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ABSTRACT 

Background/Purpose: This study aims to better understand attitude formation since 

attitudes influence behavior. I explore opinion on gay marriage, the gender gap in regard 

to this issue, and trends in attitudes toward gay marriage. I also explore how gender 

intersects with other identities in forming these attitudes so that we can better understand 

the opinions of men and women. Methods: I start by using simple percentages for men’s 

and women’s attitudes to determine if there is a gender gap and examine whether these 

gender differences exist within different subgroups. From there, I use multivariate 

equations to discover reasons for these gender gaps. Results and conclusions: People’s 

attitudes in support of gay marriage versus support for civil unions or no legal recognition 

are shaped by gender and a host of other demographic traits and attitudes. A small but 

consistent gender gap exists, with women being 6 percentage points more likely to support 

gay marriage, while men fall slightly more often in the other two categories. I found 

evidence of intersectionalities between gender and other demographic traits. One 

intersectionality exists between gender, race and religiosity. Black women’s opinions on 

gay marriage are split, falling both in greater support for gay marriage and greater 

opposition. The religiosity of black women accounts for this split. I also found evidence of 

intersectionality with regards to education, but here it appears that it is men’s attitudes that 

are shaped by this factor. As education levels increase, the gender gap in support of gay 

marriage disappears as men’s attitudes become more similar to that of women. 
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CHAPTER 1: GENDER AND PUBLIC OPINION 

Introduction 

 A myriad of gender gaps exist in diverse areas of voting behavior and public 

opinion (Norrander 2008).  Given the importance of attitudes in directing social behavior 

and biasing perceptions, significant attention has been given to the attitude differences of 

men and women.  These gender gaps in public opinion occur in many issue areas.  For 

example, Eagly, et al (2004), showed that women are more supportive than men of policies 

that are socially compassionate and involve equal rights.  They argue that the differential 

roles that men and women occupy encourage a sociopolitical gender gap (Eagly, et al 

2004).  Likewise, Schlesinger and Heldman (2001) suggest that thinking of the gender gap 

as a unitary process may be misleading.  It may be more accurate to refer to gender gaps, 

with each gap being associated with different sets of perceptions and attitudes.  Also, 

salient issues may either diminish or exacerbate a gender gap, and some domestic issues 

may stimulate responses that are more gendered (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001).  There 

are many different gender gaps in public opinion and voting behavior.  

Men’s attitude, too, play a role in these gender gaps.  Men’s opinions change more 

quickly than women’s opinions, and this can either increase or decrease the size of gender 

gaps.  If policy moves to the right then both men’s and women’s opinions will move to the 

left.  However, men’s greater responsiveness will decrease the gender gap and brings men’s 

opinions further left and closer to the opinions of women (Kellstedt, Peterson, and Ramirez 

2010).  Men and women both respond to changes in policy by shifting preferences in the 

same direction, but men are more responsive to these changes.  This difference in response 
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accounts for variations in gender gaps across time or the emergence of new ones (Kellstedt, 

Peterson, and Ramirez 2010).  For example, the gender gap in party identification emerged 

as men moved more quickly into the Republican Party as part of the 1960s realignment 

(Kaufmann and Petrocik 1999; Norrander 1999).  If public opinion is moving in a 

conservative direction, the gender gap may increase as men move more predominantly to 

the conservative side. If public opinion is moving in a liberal direction, which is the case 

for public approval of gay marriage, gender differences in opinion may diminish. 

While it is important to understand these gender gaps, it is also important to 

understand how race, class, and religion affect these gender gaps.  There are 

intersectionalities between gender and race, class, or religion that are important for 

understanding these gender gaps. Studying the intersections between gender and other 

forms of identity allows the social scientist to understand diversity within gender.  I will 

be specifically looking at the gender gaps in issues within civil rights for gays and lesbians 

and how race, class, and religion affects these gaps.  To understand these interactions 

between gender and other social traits, we first need to explore social identity. 

