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Between 1998 and 2009 thirty-four states held referenda on prohibiting or permitting same-sex marriages.  All but one resulted in prohibition.  The outlier was Arizona, which in 2006 narrowly defeated Proposition 107 prohibiting same sex marriage (48%-52%). Two years later, however, Arizonans switched and voted 56% to 44% to prohibit same-sex marriages.  All told, voters directly approved constitutional prohibitions in thirty-one states, of which twelve were citizen-initiated referenda and nineteen referenda were authorized by state legislatures.

This paper presents an analysis of voting outcomes on these statewide referendums across the 34 states that have had votes during this time. Our units of analysis are the 2,344 counties in thirty different states where referenda voting occurred.
  We analyze an array of socio-economic, political, and institutional variables to explain the pattern of opposition to same-sex marriage.    This paper builds on existing research of political scientists and sociologists by (1) integrating the salient variables from previous studies, (2) relying on the universe of referenda rather than a subset, (3) adding state-level variables and (4) including “structural” variables associated with the referendum process.   In sum, we believe our study is the most comprehensive analysis of this research question to date. We also believe several of the new variables we include are significant contributions as they focus on the pivotal impact of voter “turnout” in explaining the level of opposition to same-sex marriage in the American states and the impact that legislative language has on the outcomes we evaluate.

Literature Review and Research Hypotheses
Public opinion surveys have shown an increasing acceptance of gays throughout American society over the past 30 years.  With the dramatic repeal of Don’t Ask Don’t Tell in December 2010 yet another significant barrier has fallen. Yet on the issue of same sex marriage the LGBT coalition has seen itself repeatedly beaten and often soundly at the state level.
 Today the controversy over same-sex marriage is one of the major battlegrounds in the “culture wars” that divide America (Hunter, 1991 but see Fiorina, 2005)  This controversy has provoked scholarly interest (Rimmerman and Wilcox, 2007; Segura, 2005; Soule, 2004), particularly during the 2004 election when eleven same-sex referenda were on the ballot (Lewis, 2005; Hillygus and Shields, 2005). One claim is that the heightened voter turnout for president influenced those referenda outcomes, but there has been no systematic analysis of the impact of voter turnout on voting against same-sex marriage for the universe of cases.  That research question primarily drives our analysis, though we also test a variety of hypotheses drawn from sociology, religion and politics, and the literature on referendum voting and electoral behavior.

There are two previous studies of referenda voting on same-sex marriage at the county level, one by two political scientists (Lofton and Haider-Markel, 2007) and one from a sociological perspective (McVeigh and Diaz, 2009). Lofton and Haider-Markel (2007) analyzed county vote in the 2004 referenda and found the following county attributes correlated positively with a yes vote on the referenda to ban same-sex marriage (i.e. opposition to same-sex marriage): Republican partisanship, Protestant fundamentalism, higher and non-urban proportion of residents. The following county attributes correlated negatively with a yes vote on such referenda: voter turnout, proportion of gay households, male-to-female ratios, and proportion of college educated persons.
  McVeigh and Diaz (2009) analyzed county voting on referenda during 2000-2008 in twenty-eight states, and found opposition to same-sex marriage in counties characterized by traditional gender roles and family structure and especially in those counties with weak community cohesion, which they measured as high residential instability, low rates of home ownership, and high crime rates.  Not surprisingly, the sociological analysis emphasized a large number of demographic variables and included only one political variable (2000 vote for George W. Bush), while Lofton and Haider-Markel (2007) evaluated a range of political behavior variables, but a more limited sets of county demographic characteristics.  Our desire is to include a comprehensive set of both variables, but also to include a set of “structural” features of state levels variables that impact these referenda processes.

Demographic Predictors

A longstanding research tradition utilizes economic development measures to explain state social-welfare or economic policies (Dye 1966).  Contemporary morality policy researchers, however, have focused more on religious variables to explain state laws on prohibition (Meier and Johnson, 1990; Frendreis and Tatalovich, 2010) and abortion restrictions (Meir and McFarlane, 1993; Meier and McFarlane, 1992; O’Connor and Berkman, 1995; Camobreco and Barnello, 2008; Mooney and Lee, 1995), as well as state-level referenda voting on abortion (Roh and Berry, 2008; Roh and Haider-Markel, 2003) and gay rights (Haider-Markel and Meier, 1996).  There is a substantial literature on opposition to gay rights by Protestant Evangelical denominations (Burdette, Ellison and Hill 2005; Tuntiya 2005; Fulton, Gorsuch and Maynard 1999; Wilcox and Jelen 1990).  Reimer and Park (2001) found conservative Protestants were less willing to grant civil liberties to unpopular groups (including homosexuals) than were Mainline Protestants or Catholics.
 Catholic doctrine frowns on homosexuality but lay Catholics are less opposed to same-sex marriage than conservative Protestants (Bendyna, Green, Rozell, and Wilcox, 2001).   Mainline Protestants are more liberal, and some denominations no longer condemn homosexuality as immoral conduct.  McVeigh and Diaz (2009) included percent Catholic and percent Evangelical in their analysis; Lofton and Haider-Markel (2007) included Protestant Fundamentalism but not Catholicism in their models.

