African-Americans were the highest voting racial group
by percentage in the 2012 election. Latinos and Asians were the only two major ethnic groups
that voted beneath 50%. One outside factor that could be considered is that Obama is partially
African-American and that helped influence African-American voters to vote in higher numbers.
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African-Americans only represent about 13% of the voting population, but their propensity to
vote Democratic can play a significant role in the outcome of an election.
Figure 3.1 shows that whites voted for Romney at a 59% rate while voting for Obama at
a 39% rate. This shows another significant difference in voting behavior between white and nonwhite voters. It also shows that non-whites voted for Romney at a 16% rate while voting for
Obama at an 82% rate.
White Millennials represented a total of 11% of the voting population and they were
more likely to vote for Romney by a 51% to 44% margin. Latino Millennials represented a total
of 4% of the voting population and they favored Obama by a 74% to 23% margin. AfricanAmerican Millennials represented 3% of the voting population, and voted for Obama by a 91%
to 8% margin. The Millennial breakdown shows that white Millennials represent around 61% of
the voting demographic while African-American Millennials represent around 17%. Latino
Millennials represented around 22% of the voting population. This shows that the Millennial
generation had more Latino and African-American voters than other generations. Since both
racial groups were more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate, there is a potential link
between the increased likelihood of Millennials voting for the Democratic candidate and race.
The greater racial diversity of the Millennial generation could be one possible
explanation for why they were more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate. Data from
ANES, CNN, and Pew show that both African-Americans and Latinos are significantly more
likely to vote for the Democratic candidate than whites. Millennials have mirrored the voting
behavior of other generations in terms of voting based off of race, but the increasing prevalence
of other races could explain why Millennials were more likely to vote for Obama in the 2012
election.
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The findings from this study also explain why there was a high Democratic skew in the
ANES study. The high number of African-Americans that participated in this study could explain
why the Evangelical group shows a higher likelihood of voting for Obama. The white category
was also mixed with the Latino category in the ANES study which meant that the white totals
could have been skewed since Latinos are significantly more likely to vote for the Democratic
candidate.
Table 4.2- Regression Model of 2012 Obama Vote Choice
Number of Observations= 3,673
R-squared= .5045
Vote
Millennial
Millennial (17-20)
Millennial (20-24)
Millennial (25-29)
Evangelical
Democrat
Republican
Income
Racial Minority
Constant

Coefficient
.411*
-.671*
2.467*
-2.645*
-.013*
1.786*
.148

Standard Error
.177
.141
.126
.143
.007
.158
.128

Coefficient
.410*
.415*
.408*
-.671*
2.467*
-2.645*
-.014*
1.79*
.148

Standard Error
.389
.300
.245
.141
.126
.143
.007
.158
.128

Note: * means significance at the 0.1 level
The findings in the table 4.2 regression model show that there was significant relationship
between all the variables included. Millennials, Democrats and racial minorities were more likely
to vote for Obama while Republicans and wealthier and evangelical individuals were less likely
to vote for Obama. One finding within the Millennial generation was that age did not play a
significant role in whether a Millennial was more or less likely to vote for Obama. The 17-20
Millennials voted for Obama in nearly the same amount as the 25-29 Millennials.
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CHAPTER VIII
2008 PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION

Party Registration in 2008
In 2008, 734 of the ANES respondents considered themselves to be Democrats, 339 were
Republican and 393 were independent. Of the 734 Democrats, 692 (94.3%) voted for Obama. Of
the 339 Republicans, 310 (91.4%) voted for McCain. Of the 393 independents, 255 (64.9%)
voted for Obama (see table 5.1). This shows high partisanship among voters in the 2008 election
which clashes with the findings from the 2012 election which show differences in party
affiliation.
Table 5.1- Party Identification and Vote Choice (ANES)

Democrat
Republican
Independent
Total

Barack Obama
692 (94.3%)
29 (8.6%)
255 (64.9%)
976 (66.6%)

John McCain
42 (5.7%)
310 (91.4%)
138 (35.1%)
490 (33.4%)

