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ABSTRACT 

 
 The issue of same-sex marriage has held a prominent place on the political agenda since 

the 2000s. State-level ballot initiatives have been an important battleground for the status of 

marriage rights in the United States. Direct democracy has proved to be a useful tool in 

amending state constitutions to limit the definition of marriage to that of a union between a man 

and a woman. While the outcome of the ballot initiatives has been clear, the underlying 

dynamics of what determines individual vote choice have not been. Reports of increased 

opposition to same-sex marriage among the African American community have spurred 

questions about the source of this racial divide, and whether a racial divide exists net of religious 

factors. This study examines individual level data from the National Election Pool General 

Election Exit Polls from 2004, 2006, and 2008 in seventeen states to analyze the dynamics of 

vote choice in same-sex marriage ballot initiatives. I show that a racial gap between black and 

white voters does exist, even when controlling for religious factors. Black voters who are non-

religious are less supportive of same-sex marriage than non-religious white voters. While 

religion does increase opposition among all voters, it does so with a greater magnitude for white 

voters. 

 
  



	   iv	  

 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
 

Many thanks to my advisor, Donna Ruane Morrison, for her expertise, support, encouragement, 
and faith. 

Special thank you to Michael Barker for technical guidance on data coding. 
 
 
 
 
 

	    



	   v	  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 1	  

Background ..................................................................................................................................... 4	  

Conceptual Model and Hypothesis ............................................................................................... 10	  

Data and Methods ......................................................................................................................... 12	  

Results ........................................................................................................................................... 21	  

Discussion ..................................................................................................................................... 27	  

Tables and Figures ........................................................................................................................ 31	  

Appendix ....................................................................................................................................... 38	  

References ..................................................................................................................................... 40	  

	  
 

 
	    



	   1	  

INTRODUCTION 

Through numerous laws and statutes marriage has traditionally conferred a long list of 

benefits, rights and privileges to spouses and their families. To quell increasing pressure from 

gay and lesbian advocacy groups to extend these rights and benefits to same-sex couples the 

federal Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) of 1996 formalized the definition of marriage to 

include "only a legal union between one man and one woman as husband and wife." State ballot 

initiatives concerning the rights of lesbians and gays, particularly the issue of same-sex marriage 

took center stage during the 2000s. While five states (Connecticut, Iowa, Massachusetts, New 

Hampshire, and Vermont) and the District of Columbia have legalized same-sex marriage 

through their state legislatures or courts, most states have taken a different path. On Election Day 

in 2004 alone, 11 states passed state initiatives that banned gay marriage (CBS News 2004). 

Most recently in 2008, three additional states passed bans through this method of direct 

democracy.  

In that same year, the state of California, widely regarded as progressive, attracted 

particular media attention for a notable disparity in the voting behavior of blacks and whites.  

Overall, voters approved Proposition 8, the state’s initiative to change the California State 

Constitution to limit the definition of marriage to that between a man and a woman. The ballot 

measure made it illegal for same-sex couples to marry, a right that had been conferred by the 

California Supreme Court earlier in the year. The subject of national headlines however 

(Washington Post, 2008) was official exit poll results from Edison Media Research and Mitofsky 

International showing that 70% of the black residents who voted in the election opposed same-

sex marriage. The specific figure has been debated, and some polling showed less overwhelming 

opposition among African American voters (Egan and Sherrill 2009). These numbers may have 
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been lower due to contextual effects (Zaller 1992). Because this survey was conducted in the 

aftermath of the election when the negative media reports were most salient, self-repots of voting 

against same-sex marriage may have been deflated. However, the evidence still pointed to higher 

levels of resistance among the black community. Given the high level of association of African 

American votes with the Democratic Party and the community’s previous history of civil rights 

struggles and discrimination, some find their degree of resistance toward LGBT rights to 

marriage puzzling. 

An increasing share of previously unsympathetic groups is persuaded when the issue of 

same-sex marriage is cast in terms of the civil rights of minorities. Presently, a majority of 

Americans (53%) now express support for the rights of gay and lesbian couples to marry 

(Washington Post 2011). This is a relatively rapid shift in public opinion as only about 36 

percent of the public supported marriage for same-sex couples just five years ago. Perhaps the 

black community rejects the civil rights frame for issues relating to marriage. An outreach 

director for California’s Protect Marriage campaign described this viewpoint: 

“The reason I feel they came out so strong on the issue is 
one, for them, it's not a civil rights issue, it's a marriage 
issue. It's about marriage being between a man and a 
woman and it doesn't cut into the civil rights issue, about 
equality. The gay community was never considered a third 
of a person.” (Washington Post 2008) 
 

If African Americans do not consider same-sex marriage to be an issue of equality and civil 

rights, then we should not expect them to register higher levels of support for the issue. However, 

a rejection of the civil rights frame would not in itself necessarily increase opposition; we should 

not expect black voters to differ from other voters, net of other characteristics. Yet members of 

the African American community continue to report higher levels of resistance toward same-sex 

marriage than other racial groups (Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life 2010). 
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While views about civil rights and equality may have largely driven increased support, 

opposition to same-sex marriage often stems from deeply held religious and ideological views 

about homosexuality. Data does not exist to empirically test the electoral impact of a rejection of 

the civil rights frame, but we are able to measure the religious affiliation and behavior of votes. 

We also have data that reflects the self-reported political and ideological affiliation. In the United 

States, there is a strong tradition of the separation of church and state in legislative decisions, as 

derived from the 1st Amendment to the Constitution. However, religious values and communities 

may shape the way that voters deliberate on particular issues and influence their political 

identities. In this way, religious affiliation can impact public policy though the use of direct 

democracy, such as state ballot initiatives. 

This study will address what drives voter behavior on same-sex marriage ballot initiatives, 

particularly the interaction of race and religion on vote choice. Exit poll data is available that 

allows researchers to examine individual level voter characteristics on these particular initiatives. 

This paper will contribute to the literature about voting behavior concerning minority rights, 

factors concerning the building of coalitions of support, and what characteristics contribute to 

individuals being more hostile toward same-sex marriage. Specifically, I will employ data from 

the 2004, 2006, and 2008 National Election Pool General Election Exit Polls and use logistic 

regression to estimate the influence of religion, race and the interaction of those two variables on 

the likelihood of voting against marriage for same-sex couples. The results will have 

implications for those interested in public opinion, voter behavior, and what influences those 

who oppose marriage rights for the LGBT community. 
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BACKGROUND 

State ballot initiatives have been increasingly used in American politics. These initiatives 

allow voters to bypass their state legislatures (and even state Supreme Courts) by amending the 

state constitution in favor of a particular policy change. These initiatives have been used in 

various issue areas including gun rights, services for illegal immigrants, gambling, and abortion. 

In the 2000s, initiatives relating to same-sex marriage became pervasive in the political debate. 

This method of policy change is perhaps the purest form of direct democracy within the U.S. 

political system. Since it enacts state constitutional change, the only check on this power is 

through the U.S. Supreme Court and the federal Constitution, which remains the paramount 

governing document of this country. Because of the power of these initiatives, it is important that 

we understand the mechanisms that determine support or opposition. 

