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ABSTRACT 
 

 This paper examines the factors that contribute to a person’s likelihood of 

supporting same-sex marriage.  Of the many factors that play a role in a voter’s support 

for legalizing same-sex marriage, race has been recently featured as the most prominent. 

A racial gap exists with regard to public opinion about same-sex marriage; however the 

racial difference in opposition to same-sex marriage is a function of religion.  Opposition 

to same-sex marriage is positively related to the strength of a person’s religious 

commitments. Using national level public opinion data, this paper examines what factors 

are the most important in determining whether one supports or opposes same-sex 

marriage. While a number of factors influence the racial gap in opposition to same-sex 

marriage, religion plays the most important role in determining whether a person, black 

or white, is opposed to same-sex marriage.  Incorporating several different measures of 

religious commitment within a model, this paper examines how important a factor 

religion is in public opinion about same-sex marriage and what effect religious 

commitments have on the racial gap in relation to public opinion on the issue. 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

 The battle over same-sex marriage is raging in the United States today.  

Homosexuals in this country have been calling for the right to marry or form civil unions 

since the 1960’s, but the current same-sex debate only really emerged in the United 

States over the past 20 years.  The national debate began in 1993 in Hawaii.  That year 

the Hawaii Supreme Court ruled that an existing state law banning same-sex marriage in 

the state was discriminatory, and the court threatened to rule it unconstitutional unless the 

state could provide a compelling reason for discriminating against gay and lesbian 

couples.  The people of Hawaii responded in 1998 with the passage of a constitutional 

amendment giving the state legislature the power to limit marriage to opposite-sex 

couples, which resulted in the state’s current law banning same-sex marriage. 

 Since then, 40 states and the Federal Government have passed what are known as 

Defense of Marriage Acts (DOMAs), which define marriage solely as a union between a 

man and a woman.  Currently, out of the 50 states, only five permit same-sex couples to 

legally marry: Massachusetts, Connecticut, Iowa, Vermont, and New Hampshire.  The 

District of Columbia recently joined this group, legalizing same-sex marriage in early 

2010, and the state of New York recognizes same-sex marriages but do not perform them.  

As of November 2009, when legislation legalizing same-sex marriage in Maine was 

defeated by referendum, same-sex marriage had been defeated in all 31 states in which it 

had been put to a vote.  In the five states and the District of Columbia, where same-sex 

marriage is permitted, the right has been brought about by legislation or court ruling.  In 

contrast, in the 30 states that have banned same-sex marriage, the constitutional 

amendments prohibiting same-sex marriage have been brought by popular referendum.  
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 Considering the important role that popular referendum has played in the same-

sex marriage debate in America, it seems that public opinion on the issue is the driving 

force behind the legalizing or banning of same-sex marriage in this country. A recent 

survey by the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press in April 2009 found that 

a majority of the public (54 percent) remains opposed to same-sex marriage with just 35 

percent in favor of it.  But what drives public opinion on this issue?  What factors make a 

voter likely to support or oppose the right of homosexuals to marry? 

 The purpose of this paper is to examine the factors that contribute to a person’s 

likelihood of opposing same-sex marriage.  Of the many factors that play a role in a 

voter’s support for legalizing same-sex marriage, race has been recently featured as the 

most prominent.  While many suggest that race is the most important factor in 

determining a voter’s opposition to legalizing same-sex marriage, there are other factors 

such as religiosity that may play a much greater role.  By analyzing public opinion of 

same-sex marriage on the national level, this paper will examine which factors are most 

important in determining whether one supports or opposes same-sex marriage.  The paper 

will focus on and test whether religion can explain the general opposition among African-

Americans to same-sex marriage. 
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II.  BACKGROUND  

 In the election year of 2008, the issue of same-sex marriage stood before voters in 

three different states.  Voters in all three states rejected marriage rights for homosexuals 

by popular referendum, effectively banning same-sex marriage in California, Arizona, 

and Florida.  The across the board sweep, along with the passage of a measure in 

Arkansas barring homosexuals from adopting children, proved to be a devastating defeat 

for supporters of same-sex marriage and “ignited a debate about whether the movement 

to expand the rights of same-sex couples had hit a cultural brick wall” (McKinley and 

Goodstein 2008).  This “cultural brick wall” is made up of many factors, but one of the 

most publicized is that of the role African-American voters play in the passage of same-

sex marriage bans. Exit polls in California found that the same-sex marriage ban there 

was supported by the large turnout among black voters who had come to the polls in 

support of Barack Obama.  

 The passage of California’s Proposition 8 in 2008 was a surprising step backward 

after years of progress on marital equality for same-sex couples.  Proposition 8, an 

amendment to the state’s constitution, rejected the marriage rights established by a 

decision of the California Supreme Court and effectively banned same-sex marriage in 

the State of California.  This led many activists, pundits, and scholars to consider the 

various factors that may have contributed to the success of a same-sex marriage ban in 

arguably a very liberal state.  The most controversial theory behind Proposition 8’s 

passage was that African-American opposition to same-sex marriage ended up combining 

with the high voter turnout of that group in California in support of Barack Obama in the 

Presidential election to allow for the measure’s passage.  “The theory—that minorities 
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with infrequent vote histories would ‘surge’ to the polls in support of Obama, but, due to 

their traditional social values, would vote for a ban on same-sex marriage”—was 

originally proposed in a prominent op-ed in the New York Times two months before the 

election (Slade and Smith 2009).  It suggested that Obama’s “popularity among black 

voters” could “hurt gay couples” (McKinley 2008).  The Associated Press 2008 

California General Election Exit Poll showed that 70 percent of African-Americans voted 

in favor of Proposition 8, fueling this theory and going a step further in declaring that 

blacks were more opposed to marriage rights for homosexuals than whites and other 

minority groups.  While further studies suggest that African-American support for 

Proposition 8 was considerably smaller than the 70 percent first reported, it is clear that in 

California African-American voters oppose same-sex marriage in greater numbers than 

do white voters (Egan and Sherrill 2009).  A similar scenario played out in Florida.  

Many blame high turnout among black voters in Florida for the passage of Amendment 2, 

which effectively banned same-sex marriage in that state (Slade and Smith 2009). 

 Pre-election polling legitimized this theory with a Public Policy Institute of 

California survey finding that “a big turnout for the top of the ticket presidential race 

could have a significant impact on the rest of the ballot” (Grew 2008).  There was also an 

October St. Petersburg Times story claiming that “whether Florida bans gay marriage in 

its state Constitution could be decided by how much presidential candidate Barack 

Obama drives turnout among African-Americans (Farley 2008).  Senator Obama’s stance 

on the issue of same-sex marriage was comparable to that of the African-American 

community as a whole: in opposition to same-sex marriage.  Although as a U.S. Senator 

and presidential candidate Barack Obama advocated for the repeal of the Defense of 
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Marriage Act, which defined for Federal law purposes marriage as being between a man 

and a woman, and opposed a constitutional ban on same-sex marriage, he was vocal in 

his personal opposition to same-sex marriage for religious reasons (Slade and Smith 

2009).  While he called the state ballot initiatives unnecessary, his campaign and the 

national Democratic Party largely avoided the issue, leaving many of his supporters to 

decide their own stance on same-sex marriage. 

 In California and Florida, exit polling after the 2008 election showed that African-

Americans were opposed to same-sex marriage (Egan and Sherrill 2009, Slade and Smith 

2009).  This assertion has been verified by public opinion literature.  But before we 

accept the generalization that blacks, as a group, oppose same-sex marriage, it is 

important to explore if this is indeed the case, and if it is, why. 
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III.  L ITERATURE REVIEW  

 When examining the different factors that may influence a black voter’s opinion 

on same-sex marriage, it is interesting to find that the factors the literature shows 

influence a black voter’s opinion on same-sex marriage are the same factors that the 

literature identifies in explaining overall public opinion on the subject. Only a handful of 

studies have asked questions about same-sex marriage in the United States, but those 

studies have identified many of the same variables that contribute to public opinion on 

same-sex marriage.  Patrick Egan, Nathaniel Persily, and Kevin Wallsten in their 2005 

study, “Gay Rights”, have found that over the past 30 years, American public opinion 

regarding gay people, gay rights, and homosexual sex has moved unambiguously toward 

acceptance and tolerance.  They claim that any discussion of public opinion regarding 

homosexuals must begin with “the fact that Americans view homosexual behavior 

through a strong moral lens: in 2004, 57 percent of the public told the General Social 

Survey that same-sex relations are ‘always wrong’” (Egan, Persily and Wallsten 2005).  

However, this figure has declined steadily over the last 20 years.  In the late 1980’s, the 

number stood at 78 percent (Egan, Persily and Wallsten 2005).  Interestingly, Egan 

Persily and Wallsten also note that the decline in morally traditionalistic views regarding 

homosexuality have not been accompanied by a decline in moral traditionalistic views on 

other moral issues such as abortion or pornography.  But Americans remain deeply 

uncomfortable with gays compared to other groups, and acceptance, tolerance, and 

support for gay rights does not extend as strongly to homosexual relationships (same-sex 

marriage) (Egan, Persily and Wallsten 2005). 