Total
734
339
393
1,466

The 2008 CNN exit polls show that about 39% of the voting electorate identified as
Democrats, 32% identified as Republicans and 29% identified as independent. This differs from
the ANES study in that their study included significantly more Democrats and a higher
percentage of independents than the exit polls. The disparity in the amount of people that label
themselves as Democrats and Republican in both studies shows that there is a Democratic skew
in the amount of participants in the ANES study because ANES only counts pure independents.
This is insignificant because the quantity of party affiliated voters does not influence the overall
partisanship of their voting behavior.
According to the 2008 ANES study, of the 39% that labeled themselves as a Democrat,
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89% voted for Obama and 10% voted for McCain. Of the 32% that labeled themselves as
Republican, 90% voted for McCain and 9% voted for Obama. Of the 29% that identified as
independent, 52% voted for Obama and 44% voted for McCain. These numbers are in line with
the ANES study that also shows high partisanship within voting behavior in the 2008 election.
The amount of independent voters that voted for Obama in the ANES study is higher, but that
can be accounted for by the Democratic skew within the study.
The Pew study reveals that the amount of Democrats was around 39%, Republicans
around 32% and independents around 29% which was identical to the CNN exit polls. What the
Pew study also shows is how the electorate shifted from the 2004 election when roughly 37% of
voters were Republican and 37% were Democratic meaning that the major shift came with less
people considering themselves to be a Republican and more being a Democrat. The affiliation of
the electorate did not change much in 2012 with 38% labeling themselves as a Democrat while
32% labeled themselves as a Republican. From 2004 to 2008 there was a major shift in the
amount of registered Democrats and Republicans that might have been an important factor in
influencing the outcome of the 2008 and 2012 elections.
The findings from the ANES, CNN exit polls and Pew study is that party affiliation did
matter in the 2008 election with a high amount of partisan voting as well as an increase in the
overall amount of Democrats that voted in the election. Millennials being more likely to be
Democrats could be one of the reasons why there has been an increase in the amount of
registered Democrats, but it would not explain why there was not another major increase in the
amount of Democrats during the 2012 election. The outcome does show that there is a significant
relationship between party affiliation and voting behavior. Thus, one reason Millennials are more
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likely to vote for the Democratic candidate is because more of them are registering as
Democrats.
Presidential Vote in 2008
The presidential vote in the 2008 ANES time series is broken down into 1539 cases in
which a participant either voted for Obama or McCain. Of those participants, 1025 (66.6%)
reported voting for Obama while 514 (33.4%) voted for McCain. The actual vote count was
roughly 52.9% for Obama and 45.7% for McCain. This shows that the accumulated data from
ANES is even more skewed in the 2008 survey than it was for 2012. This means that the
Democratic skew will be even more present in the results of this study so the actual amount of
voters in each demographic will favor Obama.
The first analysis presented in this section compares the distribution of the Millennial
vote to non-Millennials. A challenge to do this for the 2008 election is the fact that ANES breaks
down age groups by the age group of 18-34 meaning that Millennials are mixed in with nonMillennials in this study. The other issue is that only 15 participants in the data set fall into the
18-34 age category. Eight of these individuals voted for McCain while seven of which voted for
Obama. The sample size is too small to determine whether there is a significant relationship
between voting behavior of Millennials compared to non-Millennials. Many of the participants in
this study did not disclose how old they were and the study did not go into greater detail on their
specific age. Even if that information were disclosed, the amount of participants is still not high
enough to come up with any reliable conclusions.
Table 6.1- 2008 Presidential Vote (Pew)