Social Identity 

 Social identity theory deals with how individuals identify in terms of memberships 

in groups (Tajfel and Turner 1986; Howard 2000).  Individuals define themselves on two 

dimensions, the social and the personal.  The personal dimension has to do with the 

attributes that distinguish one from others.  The social, on the other hand, deals with 

membership in social groups (Howard 2000).  “Identity is the individual’s psychological 

relationship to particular social category systems” (Frable 1997:139).  
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Collective or social identity can vary along two dimensions – content and 

contestation.  Content refers to collective identities and has four components: cognitive 

models, relational comparisons, constitutive norms, and social purposes.  Cognitive models 

deal with how worldviews about material and political conditions, as well as interests, are 

shaped by an identity.  Relational comparisons define identity by what it is not or by how 

it views other group identities.  Constitutive norms are the rules, formal or informal, 

defining membership in the group.  Social purposes are the goals that members of the group 

share.  The content of identity is not fixed nor is it predetermined.  Instead, identities’ 

content comes from within group contestation.  Contestation refers to the agreement within 

a group about the content of the groups’ shared identity (Abdelal, et al 2006). 

Class, race, gender, ethnic, and sexual identities are multidimensional, 

personalized, and fluid social constructs.  Much of the research on these identities is 

fragmented.  Class, as well as, race and ethnic identities have been excluded from research 

into gender identity.  Similarly, sexual and gender identity have often been excluded from 

research into racial and ethnic identity (Frable 1997).  Yet, most Americans do not solely 

identify with one group (Klar 2013).  Klar states 

…one cannot rely upon an identity—even partisanship—to guide 

preference formation without considering the possible competing identities 

that citizens may also be weighing.  Identity competition is indeed the norm 

for the majority of Americans whose identity groups crosscut one another 

and, at times, conflict head on (Klar 2013:16). 

 

The way that people categorize themselves may depend on what is relevant to the situation 

(Flippen, et al 1996).  By focusing on particular social categories one at a time, particular 



 

 16 

populations become excluded (Frable 1997).  There is a need to see people as a whole.  In 

other words, when looking at these identities, we need to remember that people have 

multiple identities (Frable 1997; Howard 2000).   

Intersectionality 

The term intersectionality refers to both an approach to empirical research and a 

normative theoretical argument that emphasize categories of difference and their 

interactions (Hancock 2007).  Identity intersectionality is about the tension between and 

overlap of identities that exist simultaneously.  Through this concept of intersectionality, 

scholars may draw connections between groups and individuals by identifying more than 

one category of belonging and embracing the overlap of identities.  This allows for 

diversity within groups as well as across groups.  Foundational intersectionality 

incorporates the aspects of identity intersectionality and extends it.  It looks at the roots of 

identities that have been socially constructed to see how some were created against and 

through others.  Some categories co-constitute and co-construct one another and are not 

separable.  Foundational approaches look at how subordination and relative power attach 

to differing identities depend upon their histories (Wadsworth 2011). 

While gender is important, it must be remembered that there are other factors 

affecting political behavior (Risman 2004).  It is problematic to treat gender and race as 

mutually exclusive.  The intersection of racism and sexism shapes black women’s political 

and structural reality (Crenshaw 1989).  One of the most important developments within 

feminist thought has been a concern over intersectionality (Risman 2004).  Scholars have 

started to analyze the experiences of other subordinated groups, as well, such as 
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homosexuals, working class individuals, people in the third world, and other racial 

minorities. Half of these people happen to be women.  Too often, it has been argued, have 

heterosexual, white, middle-class, European-Americans been the basis of gender scholars’ 

analyses, and too often, have authors tried to generalize the experiences of this group to 

every woman.  Feminist theory has been charged with universalizing, or generalizing, 

women to make research applicable to women of all races, classes, and social backgrounds 

(Thorne 1985).  In response, more recent scholars who study gender have shown that 

gender is bound with other systems of inequality and difference (Ridgeway and Correll 

2004). 

Patricia Hill Collins (2000) argues that “cultural patterns of oppression are not only 

interrelated, but are bound together and influenced by the intersectional systems of society, 

such as race, gender, class, and ethnicity” (Collins 2000:42). For example, it has been 

thought that with black women gender is less salient than race.  However, national surveys 

from 1984 and 1996 show black women as identifying as strongly with gender as with race.  

In fact, racial and gender identities reinforce each other.  Both identities, being black and 

being a woman, promote liberal attitudes.  Black women identifying with their gender and 

race should be supportive of civil rights causes and gender should enhance the effect of 

race (Gay and Tate 1998). As Gay and Tate state, 

Nevertheless, among black women, their identification with their race more 

powerfully affected their political attitudes than did their identification on 

the basis of gender, except in instances where the interests of blacks directly 

conflict with the interests of women.  These empirically based findings 

speak to the issue of why the attitudes of black women toward contemporary 

gender issues can sharply diverge from those of white women (Gay and Tate 

1998:169). 
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It should be remembered that the process of opinion formation is more complex 

than social identities alone. Public opinion is influenced by elite opinions and debate as 

well (Gay and Tate 1998).  The formation of public opinion comes from an interaction 

between elite discourse as well as ideological predispositions (Gay and Tate 1998; Zaller 

1992).  Theoretically, black women’s dual identities should have a reinforcing effect for 

support for both groups’ political objectives.  However, it does depend on how the issue is 

framed (Gay and Tate 1998). 