How should class affect voting on these referenda?  Decades ago Seymour Martin Lipset (1960) coined the phrase “working class authoritarianism” to argue lower SES groups were more liberal on economic policies but more conservative on civil liberties. In their study of prohibition and gambling in Oklahoma, therefore, Morgan and Meier (1980) hypothesized that upper SES areas were less likely to “impose conservative moral principles on others”.  Of the three variables commonly operationalized as SES (income, occupation, and education), subsequent academic debate on causes of political intolerance towards “out” groups  and minorities (including homosexuals; see Gibson and Tedin 1988) focuses primarily on education (Protho and Grigg 1960; Bobo and Licari 1989 but see Jackson 1978; Jackman and Muha 1984) rather than income or occupation. McVeigh and Diaz (2009) included three occupational measures, median family income, and two educational measures, whereas Lofton and Haider-Markel only tested the percent college educated.

In their study of political tolerance, McCloskey and Brill (1983) concluded that “[o]f all the social influences that help to shape the public’s attitudes toward civil liberties, none, except for education, appears to have a more powerful effect than age.” Younger people are not as committed to traditional values as older Americans and they experience more lifestyle diversity than their elders (Anderson and Fetner 2008; Wood and Bartkowski 2004).  Furthermore, as Figure 1 below, taken from the Gallup poll shows, the country has become markedly more sympathetic to equal rights for gays over the past three decades (Brewer 2003; Loftus 2001).  As younger individuals form ideas about homosexuals the societal atmosphere is likely to be decidedly more sympathetic to gays than they were even in the recent past (Gallup 2008).  Therefore, we expect the age distribution of our counties to have an impact on the vote on gay marriage.
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From the gay and lesbian perspective, same-sex marriage is the latest battle in the struggle to achieve full legal equality in America. There is a strong desire to frame the issue of same sex marriage not as a moral issue, but as a civil rights issue. A civil rights frame could have special resonance especially for minority support. Bonilla and Porter (1990) note “Latinos are less conservative than Blacks but do not differ from non-Hispanic Whites on attitudes toward the morality of homosexuality.  They are, however, less tolerant than either group on the civil liberties dimension dealing with homosexual rights.  Blacks are the most conservative of all groups on the morality dimension, but the most liberal on the scale measuring approval of civil liberties for homosexuals.”  Herek and Capitanio (1995) found black and white males have similar negative attitudes toward gays and lesbians, which is consistent with the findings that African Americans “are generally conservative on social and family issues” (Steensland et al. 2000, 294).  After analyzing a mountain of polling data on white and black attitudes, Lewis (2003: 75) concluded:  “Despite blacks’ greater disapproval of homosexuality, however, black and white opinions on sodomy laws, gay civil rights, and employment discrimination are quite similar, and African Americans are more likely to support laws prohibiting antigay discrimination.”
McVeigh and Diaz (2009) tested percent African American and percent Latino in their analysis, whereas Lofton and Haider-Markel (2007) included neither variable.  Rather Lofton and Haider-Markel (2007: 331) included a “racial diversity” measure.  We include the same measure as Lofton and Haider-Markel, which considers the overall diversity, but does not actually indicate the “mix” of different racial groups in each county.  The U.S. Census utilizes seven racial categories: white, African American, Hispanic, Asian, Pacific Islander, Native American, and “multi-racial” (persons who identified with more than one racial category).  In our analysis, all seven are used to construct a “racial diversity index” according to the formula developed by Hero and Tolbert (1996).

A priori, one might expect counties with more racial diversity to be more tolerant of minorities, and that toleration would extend to homosexuals.  Living in communities and knowing homosexuals does reduce anti-gay feelings (Barth, Overby, and Huffmon 2009; Overby and Barth 2002).  Furthermore, in a wide-ranging analysis of the policy impacts of racial diversity by Hero (1998), analysis of referenda voting showed the most heterogeneous counties gave less support to anti-Hispanic referenda.   However, Hero also found in testing the “racial threat hypothesis” there was a voter backlash against Spanish-speakers. with greater support of anti-Latino referenda occurring in the most homogeneous (white) counties and in “bifurcated” counties with large white populations (but small numbers of “white ethnics”) and sizeable minority populations increasing in size (Tolbert and Hero 2001; Hero 1998: 123-136; Tolbert and Hero 1996). So it remains an open question whether group differences breed tolerance or fear (Forbes, 1997). The logic of the “racial threat hypothesis”, however, presumes a minority group is sizeable and growing and therefore, is seen as a threat to the white majority. This analogy would hardly apply to homosexuals, given the size of the gay and lesbian community.  We therefore suggest we expect to find the “racial diversity index” is negatively correlated with Same Sex Marriage referenda vote (Tolbert and Hero 1996).
Big cities are diverse social environments, and urban areas tend to exhibit greater toleration of homosexuality (Wilson 1995; Stephan and McMullin 1982). Both McVeigh and Diaz (2009) and Lofton and Haider-Markel (2007) included percentage urban in their analyses, As McVeigh and Diaz (2009), we include the natural log of population density as an additional county-level variables in our analysis.
Electoral Variables
Lofton and Haider-Markel (2007) included turnout as a measure of issue “salience” for voters rather than assuming a direct impact of voter turnout on the referendum result.
 McVeigh and Diaz (2009) did not include turnout in their analysis. There is reason to believe that turnout can seriously impact the outcome on controversial issues like same-sex marriage as there is often considerable variation between public opinion polling and electoral results.  Table 1 compares opinion polls taken in each referenda state with the percentage of votes favoring prohibition of same-sex marriage. For the thirty-two referenda (counting the Nevada poll twice in this calculation) for which we have polling results, an average of 58.8% favored banning same-sex marriage, but the referenda vote supporting prohibition averaged 66.6%. Only three states voted against same-sex marriage in lower proportions than those recorded in the opinion polls (Ohio -2; Oklahoma -6; South Dakota -11).  On the other hand, the average differential of +8.4 percentage points between the polls and the referendum results was exceeded in thirteen states:  Alabama (+23), South Carolina (+19), Missouri (+18), Georgia and North Dakota (+16), Kansas 
(+14), Texas (+13), Louisiana and Idaho (+11), Arkansas, Nebraska, and Nevada 2000 (+10), and Michigan (+9).  When opinion polls consistently underestimate the level of public opposition, as in this case where 28 of 31 states show higher levels of opposition, we can suggest that perhaps people show a reluctance to admitting anti-gay positions to pollsters, the campaign may have turned people significantly against gays, or the referenda may mobilize a higher turnout among those opposed to same-sex marriage.