Non-Millennials
Millennials

Barack Obama

John McCain

48%
66%

50%
31%
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According to the Pew study, the 18-29 age range represented around 19% of the total
voting demographic. This is the same percentage as that of 2012, but it also includes four years
of non-Millennials that would have ranged in age from 26-30 at the time of the study. Like the
2012 results, the likelihood that someone was going to vote for McCain increased as their age
increased, but Obama won all age groups besides the 65 and older group. A major difference is
that 66% of the 20-29 age group voted for Obama which was 14% more than the next closest age
group. The exit polls broke down the age into the age group of 18-24 with little difference
compared to the 25-29 age group. The findings actually show that both groups voted for Obama
at a 66% rate, but the 25-29 group voted for McCain 1% less than the 18-24 age group (see table
6.1).
There are quite a few differences from the findings in 2008 and 2012, the most prominent
being that the overall vote for Obama was much greater in 2008 than it was in 2012. What was
notable was the age groups within the Millennials generation were even more likely to vote for
Obama in 2008 than they were in 2012. This finding shows that there is a significant relationship
between Millennials being more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate than nonMillennials. Like the 2012 study, reasons for why Millennials are more likely to vote for the
Democratic candidate should be examined. The hypothesis remains that the decreasing amount
of religiously affiliated voters in the Millennial generation is the main reason why they are more
likely to vote for the Democratic candidate.
Religion in 2008
The ANES study broke religious affiliation into just four religious categories, Protestant,
Catholic, Jewish and other. The issue with this is that it does not separate nonreligious group
from the other category meaning that there is no way to determine which of the participants
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identified with no religion. The ANES study will not be a determining factor in the final results
of whether nonreligious people are more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate.
The first category examined is the Protestant category because it is a sect of Christianity.
The results of the ANES study shows that 536 of the participants were considered Protestant and,
of those, 5 of them were part of the Evangelical sect offered as an option in the study. The
biggest response was for Baptists which had 466 participants. The Evangelical sect is also
discounted from the 2008 results because there is not a significant amount of Evangelical
participants in this study.
The ANES study shows that as a whole, Protestants were more likely to vote for McCain
in the 2008 election than Romney in the 2012 election. Both sets of data were skewed in favor of
the Democratic candidate, but only McCain’s shows religiously affiliated participants voting in
favor of the Republican candidate. Of the 428 Protestant participants, 219 voted for McCain and
209 voted for Obama. While this is a small difference, it is significant because of the Democratic
skew as well as the other religions voting heavily in favor of Obama.
Table 7.1- Religion and 2008 Presidential Vote (ANES)

Protestant
Catholic
Other
Total

Barack Obama
209 (48.8%)
232 (66.7%)
404 (78.1%)
845 (65.4%)

John McCain
219 (51.2%)
116 (33.3%)
113 (21.9%)
448 (34.6%)

Total
428
348
517
1293

Table 7.1 shows that, of the 348 Catholics, 232 voted for Obama and 116 voted for
McCain. This shows a significant relationship between Catholics being more likely to vote for
the Democratic candidate compared to Protestants. The “other” category of religious affiliation
also show significant support for Obama. Obama received 404 of the “other” religion votes and
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McCain received 113 votes. Both of these indicate that religions other than Protestantism heavily
supported Obama while Protestantism was the only religion that had close results.
The 2008 CNN exit polls show the same results with Protestant voters being more likely
to vote for McCain at a 54% to 45% rate. The other religions also show that non-Protestants were
significantly more likely to vote for Obama with all four of the other major categories in the
study (Catholic, Jewish, other and none) all voting in favor of Obama. Of those categories,
Obama’s biggest support was from the Jewish and nonreligious categories receiving 78% and
75% respectively. The disparity between Protestant and non-Protestant voters in both studies
shows that Protestants are more likely than other non-Protestant groups to vote for the
Republican candidate.
Table 7.2- Evangelicals and Presidential Vote (CNN Exit Poll)

Evangelical
Non-Evangelical

Barack Obama
24%
62%

John McCain
74%
36%

The 2008 CNN exit polls do also include a white Evangelical/born-again question. Those
that identified as Evangelical/born-again voted for McCain at a 74% level while nonEvangelicals voted for Obama at a 62% level (see table 7.2). To further breakdown the
comparisons, the exit polls also show Evangelical/born-again compared to non-Evangelical
Protestants. Those that labeled themselves as Protestant, but non-Evangelical, voted for McCain
at a 55% rate. The disparity shows that Protestants as a whole seem more likely to vote for the
Republican candidate, but Evangelicals are even more likely to vote for the Republican candidate
than Non-Evangelical Protestants.
The Pew study found that all religions were more likely to vote for Obama in 2008
election than in 2012. In 2004 Bush dominated the Evangelical vote with 79% but that decreased
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to 73% in 2008 for McCain. This was only the third biggest change as unaffiliated religious
voters saw in 8% increase in voting for Kerry in 2004 to voting for Obama in 2008. This was the
largest shift in religious voting behavior from 2004 to 2008. “Other faiths” was the only religious
category that did not see an increase for Democratic candidate voters in 2008, but instead saw a
1% increase for the Republican candidate. This could possibly show that this religious group of
voters remains consistent in their voting behavior. It was still heavily in favor of the Democratic
candidate in 2004 and 2008.
Overall, the highest percentages of Obama’s voters in 2008 were from the unaffiliated,
other faith and Jewish religious groups. The highest percentages of McCain’s voters were from
Protestant groups and white Catholics. The Evangelical sect of the Protestant group is where
McCain received the largest margin of victory. The Pew study determined that there was an
overall increase in the amount of Evangelical voters from 2004 to 2008 by 3%. Unaffiliated
voters also saw an increase of 2% overall to around 12% of the total electorate. Despite the
increase in Evangelicals, the Protestant group remained at around 54% of the electorate which
has not changed from 2000. The 2% increase in unaffiliated voters is significant though because
of their likelihood to vote for the Democratic candidate.
The religious variable holds merit in the 2008 election as much as it did in the 2012
election. The ANES study was in line with exit polls and the Pew study, all of which show that
being Protestant meant you were more likely to vote for the Republican candidate while not
being Protestant meant you were more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate. A further
breakdown of that revealed that Evangelicals were the highest percentage of all religiously
affiliated voters that voted for the Republican candidate while nonreligious voters were among
the highest percentage of voters that voted for the Democratic candidate.
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Figure 4.1 shows that Protestants of all denominations voted for McCain at a 54% rate
while voting for Obama at a 45% rate. It also shows that non-Protestants voted for McCain at a
35% rate and Obama at a 53% rate. This shows another significant difference in voting behavior
between nonreligious voters and religious voters in the 2008 election.