 



 7

PUBLIC OPINION  

 Current public opinion polling on same-sex marriage confirms that the majority of 

Americans oppose same-sex marriage.  Since 1996, the Pew Research Center has polled 

annually on the issue and each year opponents of legalizing same-sex marriage have 

consistently outnumbered supporters.  The Pew Research Center in its 2009 study “Public 

Opinion on Gay Marriage” identifies political affiliation, age, and church attendance as 

linked to opinions about same-sex marriage.  In terms of political affiliation, opposition 

to same-sex marriage is high, 77 percent, among those who describe themselves as 

Republicans with very few (17 percent) favoring same-sex marriage.  Democrats are 

more divided on the question, with half (50 percent) in favor and 41 percent opposed. 

Independents’ views on gay marriage seem to mirror those of the national population: as 

a group independents support gay marriage by the same margin (54 percent to 35 percent) 

as Americans as a whole. In terms of age, those over the age of 65 oppose gay marriage 

by a margin of 64 percent to 24 percent, and those under age 30 are near evenly divided 

on the issue at 43 percent in favor and 45 percent opposed.  The largest difference on the 

question of gay marriage occurred among religious groups.  Among those attending 

religious services at least once a week, 69 percent oppose gay marriage, while of those 

who say they attend less often only 45 percent oppose (Public Opinion on Gay Marriage, 

2009).  Paul R. Brewer writes in his 2003 Journal of Politics article, “The Shifting 

Foundations of Public Opinion about Gay Rights,” that while there have been positive 

shifts in the last 20 years in public opinion of gay rights, certain groups have hardly 

moved at all on the issue.”  Conservatives and the religious are two groups that have 

hardly been affected by the recent progressive trends (Brewer 2003). 
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 Kevin J. Garcia in his 2005 paper for the Andrew Young School of Policy 

Studies, “Determinants of Attitudes on Same-sex Marriage and Civil Unions,” 

determined that the generally accepted factors that have been shown to affect public 

opinion on other gay-rights issues in the past play a similar role in the current debate over 

same-sex marriage. Prior studies have examined demographic variables that can be used 

to predict what types of people have a higher likelihood of accepting homosexual 

behavior or supporting gay employment rights (Garcia 2005). Gender, race, religion, 

education level, political ideology, church attendance, and considering oneself “born-

again” were all significant factors in the likelihood of supporting other gay rights issues 

and they are similarly significant in predicting the likelihood of support of same-sex 

marriage (Garcia 2005). 

IMPORTANT PREDICTORS 

 Education is associated with higher levels of support for gay marriage (Garcia 

2005, Egan, Persily, and Wallsten 2008, Brewer 2006).  It has been shown that people 

with higher education levels tend to be more accepting than the lesser-educated 

respondents (Garcia 2005). More education usually translates into greater interaction with 

a variety of people, including homosexuals.  Higher education tends to produce a greater 

belief in the values of our society i.e. civil liberties.  More education leads to greater 

acceptance of diversity and lifestyles that differ from one’s own (Garcia 2005). In one 

study, a shift from the minimum to maximum value of education raises the probability of 

supporting same-sex marriage by 41 percentage points (Egan, Persily, and Wallsten 

2008). 
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 Age has shown to have a negative effect on acceptance of homosexual rights 

issues, and in terms of gender males have been less willing to accept homosexuality than 

women (Garcia 2005, Brewer 2006).  Although women tend to be more supportive of gay 

rights than men, the total effect of sex is small (Brewer 2006). Once warmth toward 

homosexuals was controlled for, women and men were statistically indistinct (Brewer 

2006).  Warmth toward homosexuals, typically measured by how a respondent feels 

about homosexuals as a group, also washes out the relationship between age and views of 

same-sex marriage (Egan, Persily, and Wallsten 2008).  Warmth toward and relation to 

homosexuals have statistically significant effects. The rise in Americans’ tolerance of 

homosexuality and their embrace of some aspects of the gay rights agenda have been 

accompanied by a growing familiarity and comfort with gay people (Egan, Persily, and 

Wallsten 2008).  Personal contact with gay people has risen substantially.  As Americans 

have gotten to know more gay people, they have also become more comfortable with 

them (Egan, Persily, and Wallsten 2008, Brewer 2006).  However, racial differences in 

opinion on same-sex marriage persist with blacks being less supportive than whites of 

same-sex marriage (Egan, Persily, and Wallsten 2008).  Moreover, some research has 

shown that even after controlling for intervening variables such as church attendance, 

moral traditionalism, and living in the South, African-Americans are still more opposed 

to same-sex marriage than whites (Egan, Persily, and Wallsten 2008). 

  Religion, as measured both by religious affiliation and religiosity (church 

attendance), is featured prominently in the literature and is recognized by most as a 

powerful, and by some as the most powerful, factor in public opinion about same-sex 

marriage (Garcia 2005, Egan, Persily, and Wallsten 2008, Brewer 2006). The greater 
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importance religion holds in a person’s life, the more likely they are to oppose same-sex 

marriage.  People who attend church more often are less likely to support gay rights than 

similar people who do not attend very often. In one study, a shift from the minimum to 

maximum value in religiosity shifts support for same-sex marriage by 38 percentage 

points (Egan, Persily, and Wallsten 2005).  Prioritization of moral values above other 

issues is also a significant predictor of opposition to gay marriage (Olsen, Cadge, and 

Harrison 2006).   

  Clearly, the literature on public opinion surrounding same-sex marriage identifies 

many important influences that can have an effect on a respondent’s opposition to same-

sex marriage.  Among them are age, birth cohort, gender, marital status, race, religious 

preference, religiosity, moral traditionalism, considering oneself born-again, education, 

political affiliation, political ideology, feelings toward homosexuals, knowing 

homosexuals, and living in the South.  The literature varies on which variables are the 

most significant predictors of opposition, with different data yielding different results.   

A FOCUS ON RACE AND RELIGION  

 This paper will use these variables in its study, but will specifically focus on the 

role that race and religion plays.  Two works of literature that focus on these factors in 

public opinion about same-sex marriage and specifically refute the theory that the black 

voter surge in California and Florida led to the passage of same-sex marriage bans in 

those states are Stephanie Slade and Daniel A. Smith’s work focusing on Florida, 

“Obama to Blame? Minority Surge Voters and the Ban on Same-Sex Marriage in 

Florida,” and Patrick J. Egan and Kenneth Sherrill’s work focusing on California, 

“California’s Proposition 8: What Happened, and What Does the Future Hold?”   
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 Slade and Smith (2009) show in their University of Florida study that the level of 

the voter’s education—not the large number of blacks who turned out for the first time to 

cast ballots for Barack Obama—best explains the passage of Amendment 2, banning 

same-sex marriage in the state of Florida.  This study focused on newly registered black 

voters, the voters considered to be the majority of the “Obama-inspired surge”, and 

analyzed the data by Florida counties.  Party identification and church attendance were 

significant factors (Slade and Smith 2009).  County statistics on percent Republican, 

percent black, religiosity, and rurality all have a positive impact on the vote for 

Amendment 2.  These four characteristics are historically associated with social 

conservatism, which is itself associated with opposition to same-sex marriage (Slade and 

Smith 2009).  But at the individual level, most important was the fact that this study’s 

models showed that being black or Hispanic was not a good predictor for support for a 

ban (Slade and Smith 2009).  Their individual-level analysis finds no statistically 

significant relationship between race and support for Florida’s Amendment 2 (Slade and 

Smith 2009). 