Gender should be understood in reference to its combinations with other social 

identities.  Research into gender cannot and should not ignore class, ethnicity, or race 

(Risman 2004).  While there have been some attempts at studying intersectionality in 

political science, research in mass political behavior has tended toward looking at male and 

female differences as a whole (or focusing simply on racial differences) while neglecting 

the intersections between gender and race, religion, or class.  Studies in American political 

science and political behavior may benefit from this idea of the intersection of race, class, 

religion, and gender and utilizing these ideas in further research.  Thus, I will be discussing 

how public opinion is affected by race, gender, social class, and religion.   

In the next section of this chapter, I will start off by discussing the group basis for 

intersectionality in public opinion.  Then, I will be discussing theories that already exist 

about the gender gap.  Lastly, I will discuss specific issues where gender gaps have or have 

not been found.   

Group Effects 
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 Many of the differences that we find in political attitudes have their roots in varying 

life experiences or other differences across social groups (Miller and Shanks 1996).  Many 

people think of themselves as belonging to social groups, and these identifications may 

influence their political opinions.  Therefore, it is not a huge surprise if blacks are more 

favorable toward affirmative action than whites or if those who make less money are more 

favorable to social welfare than those who make more money (Erikson and Tedin 2007). 

The Effect of Race 

Consistently and substantially, black and white Americans differ in their political 

opinions (Kinder and Winter 2001).  The academic literature has shown many differences 

across racial groups in partisanship and political attitudes (Masuoka 2008).  This is true for 

a wide variety of issues, but it is most pronounced in areas that intrude on the fortunes of 

black and white Americans (Kinder and Winter 2001).  Kinder and Winter (2001) state 

What is the meaning and importance of equality? What role should the 

federal government play in social and economic affairs? Blacks and whites 

answer these questions differently (on average), and as a consequence, end 

up with different opinions on health insurance, unemployment benefits, 

federal support for public education, and all the rest (Kinder and Winter 

2001:450). 

 

Black and white Americans differ in their opinions as well as in how they come to those 

opinions (Kinder and Winter 2001).  Recent works have begun to study the intersection of 

gender and race in political behavior, but more is needed to develop a full empirical and 

theoretical picture (Lien 1998; Philpot and Walton 2007).  Gender’s significance varies 

across racial groups, beyond black and white, and it also changes depending upon the 

behavior that is under investigation.  For example, in the 1992 election, significant, small 
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gender gaps in voter registration were found for blacks and whites but not Asians or 

Latinos.  Further, gender was not a useful predictor of turnout among those who were 

registered for any race (Lien 1998).  Lien believes that, when compared to gender, race has 

more influence on a respondent’s vote choice, party identification, and attitudes toward 

affirmative action (Lien 1998).  She states 

Gender may be as good a predictor as race when it comes to estimating 

voting participation and the holding of liberal ideology.  However, when 

race intersects with gender, the political attitudes and behavior of Asians 

and other nonwhites appears to be better predicted by their racial identity 

than by the intersection of the two (Lien 1998: 887).   

 

Gender’s construction and the idea of interdependence makes political organization 

difficult for women.  Women do not have a history, religion, or past of their own.  They 

are not brought together in such a way as to create community like those of the same 

ancestry or class.  Instead, women are dispersed among men and attached to men through 

housework, economic conditions, social standing, and residence.  Women feel more 

connection with the males of their class than the females of differing class standing.  

Women, also, feel more connection to the males of their racial groups than to females of a 

differing racial group (Beauvoir 1989; Winter 2008). 

However, concluding that race is more significant than gender when structuring 

political behavior and attitudes should not be interpreted as meaning that gender 

discrimination should be denied (Lien 1998).  Thus, an analysis which does not consider 

the intersectionality between race and gender does not address the subordination of black 

women, since the intersection of their experiences is greater than the sum of sexism and 

racism (Crenshaw 1989).  Intersectionality between race and gender is important to discuss.  
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Whether race trumps gender or interacts with gender depends, I think, on the issue being 

discussed.  Thus, it will be important to test for this intersectionality across a host of 

political issues, including public attitudes toward gay marriage. 