Direct democracy in the form of state ballot initiatives can have real consequences on 

minority rights and deserve study. In the arena of gay rights, when the substantial rights of this 

minority are put up for a vote, they are on the losing side of outcome of the initiative the majority 

of the time (Haider-Markel, Querze and Lindaman 2007). Since one of the benefits of 

representative democracy has often been the checks inherent in the system, such as the courts 

that protect the rights of the minority from the will of the majority, state ballot initiatives may 

serve as a way to circumvent those safeguards. 

There has been much research in the area of gay rights as well as direct democracy. 

However, little research has been pursued examining individual level voter characteristics 

specifically on same-sex marriage state ballot initiatives. Individual characteristics and 

affiliations affect the way that we deliberate on political issues. Examining voter determinants 

allow us to understand dynamics behind coalitions of support or opposition for group rights. Paul 
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R. Brewer (2008) documented a liberalization of public opinion on gay rights issues across 

virtually all demographic groups. However, differences do continue to persist between groups. 

Younger Americans tend to be more supportive of rights for LGBT individuals, including same-

sex marriage. Brewer also shows higher levels of support among whites as opposed to minorities, 

the non-religious, and women.  

While analysis shows that those who self identify as religious are more likely to oppose 

the rights of the LGBT community, we must be careful not to assume that the association is 

constant across other demographics. There is reason to believe that religion and race may have 

interactive effects.  Researchers have shown that members of the black community are more 

likely to be members of are more likely to be members of religiously conservative denominations 

such as Baptist and Pentecostal churches (Sherkat, de Vries, and Creek 2010). The debate 

surrounding the issue of same-sex marriage is a values-based discussion, often involving ideas 

from religious traditions. What impact does this religious affiliation have on voting behavior on 

political issues? Historically, black churches were powerful motivators of political behavior 

during the Civil Rights Movement (Harris 2001). Research shows that religion plays a central 

part in the lives of African Americans (Mattis 2001). This “civic tradition” that developed out the 

experience of the black church may continue to motivate political viewpoints of the African 

American community (Harris 1994; 2001)	  

Much research on same-sex marriage ballot initiatives has focused on a symbiotic effect: 

whether their presence on the ballot in 2004 helped to give President George W. Bush an extra 

boost in his reelection campaign (Lewis 2005; Hillygus and Shields 2005; Smith, DeSantis and 

Kassel 2006). The state ballot measures in 2004 that sought to amend state constitutions to limit 

the definition of marriage between a man and a woman received a lot of attention by both the 
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media and scholars. These measures, which banned same-sex marriage, were used as a 

coordinated effort to increase values-voter turnout (Mencimer 2010). If effective, increased 

turnout by these voters would most likely have benefitted President George W. Bush in his 

reelection campaign. The results of such studies have been mixed, indicating that gay marriage is 

an important issue, but not as important as warranted by the media attention. While voting for 

same sex marriage bans has been linked to increased support for President Bush, areas with high 

support for the bans did not see higher turnout when compared to areas with low support. 

Therefore, scholars have been unable to link these ballot initiatives to the overall electoral 

success of Bush. 

Speculation about the reason for voter choice on gay rights issues is that it is a “morality 

issue.” In 2008, the campaigns to support the same-sex marriage ballot initiatives clearly relied 

on values-based messages. While their presence on the ballot was never argued to benefit one 

candidate over the other, their unanimous passage continued to echo a chorus of animosity 

toward marriage rights for the LGBT community. The referendum that received the most 

attention was Proposition 8 in California. What made this initiative unique was that it was the 

only state where same-sex marriage had already been legalized by the California Supreme Court; 

homosexual couples were already getting married. The “Yes on 8” campaign focused on what 

was described as the broader consequences to society of permanent legalization of gay marriage 

(Schubert and Flint 2009). One of the most effective advertisements focused on a hypothetical 

young girl who had learned at her public school that she could “marry a princess.” This message 

clearly meant to cause parents to question to what extent they wanted their children to learn 

about lesbians and gays in the schools. 
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It might be that voters rely on these fear and values-based messages in public 

campaigning to make voting decisions. However, voters digest all sorts of messages around them 

when deciding how to vote on a particular issue. State ballot initiatives are different in that they 

are not a “Democratic” or “Republican” ballot initiative. Politicians take clear party stances in 

their campaigning. State ballot initiatives are more ambiguous. Different parties as well as 

candidates representing those parties endorse referenda, but the initiatives are not as clearly 

partisan. What drives voter behavior in this more opaque environment? 

Scholars have evaluated individual voter characteristics on a myriad of other issue areas. 

These studies have focused on either individual ballot initiatives as case studies or multiple ballot 

initiatives, each separately, examining consistent determinants across issues. While a party has 

not defined the particular referenda, candidates for office as well as the parties themselves often 

take positions on the issue at hand. Therefore, one particular variable of interest has been that of 

party identification as a cue taking method for voting on ballot initiatives (Joslyn and Haider-

Markel 2000; Branton 2003). The issues are often complex, and voters may look to outside cues 

in determining how to vote on a particular referendum. 

Beyond pure party line voting, several theories exist for the outcomes of voting on state 

ballot initiatives, particularly those concerning gay rights. One such theory is attribution theory. 

According to this theory (Haider-Markel and Joslyn 2005; 2008), the response to a particular 

policy position is determined by how people attribute certain conditions to others. Haider-Markel 

and Joslyn draw on Bernard Weiner’s original conceptions of attribution, which rested on the 

idea of “controllability.” In other words, controllability refers to whether a condition or 

characteristic is a choice. In the case of same-sex marriage, these authors show that individuals 

who believe that homosexuality is a biological determination are more likely to support rights 
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LGBT persons, while those who believe homosexuality to be a “choice” are much more 

ambivalent. 

Another suggestion of a mechanism for the determinant of voter behavior focuses on 

ideas of shared experiences and mutual empathy. One researcher has coined a hypothesis 

surrounding these ideas as “reservoirs of support” (Bergeron 2005).  In this way of looking at the 

interaction between minority groups, those who have experienced similar discrimination or 

issues in the past would be more supportive of groups of people who are currently experiencing 

discrimination. With the African American community, the connection often rests on the Civil 

Rights struggles of the 1960’s, especially the debate over anti-miscegenation laws, which placed 

bans on interracial marriage. In 1967, the Supreme Court invalidated these bans in its decision in 

Loving v. Virginia. Because of this past history and the historic civil rights gains of the black 

community, this hypothesis would predict that black individuals would be more supportive of 

same-sex marriage, allowing gays and lesbians the same rights of unrestricted marriage that they 

had won for themselves in the 1960’s.  

In opposition to the idea of “reservoirs of support” is the theory of  “racial threat” and 

inter-minority conflict. According to this theory, when groups are competing for limited 

resources, incentives exist for hostilities toward the “other” group’s rights. Support for interracial 

conflict was supported in a study of Proposition 187 in California, an initiative about services for 

illegal immigrants in the state (Tolbert and Hero 1996). Others scholars have found only modest 

support for “racial threat” being present in the voting process on ballot initiatives (Morris 2000; 

Campbell, Wong and Citrin 2006). It is unclear whether inter-minority conflict would manifest 

itself in same-sex marriage initiatives because it involves “status” as opposed to material benefits. 