 Egan and Sherrill (2009) examine several questions about the result of 

California’s Proposition 8’s passage, and explored the characteristics of voters that were 

associated with support for and opposition to Proposition 8.  They found that a voter’s 

party identification, ideology, religiosity, and age had a much bigger impact on their vote 

than other voter characteristics (Egan and Sherrill 2009).  They also examined African-

American support for Proposition 8.  They provide evidence showing that while African-

Americans supported Proposition 8 more than voters as a whole, they did not do so in the 

overwhelming numbers suggested by exit polling (Egan and Sherrill 2009).   African-
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American support for Proposition 8 was largely explained by their high levels of 

religiosity—how often they attended church services (Egan and Sherrill 2009).  African-

Americans are more religious (as measured by religiosity) than any other racial or ethnic 

group of California voters (Egan and Sherrill 2009).  Among Californians who attend 

worship at least weekly, support for Proposition 8 was nearly uniform across all racial 

and ethnic groups (Egan and Sherrill 2009).  Among those who attend worship less than 

weekly, the majority of every racial and ethnic group voted against Proposition 8’s 

passage (Egan and Sherrill 2009).  Therefore, the most important and influential factor is 

not race but church attendance, a measure of the strength of one’s religious beliefs 

 Both of these studies provide valuable information about race’s role in opposition 

to same-sex marriage and how another independent variable’s influence (education in 

Florida and religiosity in California) renders race’s influence less important.  While the 

studies’ approaches are different, both recognize the significant role that religion plays in 

the connection between race and opposition to same-sex marriage.  However, these 

studies only examine opposition to same-sex marriage in two individual states.  This 

paper hopes to provide insight into public opinion regarding same-sex marriage on a 

national level.  Guidance will be provided by a national level study of the issue by Darren 

Skerkat, Kylan de Vries, and Stacia Creek in their 2010 work for the Social Science 

Quarterly, “Race, Religion, and Opposition to Same-Sex Marriage.”  They examined 

racial differences in support for same sex marriage using General Social Surveys from 

2004-2008. They wanted to know whether the emerging black-white gap is a function of 

religion, and concluded the answer was yes.  The racial divide was a function of black’s 

ties to sectarian Protestant religious denominations and high rates of church attendance 
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(Skerkat, de Vries and Creek).  Half of the difference between whites and blacks in their 

support for same-sex marriage was explained by differences in religious affiliation 

(Skerkat, de Vries and Creek 2009).    While only 30 percent of white Americans identify 

with conservative Protestant denominations, over 63 percent of African-Americans 

affiliate with Baptist or other sectarian groups (Sherkat 2002). African-American religion 

is overwhelmingly sectarian Protestant.  But religious affiliation is only half the 

explanation.  The remaining half is explained by African-Americans’ high rates of 

religious participation (religiosity). The importance of religious participation explains 

why African-Americans not affiliated with a denomination are less supportive than 

whites with no religious affiliation.  Generational factors are roughly equal for whites and 

African-Americans.  Those born after 1946 were significantly more supportive of same-

sex marriage.  Although education is a key factor predicting support for same-sex 

marriage, among blacks the direct effect of education is small and insignificant.  The 

same is true for income.  Interestingly, political values, educational attainment, income, 

gender, and rural residence played no significant role in shaping black view on same-sex 

marriage. 

 Although a multitude of factors can affect a respondent’s opinion on same-sex 

marriage, there is only one variable that is common to, and in many cases most 

prominent, in all the studies: religiosity.  This paper will examine the role that religiosity 

plays in explaining the general opposition among African-Americans to same-sex 

marriage on a national level but will distinguish itself from previous research by 

including several other measurements of a respondent’s religious feelings.  For example, 

these will include whether a respondent considers their religion to be fundamentalist, 
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whether a respondent considers themselves to be “born again”, and how often a 

respondent prays.  This paper will take a straightforward approach to the subject using 

only the data from the General Social Survey of 2008 with a model that builds on the 

literature.  While other studies using national data have focused on the racial divide in 

support of same-sex marriage being a result of a culmination of factors, this study will 

focus on religion.   
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IV.  HYPOTHESIS 

 Much has been published since the 2008 election about the role race has played 

and will play in the legalization or banning of same-sex marriage in the United States.  

Despite suggestions based on exit polling in California and Florida that African-

Americans’ strong opposition to same-sex marriage lead to the passage of same-sex 

marriage bans in those states, race was not the most important factor in determining a 

voter’s likelihood of opposing same-sex marriage.  The same is true at the national level.  

A racial gap does exist with regard to public opinion about same-sex marriage; 

however the racial difference in opposition to same-sex marriage is a function of 

religion.  Opposition to same-sex marriage is positively related to the strength of a 

person’s religious commitments.  While a number of factors influence the racial gap in 

opposition to same-sex marriage, religion likely plays the most important role in 

determining whether a person, black or white, is opposed to same-sex marriage.  

Incorporating several different measures of religious commitment within a model, this 

paper examines how important a factor religion is in public opinion about same-sex 

marriage and what effect religious commitments have on the racial gap in relation to 

public opinion on the issue. 
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V. DATABASE  

 To test this hypothesis, data, collected by the National Opinion Research Center at 

the University of Chicago as part of the General Social Survey (GSS) of 2008, will be 

used.  This data set can be accessed online through the Roper Center for Public Opinion 

Research at the University of Connecticut.  Except for the U.S. Census, the GSS is the 

most frequently analyzed source of information in the social sciences.  The 2008 survey 

had an overall sample size of 2023 respondents.  The GSS survey contains a standard 

‘core’ of demographic and attitudinal questions, plus topics of special interest posed to a 

random sample of Americans each year.   One of these topics of special interest was 

same-sex marriage about which 1,350 respondents answered to what extent they agreed 

or disagreed with the statement, “Homosexuals couples should have the right to marry 

one another.”  Possible responses ranged from (5) strongly agree, (4) agree, (3) neutral, 

(2) disagree, and (1) strongly disagree.  Because 1,166 respondents answered this same-

sex marriage question definitively this is the sample analyzed here.   

 Table 1 provides a glimpse into the demographic makeup of the sample as well as 

the respondents’ feelings about same-sex marriage.  Looking at the sample, African-

Americans were disproportionately opposed to same-sex marriage.  This is shown by the 

fact that black respondents made up only 13.7 percent of the sample but 16.9 percent of 

those who oppose same-sex marriage.  Whites are disproportionately supportive of the 

issue, making up 74 percent of the sample but over 80 percent of those who support gay 

unions.  Males are also disproportionately opposed to same-sex marriage, making up only 

45 percent of the survey and close to 50 percent of those opposed to the unions.  As far as 

age is concerned, starting at age 50, respondents become disproportionately opposed to 
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same-sex marriage.  In terms of political views, those to the right of center are also 

disproportionately opposed to the issue.  Those respondents with a high school degree or 

less were disproportionately opposed, along with those respondents who are married.  

Where a respondent was raised also disproportionately affected their opposition to same-

sex marriage.  Respondents raised in the South or in a rural area, while only representing 

31.1 and 52.3 percent of the sample, respectively, make up 38.4 and 57.4 percent of those 

opposed.  Each of these groups disproportionately opposed is consistent with the 

literature. 

 Looking at the religious commitment categories, those on the more religious sides 

of each of the variables measuring religious commitment were not surprisingly 

disproportionately opposed to same-sex marriage.  These groups were the most 

disproportionately opposed in the entire sample.  Once a month is the turning point for 

church attendance, known as religiosity.  Those respondents who attended church 

services more than once a month were disproportionately opposed to the issue.  For 

prayer, those who prayed once a day or more were disproportionately opposed.  Those 

who considered themselves born again or their religion fundamentalist represented 39.4 

and 31.4 percent of the sample, respectively, but made up 53.7 and 43.8 percent of those 

opposed to same-sex marriage.  Do these results hold up under closer scrutiny?  The 

regression analysis that follows will help answer this question.  
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TABLE 1 

DEMOGRAPHICS AND SAME -SEX MARRIAGE  

 Support Oppose Total 

TOTAL 530 (45.5%) 636 (54.5%) 1166 (100%) 

RACE 

White 427 (80.6%) 476 (74.8%) 903 (77.4%) 

Black 52 (9.8%) 108 (16.9%) 160 (13.7%) 

Other 51 (9.6%) 52 (8.2%) 103 (8.8%) 

 530 636 1166 

SEX 

Male 214 (40.4%) 313 (49.2%) 527 (45.2%) 

Female 316 (59.6%) 323 (50.8%) 639 (54.8%) 

 530 636 1166 

MARITAL STATUS  

Married  215 (40.7%) 348 (54.8%) 563 (48.4%) 

Not Married  313 (59.3%) 287 (45.2%) 600 (51.6%) 

 528 635 1163 

DEGREE ATTAINED 

1 (lt high school) 57 (10.8%) 116 (18.3%) 173 (14.8%) 

2 (high school) 248 (46.8%) 321 (50.6%) 569 (48.8%) 

3 (junior college) 40 (7.5%) 56 (8.8%) 96 (8.2%) 

4 (bachelor) 105 19.8%) 94 (14.8%) 199 (17.1%) 

5 (graduate) 80 (15.1%) 48 (7.6%) 128 (10.9%) 

 530 635 1165 

AGE 

1 (18-20) 25 (4.7%) 14 (2.2%) 39 (3.4%) 

2 (21-29) 110 (20.8%) 66 (10.4%) 176 (15.1%) 

3 (30-39) 113 (21.4%) 93 (14.7%) 206 (17.7%) 

4 (40-49) 102 (19.3%) 112 (17.6%) 214 (18.4%) 



 19

5 (50-59) 80 (15.2%) 129 (20.3%) 209 (17.9%) 

6 (60-69) 58 (10.9%) 100 (15.7%) 158 (13.6%) 

7 (70-79) 18 (3.4%) 78 (12.3%) 96 (8.3%) 