Table 1:  State Opinion Polls and Referenda Percentage Favoring Same-Sex Marriage Bans

State


Poll Date
Poll Favor S-S Ban

Referendum Favor S-S Ban

Alabama: 

1/2005


58%



81% (2006)

Alaska


10/1998

61%



68% (1998)

Arizona

no survey





48% (2006)

Arizona

9/2008


49%



56% (2008)

Arkansas

10/2004

65%



75% (2004)

California

Field Poll

53%



61% (2000)

California

10/2008

49%



52% (2008)

Colorado

2/2006


50%



55% (2006)

Florida


9/2008


55%



62% (2008)

Georgia

10/2004

61%



77% (2004)

Hawaii


8/1998


63%



69% (1998)

Idaho


2006


52%



63% (2006)

Kansas


5/2004


56%



70% (2005)

Kentucky

5/2004


70%



75% (2004)

Louisiana

3/2003


67%



78% (2004)

Maine


10/2009

51%*



53% (2009)

Michigan

9/2004


50%



59% (2004)

Mississippi

no survey





86% (2004)

Missouri

1/2004


53%



71% (2004)

Montana

9/2004


61%



67% (2004)

Nebraska

10/2000

60%



70% (2000)

Nevada

3/2004


60%

   67%  (2002) and 70% (2000)**

North Dakota

10/2004

52%



68% (2004)

Ohio


9/2004


64%



62% (2004)

Oklahoma

3/2004


82%



76% (2004)

Oregon


3/2004


54%



57% (2004)

South Carolina
2/2008


59%



78% (2006)

South Dakota

9/2004


63%



52% (2006)

Tennessee

9/2006


73%



81% (2006)

Texas


8/2003


63%



76% (2005)

Utah


9/2004


63%



66% (2004)

Virginia

10/2006

52%



57% (2006)

Wisconsin

9/2006


53%



59% (2006)

Lax, Jeffrey R., and Justin H. Phillips.  2009.  “Gay Rights in the States:  Public Opinion and Policy Responsiveness.”  Manuscript, Columbia University

*Public Policy Polling Maine in 10/31-11/1 reported 51% in favor of ending S-S marriages
An older sociological literature suggested high turnout was more likely to defeat local referenda on the fluoridation of public water supplies (Coleman, 1957; Pinard 1963; but see Shepard, 1975) and even referenda on taxes and issuing bonds (Horton and Thompson, 1962).  It was hypothesized that higher turnout mobilized more alienated citizens whose votes were disproportionately in opposition to those referenda.  One sees an evolving position in terms of school bond referendums.  In the 1960s and 1970s the general belief was that low turnout was good because the few who were motivated to vote would likely be parents with children in the school system who would be voting yes. As support for public schools dropped and the proportion of the population with children in schools dropped, a number of school districts found themselves losing school bond referendums when turnout was very low as anti-tax groups mobilized against bond referendums.  Especially in racially diverse cities, where minorities consistently voted more strongly for school bonds than white voters, increased turnout was likely to lead to a stronger yes vote for school bonds (Tedin, Matland, and Weiher 2003). We expect to see a similar effect with greater turnout leading to a reduction in the vote for banning same sex marriage as episodic voters, especially minorities and young people, are likely to be a larger proportion of the voting public in high turnout elections.  To evaluate the impact of turnout, we measured turnout as the total number of votes cast divided by the census measure of the voting-age population (VAP), i.e. the number of people aged 18 or older in the county. 
When a referendum is scheduled has potentially significant implications for turnout. To account for this we coded election timing using a three point scale. Since presidential elections generate intense media coverage, heightened campaign activities, and massive political advertisements (all of which stimulate public interest and maximize turnout), those sixteen referenda that occurred in November during a presidential election are coded 2.  Another ten referenda that were scheduled for November in a non-presidential year when there were state-wide offices being elected (U.S. Senator or governor) are coded 1.  Finally, three referenda held during “special” elections (Maine, 2009; Kansas, 2005; Texas, 2005) and four others scheduled in conjunction with primary elections (California 2000; Louisiana 2004; Missouri 2004; Alabama 2006) are coded 0. Clearly turnout would be highest for presidential elections, followed by non-presidential general elections, and then special or primary elections.