At the center of conflict and “racial threat” is the idea of a zero-sum competition; one group 
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gaining recognition or benefits has the result, or perceived result, of reducing the benefits of 

another group. Policies that are economic in nature and result in the distribution of material 

benefits seem more clearly affected by the nature of zero-sum completion. While civil rights is 

not as clear an issue, perceived loss of status by one community due to the expansion of the 

definition of marriage could show a similar pattern of inter-minority conflict in these ballot 

initiatives from 2004 to 2008. 

This study will examine individual voter characteristics on same-sex marriage ballot 

initiatives to examine whether a racial divide, as predicted by the inter-minority conflict 

hypothesis, exists. Particular attention will also be paid to the role of religion in voting behavior. 

Is the effect of religion constant or differential across racial groups? Some studies have claimed 

that religiosity among the black community is in fact the strongest predictor among that 

community of opposition to same-sex marriage (Egan and Sherrill 2009; Sherkat, de Vries and 

Creek 2010). Therefore, it will be important to look at how racial identification contributes to 

voter behavior when controlling for the religious affiliations of the individual voters. 
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CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESIS 

 The conceptual framework guiding the present analysis is informed by the existing 

literature and represented in Figure 1. As shown, propensity to vote against same sex marriage is 

assumed to be a function of a combination of exogenous demographic characteristics as well as a 

host of socioeconomic status indicators. 

 The exogenous characteristics in this model are the demographic variables of age and sex 

as well as race and ethnicity. Political researchers have determined generational effects and 

gender gaps in the ways that individuals vote. Further, since we are looking at whether there are 

racial differences in voting behavior (either through a minority conflict or mutual empathy 

hypothesis), being a member of an underrepresented group might have a systematic effect on 

support for same sex marriage. 

 There are a host of other characteristics that might shape how an individual chooses to 

vote on the issue of marital rights for same sex couples. Family structure, such as marital status 

or having children in the home, might inform one’s own views about the institution of marriage. 

Socioeconomic status has also been shown to have important effects in how people view both 

economic and social policies. These SES effects are often exhibited through measures of total 

family income and highest completed level of education. 

A person’s environment could also be an important factor in determining vote choice on 

same-sex marriage. Those who live in more urban environments are often more liberal on social 

issues as opposed to those in rural areas. For support for same-sex marriage, urbanicity could be 

important because those who live in more populated and urban areas would most likely have 

more exposure to members of the LGBT community. Region of the country might also influence 
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the vote, with Southern and Midwestern states often being more conservative overall and 

Northeastern and West Coast states more liberal. 

Political affiliation and ideology is likely a strong determinant of vote choice on same-

sex marriage. Members of political parties (party leaders, political candidates, and political 

commentators) have been outspoken on gay rights issues. Conservative and Republican elites 

tend to exhibit more opposition, while Liberal and Conservative leaders have been more 

supportive of the issues. 

With respect to gay rights, especially same-sex marriage, religion should play a strong 

influence in public opinion and vote choice. In opposition to same-sex marriage, religious 

arguments are often employed. Further, marriage may be viewed by many as a religious 

institution because of the prevalence of sacramental marriage in addition to civil marriages. 

Finally, one’s own sexual orientation would be a strong determinant of support toward 

gay rights issues. It can be assumed that those who self-identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or 

transgendered would be more supportive of rights that would affect a community with which 

they identify. 

 Using this model as a base, I will formally test the following hypothesis in this study: 

Hypothesis: Net of all other factors, there is a racial gap between black and white voters in their 

opposition toward same sex-marriage. 

Ho: Black voters and white voters are equally as likely to vote to approve ballot initiatives 

to limit the definition of marriage to a man and a woman. 

Ha: Black voters are more or less likely than white voters to vote against same-sex 

marriage. 
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DATA AND METHODS 

DATA 

This analysis uses aggregate cross-section data from the National Election Pool General 

Election Exit Polls conducted in 2004, 2006, and 2008. Edison Media Research and Mitofsky 

International conduct exit polls following national elections in the United States exclusively for 

national media outlets. The data are maintained online and publicly available through the Inter-

University Consortium for Political and Social Research at the University of Michigan in Ann 

Arbor. 

Exit polls are used for both popular and academic purposes. The media uses exit poll data, 

combined with the actual vote counts as released by the state election boards, to make 

projections about the outcomes of races. They also use them to report on the opinions, 

preferences, and demographics of the voting population. For academics, exit polls are often the 

only appropriate data for studying actual voter behavior as opposed to voter preference and 

opinion. The National Exit Poll is ideal because it provides information about SES and 

demographic characteristics at the individual level for adults who actually cast a vote in the 

election. 

The 2004 and 2008 polls were conducted in all 50 states plus the District of Columbia, 

while the 2006 poll was conducted in 32 states, as would be expected during a midterm election 

when state-specific and national elections do not occur in each state. Each poll surveyed 

individual voters as they left the voting precinct on Election Day. Therefore, the data include 

adults over the age of 18 who are registered voters that actually entered a polling place on 

Election Day and participated in the exit poll. We can assume that individuals who entered 

polling places on Election Day did in fact participate in the election by filling out a ballot. For 
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the most part, a paper-based survey was given to the voter as he or she exited the precinct. Most 

states had surveys, which were two pages, printed on a front and backside. A small percentage of 

voters failed to complete both sides of the survey, indicated by a completion dummy in the data. 

Those who did not complete the backside of the survey were dropped from the analysis. 

Some of the state exit poll data include information gathered through telephone 

interviews. For example, for the Oregon data in 2004, voting was completed entirely by mailed 

in ballots. Researchers therefore employed random digit dialing (RDD) to obtain the sample. 

Further, for states that had large numbers of absentee voters, RDD was used to obtain 

information about those voters and included in the final data to create a representative sample. In 

2008, Spanish language questionnaires were also available for respondents at some precincts in 

Arizona, California, and Florida, among other states with large Spanish-speaking populations. 

The exit polls are designed to be representative of the statewide voting population. Before 

Election Day, the organization studied the distribution of precincts in the state to determine what 

mix should be included in order to adequately represent the overall voters in the state. The voters 

were randomly asked to participate in the survey as they exited the poll in order to avoid bias as 

a result of self-selection. Due to the method of sampling, certain demographic groups were either 

underrepresented or overrepresented in the raw data. Edison Media Research and Mitofsky 

International have developed sample weights to adjust for group disparities to make the sample 

representative of each particular state. In this study, the provided sample weights are used in all 

regression analysis and in the calculation of descriptive statistics. 
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SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

Consistent with the outcomes on Election Day in each of these three years, overall 64% 

of the exit polls respondents reported voting in favor defining marriage as only a union between 

a man and woman -- effectively a vote against same-sex marriage (Table 2). Both women (53%) 

and whites (80%) are slightly over-represented in the sample of voters while Hispanic and Asian 

voters are underrepresented. According to U.S. Census data, the share of black voters in the 

analysis sample (11%) is slightly underrepresented than the percentage of blacks in the US 

population (approximately 12.5%). The plurality of voters in the analysis sample is a resident of 

the suburbs (40%).  It is important to keep in mind that even though the analysis sample consists 

of seventeen states with regional variation, we would expect the compositional characteristics of 

the sample to more closely reflect those of state rather than national populations.  