8 (80 and up) 22 (4.2%) 43 (6.8%) 65 (5.6%) 

 528 635 1163 

POLITICAL VIEWS  

1 (extreme liberal) 32 (6.2%) 13 (2.2%) 45 (40.4%) 

2 (liberal) 121 (23.4%) 34 (5.7%) 155 (13.9%) 

3 (slight liberal) 88 (17.1%) 29 (4.9%) 117 (10.5%) 

4 (moderate) 192 (37.2%) 233 (39.0%) 425 (38.1%) 

5 (slight conservative) 42 (8.1%) 89 (15.0%) 131 (11.8%) 

6 (conservative) 37 (7.1%) 159 (26.6%) 196 (17.6%) 

7 (extreme conserv) 4 (0.7%) 40 (6.7%) 44 (3.9%) 

 516 597 1113 

SOUTH 

Yes 118 (22.3%) 244 (38.4%) 362 (31.1%) 

No 412 (77.7%) 392 (61.6%) 804 (68.9%) 

 530 636 1166 

RURAL  

Yes 245 (46.2%) 365 (57.4%) 610 (52.3%) 

No 285 (53.8%) 271 (42.6%) 556 (47.7%) 

 530 636 1166  

RELIGIOSITY 

1 (never) 156 (29.5%) 83 (13.2%) 239 (20.6%) 

2 (lt once per year) 47 (8.8%) 30 (4.8%) 77 (6.6%) 

3 (once per year) 87 (16.4%) 69 (10.9%) 156 (13.5%) 

4 (several per year) 68 (12.9%) 61 (9.7%) 129 (11.1%) 

5 (once per month) 40 (7.6%) 41 (6.5%) 81 (6.9%) 

6 (2-3 per month) 46 (8.7%) 60 (9.5%) 106 (9.1%) 
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7 (nearly per week) 16 (3.0%) 28 (4.4%) 44 (3.8%) 

8 (once per week) 57 (10.8%) 155 (24.6%) 212 (18.3%) 

9 (several per week) 12 (2.3%) 103 (16.3%) 115 (9.9%) 

 529 630 1159 

FUNDEMENTALISM  

Yes 79 (15.9%) 270 (43.8%) 349 (31.4%) 

No 418 (84.1%) 346 (56.2%) 764 (68.6%) 

 497 616 1113 

BORN AGAIN  

Yes 115 (22.1%) 338 (53.7%) 453 (39.4%) 

No 406 (77.9%) 292 (46.3%) 698 (60.6%) 

 521 630 1182 

PRAYER 

1 (several per day) 91 (17.3%) 257 (41.3%) 348 (30.1%) 

2 (once per day) 137 (25.9%) 192 (30.9%) 329 (28.5%) 

3 (several per week) 72 (13.7%) 56 (9.0%) 128 (11.1%) 

4 (once per week) 33 (6.3%) 26 (41.8%) 59 (5.1%) 

5 (lt once per week) 94 (17.8%) 57 (9.2%) 151 (13.1%) 

6 (never) 100 (18.9%) 40 (6.4%) 140 (12.1%) 

 527 622 1155 

*Highlighted in gray are those groups that are disproportionately opposed to same-sex 

marriage. 
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VI.  RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY  

 CHART 1 

RACIAL DIFFERENCES IN OPPOSITION TO SAME -SEX MARRIAGE  

 

This thesis will use a logit model to examine predictors of an individual's opinion 

about same-sex marriage.  It will test how controls for demographic factors and religious 

commitments influence the racial gap in opposition to same-sex marriage.  The 

respondent’s response to the statement “Homosexuals couples should have the right to 

marry one another” will be used as the dependent variable.  Although the original 

question has eight possible answers, a dummy variable was created to group the answers 

into two definitive categories: support or oppose.  The independent variables will include 

demographic factors that have, based on the literature, some relation to a respondent’s 

feelings about same-sex marriage as well as several variables dedicated to religious 

commitments.  The first of the variables measuring religious commitment, religiosity is 
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common to all the literature and is simply defined as church attendance.  Religiosity is 

measured by a single item indicator in which respondents are asked, “How often do you 

attend religious services?”  Respondents chose their response from eight choices 

increasing frequency from (0) never to (8) several times a week.  Dummy variables were 

created to group the answers into four groups of church attendance: less than once a year, 

several times a year, 2-3 times a month, and once a week or more. The other religious 

commitment variables include considering one’s religion to be fundamentalist, 

considering oneself to be a “born again” Christian, and how often a respondent prays.  

Six options, ranging from several times a week to never, measured how often a 

respondent prayed.  Exhibit 1, found in the Appendix, catalogs all the variables that will 

be included in the study. 

 The study focuses first on the independent variable race, which provided the basis 

for the study’s hypothesis. Race was determined by whether respondents identified 

themselves as white, black, or other.  The survey data showed that African Americans 

were disproportionately opposed to same-sex marriage.  Chart 1 displays the existence of 

a racial gap with regard to public opinion about same-sex marriage.  While whites and 

people of other races were nearly evenly split on the issue, African Americans opposed 

same-sex marriage more than two to one.  The study examines whether this finding holds 

up when other demographic and religious variables are controlled for.  

 Five models are used to examine the relationship between religious commitments 

and the race gap.  The models are shown in parameter form below.  The first model 

includes race along with a range of demographic variables from a culmination of the 

literature including sex, marital status, age, education attained, political views, being 
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raised in the South, and being raised in a rural area.  Each of these variables has been 

found previously to be significant factors in one’s view on same-sex marriage.  The fifth 

model is the final model after the four variables measuring religious intensity are added 

in one at a time in models 2, 3, 4, and 5 to evaluate their impact. 

 

MODEL 1: 

Y (OPPOSITION TO  SAME-SEX MARRIAGE) = B0 + B1(RACE) +B2(OTHER RACE) + 

B3(MALE) + B4(NOT MARRIED) + B5(AGE) – B6(DEGREE) + B7(POLITICAL VIEWS) 

+ B8(SOUTH) + B9(RURAL)  

 

MODEL 2: 

Y (OPPOSITION TO  SAME-SEX MARRIAGE) = B0 + B1(RACE) +B2(OTHER RACE) + 

B3(MALE) + B4(NOT MARRIED) + B5(AGE) – B6(DEGREE) + B7(POLITICAL VIEWS) 

+ B8(SOUTH) + B9(RURAL) + B10(RELIGIOSITY)  

 

MODEL 3: 

Y (OPPOSITION TO  SAME-SEX MARRIAGE) = B0 + B1(RACE) +B2(OTHER RACE) + 

B3(MALE) + B4(NOT MARRIED) + B5(AGE) – B6(DEGREE) + B7(POLITICAL VIEWS) 

+ B8(SOUTH) + B9(RURAL) + B10(RELIGIOSITY) + B11(FUNDAMENTALIST) 

 

MODEL 4: 

Y (OPPOSITION TO  SAME-SEX MARRIAGE) = B0 + B1(RACE) +B2(OTHER RACE) + 

B3(MALE) + B4(NOT MARRIED) + B5(AGE) – B6(DEGREE) + B7(POLITICAL VIEWS) 
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+ B8(SOUTH) + B9(RURAL) + B10(RELIGIOSITY) + B11(FUNDAMENTALIST) + 

B12(BORN AGAIN)  

 

MODEL 5: 

Y (OPPOSITION TO  SAME-SEX MARRIAGE) = B0 + B1(RACE) +B2(OTHER RACE) + 

B3(MALE) + B4(NOT MARRIED) + B5(AGE) – B6(DEGREE) + B7(POLITICAL VIEWS) 

+ B8(SOUTH) + B9(RURAL) + B10(RELIGIOSITY) + B11(FUNDAMENTALIST) + 

B12(BORN AGAIN) – B13(PRAYER) 

 

 The second model adds religiosity, which is featured prominently in the literature 

and considered by most to be the most important factor in one’s public opinion on this 

issue.  The more a person attends church the more likely they are to be more religious and 

have conservative moral values.  When controlling for religiosity, it is expected that the 

racial gap in relation to views on same-sex marriage will be reduced.  The third model 

features the addition of the fundamentalist variable.  Respondents are asked whether they 

consider their religion to be fundamentalist.  Christian fundamentalist traditionally refers 

to groups who abide by a literal interpretation of the Bible and as a result a conservative 

moral outlook.  The same is true for the born again variable which is included in the 

fourth model.  Considering oneself to be a “born again” Christian is a good indicator of a 

respondent’s religious leanings.  Responding yes to the question usually translates to the 

respondent being a member of sectarian Protestant denomination and morally 

conservative.  When controlling for these two religious factors in models three and four, 

it is expected that the significance of the race variable will diminish.  The fifth model 
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includes the prayer variable, asking respondents how often they engage in prayer.  With 

the inclusion of extent of prayer, it is expected that the importance of race on the same 

sex marriage will again diminish.  Religion is expected to be a much better predictor of 

opposition to same-sex marriage than race.   
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VII.  FINDINGS  

The results of the paper’s five models are cataloged in Tables 2 and 3, which 

show how the addition of each measure of religious commitment affect opposition to 

same-sex marriage as well as how much of an impact controlling for religion has on each 

of the dependent variables.1 

RACE 

Model 1 of Tables 2 and 3 reveals that being African American is a highly 

statistically significant predictor of a respondent’s opposition to same-sex marriage.  In 

line with the literature, being black is positively related to opposition to the issue.   In 

Model 1 a variety of demographic factors are taken into consideration.  Controlling for 

demographics, African American respondents are over three times as likely as whites to 

oppose same-sex marriage.  The predicted probability of African Americans opposing the 

issue is .774, meaning there is a 77 percent chance that if a respondent is black, they will 

be opposed to same-sex marriage.  If a respondent is white, then there is only a 52 

percent chance they will oppose the issue. 