The Effect of Class 

 Class is important in shaping public opinion.  Class may be a subjective 

identification, such as viewing oneself as middle or working class. Class also may be based 

on objective criteria such as income, educational attainment or job status (Erikson and 

Tedin 2007).  Class is an important social characteristic that would impinge on public 

opinion.  For example, in any discussion of social welfare, class is an essential 

consideration (Foster 2008).  Class is important because many political issues involve 

distributing benefits in society. Those with more money should have differing economic 

interests than those with less money.  Those who make less money are more likely to favor 

social welfare programs than those who make more money, and they become even more 

favorable if it directly benefits them.  Yet, class will not have the same effect on all issues.  

Summarizing a variety of studies, Erikson and Tedin (2007) conclude that on non-

economic issues liberalism is associated with high income while on economic issues 

liberalism is negatively related to high income. 

 Intersectionality between class and gender also is important.  For example, Foster 

(2008) discusses how race, class, and gender intersect in a way that influences opinions 

about welfare recipients.  The unpopularity of welfare cannot be explained by gender, race, 

or class alone (Foster 2008).  After all, Americans are more sympathetic to “poor people” 

than to “welfare mothers.” Gender, class, and race combined, however, can be useful in 
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understanding public opinion in regards to welfare (Foster 2008).  Foster states, 

So why is it that Americans are resistant to funding welfare? The gendered 

racism and classism embodied in the public identity of the Welfare Queen 

is reflected in public opinion survey data.  Americans are hesitant about 

supporting government spending on welfare because they think this 

spending will benefit the Welfare Queen (Foster 2008:177). 

 

Erikson and Tedin (2007) suggest that class has some objective indicators and those 

indicators include income, education, and occupation.  It is important to understand that 

income and education are not the same and do not always have the same effects. Income, 

for example, effects economic and non-economic issues differently (Erikson and Tedin 

2007). While educational difference may lead to greater acceptance of differences, more 

liberal attitudes, commitment to democratic values, (Lewis 2003) and produce a greater 

cognitive sophistication, cognitive flexibility, and cultural knowledge (Bobo and Licari 

1989).  

I think that, in the issues that I am discussing, gender and education will interact to 

shape attitudes rather than education trumping gender. 

The Effect of Religion 

 Religion is important in studying American public opinion and political attitudes 

(Williams 1996).  Americans, when compared to the people of other countries, are highly 

religious (Erikson and Tedin 2007).  The nation’s politics have been intertwined with 

religion since the nation’s beginning (Williams 1996).  Religion, in the empirical world, is 

common and “to ignore it is to miss much of what is happening” (Williams 1996:377).  

Despite religion's importance in studying political behavior, studies that would shed a light 
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on religion's effect on political behavior have been lacking.  Wald and Wilcox (2006:523) 

state that “Apart from economics and geography, it is hard to find a social science that has 

given less attention to religion than political science.” Religious doctrine might help people 

to both form and prioritize their political opinions and the effects of doctrine may differ 

based upon race and class (Wald and Wilcox 2006).   

According to Kaufmann (2004), women are typically more religious than men and, 

yet, they are also more likely to vote Democrat.  The persistence of the gender gap among 

men and women can largely be explained by social welfare opinions.  Religion affects 

men’s and women’s partisan choices similarly but does not override the effects of gender 

(Kaufmann 2004).  Also, some of the United States most religious people are African 

American Protestants who tend to be Democrats (Olson and Green 2006; Harris Interactive 

Election 1999) 

 Understanding religion’s intersection with other identities is important.  Wadsworth 

states 

Religion is often interwoven into gendered, racial, and cultural identities in 

fundamental ways and so must be incorporated into intersectional analyses 

(Wadsworth 2011:212). 

 

Also, the effect of religion on gender was one of the original arguments, in the 1950s, 

explaining why women were more conservative than men.  I believe that, with moral issues, 

religion will likely trump gender in the shaping of political attitudes.  Of all the 

intersectionalities, religion may be the most overlooked. 