Consistent with strong religious traditions in the United States, only about 10% of exit 

polls respondents in 2004, 2006, and 2008 reported no religious affiliation. Nonetheless, the 

observed correspondence between religious affiliation and intensity is weak among responders. 

Specifically, 12% of voters reported never attending church, with an additional 25% saying that 

they attend church only a few times of year. Just shy of half of the respondents (47%) identified 

as attending church at least once per week. Additionally, 46% of the voters self-identified as 

being born again or evangelical. These religious identifications are not mutually exclusive; 

voters were able to identify with both a religious denomination as well as being an evangelical. 

The distribution of political party affiliation in the sample is nearly evenly split between 

Democrats (36%) and Republicans (37%), with 22% of the voters in the sample being 

Independents. However, the voters who participated in the exit polls lean conservative (37%), 
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with the plurality of the respondents identifying as moderate (45%). Only 19% of the voters in 

the analysis sample identified as being liberal. 

 

ANALYSIS SAMPLE 

The analysis sample consists of data from 17 states in the 2004, 2006, and 2008 election 

cycles where the state had a referendum on the ballot that amended the state constitution to 

restrict marriage to only men and women.1 The states with available data are shown in Table 1. 

While more states have had state ballot initiatives about gay marriage, not all states have 

available exit poll data because some of the initiatives appeared on ballots during years that were 

not general elections. Further, for some states that did have exit poll data, the survey did not 

include a question that asked respondent how he or she voted on the issue. Arizona’s 2006 ballot 

initiative is also excluded from the sample because the exit poll did not ask respondents about 

their religious affiliation; the role of religion is integral to this analysis. More widely available 

data would have increased the sample size, allowed for greater representation of states across the 

United States, and improved the generalizability of this study. 

All individuals who have valid responses on the exit polls will be included in the analysis 

and completed the backside if there were two pages. The questions asked in each of the states in 

each of the three years were consistently worded and coded in the data set. The consistency of 

the language allows us to safely assume reliable comparisons across the three years. I have 

appended each of the 17 individual data files to each other in order to aggregate the responses 

and run the analysis on the entire group that participated in an election and reported a vote on a 

same-sex marriage referendum. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  The pooling of the seventeen individual state data sets as well as all data analysis conducted 
using Stata/IC version 11.2.	  
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 VARIABLES 

  DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

 The dependent variable in the analysis is a dummy variable that is coded 1 if the person 

voted yes for the referendum (a yes vote indicates a vote against same sex marriage). The 

variable is coded 0 if the person voted no on the issue. A small percentage of those who reported 

that they did not vote on the issue were excluded from the analysis in an attempt to isolate the 

effect of characteristics on vote choice for only those who registered a yes or no vote. 

 

  EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 

 The key explanatory variable is a dummy variable indicating that the respondent self 

identified as being African American. In order to capture this effect, dummy variables are 

included as well for Hispanic, Asian, and “other race/ethnicity,” with the baseline category being 

a white voter. The other key explanatory variables include a dummy variable representing 

identification with a religious denomination (=1 if religious) and a dummy variable that 

represents a voter identifying as born again or evangelical (=1 if born again). I have also 

included interaction terms between each the religious dummy and born again dummy and the 

black voter dummy variable. These interactions will allow us to evaluate whether the effect of 

religion varies across racial groups. 

 

  CONTROL VARIABLES 

 In the model, I add control variables for for socioeconomic status and demographic 

characteristics including dummy variables. A dummy variable is included for sex (male=1, 
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female=0). In the original data, family income is coded as a categorical variable. I have 

controlled for total family income by including a conceptual set of seven dummy variables 

indicating increasing levels of income. The baseline category for income includes those 

individuals earning less that $15,000 annually. 

I control for political party identification by including dummy variables for Republican, 

Independent, and Other Party self-identification, with the baseline category being Democrat. 

Similarly, I control for political ideology with dummy variables for Conservative and Moderate, 

with the baseline category being Liberal. 

 

 LIMITATIONS 

 The limitations to this analysis are inherent in the common problems with exit polling. 

The data do not suffer from a selection bias due to the design of the study, however non-response 

bias does exist. Individuals are able to refuse to participate in the polling when they are 

approached after exiting the polls. If those who refuse to participate are systematically different 

than those who agree, then bias would exist within the data. It seems likely that those who refuse 

would be random, and thus classical error. 

Similarly, there could be bias introduced due to the self-reported responses. Because 

some of the information is personal, such as religion, some individuals may have chosen not to 

respond to a particular question. It is probably likely, however, that people across all religious 

denominations would be randomly likely to do so. Another artifact of self-reported data is the 

possibility of social desirability bias. My dependent variable, vote against same-sex marriage, is 

a controversial issue. Respondents could have felt pressured to respond in a certain way if they 

believed that their vote would be viewed negatively. Because the surveys were filled out on 
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paper rather than asked in person (except for the phone interviews for certain states as discussed), 

this bias should have been mitigated. Often, social desirability would predict someone reporting 

having supported minority rights when they actually did not. If this is the case here, the results 

would be biased downward, indicating a more liberal response than was actually the case. 

In this study, I was unable to control for highest level of education due to the high level 

of missing data (36.6% missing). The large amount of data missing results from the design of the 

individual state exit poll surveys. In eight of the 17 states, the respondents were not asked about 

their education levels. In the future, it may be instructive to run this information on the 

subsample of the nine states with the data. However, for the purposes of increasing the 

generalizability of this study, education has been omitted. Due to the correlation between 

education and income (r=0.41), I am partially controlling for the effect by including total family 

income. 

In the National Election Pool General Election Exit Poll, only five state questionnaires 

out of the 17 used in this study asked voters about how often they attended church services, a 

common measure of religious intensity. Even in the small subset of states, 21% of the data for 

the level of attendance at church is missing. Therefore this measure is excluded from the analysis. 

While other studies have included the level of attendance at church to measure the intensity of 

religiosity (Egan and Sherrill 2009; Sherkat, de Vries and Creek 2010), they did not include 

measures of self-identification as born again or evangelical. It seems logical that those who 

identify as evangelical would view themselves as more intensely religious. Therefore, my 

inclusion of a measurement of born again self-identity should at least partially account for the 

intensity of religious affiliation. 
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The data also do not include measures of family structure or sexual orientation. It is 

hypothesized that factors such as marriage and having children in the home could have possible 

conservative effects on the view of marriage as an institution. Sexual orientation would be an 

important and understudied variable in predicting support for same-sex marriage. Those who 

identify as a member of the LGBT community would likely strongly support policies that 

advance LGBT rights. Unfortunately, surveys have not asked respondents about their self-

identified sexual orientation. Of the seventeen states for which I have data, only California asked 

voters coming out of the polls about sexual orientation. There may be a small amount of omitted 

variable bias due to the influence of these unobservable characteristics in our sample. 

 

METHODS 

This study employs a probability model, logistic regression, to predict the likelihood of 

voting against gay marriage given SES and demographic information self-reported by the 

respondent in the National Exit Poll. I run the model on the aggregated data across the seventeen 

states. Missing dummies are employed in the analysis for each of the explanatory and control 

variables in order to retain observations for individuals who voted on the ballot initiatives. I 

employ missing data dummies rather than imputation because the percentage of missing data 

remains small for the variables included in the model. 