Model 2 of Tables 2 and 3 inserts the first of the variables measuring religious 

commitment. Although African Americans still remain highly statistically more opposed 

to same-sex marriage when compared to whites, the addition of religiosity, or church 

attendance, has led to a three percentage point drop in predicted probability, dropping 

                                                 
1 Diagnostics of the regression results were performed.  Based on the Log Likelihood Chi 
squared, each of the models exhibited a goodness of fit, and showed the fit improving 
from Model 1 to Model 5.  The link tests showed somewhat that each of the models had 
specification issues.  The correlation coefficient matrix established that multicollinearity 
was not a problem.  See Appendix for additional information. 
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down to a 74 percent chance of being opposed.  Although less so than in Model 1, in 

Model 2 African Americans are still 2.5 times as likely as whites to oppose same-sex 

unions.  Even the addition of the fundamentalist variable in Model 3 of Table 2 and 3 

does not change the fact that being black is highly statistically significant in relation to 

opposing same-sex marriage.  The effect of the two religion variables in the model has, 

however, produced a shift, although slight, in the race variable’s significance.  In Model 

3, African Americans are only 1.88 times as likely as whites to oppose the issue and have 

a lower predicted probability of 70 percent. 

 While controlling for being born again does not shift African American 

opposition to same-sex marriage much in Model 4 of Table 2 and 3, their opposition is no 

longer statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level, and their predicted 

probability of being in opposition is at 69 percent.  African Americans are 1.77 times as 

likely as whites to oppose same-sex marriage.  Controlling for prayer in Model 5 in 

Tables 2 and 3 also does not shift African American opposition to same-sex marriage 

much.  It has the smallest effect of all the religious factors with Africans Americans’ 

predicted probability of opposition at 68 percent and black respondents 1.71 times as 

likely as whites to be against the issue. 

 Overall, as a result of the addition of the religion variables, the statistical 

significance of being black in relation to opposing same-sex marriage declined, as did the 

predicted probability by nine percentage points. 
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TABLE 2 

Coefficients (P>|z|) 

Logistic Regression Predicting Opposition to Same-Sex Marriage 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

BLACK 1.141334 

(0.000)*** 

0.935715 

(0.000)*** 

0.6324818 

(0.011)** 

0.5759727 

(0.021)** 

0.5397304 

(0.031)** 

OTHER RACE 0.3203478 

(0.198) 

0.257079 

(0.324) 

0.3896876 

(0.167) 

0.3707118 

(0.194) 

0.3586147 

(0.209) 

MALE 0.4289215 

(0.002)** 

0.5982684 

(0.000)*** 

0.6580305 

(0.000)*** 

0.6961763 

(0.000)*** 

0.7757443 

(0.000)*** 

NOT MARRIED -0.4378596 

(0.002)** 

-0.3051251 

(0.038)** 

 -0.2237335 

(0.139) 

-0.2312078 

(0.131) 

-0.2490508 

(0.105) 

AGE 0.0290877 

(0.000)*** 

0.0252032 

(0.000)*** 

0.0245652 

(0.000)*** 

0.0252942 

(0.000)*** 

0.0240589 

(0.000)*** 

DEGREE 

ATTAINED 

-0.1664163 

(0.003)** 

-0.2094173 

(0.000)*** 

-0.1825709 

(0.003)** 

-0.1593866 

(0.010)** 

-0.1567169 

(0.012)** 

POLITICAL 

VIEWS 

0.5496274 

(0.000)*** 

0.5051989 

(0.000)*** 

0.4743768 

(0.000)*** 

0.4612122 

(0.000)*** 

0.4537754 

(0.000)*** 

SOUTH 0.6065254 

(0.000)*** 

0.5035634 

(0.002)** 

0.3152652 

(0.063)** 

0.2675125 

(0.119) 

0.2426612 

(0.159) 

RURAL 0.2007119 

(0.151) 

0.1514575 

(0.296) 

0.2037266 

(0.173) 

0.1766324 

(0.242) 

0.1639191 

(0.279) 

RELIGIOSITY  0.2106667 

(0.000)*** 

   

FUNDA- 

MENTALISM  

  0.8963359 

(0.000)*** 

  

BORN AGAIN    0.6100291 

(0.000)*** 

 

PRAYER     -0.1109479 

(0.036)** 

N 1156 1151 1102 1100 1098 

LR chi2 326.63 390.42 390.26 402.00 405.06 

Prob>chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
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SEX 

 Models 1 through 5 illustrates that even with the addition of religious factors, 

being male is consistently a highly statistically significant predictor of opposition to 

same-sex marriage.  In fact, the addition of the religious commitment variables increased 

male’s statistical significance.  Being a man is positively related to opposition of the 

issue.  When only considering demographic factors as in Model 1, men are one and half 

times as likely as women to oppose same-sex marriage and the predicted probability that 

a male will be opposed is 62 percent.  These numbers increase reliably as the models 

progress.  The inclusion of religious commitments increases the likelihood for a male to 

oppose same-sex marriage.  By Model 5, men are nearly 2.2 times as likely as women to 

oppose the issue with a 64 percent predicted probability. 

MARITAL STATUS 

 In Model 1 being unmarried, which includes being single as well as divorced and 

separated, is positively related to opposition to same-sex marriage.  If a respondent is not 

married, they only have 50 percent predicted probability of opposing gay unions and are 

0.65 times as likely as those who are married to be in opposition. Interestingly, the 

addition of religious commitment variables negatively affects the statistical significance 

of not being married.  By the time a second measure of religious intensity is added in 

Model 3, not being married is no longer a statistically significant measure of one’s 

feelings towards the issue. 
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TABLE 3 

      Odds Ratios 

Logistic Regression Predicting Opposition to Same-Sex Marriage 
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

BLACK 3.130942 2.549035 1.882276 1.77886 1.715544 

OTHER RACE 1.377607 1.293147 1.476519 1.448766 1.431345 

MALE 1.5356 1.818966 1.930986 2.006067 2.172208 

NOT MARRIED .6454164 .7370312 .7995281 .7935746 .7795404 

AGE 1.029515 1.025523 1.024869 1.025617 1.024351 

DEGREE .8466937 .8110567 .8331256 .8526667 .8549461 

POLITICAL VIEWS 1.732607 1.657315 1.607012 1.585995 1.574244 

SOUTH 1.834048 1.654607 1.370623 1.30671 1.274637 

RURAL 1.222273 1.163529 1.225963 1.193192 1.178119 

RELIGIOSITY  1.234501    

FUNDAMENTALIST    2.450607   

BORN AGAIN    1.840485  

PRAYER     0.8949853   

N 1156 1151 1102 1100 1098 

LR chi2 326.63 390.42 390.26 402.00 405.06 

Prob>chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
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AGE 

 Table 2 conveys that age is a highly statistically significant predictor of 

opposition to same-sex marriage, showing that age remains highly significant through all 

the models.  Age has a positive effect on same-sex marriage opposition, and as 

respondents get older, they become more and more likely to be opposed to same-sex 

marriage.  With each added year, respondents become 3 percent more likely to oppose the 

issue.  Those respondents age seventy and older have more than a 70 percent chance of 

opposing the issue.  The addition of religious factors have very little effect on the age 

variable, the predicted probability that a fifty year old respondent opposes same-sex 

marriage remains around 60 percent through all the models, and the same is true for most 

other ages. 

EDUCATION ATTAINED  

 The level of a respondent’s education was measured by the degree of education 

attained.  Education level significantly and negatively affects a respondent’s opposition to 

same-sex marriage.  The more education a respondent has, the less likely they are to 

oppose same-sex marriage.  Model 1 shows that a respondent with bachelor’s degree is 

almost two times less likely than a respondent with only a high school degree to oppose 

the issue.  This is true of education in each of the models.  Those with less than a high 

school degree have a 63 percent chance of opposing same-sex marriage, while those with 

a graduate degree have only a 46 percent chance of opposing. 
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POLITICAL VIEWS 

 Models 1 through 5 all exhibit a respondent’s political views as a highly 

statistically significant predictor of opposition to same-sex marriage.  Model 1 testifies 

that as a respondent’s political views became increasingly conservative, their opposition 

to the issue increased significantly.  A respondent’s political views are measured on a 

seven-point scale with choices ranging from extremely liberal to extremely conservative.  