Figure 4.1- 2008 Presidential Vote Percent by Protestantism (CNN)
The connection to Millennials is that it is seen that Millennials are the least religiously
affiliated generation in years with increasing percentages of them being nonreligious. There is a
strong case that one of the reasons Millennials vote in favor of the Democratic candidate is
because they are religiously unaffiliated.
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Income in 2008
The 2008 ANES study broke down the income ranges in categories that ranged from
under $2,999 to over $150,000. The most votes for Obama and McCain both came in the
$60,000-$74,999 income range as Obama received 88 of the 142 voters that fell into that
category while McCain received the other 54 votes.
Figure 5.1 shows that people making under $50,000 voted for McCain at a 38% rate
while voting for Obama at a 60% rate. It also shows that people making over $50,000 voted for
McCain and Obama at an equal rate of 49%. This shows another significant difference in income
of voters in the 2008 election.

Figure 5.1- 2008 Presidential Vote Percent by Income (CNN)
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Votes by these lower income ranges mirrored those from the 2012 ANES study as both
found that the decrease in income led to a higher likelihood that the voter would vote for the
Democratic candidate. The difference was that this study shows that an increase in income led to
a higher likelihood that the voter would vote for the Republican candidate as the over $150,000
income range was significantly in favor of McCain. Despite this difference, the income ranges
below $150,000 show no significant difference between Obama and McCain.
The 2008 CNN exit polls broke down income in under $15,000 and over $200,000 as
their highest measures with ranges as low as $15,000 and as high as $50,000. The highest
percentage of Obama voters came from the under $15,000 range which show that voters were
more like to vote for Obama than McCain by a 73% to 25% margin. The highest percentage of
McCain voters came in the $100,000-$150,000 range with a 51% to 48% margin. As the income
increased from the range, voters were more likely to vote for Obama according to the exit polls.
The exit polls also break down the income ranges by over and under $50,000 and over
and under $100,000 and it shows that both income ranges were split in the over categories. Both
over categories were 49% in favor of Obama and 49% in favor of McCain. This shows that an
increase in income did not mean that voters were more likely to vote for the Republican
candidate in the 2008 election. The decrease in income did show a significant relationship in
likelihood that the voter would vote for the Democratic candidate in the 2008 election.
The ANES study and the CNN exit polls both show that the lower incomes were
significantly more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate. The studies conflicted on the
findings on the higher income individuals as the ANES study found that people earning above
$150,000 were more likely to vote for the Republican candidate, but the CNN exit polls found
that they were no more likely than individuals earning $50,000. These findings lead to
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inconclusive results as to whether an increase in income means that an individual is more likely
to vote for the Republican candidate.
Like the 2012 election, Millennials have varying incomes. This means that it is difficult
to determine if there is a relationship between their voting behavior compared to other
generations for the 2008 election. Since Millennials do not greatly differ in income disparity
compared to other generations, it is inconclusive whether that income might influence the voting
behavior of Millennials. Like the 2012 election, one income variable that could explain this
behavior is perception of the market and its future. With Millennials optimistic about their
earning potential, they could feel that the Democratic candidate offers them greater earning
potential than the Republican candidate.
The overall finding with income is that there is no significant relationship between the
income of an individual and their voting behavior. That means that Millennials are no different
than the other generations when it came to their voting behavior based off of income. The only
significant connection found was that the decrease in income means an individual would be more
likely to vote for the Democratic candidate, but Millennials have not seen an abundance of
individuals with lower incomes.
Race in 2008
The 2008 ANES study shows that there were 954 white participants that voted for either
Obama or McCain in the 2008 election. There were also 418 African-American participants and
143 “other race” participants that voted. Of the 954 white participants, McCain received roughly
51% of the total vote with 486 voting for him. The African-American group voted for Obama
with a 99.5% to .5% margin with 416 out of the 418 participants claiming to have voted for
Obama. Of the 143 “other race” participants, about 85% voted for Obama and about 15% voted
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for McCain (see table 8.1). This shows that African-Americans were significantly more likely to
vote for Obama compared to whites while “other races” were also more likely to vote for
Obama.
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Table 8.1- 2008 Racial Vote (ANES)