There are two potential sources of unobserved heterogeneity bias in this analysis. The 

first relates to the fact that the exit polls have been collected across seventeen different states. 

Given that regionally and at the state level, the media, elected officials, long-standing political 

traditions vary markedly in the United States. The second potential source of unobservable bias 

stems from the pooling of exit polls across three different general elections. Period effects having 
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to do with the moment in history that something is taking place. There is the state of the 

economy, shifting public opinion, etc. The factors that might be shaping political values and 

voting behavior are not constant across time, and they may differ across the different general 

elections that are pools here. Failure to take account for either of these unobservable factors can 

introduce bias in the estimated effects of my explanatory variables. To address this problem 

statistically, I have also employed state dummy variables and time dummy variables for the three 

years. 

The formal logistic regression estimation model follows: 

Pr(Vote Against Gay Marriage)ikt = β0 + β1African Americani + β2Religiousi +  β3Born 

Againi + β4(African American x Religious)i + β5(African American x Born Again)i + 

β6Vector of Explanatory Variablesi + β7State Dummiesk + β8Time Dummiest + ui 

The combined effect of β1, β4, and β5 will inform whether there is a racial effect on voter choice 

between white voters and black voters on same-sex marriage ballot initiatives. Both β4 and β5 

will allow us to examine whether that effect, if it exists, varies across religious affiliation and 

self-identification as born again or evangelical. 
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RESULTS 

DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS 

Table 3 compares white and black voters across key demographic variables. Although 

women constituted the majority of both subgroups in the 2004, 2006, and 2008 elections, white 

and black voters differed on the remaining dimensions. A greater share of white voters was male 

and resided in non-metropolitan areas, including suburban and small city or rural locales. In 

contrast, black voters were younger, had lower incomes, and were less likely to have a college 

degree or postgraduate education.  

Race differences in religious affiliation, religiosity, self-identified political affiliation, and 

ideology are examined in Table 4. As shown, nearly identical percentages of whites and blacks 

described themselves as religious (90%), whereas black voters were more likely than their white 

counterparts both to report being born again or evangelical (65% v. 44%) and to attend church at 

least once per week (54% v. 46%). 

As expected, black voters were more strongly aligned with the Democratic Party (75%) 

than white voters (30%) in the three election years under study. Moreover, only 22% of black 

voters said they were conservative, while the comparable figure for whites was nearly twice as 

large (40%). Finally, a majority of black voters were Moderates (52%).  

Next we turn to the central focus of this study, differences by race in the degree of 

opposition to same sex marriage. As shown in Table 4, a greater percentage of blacks (66%) than 

whites (64%) voted in support of ballot initiatives banning marriage among gay and homosexual 

couples. Although the magnitude of this difference between the two races may appear small, it is 

statistically significant at the 1% level. 
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MULTIVARIATE REGRESSION RESULTS 

The descriptive results presented thus far corroborate existing evidence of a “race divide” 

in views about the right of same-sex couples to marry. The open question is, how much of this 

discrepancy can be explained by differences in the religious affiliations and faith traditions of the 

two groups? Table 5 presents the results of logistic regression models predicting the probability 

of voting to ban same-sex marriage.  Model 1, the baseline, estimates the propensity to vote 

against same-sex marriage controlling for the demographic and SES characteristics of voters. Net 

of these basic controls, we see statistically significant positive coefficients for both race and 

gender, but the explanatory power of the model, not surprisingly, is relatively low. Model 2 adds 

the variables for political party identification and self-reported political ideology, increasing the 

level of explained variance substantially. The estimated coefficient for race not only remains 

statistically significant; it also increases in magnitude in this model, reflecting a correlation 

between race and political and ideological identification. 

In Model 3, we begin to explore the influence of religion on the propensity to favor 

restricting marriage to heterosexual couples using two separate measures. The first is a dummy 

variable where 1= voter identified a religious denomination and 0 = he or she did not, while the 

second variable signifies whether the voter reported “yes” to born again or evangelical. As 

expected, both membership in a religious denomination and being born again or evangelical 

increase the likelihood of rejecting same-sex marriage. It is also noteworthy that the greater 

propensity of black voters to endorse “traditional” definitions of marriage persists, even net of 

these controls. Thus, the black-white differential we have observed up until this point is not 

simply an artifact of different faith traditions across the two subgroups. The final iteration, 
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Model 4, allows us to test the central claim of the paper, that there is something distinctive about 

the nature of church membership for black versus white voters by including the interaction term.   

These results reveal a modest, but statistically significant gender gap, with men more 

likely to vote against gay rights than women. To place this in practical terms, we can calculate 

the predicted probability of voting against gay marriage for men and women and examine the 

difference. The predicted probability of voting against same-sex marriage is high for both men 

(73%) and women (70%), with a 3-percentage point difference between the two. This difference 

is not surprising given the documented likelihood of women being associated with the 

Democratic Party, which tends to be more supportive of LGBT rights. 

A voter’s age is also a statistically significant determinant of vote choice on same-sex 

marriage. In general, there is a positive association between age and a more conservative vote. 

As a voter’s age increases, so does his or her propensity to vote in favor of limiting marriage 

rights to heterosexual couples (i.e., the status quo). Every age group is statistically different from 

the baseline group of 18 to 24 year olds except for the 25 to 29 age group. These results match 

previously documented trends about generational effects and liberalization on gay rights issues 

among younger Americans. The most conservative age group are voters ages 65 to 74; those 

individuals are 79% likely to have voted for the ballot initiative, all else evaluated at the mean. 

The first difference from the comparison group, Age 18 to 24 (70% predicted probability), is 9 

percentage points. 

An individual’s total family income was also statistically significant predictor of vote 

choice in the models. In Model 4, the full model, only the estimated coefficient on income 

became significant for voters whose total income exceeded $100,000 (p<0.01). The increase in 

income is inversely associated with propensity to have voted in favor of the ballot initiatives. For 
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individuals earning greater than $200,000, the predicted probability of opposing same sex 

marriage is 61% as opposed to 72% for the comparison group, individuals earning less than 

$15,000. There was a similar difference for the urbanicity of voters. Those who reside in larger 

cities or urban areas are less likely than their small city or rural counterparts to oppose same-sex 

marriage. The first difference is 9 percentage points, with urban voters having a 65% predicted 

probability in comparison to 74% for rural voters. 

Not surprisingly, self-identified political party identification and political ideology are 

strong predictors of likelihood of voting for the same-sex marriage ballot initiative. The voting 

differences coincide with what would be expected according to the cue-giving hypothesis. 

Republican candidates and conservative political groups tend to express opposition to same-sex 

marriage, while Democratic candidates are more supportive (at least of civil unions). Liberal 

political groups mobilized the opposition to these same sex marriage initiatives. Along party 

lines, the first difference is 24 percentage points, with Republicans having an 85% predicted 

probability, while the comparable figure for Democrats is 61%. The gap for the ideology 

indicators is the largest of any variable in the model at 33 percentage points (89% for 

Conservative v. 56% for Liberal). 

The first difference between black voters and white voters is 17 percentage points (87% v. 