In addition to voter turnout, the issue of gay marriage is influenced strongly by electoral politics. Republicans tend to be negative to gay marriage, while Democrats are more sympathetic.  Lofton and Haider-Markel (2007: 331, 333) included the proportion of the county vote (for the Democratic candidate) in the most recent presidential election and McVeigh and Diaz (2009) included the county vote for President George W. Bush in 2004.  Both models showed support of Republican candidates was a statistically significant predictor of voting to prohibit same-sex marriage.  To measure the partisan leanings of a county we add the percentage vote for Bush in 2000, Bush in 2004, and McCain in 2008 and divide by three to get an average county vote over the presidential elections held this century.


Finally, we use the same measure as McVeigh and Diaz (2009) for the organized political strength of the gay movement. They created a dichotomous variable coded 1 if a county has at least one Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, or Transgender (LGBT) organization listed under the “Act Locally” link of the Web site of the National Gay and Lesbian Task Force, downloaded from the site on 10/28/2008.

State-Level Political and Structural Variables

McVeigh and Diaz (2009) in effect included state dummies to account for all state-level political variables.  We try to specify some of these state level variables and include them in our analyses.  The question of whether the referendum language has a direct impact is important both for explaining the outcome of the vote and for broader questions concerning direct democracy.  The expectation is the more stringent the same-sex marriage ban, the lower the expected level of support for the ban.  We derived four codes based on referendum language. The Hawaii referendum authorized the state legislature to pass legislation prohibiting same-sex marriage but did not stipulate its scope (coded 0).  Thirteen referenda explicitly banned same-sex marriage, but do not mention civil unions or other accommodations (coded 1), and 17 more prohibited both same-sex marriages and civil unions (coded 2).  Finally, the Michigan and Virginia referenda banned same-sex marriages, civil unions, and other contracts (coded 3).


From a democratic theory perspective, one of the arguments often made against allowing referenda is that citizens do not have the level of political knowledge or political sophistication to decide complex referenda issues.  Instead, referenda issues end up becoming symbolic fights that have little to do with the substance of the issue.  On the other side, are those who argue that even though voters do not have complete information they do have sufficient information to make quite sophisticated decisions that are in line with their preferences.  We believe comparison across states on the issue of same-sex marriage bans is an effective way of providing some empirical evidence on this question.  If we find nuances in the language systematically impact the level of electoral support we believe that is a strong indication that voters are relatively sophisticated in their decision making and are able to distinguish between relatively fine grained differences in proposals.

All states do not provide equal access to citizens to initiate proposals to ban same-sex marriage.  There are variations in the legal hurdles to getting a proposition on the ballot in terms of the number of signatures required, geographical distribution requirements, and the fixed time period allowed.  We utilize Bowler and Donovan’s (2004) seven-point “qualification difficulty index”.  Fifteen referenda were citizen-initiated (technically the Maine 2009 referendum was a “People’s Veto” since its purpose was to nullify a state law allowing same-sex marriages), and eighteen were referenda authorized by the state legislature in order to adopt constitutional amendments. Presumably it would be easier to obtain legislative approval for these referenda in some states (like Utah), but elsewhere citizen activists had to resort to the initiative (as in Maine), because the partisan alignment in the state legislature was either supportive of same-sex marriage or risk-averse about getting embroiled in this controversy.  Where the legal hurdles are burdensome but citizen activists were successful in placing their proposition on the ballot, our assumption is that those initiative campaigns served to mobilize activists, generate media coverage, and raise issue saliency for the general public.  We face a dilemma in determining  how to code legislatively authorized referenda.  The fact that citizen activists did not have to resort to the initiative process and likely had a relatively easy time persuading the Utah State Legislature to authorize the referendum may actually be counter-productive in terms of generating media attention and citizen interest.  Even if all the state legislatures that authorized same-sex referenda were pre-disposed to do so, the parliamentary procedures and coalition-building within a legislature does not necessary implicate the body politic.  Our concern is whether the initiative process, unlike the legislative process, has a mobilizing effect on public opinion.  Therefore we code the referenda that were legislatively authorized as least difficult in terms of the Bowler and Donovan (2004) scale.
We expect referendum timing to have an impact.  The Gallup nationwide polling data shown below finds a narrowing of national opinions on the issue of gay marriage (Gallup 2008) across time. The changes in the data are strong enough and quick enough that cohort replacement is not a plausible explanatory factor, rather genuine conversion appears to be occurring.  Since our referenda span the period 1998-2009, the electoral support for banning same sex marriage may have decreased also due to changes in national public opinion overall.  We therefore include a time variable to capture this temporal dynamic.
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Should region be considered?  The pioneering research by Stouffer (1955: 116-117) argued the South was more intolerant and others have agreed, especially with respect to race (Tuch 1987; Abrahamson and Carter 1986; Wilson 1986; Russell 1976).  An important study by Jelen (1982), however, argued that low southern tolerance was due primarily to the prevalence of fundamentalist Protestants in that region.  In response, Ellison and Musick (1993) found substantial regional differences in political tolerance of a variety of outsider groups (including homosexuals) even after controlling for a range of religious variables. To measure any independent regional effects, we employ three regional dummy variables (South, West, East with Midwest serving as the base). 