With each unit increase in the political spectrum, respondents become 0.73 times more 

likely to oppose same-sex marriage.  Those who identify themselves as extremely 

conservative have a predicted probability of opposing same-sex marriage of over 85 

percent.  The introduction of religious factors, while having no affect on the variable 

significance, negatively affects the likelihood of opposition.  In Model 5, with each unit 

increase in the political spectrum, respondents become only 0.57 times more likely to 

oppose the issue. 

BEING RAISED IN THE SOUTH 

 Being raised in the South is positively related to opposition to same-sex marriage 

as revealed in Models 1 through 5.  Model 1 shows those respondents who were raised in 

the South are nearly twice as likely to oppose same-sex marriage as those raised in other 

areas of the country.  A respondent who grew up in the South has a 66 percent chance of 

opposing the issue.  In Model 1, being raised in the South is shown to be a highly 

statistically significant predictor of being against same-sex marriage, but this is not true 

for all the models as being raised in the South becomes increasingly less statistically 

significant in Models 2 and 3 until becoming not statistically significant in Model 4. 
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Controlling for religious intensity leads to the insignificance of being raised in the South.  

BEING RAISED IN A RURAL AREA 

 In each of the models, being raised in a rural area is not a statistically significant 

predictor of opposition to same-sex marriage. A statistically significant difference 

between respondents raised in rural areas and those raised in more urban areas with 

regard to same-sex marriage does not exist. 

RELIGIOSITY  

 Religiosity is first added in Model 2 in the first attempt at controlling for religious 

commitment.  Religiosity is defined as how often a respondent attends church services.  

Church attendance is measured by an ordinal variable with a nine-point scale, ranging 

from never to several times a week.  Religiosity is highly statistically significant and 

positively related to opposition to same-sex marriage.  Each unit of increase on the nine-

point scale produces a substantial increase in the odds of being opposed to the issue.  For 

example a respondent who attends church services more than once a week has a predicted 

probability of opposing same-sex marriage of 76 percent, opposed to one who never 

attends services with only a 37 percent chance of opposing the issue. 

FUNDAMENTALISM  

 Respondents were asked whether their religion was considered fundamentalist in 

this paper’s second measure of religious commitment. From a Christian prospective, 

fundamentalism has traditionally referred to any form of Christianity, which teaches a 

literal interpretation of the Bible and its teachings.  A literal interpretation of the Bible 
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condemns homosexuality as a sin, and as a result most fundamentalists stand in 

opposition to same-sex marriage.  Model 3 reveals that considering one’s religion to be 

fundamentalist is positively related to and a highly statistically significant predictor of 

opposition of same-sex marriage.  Those who label their religion as fundamentalist are 

nearly two and a half times as likely as those who do not consider themselves 

fundamentalist to be opposed to the issue.  Those of a fundamentalist religion have a 72 

percent chance of opposition. 

BORN AGAIN  

 Respondents were asked whether they considered themselves to be “born again” 

in this paper’s third measure of religious commitment. The term being born again refers 

to a personal commitment usually made by those of an evangelical Christian faith to 

follow Jesus.  The variable “reborn” identifies a certain type of Christian that traditionally 

has more conservative moral values in the same way the fundamentalism variable does.  

Model 4 controls for this variable, showing that considering oneself to be born again is a 

highly statistically significant and positive predictor of opposition to same-sex marriage.  

Those who regard themselves as born again are nearly two times as likely to oppose gay 

unions as those who are not born again. 

PRAYER 

 Respondents were asked how often they pray in this paper’s fourth and final 

measure of religious commitment. Model 5 shows that how often a respondent prays is a 

highly statistically significant predictor of opposition to same-sex marriage.  How often 

one prays is negatively related to opposition to same-sex marriage as a result of how 
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prayer is measured.  Prayer is measured on a six-point scale ranging from never to several 

times a day, which is from more to less, unlike religiosity, which is from less to more.  

Nevertheless, the more a respondent prays, the more likely that respondent is to be 

opposed to same-sex marriage.  A respondent who prays several times a day is about 

three and a half times more likely to oppose same-sex marriage than a respondent who 

never prays.  Those respondents who pray several times a day have a predicted 

probability of being opposed to the issue of 62 percent. 
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VIII.  CONCLUSIONS 

 A racial gap exists with regard to public opinion about same-sex marriage.  

African Americans are more opposed to same-sex marriage than whites or persons of 

other races.  The racial difference is, however, partly explained as a function of religion.  

While a number of demographic factors influence the racial gap in opposition to same-

sex marriage, religion plays the most important role in determining whether a person, 

black or white, is opposed to same-sex marriage.  Opposition to same-sex marriage is 

positively related to the strength of a person’s religious commitments. 

 While controlling for four different measures of religious commitment including 

religiosity, fundamentalism, being born again, and prayer did not prove that race is an 

insignificant factor in public opinion about same-sex marriage, it did prove that race is 

not as significant of a predictor of opposition to the issue as much of the literature 

surrounding the 2008 election represented it as. 

 In Model 1 of this study, African Americans were found to be over two times 

more likely than whites to oppose same-sex marriage, even when sex, marital status, age, 

education attained, political views, being raised in the South, and being raised in a rural 

area were included.  Each of those additional factors with the exception of being raised in 

a rural area was a highly statistically significant predictor of opposition to same-sex 

marriage, and yet even when these factors were controlled for, African Americans still 

had a 77 percent chance of being opposed to same-sex marriage.  With each addition of a 

religion variable, the odds of an African American being more opposed to same-sex 

marriage than whites were reduced.  After all four measures of religious commitment 

were included in Model 5, African Americans were only 0.72 times more likely than 
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whites to oppose gay unions and the predicted probability of African Americans opposing 

the issue also lessened by nine percentage points.  The likelihood of an African American 

being opposed to same-sex marriage, with all the other independent variables, 

demographic and religious, being considered, is 68 percent. 

 Other factors were also affected by controlling for religious factors.  With the 

addition, sex remained a highly statistically significant predictor of opposition, but males 

went from being 1.5 times as likely as females to oppose same-sex marriage to being 2.2 

times as likely.  Instead of lessening the significance of sex, as they did with race, the 

religious factors actually strengthened the significance of sex in opposition to the issue.  

Perhaps this is because men are less religious as a gender than their female counterparts.  

 Being raised in the South and being raised in a rural area were also affected by the 

addition of the religious variables.  Being raised in the South, initially a highly 

statistically significant predictor of opposition in Model 1, was reduced to statistical 

insignificance by Model 4 and furthered so by Model 5.  While being raised in a rural 

area was never a statistically significant factor in opposition, even in Model 1, the 

addition of the religious variables lead to it being even less so.  Perhaps the effect of the 

religious variables on these two residential variables has to do with the correlation 

between growing up in the South and growing up in a rural area with religious 

commitment. The likelihood of being reborn and belonging to a fundamentalist religion is 

much higher for a respondent if they were raised in the South.  It is rational to assert that 

those who grew up in either of those scenarios are generally more religious than those 

who did not.   



 38

 Political ideology was also affected by the addition of religion.  While remaining 

highly statistically significant, with the addition of each religious variable, the effect of 

political views lessened.  Perhaps this has to do with conservative political views 

correlation with religious commitment.  Those who hold more conservative political 

views are generally found to be more religious.  This is caused by the influence of groups 

such as the Christian Right and cultural and moral issues like abortion.  The likelihood of 

considering one’s religion to be fundamentalist and having conservative political views is 

high.   

 Two variables were affected only slightly or not at all by the addition of the 

religious factors, age and degree attained.  Each variable remained highly statistically 

significant throughout all the models and the changes in their coefficients were slight if 

any.  The unwavering strength of these two variables has to do with the lack of 

correlation between age and education and religion as well as how important age and 

education are in forming views on same-sex marriage. 

 While this paper predicted that controlling for religiosity as well as 

fundamentalism, being born again, and prayer would mimic the same effect that 

controlling for religiosity as well as Protestant denominations did in Darren Skerkat, 

Kylan de Vries, and Stacia Creek’s 2010 work for the Social Science Quarterly, “Race, 

Religion, and Opposition to Same-Sex Marriage,” the effect was not as strong.  The racial 

divide in their study, which used GSS data from 2006 and 2008 was half a function of 

black’s high rates of church attendance and half a function of their ties to sectarian 

Protestant religious denominations, which when both were controlled for resulted in the 

insignificance of race (Skerkat, de Vries and Creek).  This paper resulted in a drop in 
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race’s statistical significance but at the end of the day found that race was still an 

important factor.  Although this paper included four different measures of religious 

commitment, the different results from that of Skerkat, Cries, and Creek emphasize the 

importance of religious denomination as a predictor of opposition to same-sex marriage. 