70%). Religion and evangelical identification are also statistically significant across the four 

models (p<0.01). Religious affiliation predicts a difference of 16 percentage points in vote on 

these ballot initiatives, with a 75% predicted probability of a “yes” vote for religious voters as 

opposed to 59% who are non-religious. Born again identification is an even stronger predictor of 

vote choice, with a first difference of 21 percentage points (83% v. 62%). 
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Further, the effects of both religion and being born again have differential effects for both 

white and black voters. The African American dummy variable when interacted with the 

religious variable is negative and statistically significant (p<0.1). The interaction term between 

black voters and those who identify as born again is also negative and statistically significant 

(p<0.01). This result counters the claim that religious conservatism amplifies differences in the 

voting behavior of blacks versus whites. Recall that the number of whites and blacks who 

identify with a religious denomination was the same in the analysis sample. In addition, even 

though a greater proportion of African Americans identify as being born again at a greater 

proportion, the predictive influence of that identification is attenuated for black voters. In other 

words, the effect of both religious identification and being born again is stronger for white voters 

than it is for black voters. 

Table 6 reports predicted probabilities for both white and black voters conditional on 

identifying as religious and born again. White voters who reported being neither religious nor 

born again have a 45% predicted probability of having voted for the same-sex marriage ballot 

initiative, with all other variables evaluated at their mean. In contrast, black voters with the same 

characteristics have a 71% predicted probability of registering a vote in opposition to same sex 

marriage. The gap between white and black voters narrows with religious affiliation, as predicted 

by the negative coefficient on the interaction terms. For voters who identify with a religious 

denomination but do not claim to be born again or evangelical, the predicted probability of 

voting against same-sex marriage is 63% for white voters and 83% for black voters. Finally, for 

voters who identify as both religious and born again, the predicted probability for white voters is 

84% as opposed to a striking 94% for African American voters. The difference shrinks from 26% 

to 10% as the level of religious affiliation increases. 
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The interesting difference comes with the baseline level of support for ballot initiatives to 

ban gay marriage. The difference between non-religious black and white voters is both 

statistically significant and substantial. It is possible, of course, for religious values inculcated 

during childhood to persist even among adults who no longer consider themselves religious. 

However, this result points to evidence that there is an underlying mechanism aside from religion 

that accounts for racial differences in voting behavior. The margin of approval for same-sex 

marriage ballot initiatives has shrunk over time, and as has been documented, public opinion is 

liberalizing on the issue. Even though only 10% of African American voters identify as non-

religious, the elevated levels of opposition toward same same-sex marriage could still be 

significant in an electoral outcome given small electoral margins. 
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DISCUSSION 

 Voters in the African American community do exhibit higher levels of ambivalence 

toward same-sex marriage, net of all other factors. Given the high levels of affiliation with the 

Democratic Party and a history of discrimination with the black community, it is puzzling that 

there is a higher level of opposition to extending marriage rights to same-sex couples. As can be 

seen in Table 5, even when controlling for religious identification and being evangelical, a 

substantial and significant racial gap exists between white and black voters on the same-sex 

marriage ballot initiatives across 2004, 2006, and 2008. These results lend support to the 

hypothesis that inter-minority conflict dynamics may exist even when the benefits of the 

outcome of the vote are not necessarily material benefits. The idea of competition over the civil 

rights frame is a possible explanation, and it requires further study. 

While others have argued that it is the increased level of religiosity that explain the 

opposition to gay marriage (Egan and Sherrill 2009; Sherkat, de Vries and Creek 2010), religion 

itself is not a sufficient explanation for the racial divide in voting on same-sex marriage ballot 

initiatives. As Table 6 shows, among the most non-religious, there is a 26-percentage point racial 

gap in the predicted probability of voting against the ballot initiative. This racial gap between 

non-religious voters is supported by the findings in a previous study of attitudes toward same-sex 

marriage (Sherkat, de Vries and Creek 2010). This gap is nontrivial. Further, public opinion is 

currently almost evenly divided over whether same-sex marriage should be legal. Therefore, a 

gap such as this one even amongst a subset of voters could have significant implications for the 

future outcome of similar ballot initiatives. 

When broken out by party, we can see the significance of this gap. For those who identify 

as Democrats, the racial divide actually places white voters and black voters on opposite sides of 
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the issue. A non-religious white Democrat is more likely to vote in favor of same-sex marriage 

(33% predicted probability of voting against the ballot initiative) while a non-religious black 

Democrat is more likely (59% predicted probability) to oppose the issue. There is a similar 

divide between non-religious white and black independent voters. Republicans of both races are 

predicted to vote strongly against gay marriage.  

Religion, net of other factors, also increases opposition toward same-sex marriage. 

Religious voters of all political parties have at least a 50% predicted probability of voting to 

oppose the issue. Although religiosity has a conservative effect on the issue, it does not work the 

same across racial groups. The interaction terms between black voters with each religious 

affiliation and being born again are both negative and significant. This result indicates that the 

effect of religiosity is actually stronger in magnitude for white voters than it is for black voters. 

As the level of religiosity increases, the difference between the predicted probabilities of voting 

against same sex marriage between the two races shrinks. As can be seen in Table 6, the 

difference between the predicted white and black vote for the most religious voters lowers to 10 

percentage points. Religion does have an effect, and a strong one at that, for black voters, and 

they are predicted to have higher levels of opposition than white voters at all levels of religiosity. 

However, black voters start at a much higher baseline of opposition, and the magnitude of the 

effect is larger for white voters. 

These results do not contradict previous studies that show religion as an important 

determinant of opposition to same-sex marriage among the African American community. 

According to the data available, it is an important predictor. However, these results should not be 

used to ignore the racial divide that exists in the absence of religion and even among those who 

are religious. The studies that single out religiosity as the explanation point out that 
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“conservatism” is not predictive for the African American subgroup while it is for whites 

(Sherkat, de Vries, and Creek 2010). Not only does it gloss over the racial divide, but also it 

ignores possible political complexities within the African American community. 

“Conservatism” should not be expected to predict opposition to same-sex marriage 

among the black community because there is a lack of variation on that dimension. African 

Americans are much more likely to report being Democrats and liberal or moderate as opposed 

to Republican and conservative. Therefore, “liberalism” clearly does not have the same meaning 

for African Americans. It is important to look at the political dynamics within the African 

American community rather than assuming all Democrats to vote similarly. The ties of the 

African American community to a particular political party have historical roots that date back to 

the Civil Rights Era, and these political dynamics may need reexamination in modern political 

contexts. 

This study shows that for particular political and policy issues, the interaction of factors 

such as political party and ideology, religion, and race are complex. It points to the need for a 

greater understanding of the mechanisms for why particular groups form opinions that lead to 

votes that support or oppose particular minority rights. The case of the LGBT community is 

particularly complex because these groupings are not mutually exclusive. African Americans are 

members of the LGBT community, and likewise there are lesbians and gays within the African 

American community. The dynamics at play here have important implications for intragroup 

relations and minority rights coalition building. Studies about the LGBT community are plagued 

by data limitations because comprehensive survey data about the community are lacking.  