If states enacted pro-gay policies in the past, this is likely to be of significance. This policy history may positively affect public attitudes toward same-sex marriage today.  Furthermore, enacting pro-gay policies probably indicates a level of political organizing among LGBT groups that would be important during a referendum campaign.  Pro-gay policies also indicate a degree of public support, or at least tolerance, for gay rights.  Keen (2001) devised a scale score on the extent of state gay friendly policies, which we also include.  

Recently scholars have collected a large number of national opinion polls and disaggregated them in order to generate estimates of public attitudes for each state (Lax and Phillips 2009).  Building on his previous work, Lewis (2005) generated estimates of how many people say “homosexuality is acceptable” in each state for 1998.
  His estimates ranged from 37% in Alabama to 83% in Hawaii.  Elsewhere Lewis and Oh (2008) generated estimates of public approval specifically for same-sex marriage, which ranged from a low of 15.9% in Alabama to a high of 46.0% in Massachusetts.  Clearly public opinion is more tolerant of homosexuality than supportive of same-sex marriage, and this finding is underscored by Lax and Phillips (2009), who generated state-level estimates of public support for eight different pro-gay policies.  The mean level of estimated support varied widely:  housing (75%), hate crimes (70%), jobs (62%), health benefits (59%), civil unions (49%), sodomy (45%), second-parent adoption (43%), and marriage (39%).  Across all eight policies, the estimated mean level of public support was 55%, but it ranged from a high of 65% in Vermont to a low of 38% in Utah.  We use the Lax and Phillips (2009) summary measure of support for pro-gay policies in this analysis as a measure of overall public opinion towards homosexuals.
Table 2 lists and describes the 11 demographic, 3 electoral, and 9 state-wide variables that are included in our regression analysis.  We report separate regressions for the three subsets of variables (demographic, electoral, and statewide & structural), and then present an all-inclusive model with twenty-two variables.
TABLE 2:  Regression Variables and Predicted Effects

	DEPENDENT VARIABLE

 
	Measure
	Expected Effect

	Percent Voting to Ban Same Sex Marriage
	Yes Votes /

 (Yes + No Votes)] * 100
	

	INDEPENDENT VARIABLES


	
	

	DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES (county level measures)
	
	

	Mainline Protestants
	% of Population who are 

Mainline Protestants
	Negative

	Protestant Fundamentalists
	% of Population who are 

Protestant Fundamentalists
	Strongly Positive

	Catholics
	% of Population who are 

Roman Catholics
	Negative

	Education Level
	Mean Education Level
	Strongly Negative

	Income Level
	Median Family Income
	Negative

	Urbanization
	Natural Log of Population Density
	Negative

	Age Profile
	Median Age in County
	Positive

	Sex Composition 
	Male/Female Ratio
	Negative

	Percent African American
	% of population: African American
	Negative

	Percent Latino
	% of population: Latino
	Positive

	Racial Diversity Index
	Hero Index adjusted to 7 factors.
	Negative

	
	
	

	POLITICAL VARIABLES 

(county level measures)
	
	

	Voter Turnout
	(Yes to Ban + No to Ban + Abstain)/ Voting Age Population
	Positive

	Vote for Republican Pres. Candidates
	Ave. County vote for Bush00, Bush04, and McCain
	Positive

	LGBT Organizations
	Dichotomous Variable (0, 1) County has LGBT Political Organization 
	Negative

	
	
	

	STATE LEVEL VARIABLES 

 (Political & Structural)
	
	

	Referendum Language Severity
	Scaled (0,1, 2, 3)
	Negative

	Barrier to Citizen Initiative
	Bowler/Donovan Scale (0-7)
	Positive

	Time (Year of Referendum)
	Year of Referendum Vote – 1998 (first year there was a vote)
	Negative

	State Level

Political Ideology (Conservative)
	Updated Wright, Erickson, McIver data on state level ideology
	Positive

	State Level

Political Ideology (Liberal)
	Updated Wright, Erickson, McIver data on state level ideology
	Negative

	State Policy History on

Gay Issues
	Adoption of Gay Friendly Public Policy (Keen scale)
	Negative

	State Public Opinion on

Gay Issues
	Scale Scores from Lax/Phillips (2009)
	Negative

	Political Culture:  

Southern States
	Southern States (0,1)
	Positive

	Political Culture:

Western States
	Western States (0,1)
	Positive


Analysis and Results

All but a few of our hypothesized relationships are confirmed by the regression analysis. In the following four models, the dependent variable is the vote percentage in favor of banning same-sex marriages in the state.  Table 3 shows the regression results for the eleven demographic variables; all but one are statistically significant in the hypothesized direction.  Counties with larger number of Catholics are less likely to support the same-sex marriage ban but those with Mainline Protestants and especially Evangelical Protestants are more likely to cast votes to prohibit same-sex marriages.  The effect from Evangelical Protestants is especially pronounced.  Consistent with our expectations concerning socio-economic status, support for a ban is greater in counties with lower educational and income levels.  The negative sign for population density means that prohibition garners less support in more densely populated counties.  The age composition of counties is not significant, and marginally significant is the finding that counties with more men relative to women favor prohibition.  The size of the African-American and Hispanic populations is related positively to voting for prohibition, but greater racial “diversity” in counties reduces the vote to prohibit same-sex marriage.  These findings indicate minority groups do not perceive same-sex marriage as a civil rights issue.