White
African-American
Total

Barack Obama
468 (49.1%)
416 (99.5%)
884 (64.4%)

John McCain
486 (50.9%)
2 (.5%)
488 (35.6%)

Total
954
418
1372

The 2008 CNN exit polls show that white voters voted for McCain by a 55% to 43%
margin while all other races favored Obama, the highest of which was the African-American
population which voted for Obama by a 95% to 4% margin. The Latino group, which
represented 9% of the total voting demographic, voted for Obama by a 67% to 31% margin.
There was a significant difference in voting behavior from Millennials and other generations in
terms of race. Millennial whites favored Obama b ay 54% to 44% margin which was different
from non-Millennial whites. African-American Millennials were no different from the overall
African-American demographic as they voted for Obama by a 95% to 4% margin. Latino
Millennials did have a significant difference in their voting behavior as they voted for Obama by
a 76% to 19% margin.
Figure 6.1 shows that whites voted for Romney at a 55% rate while voting for Obama at a
43% rate. It also shows that non-whites voted for McCain at an 18% rate and Obama at an 80%
rate. This shows another significant difference in voting behavior between white and non-white
voters in the 2008 election.
The Pew study found that the African-American voting population had its highest turnout
ever in the 2008 election. That was later bested by the turnout in 2012. There was over a 5%
increase in the amount of African-Americans that voted. Whites represented the highest voter
turnout percentage, but it was less than 1% more than the turnout of African-Americans. The
other ethnic groups remained below 50% for voter turnout.
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There was a disparity between voting patterns of Millennials in 2008 and 2012 as the
2008 Millennials were significantly more likely to vote for Obama. White Millennials
represented 11% of the total voting demographic in 2008, but they voted for Obama by a 54% to
44% margin. This was 10% higher than they voted for Obama in 2008 while Romney received
7% more voted than McCain. African-American Millennials were also significantly more likely
to vote for Obama in 2008 than 2012.

Figure 6.1- 2008 Presidential Vote % by Race (CNN)
They represented 3% of the total voting demographic in both years, but they voted for
Obama by a 95% to 4% margin. This decreased in 2012 by 4% while Romney received 4% more
of the African-American Millennial vote in 2012. Latino Millennials also saw a decrease in in
likelihood of voting for Obama from 2008 to 2012. In 2008 they represented 3% of the total
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voting population, which increased to 4% in 2012, and they voted for Obama by a 76% to 19%
margin. In 2012, this decreased to 74%, while Romney’s increased to 23%.
The comparisons between the 2008 and 2012 studies show different trends in voting
behavior of Millennials. In 2008, they were significantly more likely to vote for Obama based off
of age but also based off of race. Romney was able to increase the amount of votes he received
from all ethnic demographics by significant margins, but they were not enough to win the
election. There are trends with how race might influence the voting behavior of individuals, but,
given the shift from 2008 to 2012, it might not be the most influential factor in determining how
an individual will vote. The expectation was that Millennials would continue the trend of being
more likely to vote for Obama, but that was not shown based off of the findings from both
elections.
The findings of race as a whole still suggest that it does play a role in how an individual
votes. African-American and Latino voters were still more likely to vote for the Democratic
candidate in both elections by a significant margin while white voters were more likely to vote
for the Republican candidate in both elections. It is also shown that the Millennial generation of
each respective race was significantly more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate than the
ethnic demographic as a whole. This could possibly mean that something different influences
why Millennials vote differently than other generations as a whole.
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CHAPTER IX
DISCUSSION