Further analysis would be enhanced by better data sources that ask questions about people who 

identify as lesbian and gay. 
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These issues have been a mainstay in the American political discourse since the 1990s 

and the passage of the military’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy and the Defense of Marriage 

Act. Their position on the political agenda has intensified in following decade. As public opinion 

on gay rights issues continue to shift rapidly and new policies are developed, an understanding of 

the underlying dynamics will be crucial, especially with same-sex marriage. Policy makers will 

have to navigate relationships with the religious community, who confer “sacramental” 

marriages. Further, if marriage continues to open up to same-sex couples, material benefits will 

be at stake, possibly intensifying effects of inter-minority conflict issues. 
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TABLES AND FIGURES 

Figure 1 Conceptual Model  
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Table 1: States with exit poll data, by election year 
2004: Arkansas 

 Georgia 
 Kentucky 
 Michigan 
 Mississippi 
 Montana 
 North Dakota 
 Ohio 
 Oklahoma 
 Oregon 
 Utah 

2006: Tennessee 
 Virginia 
 Wisconsin 

2008: Arizona 
 California 
 Florida 
N = 17 

 
 

Table 2: Summary statistics 

Variable N= Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

    
Vote Against Same Sex Marriage 25786 0.64 0.48 

    
SES Characteristics    

Male 26167 0.47 0.50 
White 25836 0.80 0.40 
Black 25836 0.11 0.32 

Hispanic 25836 0.06 0.23 
Asian 25836 0.01 0.11 

Other Race 25836 0.02 0.14 
Age 18-24 26094 0.10 0.30 
Age 25-29 26094 0.08 0.27 
Age 30-39 26094 0.17 0.37 
Age 40-44 26094 0.11 0.31 
Age 45-49 26094 0.11 0.31 
Age 50-59 26094 0.19 0.39 
Age 60-64 26094 0.09 0.28 
Age 65-74 26094 0.10 0.30 
Age 75+ 26094 0.06 0.24 

Less than $15,000 24038 0.08 0.27 
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$15,000 – $29,999 24038 0.15 0.35 
$30,000 – $49,999 24038 0.22 0.41 
$50,000 – $74,999 24038 0.22 0.42 
$75,000 – $99,999 24038 0.14 0.35 

$100,000 – $149,999 24038 0.11 0.31 
$150,000 – $199,999 24038 0.04 0.21 

$200,000 or more 24038 0.04 0.20 
Did Not Complete High School 16658 0.04 0.19 

High School Graduate 16658 0.21 0.40 
Some College 16658 0.32 0.47 

College Graduate 16658 0.28 0.45 
Postgraduate Study 16658 0.16 0.36 
Small City/Rural 26197 0.32 0.47 

Suburban 26197 0.40 0.49 
Large City/Urban 26197 0.28 0.45 

    
Religiosity    
Protestant 22169 0.37 0.48 
Catholic 22169 0.18 0.39 

 Other Christian 22169 0.24 0.43 
Other Religion 22169 0.11 0.31 

Born Again/Evangelical 21750 0.46 0.50 
Attends church more than once a week 12147 0.20 0.40 

Attends church once per week 12147 0.27 0.44 
Attends church a few times per month 12147 0.14 0.35 
Attends church a few times per year 12147 0.25 0.43 

Never attends church 12147 0.12 0.32 
    

Party and Ideology    
Democrat 25789 0.36 0.48 

Republican 25789 0.37 0.48 
Independent 25789 0.22 0.41 
Other Party 25789 0.05 0.22 

Liberal 25370 0.19 0.39 
Moderate 25370 0.45 0.50 

Conservative 25370 0.37 0.48 
Notes: Data obtained from the National Exit Pool General Election Exit Poll. 
Each independent variable is a (0,1) dummy variable. The presented weighted 
means represents the proportion of the respondents who self-identify with that 
category. 
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Table 3: Bivariate statistics for key demographic 
variables, by race of voters. 

Variable White Black 
Male 48% 42% 

Age 18-24 9% 13% 
Age 25-29 7% 12% 
Age 30-39 16% 20% 
Age 40-44 11% 12% 
Age 45-49 11% 11% 
Age 50-59 19% 18% 
Age 60-64 9% 6% 
Age 65-74 11% 5% 
Age 75+ 7% 3% 

Less than $15,000 7% 16% 
$15,000 – $29,999 13% 23% 
$30,000 – $49,999 21% 24% 
$50,000 – $74,999 23% 17% 
$75,000 – $99,999 15% 10% 

$100,000 – $149,999 11% 6% 
$150,000 – $199,999 5% 2% 

$200,000 or more 4% 2% 
Did Not Complete High School 3% 7% 

High School Graduate 20% 28% 
Some College 32% 35% 

College Graduate 28% 21% 
Postgraduate Study 17% 9% 
Small City/Rural 35% 24% 

Suburban 39% 31% 
Large City/Urban 25% 44% 

Notes: Data obtained from the National Exit Pool General 
Election Exit Poll. 

 

Table 4: Bivariate statistics for religious and political 
variables, by race of voters. 

Variable White Black 
Protestant 40% 22% 
Catholic 18% 5% 

 Other Christian 21% 49% 
Other Religion 9% 11% 

No Religion 10% 10% 
Born Again/Evangelical 44% 65% 

Attends church more than once a week 19% 28% 
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Attends church once per week 27% 26% 
Attends church a few times per month 13% 18% 
Attends church a few times per year 26% 19% 

Never attends church 13% 6% 
   

Democrat 30% 75% 
Republican 43% 7% 
Independent 23% 13% 
Other Party 5% 5% 

Liberal 17% 25% 
Moderate 44% 52% 

Conservative 40% 22% 
   

Vote Against Same Sex Marriage 64% 66% 
Did Not Vote on Initiative 2% 5% 

Notes: Data obtained from the National Exit Pool General 
Election Exit Poll. 
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Table 5: Selected logistic regression coefficients for models predicting vote to ban 
same-sex marriage  

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
     

Male 0.166*** 0.0826** 0.154*** 0.155*** 
 (0.0331) (0.0368) (0.0381) (0.0381) 

Black 0.239*** 0.884*** 0.655*** 1.082*** 
 (0.0590) (0.0667) (0.0692) (0.188) 

Republican  1.340*** 1.282*** 1.278*** 
  (0.0521) (0.0535) (0.0537) 

Independent  0.249*** 0.302*** 0.296*** 
  (0.0478) (0.0492) (0.0494) 

Other Party  0.117 0.171* 0.168* 
  (0.0871) (0.0896) (0.0901) 

Party Missing  0.522*** 0.477*** 0.477*** 
  (0.169) (0.176) (0.177) 

Moderate  0.866*** 0.796*** 0.794*** 
  (0.0462) (0.0481) (0.0480) 

Conservative  2.076*** 1.869*** 1.862*** 
  (0.0615) (0.0634) (0.0635) 

Ideology Missing  1.243*** 1.124*** 1.122*** 
  (0.118) (0.122) (0.122) 

Religious   0.675*** 0.715*** 
   (0.0644) (0.0687) 

Religious Missing   0.568*** 0.553*** 
   (0.0893) (0.0936) 

Born Again   1.070*** 1.140*** 
   (0.0465) (0.0507) 

Born Again Missing   0.490*** 0.494*** 
   (0.0741) (0.0773) 

Black*Religious    -0.329* 
    (0.195) 