Table 3:  Regression for Demographic Characteristics at County Level
Dependent Variable:  Vote to Ban Same-Sex Marriage 
      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =    2288

-------------+------------------------------           F( 11,  2276) =  252.69

       Model |  194647.619    11  17695.2381           Prob > F      =  0.0000

    Residual |  159381.979  2276  70.0272313           R-squared     =  0.5498

-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.5476

       Total |  354029.597  2287  154.800873           Root MSE      =  8.3682

--------------------------------------------------------

Dependent    |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|   

-------------+------------------------------------------

 Evangelical |      .0317     .0013    25.14   0.000  
 Mainline rt |      .0105     .0019     5.61   0.000      

 Catholic rt |     -.0043     .0016    -2.76   0.006    

 Mean Educati|     -3.972     .3490   -11.38   0.000    

 percapitainc|     -.0004     .0000    -9.38   0.000    

 lnpopdensity|     -.3750     .0649    -5.77   0.000    

 MedianAge05 |      .0035     .0491     0.07   0.943    

  SexRatio05 |      3.557     1.855     1.92   0.055    

  PctBlack05 |      .0437     .0180     2.43   0.015    

Pct_hispanicc|      5.101    2.0078     2.54   0.011    

DiversityIndx|     -4.293    1.6504    -2.60   0.009    

       _cons |     125.2     5.2270    23.95   0.000    

---------------------------------------------------------

Table 4 presents the regression of three electoral variables against our dependent variable; all three are highly significant.  First, higher turnout for the referendum results in a lower percentage of votes to ban same-sex marriage, this contradicts the “scope of conflict” theory that the saliency associated with moral issues like same-sex marriage would mobilize more votes in opposition.  To the contrary, this finding suggests that an “active minority” are most opposed to same-sex marriage and do best when turnout is low.  If the issue is raised in a context where there is likely to be a high level of participation, more moderate or liberal-leaning voters join the electorate.  Second, the data strongly support the partisan hypothesis; counties that gave more votes to the GOP in the 2000, 2004, and 2008 presidential elections are much more likely to vote against same-sex marriage.  Third, the presence of organization representing the LGBT community reduces the vote percentage for prohibition.
Table 4:  Regression for Electoral Variables at County Level
Dependent Variable:  Vote to Ban Same-Sex Marriage 
      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =   2342

-------------+------------------------------           F(  3,  2338) =  534.9

       Model |  152192.364     3  50730.7881           Prob > F      =  0.000

    Residual |    221723.1  2338  94.8345169           R-squared     =  0.407

-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.406

       Total |  373915.465  2341  159.724675           Root MSE      =  9.738

----------------------------------------------------------

DaneDepRev~d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|

-------------+--------------------------------------------

    Turnout  |     -.268      .0130    -20.59   0.000

RepubPresVote|      .508      .0161     31.55   0.000

LGBT Groups  |   -13.669     1.78617    -7.65   0.000

       _cons |    57.476     1.15304    49.85   0.000

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Table 5 shows the impact of the nine statewide political variables.  We see the language of the referendum matters, the vote favoring prohibition of same-sex marriage drops as the severity of that prohibition extends to civil unions and other contractual arrangements involving same-sex households. The negative value for the Bowler-Donovan scale of ballot access difficulty, however, is not consistent with our “mobilization” hypothesis, because the vote favoring prohibition increased for those referenda that were more easily placed on the ballot.  We find an unexpected and counter-intuitive finding with respect to political ideology as counties located in more “conservative” states were more likely to vote against a same-sex marriage ban.  Counties in liberal states acted as expected.  There is no obvious explanation for this lack of ideological cleavage, but this finding does give credence to the argument that same-sex marriage is not simply another gay “civil rights” issue but rather is perceived as an entirely different matter.  Having gay-friendly public policies in a state had no impact on the referendum outcome, which again suggests that same-sex marriage may not be analogous to other policies that affect the gay community.  On the other hand, states with a more pro-gay sympathetic public opinion were less likely to vote against same-sex marriage.  Finally, as noted there has been a liberalization of public attitudes toward gay rights in general and same-sex marriage in particular.  The “time” variable shows a drop of 2.0% in the vote against same-sex marriage for each year after 1998, which is consistent with the “liberalization” hypothesis.  Finally, even though political ideology has been included, we see that the two regional dummies have a considerably impact.  In comparison to the base of Midwestern States and Maine (the only Eastern state with a vote) Southern States register a full 10 points higher in terms of the percent voting to ban same sex marriage, while Western States register a dramatic -7.5% lower.
Table 5:  Regression for Statewide Political & Structural Variables 

Dependent Variable:  Vote to Ban Same-Sex Marriage
      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =   2340

-------------+------------------------------           F(  9,  2330) =  224.6

       Model |   174071.26     9  19341.2511           Prob > F      =  0.000

    Residual |  200616.644  2330  86.1015638           R-squared     =  0.465
-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.463
       Total |  374687.904  2339  160.191494           Root MSE      =  9.279