The Effect of Gender 
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Men’s Role in the Gender Gap: Men’s Changing Politics 

 When looking at the gender gap, political scientists frequently treat men as the 

baseline for which women may be examined or compared.  A conceptual focus on women 

as the important political actors and projections based upon static data is dangerous for an 

analysis of the gender gap (Wirls 1986).  Analyses of the gender gap tend to focus on 

women’s views, but there is evidence that men’s views are changing (Htun 2004).  

Kaufmann and Petrocik (1999) argue that the growth in the gender gap in partisanship is a 

result of men’s changing political attitudes.  Women’s voting behavior has remained 

relatively constant since the mid-1960s while men’s voting behavior has drifted toward 

Republicanism (Kaufmann and Petrocik 1999).  There’s been a rise in Republican 

identification and a decline in Democratic identification among men (Trevor 1999) and 

male partisanship has been a driving force in the increasing gender gap.  Men have become 

more Republican but women have maintained their Democratic preferences (Kaufmann 

and Petrocik 1999; Norrander 1999).  Likewise, men, more so than women, have become 

more likely to self-identify as conservatives in recent decades (Norrander and Wilcox 

2002). In addition Kellstedt, Peterson, and Ramirez (2010) argue as public opinion moves 

in one direction, either conservative or liberal, men’s opinions tend to change faster than 

women’s. 

Theories about the Gender Gap in Public Opinion 

A myriad of gender gaps exist in diverse areas of voting behavior and public 

opinion (Norrander 2008).  Given the importance of attitudes in directing social behavior 

and biasing perceptions, significant attention has been given, and should be given, to the 
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attitude differences of men and women.  In addition, a variety of explanations have been 

given to explain these gender differences.  Some of the general explanations for the gender 

gap in public opinion include the vulnerability hypothesis, the mobilization hypothesis, the 

autonomy hypothesis, feminism, and nurturance theory.   

The vulnerability hypothesis argues that women advocate for social programs 

because of their own disadvantages in society (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001).  Women 

tend to be less affluent than men (Bendyna, et al 1996; Fite, et al 1990; Smeal 1984; Welch 

1977).  This could mean that women are more supportive of government assistance 

programs out of their own self-interest.  Most research, however, discredits the idea that 

self-interest is the primary motivator in public policy attitudes.  Although, self-interest does 

appear to be important with some high salience issues (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001; 

Tedin 1994; Sears and Citrin 1982).  On the other hand, women’s position in society may 

lead them to identify with other disadvantaged groups (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001).  

Women are more supportive of assisting minorities (Wilcox and Cook 1991), and some 

claim women have warm feelings toward those who are poor (Gilens 1988).  Also, 

women’s position in society may mean women see money being spent on military 

expenditures as taking away from social welfare programs (Bendyna, et al 1996).  As 

Bendyna, et al.  states 

 

.  .  .  .  because women are relatively less affluent than men, it may be that 

they are more likely to perceive that military action and expenditures divert 

scarce resources from spending on social programs.  For those at the bottom 

of the economic ladder, a “bread not bombs” position becomes especially 

attractive (Bendyna, et al 1996:2). 
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 The autonomy thesis is that women that are less reliant on men will have different 

opinions on a host of issues (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001)  Women’s autonomy thesis 

combines gender-based variables and socio-economic variables.  Women that are the most 

autonomous from men will tend to have the most differences in their political behaviors 

and attitudes.  The growing economic independence of women has helped to explain the 

gender gap in political attitudes of women that arose in the 1980s (Carroll 1988; 

Schlesinger and Heldman 2001; Howell and Day 2000).   

The mobilization hypotheses claims that women show greater support for issues 

that are considered women’s issues (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001).  The mobilization 

hypothesis argues that women are likely to favor a candidate that supports women’s issues 

(i.e., one that supports the Equal Rights Amendment, abortion rights, etc).  It is claimed 

that mobilization is reflected in the ease at which women identify with other women 

(Schlesinger and Heldman 2001; Howell and Day 2000).  However, most studies found 

few gender differences in these women’s issues. 

 Another attempt at explaining the gender gap is feminism.  According to the 

feminist interpretation of the political gender gap, since the 1960s more women have 

become aware of the inequities that women suffer and are inspired to address these 

inequities.  Under this explanation, feminist consciousness increased so much that by the 

1980s women became more liberal and Democratic and men became more conservative 

and Republican.  This was reinforced by political parties which became more polarized 

around issues of social and cultural importance, such as abortion.  It is, however, difficult 
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to argue that feminism explains differences in political attitudes because it is unclear what 

the causal direction is between the two, and there is no reason to give causal priority to 

feminism (Howell and Day 2000).  In addition both men and women may be influenced by 

feminist attitudes (Bendyna, et al 1996; Cook and Wilcox 1991).  Bendyna et al.  states 

that 

.  .  .  .feminism is not an explanation for the gender gap on most policy 

issues, for nearly equal proportions of men and women show feminist 

sympathy and consciousness, and feminism has an equal role in influencing 

the attitudes of men and women (Bendyna, et al. 1996:3). 