Black*Religious Missing    0.109 
    (0.258) 

Black*Born Again    -0.431*** 
    (0.132) 

Black*Born Again Missing    -0.0927 
    (0.201) 

Constant 0.379*** -1.289*** -2.331*** -2.373*** 
 (0.108) (0.124) (0.153) (0.156) 

Wald Chi2 1156.14*** 3531.05*** 3862.39*** 3839.38*** 
Pseudo R2 0.0518 0.2125 0.2454 0.2465 

N= 25,252 25,252 25,252 25,252 
Notes: Data obtained from the National Exit Pool General Election Exit Poll. Models also include 
control variables for other race/ethnicity, age, income, and urbanicity. Year and state dummies also 
included, Robust standard errors in parentheses. Full regression table located in the Appendix. 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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 Table 6: Predicted probability of voting to ban same-sex marriage. 
 Non-Religious Religious, Not Born Again Religious and Born Again 
 White Black Difference White Black Difference White Black Difference 

Overall 0.45 0.71 0.26 0.63 0.83 0.20 0.84 0.94 0.10 
Democrat 0.33 0.59 0.26 0.50 0.74 0.24 0.75 0.90 0.15 

Independent 0.39 0.66 0.27 0.57 0.80 0.23 0.81 0.92 0.11 
Republican 0.63 0.84 0.21 0.78 0.91 0.13 0.92 0.97 0.05 

Notes: Data obtained from the National Exit Pool General Election Exit Poll. Predicted probabilities evaluated at the 
means for independent variables. 
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APPENDIX 

 
Table 7: Logistic regression coefficients for models predicting vote to ban same-
sex marriage 

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
     

Male 0.166*** 0.0826** 0.154*** 0.155*** 
 (0.0331) (0.0368) (0.0381) (0.0381) 

Sex Missing 0.336 0.279 0.343 0.326 
 (0.248) (0.268) (0.268) (0.268) 

Black 0.239*** 0.884*** 0.655*** 1.082*** 
 (0.0590) (0.0667) (0.0692) (0.188) 

Hispanic 0.0854 0.403*** 0.364*** 0.371*** 
 (0.0805) (0.0943) (0.0972) (0.0979) 

Asian 0.0703 0.443*** 0.481*** 0.496*** 
 (0.132) (0.150) (0.155) (0.156) 

Other -0.0253 0.247** 0.239* 0.240* 
 (0.105) (0.121) (0.122) (0.123) 

Race Missing 0.0490 0.256* 0.205 0.214 
 (0.132) (0.140) (0.142) (0.143) 

Age 25-29 0.133* 0.0178 0.00434 0.00330 
 (0.0739) (0.0847) (0.0875) (0.0873) 

Age 30-39 0.323*** 0.229*** 0.190** 0.192** 
 (0.0635) (0.0726) (0.0747) (0.0746) 

Age 40-44 0.628*** 0.497*** 0.421*** 0.424*** 
 (0.0715) (0.0815) (0.0836) (0.0834) 

Age 45-49 0.482*** 0.415*** 0.322*** 0.324*** 
 (0.0706) (0.0809) (0.0831) (0.0830) 

Age 50-59 0.394*** 0.387*** 0.293*** 0.294*** 
 (0.0625) (0.0721) (0.0746) (0.0746) 

Age 60-64 0.489*** 0.503*** 0.429*** 0.427*** 
 (0.0794) (0.0926) (0.0944) (0.0943) 

Age 65-74 0.694*** 0.593*** 0.465*** 0.460*** 
 (0.0746) (0.0852) (0.0882) (0.0881) 

Age 75+ 0.602*** 0.492*** 0.360*** 0.361*** 
 (0.0920) (0.104) (0.109) (0.109) 

Age Missing 0.167 -0.00704 -0.0995 -0.0977 
 (0.246) (0.280) (0.279) (0.280) 

$15,000 – $29,999 0.101 0.0596 0.0529 0.0573 
 (0.0736) (0.0840) (0.0868) (0.0864) 

$30,000 – $49,999 0.103 -0.0141 -0.00677 -0.00268 
 (0.0699) (0.0797) (0.0828) (0.0826) 

$50,000 – $74,999 0.169** -0.0581 -0.0405 -0.0357 
 (0.0715) (0.0811) (0.0844) (0.0842) 

$75,000 – $99,999 0.115 -0.181** -0.117 -0.114 
 (0.0774) (0.0869) (0.0898) (0.0896) 

$100,000 – $149,999 -0.0499 -0.415*** -0.311*** -0.304*** 
 (0.0812) (0.0927) (0.0952) (0.0954) 

$150,000 – $199,999 -0.132 -0.523*** -0.389*** -0.381*** 
 (0.103) (0.116) (0.120) (0.120) 

$200,000 or more -0.241** -0.628*** -0.502*** -0.492*** 
 (0.102) (0.113) (0.116) (0.115) 
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Income Missing 0.284*** 0.00775 0.0198 0.0273 
 (0.0881) (0.104) (0.108) (0.108) 

Suburbs -0.259*** -0.306*** -0.239*** -0.232*** 
 (0.0430) (0.0476) (0.0494) (0.0496) 

Large City/Urban -0.531*** -0.515*** -0.423*** -0.411*** 
 (0.0447) (0.0494) (0.0506) (0.0506) 

Location Missing -0.528** -0.372 -0.0947 -0.0749 
 (0.246) (0.276) (0.291) (0.294) 

Republican  1.340*** 1.282*** 1.278*** 
  (0.0521) (0.0535) (0.0537) 

Independent  0.249*** 0.302*** 0.296*** 
  (0.0478) (0.0492) (0.0494) 

Other Party  0.117 0.171* 0.168* 
  (0.0871) (0.0896) (0.0901) 

Party Missing  0.522*** 0.477*** 0.477*** 
  (0.169) (0.176) (0.177) 

Moderate  0.866*** 0.796*** 0.794*** 
  (0.0462) (0.0481) (0.0480) 

Conservative  2.076*** 1.869*** 1.862*** 
  (0.0615) (0.0634) (0.0635) 

Ideology Missing  1.243*** 1.124*** 1.122*** 
  (0.118) (0.122) (0.122) 

Religious   0.675*** 0.715*** 
   (0.0644) (0.0687) 

Religious Missing   0.568*** 0.553*** 
   (0.0893) (0.0936) 

Born Again   1.070*** 1.140*** 
   (0.0465) (0.0507) 

Born Again Missing   0.490*** 0.494*** 
   (0.0741) (0.0773) 

Black*Religious    -0.329* 
    (0.195) 

Black*Religious Missing    0.109 
    (0.258) 

Black*Born Again    -0.431*** 
    (0.132) 

Black*Born Again Missing    -0.0927 
    (0.201) 

Constant 0.379*** -1.289*** -2.331*** -2.373*** 
 (0.108) (0.124) (0.153) (0.156) 

Wald Chi2 1156.14*** 3531.05*** 3862.39*** 3839.38*** 
Pseudo R2 0.0518 0.2125 0.2454 0.2465 

N= 25,252 25,252 25,252 25,252 
Notes: Data obtained from the National Exit Pool General Election Exit Poll. Year and state 
dummies also included, but not reported. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Robust standard 
errors in parentheses. 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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