Based off of the findings from the 2008 and 2012 elections, it appears that several of the
variables play a role in influencing the voting behavior of Millennials. Comparatively speaking,
it appears that they are significantly more likely to vote for Democratic presidential candidates.
Religious influence seems to yield the most significant results in terms of voter predictability.
Evangelical whites remained consistently the most likely religion to vote for the
Republican candidate while Evangelical African-Americans remained the most likely to vote for
the Democratic candidate. Nonreligious voters were significantly more likely to vote for the
Democratic candidate while Protestants, as a whole, were more likely to vote for the Democratic
candidate.
Millennials could become more religious as they grow older, but that would have to be
something looked at in the future (Pew Research 2012). The trends from Millennials are that they
are the least religious generation ever and that trend might continue to an even less religious next
generation. Looking strictly at the numbers between 2007 and 2012, there is a noticeable trend in
the decrease of major religion as a whole (Pew Research 2012). Seventy-eight percent of the
population said that they were Protestant in 2007 and that number has since decreased to 73% as
recently as 2012. The other side of that trend has seen the number of unaffiliated religious groups
increase by 4.3%.
Most of that increase in unaffiliated religious groups is from people that label themselves
as “nothing in particular,” but there have also been increases in Atheists and Agnostics. The total
is around a 2% change, which would be roughly 6 million Americans. The trend is the fastest
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growing religious shift in the history of the United States as unaffiliated Millennials are 32%
unaffiliated while the next closest generation, Generation X, is around 21% unaffiliated. The
growth before Generation X in religious change was around 6%, but this shows nearly double
that change over one generational cohort.
The breakdown within the Millennial generation even shows disparity between religiosity
of the different age groups within the generation. The 32% unaffiliated demographic is split
between the older Millennials (1982-1989) and younger Millennials (1990-1994) in which the
older Millennials are around 30% unaffiliated while the younger Millennials are around 34%
unaffiliated. If this trend continues then the next generation will see a larger spike in the overall
number of unaffiliated individuals.
Party affiliation of Millennials shows that they are not particularly aligned with either
party with significant support. Millennials are more likely to register as Democrats instead of
Republicans, but the overall majority of Millennials still chose to remain independent. The
results from the 2008 study show significant partisanship from voters that did identify with either
party, but neither party have seen a huge spike in registration among Democrats.
Determining why Millennials are more likely to remain independent is an area worth
studying. The assumption with Millennials is that they are more progressive and identify more
closely with Democrats on social issues, but also identify better with Republicans on economic
issues. This split could explain why Millennials feel that neither party truly represents their
value. As a whole Millennials are a lot less disenfranchised by the government compared to other
generations (Pew Research 2012). Millennials trust the government more than other generations
as well meaning that they feel that the role of larger government might not be a bad thing.
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Millennials are the generation most likely to view the Democratic Party in a positive light
while they are also the most likely to view the Republican Party in a negative light. Abortion is
an issue where Democrats are seen as more favorable by Millennials. Only 32% of Millennials
see the Republican position on abortion as favorable while 52% see the Democratic position as
favorable. Millennials also feel that Republicans do a poor job on the healthcare issue as 36% see
the Republican position as favorable while 52% see the Democratic position as favorable. The
only issue that Millennials see Republicans as the favorable party is on the budget and deficit.
Millennials favor Republicans on the budget issue by a 46% to 39% margin. Compared to other
generations, this is still relatively lower (Pew Research 2012).
These Pew studies show that Millennials put a lot of weight on social issues since they
are more likely to support the Republican Party on financial issues. If it is connected to
religiosity, the argument could be made that the reason Millennials are more likely to favor
Democrats is because they are less religious than other generations. Abortion was the biggest
social issue that causes the Republican Party to be viewed negatively by Millennials while other
generations saw it as less of a significant issue. The controversy could be a result of increasingly
nonreligious individuals.
Even though Millennials are registering in lower numbers than other generations, voting
along party lines is still common among those Millennials that are registered. Since Millennials
are not registering in high numbers, they are not giving the Democratic candidate an advantage