 This paper demonstrates the important role that religious commitments play in 

public opinion about same-sex marriage.  While some measures of religious commitment 

are better gauges of public opinion surrounding this issue, religion is the most important 

factor in opposition to same-sex marriage.  Race, while a significant factor, is not as 

important as others.  Race cannot be blamed for the passage of Proposition 8 in 

California, Amendment 2 in Florida, or national public opinion in opposition to same-sex 

marriage.  In order to be a supporter of same-sex marriage, a respondent may need to be 

younger, more educated, less politically conservative, and less religious but they do not 

have to be white. 
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IX.  POLICY RELEVANCE  

 While many complain that the Federal Government does not listen to the voice of 

the people and public opinion has little to do with the day-to-day workings of public 

policy, a review of the current issues on the national and state policy plates shows how 

important public opinion is in driving the agenda.  Same-sex marriage is one of the issues 

on the public policy plate today, and the direction of that issue is due in large part to the 

voice of the people through popular referendum.  If public opinion on same-sex marriage 

were to dramatically shift over the next few years, many different areas of public policy 

would be affected.  If current public opinion trends continue, some literature suggests that 

a majority of Americans will support same-sex marriage by the year 2014 (Egan and 

Sherrill 2009). The public’s approval of same-sex marriage has exhibited a slow but 

steady upward trajectory over time, and the public’s gradual approval has lead to 

advances in many areas of gay rights.  Same-sex marriage is next in line.  But before a 

change in policy can happen, a change in public opinion is required. 

  This paper demonstrates the important role that religious commitment plays in 

the same-sex marriage debate and points out that a change in public opinion about the 

issue will require some religious institutional support.  This has already happened among 

many mainline Protestant denominations.  In order to overturn the same-sex marriage 

bans in place in 30 states across the country, gay rights advocates must turn their efforts 

of persuasion towards religious groups, especially within sectarian Protestant 

denominations.  In terms of policy relevance, this paper’s conclusions will require a 

different voter outreach approach on this issue.  The last 20 years have seen the 

emergence of the Christian Right as a powerful political force, but if gay-rights advocates 
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focus on changing minds with a social justice appeal, there is a chance they can combat 

the Religious Right on the political battlefield.  Nowhere is this more of a possibility than 

African-American denominations.  African-American congregations have traditionally 

empathized with oppressed minorities, and black churches have an extensive political 

network in America.  Over the last 60 years this network of churches has played an 

important role in the support of social justice issues and equality, most notably in the 

Civil Rights Movement.  African-Americans have shown support for equality for 

homosexuals but have yet to get behind same-sex marriage.  This may be attainable with 

the courting of black churches and changing of the narrative surrounding the issue.  With 

the support of this network of churches and the African-American community at large, 

same-sex marriage can be legalized throughout the country.  The majority of African-

Americans are opposed to same-sex marriage, but as this paper and previous literature 

has show, religion is much more important.  If black churches were to change their stance 

or in the least quiet their vocal opposition to the issue for the sake of social justice, so too 

would the majority of the African-American community.  

 Legalization of same-sex marriage with the support of a majority of public 

opinion will bring about change in numerous public policy areas.  The largest change in 

public policy will be in the area of state and federal benefits.  Marriage is a legal status 

that affects many things in society such as tax filing status, ownership of property, 

insurance benefits, and the allocation of state and federal tax and medical benefits.  If a 

state legalizes same-sex marriage, that state must provide the same benefits it already 

gives to opposite-sex couples.  While this issue is framed as a moral issue by both sides, 

it is not merely moral or sentimental; it has significant policy implications as well. 
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X. EXHIBIT 1: VARIABLES  

 
Variable Code Name Question Dummy 

Variables 
Reference 
Category 

Relationship 
to 
Dependent 
Variable 

Reasoning 

Same-Sex 
Marriage 

MARHOMO Respondents 
were asked to 
what extent 
they agree or 
disagree with 
the statement, 
“Homosexuals 
couples should 
have the right 
to marry one 
another,” with 
possible 
responses 
ranging from 
(5) strongly 
agree, (4) 
agree, (3) 
neutral, (2) 
disagree, and 
(1) strongly 
disagree. 

Support 
(1,0), 
Oppose  
(1,0)  
 
 
 
 

None Dependent 
variable 

This will serve 
as the model’s 
dependent 
variable. 

Race RACE Asks 
respondents is 
they identify as 
(1) white, (2) 
black, or (3) 
other. 

White (1,0) 
Black (1,0) 
Otherrace 
(1,0) 
 
 

White Positive Race is 
mentioned in 
the literature 
as a factor, 
and this paper 
will prove it is 
not significant 
with the 
addition of 
other factors. 

Gender SEX Asks 
respondents if 
they are (1) 
male or (2) 
female.  

Male (1,0) 
Female 
(1,0) 
 
 

Female Positive Most literature 
associates a 
positive 
correlation to 
opposition to 
same-sex 
marriage with 
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a respondent 
being male, 
but in many 
cases gender 
is proven 
insignificant 
with the 
addition of 
other 
variables. 

Marital Status MARITAL  Asks 
respondents if 
they are 
currently (1) 
married, (2) 
widowed, (3) 
divorced, (4) 
separated, or 
(5) never been 
married.   
 

Married 
(1,0) 
Notmarried 
(1,0) 
 
 

married Unsure Marital status 
has been 
proven a 
factor, 
although not a 
significant 
factor in the 
literature. 

Age AGE Asks 
respondent’s 
age bracket, 
grouping ages 
into responses 
from (1) 10-19 
to (8) 80 or 
over. 

Continuous 
 

None Positive Most literature 
associates a 
positive 
correlation to 
opposition to 
same-sex 
marriage with 
a respondent 
being older. 

Education  DEGREE Asks 
respondents’ 
highest degree 
level attained 
varying from 
(0) less than 
high school, 
(1) high 
school, (2) 
associate/junior 
college, (3) 
bachelors, and 
(4) graduate. 

Continuous None Negative Education is a 
significant 
factor in most 
literature.  In 
fact, in some 
literature it is 
the most 
significant.  
The higher the 
degree 
attained by the 
respondent, 
the less likely 
they are to 
oppose. 
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Political 
Ideology 

POLVIEWS Asks 
respondents 
whether they 
“think of 
themselves as 
liberal or 
conservative” 
with responses 
ranging from 
(1) extremely 
liberal to (7) 
extremely 
conservative.   

Continuous None Positive Political 
ideology has 
been found to 
be a 
significant 
factor in the 
literature.  The 
more 
conservative a 
respondent is, 
the more 
likely to 
oppose. 

Being Raised in 
the South 

SOUTH Respondents 
are asked 
whether they 
were raised in 
the Southeast 
of the U.S. by 
asking where 
they resided at 
the age of 16. 

Southyes 
(1,0), 
Southno 
(1,0) 

southno Positive Growing up in 
the more 
conservative 
Southern 
United States 
has been 
found to be a 
significant 
factor in the 
literature. 

Being Raised in 
a Rural area 

RURAL Respondents 
are asked 
whether they 
were raised in 
a rural area of 
the U.S. by 
asking where 
they resided at 
the age of 16. 

Ruralyes 
(1,0), 
Ruralno 
(1,0) 

ruralno Positive Growing up in 
the more rural 
areas of the 
United States, 
which tend to 
be more 
conservative, 
has been 
found to be a 
significant 
factor in the 
literature. 

Religiosity ATTEND Respondents 
are asked, 
“How often do 
you attend 
religious 
services?” 
Varying 
frequencies: 
(0) Never, (1) 
Less than once 
a year, (2) 

Continuous None Positive Religiosity is 
mentioned as 
a significant 
factor in most 
literature, in 
fact in several 
works it is 
considered the 
most 
dominant 
factor.  This 



 45

About once or 
twice a year, 
(3) Several 
times a year, 
(4) About once 
a month, (5) 2-
3 times a 
month (6) 
Nearly every 
week, (7) 
Every week, 
(8) Several 
times a week.  

paper will 
control for 
religiosity to 
prove that race 
is 
insignificant. 

Fundamentalism FUND Ask 
respondents 
whether they 
consider their 
religion to be 
fundamentalist. 

fundyes 
(1,0) 
fundno 
(1,0) 

fundno Positive While this 
variable is not 
used in the 
literature, 
considering 
your religion 
fundamentalist 
is a good 
indicator of a 
respondent’s 
religion. 
Answering 
yes usually 
means you are 
a sectarian 
Protestant. 
This paper 
will control 
for fund to 
prove that race 
is 
insignificant. 