 

However, when it comes to military issues, feminism may play a role (Bendyna, et al 1996; 

Cook and Wilcox 1991; Dietz 1985).   

 The nurturance theory claims that women have been the primary care givers to 

children and the elderly, and this makes them more sensitive to the consequences of social 

policies (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001).  According to this theory, the structure of society 

contributes to the gender gaps.  For example, it should be noted that women may be more 

likely to hold these types of attitudes since, if these issues (health care, education, and 

assisting the poor) are not dealt with by society, it becomes women’s responsibility.  In 

other words, if these areas are not dealt with collectively, the burden falls on women.  

Women are expected to care for other’s needs both physically and emotionally.  Women 

do a high proportion of society’s care work, both paid and unpaid (England 2005), and 

there is a demand for women to care for or serve others, which is particularly strong within 

the family and other close relationships (Eagly and Crowley 1986).  Also, when women 

work outside the home, women tend to work in different sectors.  The sectors that women 
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tend to work in are sectors that help or assist others (Desposato and Norrander 2012).   

The nurturance theory helps to explain gender differences (ranging from stronger 

support from women for consumer safety, social welfare, and environmental regulations to 

women’s greater opposition toward use of force as well as violence by law enforcement or 

within foreign policy) even after controlling for political, socio-demographic and other 

contextual variables.  For example, women’s maternal instinct and a desire to protect their 

children from the possibility of death in war may make women view war differently than 

men (Bendyna, et al 1996).  These differences in attitudes were present decades before the 

women’s movement and likely based on socialization from early childhood (Howell and 

Day 2000).  Women when they are children are socialized to be nurturing, while men when 

they are young are socialized to be competitive (Bendyna, et al 1996; Fite, et al 1990; 

Chodorow 1978; Ruddick 1980; Gilligan 1982).  Women are socialized to use violence 

differently than men (Conover and Sapiro 1993; Miller, Danaher, and Forbes 1986) which 

leads to a gender gap in foreign policy.  As Conover and Sapiro (1993) state 

The point is not that women learn early in life never to engage in conflict 

nor use violence, but rather that they learn to put off the use of violence until 

later in the course of a conflict than do men, to escalate its use more slowly, 

and to be more emotionally upset by it.  Given such patterns of early 

learning, it would be surprising if women did not react somewhat differently 

to war than do men (Conover and Sapiro 1993: 1096). 

 

Further, women’s focus on elderly and child care leads to support government help in these 

areas (i.e., family leave policies and day care).  Women who do not require these programs 

may identify with those who are in need of governmental assistance (Desposato and 

Norrander 2012).  Table 1.1 summarizes the theories for the gender gap, some articles that 
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use these theories, and some implications for public opinion. 

Table 1.1.  What are the Theories? 

Theory What is it? General Implications 

Vulnerability 

Hypothesis 

 

Women advocate for 

social programs 

because of their 

disadvantage in society 

(Schlesinger and 

Heldman 2001). 

 

Women tend to be less 

affluent than men 

(Bendyna, et al 1996; 

Fite, et al 1990; Smeal 

1984; Welch 1977). 

 

Likely that women are 

more supportive of social 

programs since they 

identify with minorities 

(Wilcox and Cook 1991) 

and poor people (Gilens 

1988). 

 

Mobilization 

Hypothesis 

Women are more likely 

to support a candidate 

who supports women’s 

issues (Schlesinger and 

Heldman 2001; Howell 

and Day 2000). 

 

Autonomy 

Hypothesis 

Women that are more 

independent from men 

will have the most 

differences in their 

attitudes/beliefs 

(Carroll 1988; 

Schlesinger and 

Heldman 2001; Howell 

and Day 2000). 
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Feminism More women, since the 

1960s, are aware of the 

inequities suffered by 

women and want those 

inequities addressed 

with collective action 

and this gap increased 

by the 1980s (Howell 

and Day 2001). 

Women became more 

liberal and Democrats 

while men became more 

conservative and 

Republican 

 (Howell and Day 2001). 