---------------------------------------------------------

DaneDepRev~d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|    

-------------+-------------------------------------------

RefLanguage  |     -6.557    .40940     -16.02   0.000   

BowlerDonovan|    -.33076    .17057      -1.94   0.053   

state_liberal|    -.23676    .11424      -2.07   0.038   

state_conserv|    -.16657    .07673      -2.17   0.030   

GayFrndlyPoli|     .00950    .00704       1.35   0.177   

 Meanopinion |    -.48291    .07280      -6.63   0.000   

        Time |      -2.03    .1207      -16.85   0.000   
       South |     10.180    .57495      17.71   0.000   

        West |    -7.4593    .70038     -10.65   0.000   

       _cons |     133.38    5.6815      23.48   0.000  

---------------------------------------------------------

Table 6 presents the fully integrated regression model.  Fifteen of the twenty-three variables were statistically significant in the hypothesized direction: referendum language, Bowler/Donovan scale, pro-gay state public opinion, time since 1998, voter turnout, GOP presidential vote, mean education, per capita income, population density, median age,  Evangelical Protestants, Mainline Protestants, the Hero-Tolbert “racial diversity” index, and the Southern and Western dummies. The complete model, also finds that some of our previously puzzling results have righted themselves.  Our previous result for the Bowler-Donovan scale is now consistent with our “mobilization” hypothesis:  greater difficulty in gaining access to the ballot increases the vote to prohibit same-sex marriage.  Similarly the age variable, previously insignificant, now confirms the hypothesized relationship that as the median age in a county increases support for a referendum banning same-sex marriage increases. Two variables previously deemed significant retain the same sign, but are now statistically insignificant: percent Hispanic and the presence of an LGBT organization in the county.
Table 6:  Complete Regression Model:  All Variables

Dependent Variable:  Vote to Ban Same-Sex Marriage

      Source |       SS       df       MS              Number of obs =   2284

-------------+------------------------------           F( 23,  2260) =  470.1
       Model |  292477.099    23  12716.3956           Prob > F      =  0.000

    Residual |  61140.0779  2260  27.0531318           R-squared     =  0.827

-------------+------------------------------           Adj R-squared =  0.825

       Total |  353617.177  2283  154.891449           Root MSE      =  5.201

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DaneDepRev~d |      Coef.   Std. Err.      t    P>|t|     [95% Conf. Interval]