Born Again REBORN Asks 
respondents to 
respond (1) yes 
or (2) no if 
they consider 
themselves to 
be “born 
again.” 

rebornyes 
(1,0) 
rebornno 
(0) 
 
 

rebornno Positive While this 
variable is not 
used in the 
literature, 
considering 
yourself born 
again is a 
good indicator 
of a 
respondent’s 
religion. 
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Answering 
yes usually 
means you are 
a sectarian 
Protestant. 
This paper 
will control 
for reborn to 
prove that race 
is 
insignificant. 

Prayer PRAY Asks 
respondents 
how often they 
pray.  Varying 
frequencies: 
(1) Several 
times a day, (2) 
Once a day, (3) 
Several times a 
week, (4) Once 
a week, (5) 
Less than once 
a week, (6) 
Never. 

Continuous None Negative 
(because the 
variable 
ranges from 
most to least, 
unlike 
religiosity or 
degree) 

How often one 
prays is a 
good measure 
of how 
religious one 
is. More 
prayer, more 
often usually 
means you are 
more 
religious. 
However, this 
variable has 
not been used 
in previous 
literature. This 
paper will 
control for 
pray to prove 
that race is 
insignificant. 
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XI.  EXHIBIT 2: PREDICTED PROBABILITIES  

Predicted Probabilities for Opposition to Same-sex Marriage 
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
RACE 
Black 77% 74% 70% 69% 68% 
Other Race 63% 62% 66% 66% 65% 
SEX 
Male 62% 64% 66% 67% 68% 

MARITAL STATUS 
Not Married 51% 52% 55% 55% 55% 

DEGREE ATTAINED 
1 (lt high school) 63% 64% 65% 64% 64% 

2 (high school) 59% 59% 60% 60% 60% 

3 (junior college) 55% 54% 56% 56% 56% 

4 (bachelor) 50% 48% 51% 52% 52% 

5 (graduate) 46% 43% 47% 48% 48% 

AGE 
1 (18-20) 35%-36% 37%-39% 39%-41% 39%-40% 40%-41% 

2 (21-29) 37%-42% 39%-44% 41%-46% 41%-46% 41%-46% 

3 (30-39) 43%-49% 45%-50% 47%-52% 47%-52% 47%-52% 

4 (40-49) 50%-57% 51%-57% 53%-58% 53%-58% 53%-58% 

5 (50-59) 58%-64% 57%-63% 58%-64% 59%-64% 59%-64% 

6 (60-69) 65%-70% 63%-68% 65%-69% 65%-70% 64%-69% 

7 (70-79) 71%-76% 69%-74% 70%-74% 71%-75% 70%-74% 

8 (80 and up) 76%-81% 74%-78% 75%-79% 76%-79% 75%-78% 

POLITICAL VIEWS 
1 (extreme liberal) 18% 19% 23% 23% 24% 

2 (liberal) 27% 29% 32% 32% 33% 

3 (slight liberal) 39% 40% 43% 43% 43% 

4 (moderate) 53% 52% 55% 55% 55% 

5 (slight conservative) 66% 65% 66% 66% 66% 

6 (conservative) 77% 75% 76% 75% 75% 
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7 (extreme conserv) 85% 83% 83% 83% 83% 

SOUTH 
Yes 66% 64% 63% 62% 62% 

RURAL 
Yes 58% 58% 60% 60% 60% 

RELIGIOSITY 
1 (never) X 37% 39% 42% 44% 

2 (lt once per year) X 42% 44% 46% 48% 

3 (once per year) X 47% 49% 51% 51% 

4 (several per year) X 52% 54% 55% 55% 

5 (once per month) X 58% 59% 59% 58% 

6 (2-3 per month) X 62% 64% 63% 62% 

7 (nearly per week) X 67% 68% 67% 65% 

8 (once per week) X 72% 72% 70% 68% 

9 (several per week) X 76% 76% 74% 71% 

FUNDEMENTALISM 
Yes X X 72% 69% 69% 

BORN AGAIN 
Yes X X X 67% 65% 

PRAYER 
1 (several per day) X X X X 62% 

2 (once per day) X X X X 60% 

3 (several per week) X X X X 57% 

4 (once per week) X X X X 54% 

5 (lt once per week) X X X X 52% 

6 (never) X X X X 49% 
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XII.  APPENDIX 

 Linktests: 
 
Model 1 
Logistic regression                                      

Number of obs   =       1156 
                                                                      LR chi2(2)      =     334.11 
                                                                      Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 

Pseudo R2       =     0.2097 
Log likelihood = -629.71911                        
 
      oppose |      Coef.     Std. Err.         z        P>|z|        [95% Conf. Interval] 
 
        _hat   |   1.064185    .073722      14.44   0.000     .9196929    1.208678 
      _hatsq |  -.1204994    .0431179    -2.79   0.005    -.2050089     -.03599 
       _cons |   .1200521    .0817354      1.47   0.142    -.0401464    .2802505 

  
Model 2 
Logistic regression                                

Number of obs   =       1151 
LR chi2(2)      =     391.86 
Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 
Pseudo R2       =     0.2469 

Log likelihood = -597.61874                        
 
      oppose |      Coef.        Std. Err.      z            P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
 
         _hat |   1.015348    .0650948    15.60      0.000      .8877643    1.142931 
      _hatsq |  -.0477269   .0394001    -1.21       0.226     -.1249498    .0294959 
       _cons |   .0591963   .086667       0.68        0.495     -.110668    .2290606 
 
Model 3 
Logistic regression                            

    Number of obs   =       1102 
                                                  LR chi2(2)      =     393.78 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 

Pseudo R2       =     0.2598 
Log likelihood =   -561.052                     
 
     oppose |         Coef.   Std. Err.      z          P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
 
         _hat |   1.036197   .0684231    15.14   0.000     .9020904    1.170304 
      _hatsq |  -.0717724   .0375942    -1.91   0.056    -.1454556    .0019108 
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       _cons |   .0906872   .0881047      1.03   0.303    -.0819948    .2633693 
Model 4 
Logistic regression                               

 Number of obs   =       1100 
                                                  LR chi2(2)      =     405.43 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 

Pseudo R2       =     0.2680 
Log likelihood = -553.62162  
 
      oppose |        Coef.     Std. Err.      z          P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval] 
 
         _hat |      1.03542   .067483      15.34   0.000      .903156      1.167684 
      _hatsq |  -.0702311   .0372727    -1.88   0.060     -.1432843     .002822 
       _cons |   .0928499   .0895988      1.04   0.300     -.0827605     .2684603 
 
Model 5 
Logistic regression                               

Number of obs   =       1098 
                                                  LR chi2(2)      =     407.69 
                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000 

Pseudo R2       =     0.2699 
Log likelihood = -551.30361                        
 
      oppose |        Coef.    Std. Err.      z          P>|z|       [95% Conf. Interval] 
 
          _hat |   1.028154   .0668924    15.37   0.000     .8970476     1.159261 
      _hatsq |  -.0613561    .037446    -1.64    0.101     -.134749    .0120367 
       _cons |   .0816396   .0899844     0.91    0.364    -.0947265    .2580057 
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Correlation Coefficient Matrix:

 BLACK OTHER 

RACE 

MALE NOT 

MARRIED 

AGE  DEGREE POLITICAL 

VIEWS 

SOUTH  RURAL RELIGIOSITY FUNDA-

MENTALISM 

BORN 

AGAIN 

PRAYER 

BLACK 1.0000             

OTHER RACE -0.1173    1.0000            

MALE -0.0232    0.0121    1.0000           

NOT  

MARRIED 

0.1368    0.0390   -0.0386    1.0000          

AGE -0.0965   -0.1442   -0.0242   -0.1306    1.0000         

DEGREE -0.1287   -0.0692    0.0077   -0.1252    0.0172    1.0000        

POLITICAL 

VIEWS 

-0.0758   -0.0311    0.0155   -0.1055    0.1089   -0.1159    1.0000       

SOUTH 0.2095   -0.0894    0.0167   -0.0102   -0.0352   -0.0715    0.0944    1.0000      

RURAL -0.0746   -0.0824    0.0336   -0.0178    0.1170   -0.0885    0.1021    0.1075    1.0000     

RELIGIOSITY 0.0986    0.0105   -0.1295   -0.1495    0.1723    0.0479    0.2043    0.1339    0.0377    1.0000    

FUNDA-

MENTALIST 

0.2823   -0.0911   -0.0311   -0.0279    0.0198   -0.1760    0.1527    0.2810    0.1115    0.2516    1.0000   

BORN AGAIN 0.1818   -0.0042   -0.0560   -0.0376    0.0565   -0.1447    0.1705    0.2172    0.0910    0.3789    0.3908 
 

1.0000  

PRAYER -0.1573    0.0215    0.2629    0.0595   -0.1653    0.0997   -0.2015   -0.1539   -0.0730   -0.5123   -0.2433 
 

-0.4187    1.0000 
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