in that regard. The majority of independent voters seem to favor the Democratic candidate in
both elections meaning that there is likely another reason that Millennials vote for the
Democratic candidate in greater numbers.
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The same issue occurs with the belief that income could be the reason Millennials are
more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate. The results from this study show that it was
difficult to find a connection to higher income and individuals voting for the Republican
candidate. The only significant finding within this study was that lower income individuals were
significantly more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate in the 2008 and 2012 elections.
Millennials are no more likely to be in economically dire situations compared to other
generations so it is difficult to find a connection with Millennial income and an increase their
propensity to vote for the Democratic candidate.
The economy as a whole might be a better indicator of Millennial voting behavior.
Millennials tend to have a different perception of the economy and the expectations for it in the
future. Millennials do not feel that their personal finances are better off than the Boomer or
Silent generations, but they feel that it is better than that of Generation X. As a whole,
Millennials are quite content with their financial situations compared to the perceptions of other
generations during the same time in their lives.
The biggest support for Republicans from Millennials comes on the budget issues, but
other economic issues still find Millennials supporting Democrats. Millennials are significantly
more likely to trust the Democratic Party with fixing the job situation and solving social security.
Other generations do feel the Democratic Party is better suited for fixing social security in even
greater numbers than Millennials showing that this is one of the few issues where Millennials are
more in-line with Republicans than the Boomer generation.
The connection between Millennials and income does not yield enough significant results
to explain the increased likelihood of Millennials voting for the Democratic candidate. The
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economic issues connected with perception of income might play a marginal role, but it does not
seem to be the primary reasoning behind voting behavior of Millennials.
Race seems to be one of the biggest factors in determining why Millennials are more
likely to vote for the Democratic candidate. Millennial whites had different voting patterns
compared to whites from other generations. Finding a reason behind that could be another
important indicator of why they are more likely than other generations to vote for the Democratic
candidate. The other part is that the makeup of Millennials is significantly different than other
generations. The Silent and Greatest generations both were comprised of about 80% whites while
Millennials are the first generation to go below 60% of its total demographic being white.
The biggest growth has come from the Latino population going from around 6% during
the Greatest generation to around 20% in the Millennial generation. Aside from the Asian
demographic, which has fluctuated between 4% and 8%, the only generation that has seen a
significant decrease in the demographic of its population is whites. African-Americans have also
seen an increase in their overall population from the Greatest generation to the Millennial
generation with a 6% increase.
White Millennials are still more likely to vote for the Republican candidate compared to
other ethnicities. In 2008, white Millennials did favor the Democratic candidate, but that changed
to Republican candidate in 2012. Despite the increases in the Latino and African-American
population, that has not translated into higher voter turnout from those ethnic groups. The
African-American population saw a major increase in overall voter turnout from their
demographic, but Millennial African-Americans have not been part of that increase. Latinos have
not seen a high voter turnout and Latino Millennials have not increased their turnout either.
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This study has demonstrates that, of the 19% of the voting population that Millennials
contribute to election, 11% of the total vote still comes from white Millennials. AfricanAmerican Millennials contribute around 4% of the total vote, but that is above what is expected
with the size of their population. The 2008 and 2012 election can be seen as special cases since
the Democratic candidate was a African-American candidate. Latino Millennials and white
Millennials were both more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate than other generations. It
was only the African-American Millennials that were more likely to vote for the Republican
candidate than the overall African-American population.
It appears that there is a connection with race and voting behavior for Millennials, but the
connection could still be questioned since ethnic minorities are not voting in higher numbers. It
must also be examined why white Millennials are increasingly more likely to vote for the
Democratic candidate than non-Millennial whites.
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CHAPTER X
CONCLUSION