 

Feminism doesn’t play a 

role in contributing to the 

gender gap for many 

issues (Bendyna, et al 

1996; Cook and Wilcox 

1991). 

Nurturance 

theory 

Women are more 

sensitive to social 

policy consequences 

because they tend to be 

primary caregivers to 

children and the elderly 

(Schlesinger and 

Heldman 2001). 

 

Women tend to work in 

different sectors than 

men.  When women 

work outside the home 

they tend to work in 

occupations that focus 

on helping others 

(Norrander and 

Desposato 2012). 

This affects the gender 

gap on a number of 

issues, like consumer 

safety and social welfare 

(Bendyna, et al 1996). 

 

Next, I will be discussing some of the issue areas where gender gaps occur and how 

these theories have been used to explain the gender gaps.   

The Gender Gap in Opinions on Political Issues 

Some general issue areas of the gender gap include social programs, foreign policy 
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issues, capital punishment, environmental attitudes, and lesbian and gay rights.  Social 

program issues are issues regarding solving a social problem or government providing 

social services.  These include, for example, unemployment insurance, food stamps, and 

welfare benefits.  Foreign policy attitudes may include attitudes toward war or foreign aid.  

Environmental issues may include opinions on global warming or may deal with local 

environmental issues. 

Social Programs or Compassion Issues 

Social program issues deal with programs that are aimed at solving a social 

problem.  For example, some social welfare policies provide monetary assistance to those 

who may need such assistance.  Unemployment insurance provides assistance to those who 

have lost their jobs, and food stamps provide for those who may not be able to afford food.  

These programs offer assistance to those in need, and they are often referred to as 

compassion issues in the gender gap literature. 

Schlesinger and Heldman (2001) attempt to clarify why women, more than men, 

are supportive of government social programs.  First, women have different emotional 

responses to problems in society.  Second, there are differences, based on gender, in the 

knowledge of one’s family having these problems.  Third, men and women have differing 

perceptions of the fairness of institutions.  Fourth, differences in the perceptions of the 

efficacy of government programs exist.  Fifth, a difference in preference for the form that 

these programs should take occurs (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001). 

Other scholars point to additional reasons.  Women tend to be more socially 

oriented while men tend to be more individually oriented (Eckel and Grossman 1998).  
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Since women are more socially oriented, they are more likely to have a desire for a greater 

role of government in providing social services than men and are more likely to support 

policies that will help the poor and disadvantaged (Seltzer, et al 1997).  Women are more 

likely than men to believe that government should play a more active role in social welfare 

issues.  They are also more likely to believe that the government spends about the right 

amount or not enough money on issues of welfare, health, education, and big city problems 

(Seltzer, et al 1997).  This may be due to the beliefs that if these issues are not dealt with 

collectively then women are often the ones who must deal with these issues. 

The ideas of “economic man” and “social woman” have been used in defining 

differences between men and women (Gidengil 1995).  Men are more likely to consider 

economics in evaluating policies while women are likely to be influenced by their 

commitments to a welfare state and their greater desire for social programs.  Women are 

also more egalitarian (Gidengil 1995; Howell and Day 2000) than men and are not as 

persuaded as men by the virtues of market solutions and economic competition (Gidengil 

1995).  It is stated that 

Women are more concerned with ensuring equality of opportunity and other 

equity issues, which predictably inclines them toward more liberal views on 

political issues (Howell and Day 2000:871). 

 

Women value helping others as well, and this is also a contributing factor to the gender gap 

in voting behavior (Howell and Day 2000).  Differences in opinions about social welfare 

programs may contribute to the gender gap in partisanship and voting behavior (Kaufmann 

and Petrocik 1999). 



 

 33 

Use of Force–Foreign Policy 

Almond (1950) argued that public attitudes toward foreign policy to be uninformed 

and disorganized.  However, more recent research has shown something different about 

foreign policy attitudes.  Some scholars have found that there are dimensions of foreign 

policy attitudes which are well organized (Bardes and Oldendick 1978, 1980), and other 

research has shown that describing foreign policy attitudes in terms of a structure which is 

multidimensional was the best way to discuss a range of foreign policy attitudes (Fite, et al 

1990; Holsti and Rosenau 1980; Wittkopf 1981, 1987; Maggiotto and Wittkopf 1981; 

Wittkopf and Maggiotto 1983).  It is argued that foreign policy attitudes are more organized 

and stable than studies in the 1950s and 1960s would lead one to believe.  These studies 

have shown that on foreign policy attitudes and in foreign affairs, the public has cognitions 

that are structured.  However, gender differences in foreign policy attitudes have largely 

been dismissed (Fite, et al 1990). 