-------------+----------------------------------------------------------------

Reflanguage  |   -4.51875   .2520741   -17.93   0.000    -5.013071   -4.024429

BowlerDonovan|   .3177438   .1111268     2.86   0.004     .0998225    .5356651

state_libe~t |   .1005566   .0761274     1.32   0.187    -.0487303    .2498435

state_cons~t |  -.4744641   .0468619   -10.12   0.000     -.566361   -.3825673

ScoreGayFr~y |   .0250393   .0046236     5.42   0.000     .0159724    .0341062

lax_meanop~n |  -.4138273   .0498052    -8.31   0.000    -.5114961   -.3161585

     timevar |  -1.116622   .0719265   -15.52   0.000    -1.257671   -.9755727

    TurnoutB |  -13.02809   1.074645   -12.12   0.000    -15.13548   -10.92069

RepPresVote2 |   .5157872   .0118636    43.48   0.000     .4925225    .5390518

revisedzlgbt |  -1.284218    1.03483    -1.24   0.215    -3.313534    .7450979

      evanrt |   .0058618   .0010341     5.67   0.000     .0038338    .0078898

      mainrt |   .0046202   .0014578     3.17   0.002     .0017614    .0074791

      cathrt |   .0019159   .0010396     1.84   0.065    -.0001227    .0039545

     zmeaned |  -3.527351   .2254136   -15.65   0.000    -3.969391   -3.085312

percapitai~2 |  -.0002754   .0000275   -10.02   0.000    -.0003293   -.0002215

     zlndens |  -.2457952   .0411303    -5.98   0.000    -.3264523   -.1651381

 MedianAge05 |   .0932919   .0339728     2.75   0.006     .0266707    .1599131

  SexRatio05 |  -2.769999   1.177831    -2.35   0.019    -5.079742   -.4602553

  PctBlack05 |   .1983635   .0138699    14.30   0.000     .1711644    .2255625

per_allhis~n |   1.300209   1.371306     0.95   0.343    -1.388942     3.98936

DiversityH~o |  -4.487142   1.146573    -3.91   0.000    -6.735588   -2.238696

       South |   5.021164   .4499258    11.16   0.000     4.138853    5.903475

        West |  -5.083232   .4964492   -10.24   0.000    -6.056776   -4.109688

       _cons |   151.0199   4.702862    32.11   0.000     141.7975    160.2423

------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Not all our results, however, ran in the predicted direction. Several of the results are relatively easy to explain. While black public opinion is more conservative on homosexuality as a moral issue, we had expected the push towards making this a civil rights issue would have provided support for the gay rights proponents. Instead, the higher the proportion of African Americans in the county, the higher the vote for banning same sex marriage.  While this fails to confirm our hypothesis, this result seems easily explained as an indication that, on the issue of same-sex marriage, the LGBT community’s argument that marriage is a civil right, and not a moral question, has failed to win favor among black citizens.  A couple more variables did not work as expected, but do not cause us much concern.  Counties with a high Catholic population are slightly more likely to oppose same-sex marriage.  This result is largely a matter of coding.  The coefficient suggests that compared to the religious groups that make up the base categories, Catholics are slightly more opposed to same-sex marriage.  Had we dummied out the groups in the base, however, and made Evangelical Lutherans the base, then Catholics would have had the predicted negative effect.  The relationship vis-à-vis the Lutherans still holds.  Finally, liberal state ideology has surprisingly flipped signs and now liberal states are more likely to support banning same sex marriage.  The result is, however, not significant. 
We were also surprised to find states that had adopted gay friendly public policies were more likely to vote against same sex marriage.  This may occur in cases where the LGBT community has been able to win a number of legislative victories and in response a backlash from anti-gay forces have pushed to have a referendum on same sex marriage on the ballot. It will require a more detailed consideration of the individual cases before such a suggestion can be promoted.  More puzzlingly, we find the sex-ratio variable has changed signs and now shows counties with more men relative to women were less likely to vote to ban same-sex marriage, despite individual level data showing women tend to be more supportive of same sex marriage.  
Finally, the impact of state conservatism remains inexplicable. Counties in more conservative states were less likely to vote for a ban on same sex marriage. Perhaps those state ideological indicators were formulated based on economic measures more than social and moral values, which accounts for these counter-intuitive findings. Or perhaps same-sex marriage is simply not an issue that easily conflates with a liberal or conservative mindset.  This paper is a first cut at this issue and we will be pursing both more sophisticated modeling and more in depth consideration of the cases to look for explanations for our anomalous results.  

That said, we believe there are already a number of striking results here.  We would like to identify three of them.  First, the noticeable impact that time has.  There is clearly an increase in support for gay marriage over time and it will be particularly interesting to see if this issue follows a similar trajectory to gays serving in the military.  That is a highly controversial issue that is met with a compromise that provides only partial equality (Don’t Ask Don’t Tell in the military case, civil unions in the case of gay marriage) followed a generation later by full recognition of equality. Second, the very big impact that turnout has and the possible implications for results.  To take one concrete example, Colorado in 2006 voted 55-45 to ban same sex marriage.  Turnout among registered voters was 19 percent higher in the 2008 presidential election.  If we assume a 19 percent increase in turnout, our regression equation predicts almost a 4 point drop in the yes vote.  Such a drop would transform this race from a very comfortable ten point win for the referendum to a nail biter at 51-49.  The third impact we believe is worthy of more extensive consideration is the differences in referendum language. This is because this issue has broader implications beyond just this question, but because of the significance for democratic theory and discussions of referendum as a democratic tool. That is a discussion for another paper.
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� Alaska is omitted, because many variables are not available for their county equivalents.  





�  At the national level, gay activists argue considerable work remains as two major pieces of legislation have yet to pass.  One is the Employment Non-Discrimination Act (ENDA) that would place sexual orientation on an equal footing with race and sex in terms of employment discrimination.  Two is repeal of the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) which was passed in the mid-1990s and stated marriage was explicitly between a man and a woman and states had the right to not recognize same-sex marriages performed in other states.





�  Lofton and Haider-Markel (2007) ran separate regression models for the 2004 referenda and the pre-2004 referenda, and found two predictors acted contrary to expectations.  First, for referendum prior to 2004 the size of the under 45-years-of-age group correlated positively with support for same-sex marriage; in 2004, however, the size of this age group was correlated negatively with support for same-sex marriage.  Second, in both models it was found that more “diverse” counties were supportive of same-sex marriage bans.  This finding led them to speculate that same-sex marriage is perceived differently by minority groups than simply a matter of gay rights. 





� The terms “conservative” Protestants or “fundamentalist” Protestants are used interchangeably in the literature to signify Evangelical Protestants.  Evangelical Protestants unlike Mainline Protestants (such as Presbyterians) believe in the “literal” meaning of the Bible.  This distinction between Evangelical and Mainline Protestant denominations has been empirically verified using a “Biblical inerrancy” scale.  See John Frendreis and Raymond Tatalovich, “Validating Protestant Denominational Classifications Using the Chaves Inerrancy Scale,” Politics and Religion, forthcoming 2011.





�  Generally we believe overall turnout is driven by the significance of the other races that are included on the ballot rather than by the salience of the referendum question itself.  Therefore we don’t see turnout as a particularly good measure of salience, but prefer to see it as an exogenously determined  factor that is likely to impact the outcome directly.





� Coded 1 are  Nevada (2000 and 2002), Mississippi (2004), Missouri (2004), Montana (2004), Oregon (2004), Colorado (2006), Tennessee (2006), Arizona (2006 and 2008), California (2000 and 2008) and Maine (2009).   Alaska (1998) would also quality but is not included in our analysis.  Coded 2 are Nebraska (2000), Arkansas (2004), Georgia (2004, Kentucky (2004), Louisiana (2004), North Dakota (2004), Ohio (2004), Oklahoma (2004), Utah (2004), Kansas (2005), Texas (2005), Alabama (2006), Idaho (2006), South Carolina (2006), South Dakota (2006), Wisconsin (2006), and Florida (2008).
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