Analysis from this study shows that Millennials do, in fact, have different voting
tendencies than other generations and are more inclined to vote for Obama in the 2008 and 2012
elections. It was determined that as age increased, the individual was more likely to vote for the
Republican candidate. The variables tested show only two results that could explain why
Millennials were more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate.
Income and party affiliation demonstrates significant connections to Millennials and their
voting behavior. The issue with income was that there was not a greater representation of rich or
poor Millennials compared to other generations. Economic issues were important to Millennials
as well, but they favored the Republican candidate on the budget deficit. Millennials do possess a
much different perception of economics than other generations with a more positive outlook on
the future.
The other variable of party affiliation shows that the highest numbers of Millennials were
independent voters. There were significantly more Democratic registered Millennials than
Republican registered Millennials, but neither was more likely to vote for their party’s candidate
than other generations. One finding was that Millennials did see themselves identifying with
Democrats more than Republicans, but still did not register with them in significant numbers.
The shift with white Millennials favoring Obama in 2008 and Romney in 2012 shows that they
are more open to aligning with either party depending on the circumstances.
Religion was the first variable that shows significant results. The ANES, CNN, and Pew
data show that Protestants as a whole were more likely to vote for the Republican candidate.
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White Evangelicals had the highest percentage of Republican voters out of all religions while
nonreligious voters had one of the highest percentages of Democratic voters. This was significant
because the Millennials demographic has seen a decline in the total number of white Evangelical
Millennials compared to other generations while seeing an increase in the amount of nonreligious Millennials.
The other finding was that race does play a role in voting behavior of Millennials because
the composition of Millennial ethnicity greatly differs from other generations. With significantly
more ethnic minorities than other generations, Millennials have more individuals that are more
likely to vote for the Democratic candidate. Race did play a role in determining how an
individual will vote with whites being more likely to vote for the Republican candidate while
Latinos and African-Americans were more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate.
One possible reason behind Millennial whites being more likely to vote for the
Democratic candidate is because of religion. With an increase in the total number of nonreligious
whites in the Millennial generation, it is possible that they are not swayed by socially
conservative ideals. The study found that Millennials heavily favored the Democratic candidate
on social issues. Millennials also saw Republicans as being extreme compared to the Democrats
when it came to most social issues and that could disenfranchise them as voters. The ability to
sway white Millennials could influence how Millennials vote in the future since there are so
many independent voters in the Millennial generation. As for Latino and African-American
Millennials, it seems that they will likely continue the trend of voting for the Democratic
candidate.
The regression model from the ANES study shows that there was statistical significance
for Millennials, religion and race while there was no statistical significance for income. What
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this shows was that during the 2012 elections, Millennials, non-Evangelicals and non-Whites
were significantly more likely to vote for Obama than they were for Romney. The insufficient
findings for income show that the total income did not have an impact on the voting behavior of
individuals.
With the increased number of ethnic minorities and nonreligious individuals in the
Millennial generation, it appears that these are two possible reasons why the Millennial
generation is more likely to vote for the Democratic candidate than other generations. If the trend
continues then it is likely that the next generation will be even more likely to vote for the
Democratic candidate than Millennials.
The main strengths of this study include information provided from the ANES study that
provides accurate information that is more reliable than exit polls in determining the age, religion
and vote. By breaking down the categories needed, the study examines the vote on a personal
level and not having to rely solely on exit poll data. With the separation of categories done by
ANES, the study is better able to find which religions have the most significant impact on voting
behavior.
The weakness of the design is determining whether religion is a significant indicator of
election outcomes. There is the potential of no causal relationship between religion and a
person’s vote. As a quantitative study, it intends to show what the likelihood of a person is to
vote for either candidate; but that does not show a direct connection to either religion or
generation. The other weakness of the study is the limitation of data available. While the ANES
study does a good job of providing a strong and accurate representation of the population, it is
difficult to decide if its research represents the voting population. Without universal voting
information from every person that voted in both elections, it is impossible to give perfect
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measurement results. There are also reliability issues within the research conducted from the
ANES study because people could have misreported information. It is also possible that the
study has a bias in the data because of which people were given the opportunity to take part in
the study.
There was a huge movement within the Millennial generation that voted for the
Democratic candidate that could explain why Barack Obama won both elections. The last
implications aim to show that, since there has been a decrease in religious identification among
Millennials, Barack Obama won the 2008 and 2012 elections because Millennials are more likely
to vote for the Democratic nominee than the generations before them.
Future avenues that could be conducted from this study include examining the voting
behavior of the generation that follows the Millennials and whether they continued the voting
trends of the Millennial generation or if they mirrored that of the generations before Millennials.
There could also be research conducted in relation to the generations before Millennials and
examining whether these results were part of a trend that occurred in those generations. Breaking
down voting behavior through generations could explain why a candidate was successful in a
given election while also explaining how candidates might change their policies in order to be
more successful in their campaigns. Another avenue that might come from this study is
comparing the importance of religion in voting behavior to other variable like race. One strong
variable that shaped this study was how race has a significant impact in influencing voting
behavior over religious ideology and generation.
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