Controversy exists over whether gender has an influence on foreign policy 

attitudes.  Several studies show gender as being a weak, insignificant predictor of attitudes 

toward foreign policy, whether on specific issues or broader structural dimensions (Fite, et 

al 1990; Bardes and Oldendick 1978; Wittkopf 1981; Maggiotto and Wittkopf 1981; 

Wittkopf and Maggiotto 1983).  However, Fite, et al (1990), show that, even after 

controlling for a myriad of demographic variables, gender differences are significant.  

Indeed, some research claims that gender differences tend to be one of the most important 

of the demographic variables in predicting foreign policy attitudes.  Women tend to hold 

more altruistic foreign policy goals (Fite, et al 1990).  Also, Smith (1984) shows persistence 
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in gender differences in opinions and perceptions dealing with violence and the use of 

force, both domestically and internationally.  In fact, gender differences when it comes to 

violence and use of force are consistently large (Shapiro and Mahajan 1986), and gender 

differences in public opinion in regards to use of force can be traced back to the 1940s 

through the 1960s (Norrander 2008).  In general, women have a tendency to be less 

supportive of using military force for any purpose (Eichenberg 2003).  Eichenberg, 

however, states “.  .  .  women are hardly pacifists, and men are not uniformly bellicose” 

(Eichenberg 2003:112).  However, the gender difference is important for politicians 

wanting to gauge public opinion on the use of force and can have an impact on responses 

at the voting booth (Eichenberg 2003). 

American women tend to be more opposed to war and less militaristic than 

American men (Conover and Sapiro 1993).  When studies focus on the use of force, there 

is more likely to be gender differences in foreign policy (Fite, et al 1990) and women are 

less likely to look toward military solutions when it comes to international policy (Fite, et 

al 1990; Lynn 1975).  There have been many theories offered to explain women’s lack of 

support for military actions.  Bendyna, et al (1996) studying attitudes about the Gulf War 

find that women tended to be less supportive of military action than men before hostilities 

began, were less enthusiastic in their support for the war during the war, and their support 

eroded more deeply after the war.  Women showed more concern about losses, both Iraqi 

and American, and viewed the costs of war more pessimistically. 

Several of the attempts at explaining gender differences in foreign policy attitudes 

center on the social location of women and men.  First, men tend to be more affluent than 
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women (Bendyna, et al 1996; Fite, et al 1990; Smeal 1984; Welch 1977).  Thus women 

may see expenditures for the military as taking away from money needed to be spent on 

social programs and social welfare (Bendyna, et al 1996).  Second, it may be that a 

difference in the view of foreign policy is due to differences in partisanship (Bendyna, et 

al 1996; Fite, et al 1990).  Women are more likely to be Democrats and thus influenced by 

the Democrat’s ideology of restraint while men tend to be Republicans and thus more 

influenced by Republican’s promoting military action.  Third, women are less attentive to 

foreign affairs than men, and this may contribute to women being less supportive of 

military action.  Fourth, women tend to be more pessimistic about war’s costs and tend to 

have more negative responses, emotionally, to thoughts about war (Bendyna, et al 1996).  

Women tend to expect higher casualties and tend to be more risk adverse than men 

(Bendyna, et al 1996; Brandes 1992).  Partly, because of this negative evaluation women 

experience more negative feelings, for example worry and fear, toward war (Bendyna, et 

al 1996).  Fifth, women have a unique set of values because of the role of childbearing and 

childrearing (Bendyna, et al 1996; Fite, et al 1990; Chodorow 1978; Ruddick 1980; 

O’Brien 1981; Gilligan 1982; Hartsock 1985).  As a result of their maternal instinct, and 

wanting to protect their children from dying in war, they view the possibility of war 

differently than men (Bendyna, et al 1996).  Women do more parenting and this makes 

them more caring, empathetic, and concerned with relationship and less concerned over 

their own individuation (Conover and Sapiro 1993; Chodorow 1978; Elshtain 1981; 

Gilligan 1982; Ruddick 1989).  Also, women have more sympathy for those who are 

disadvantaged and are more likely to nurture and to care for those who are in pain and this 
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might impact women’s likelihood to support war (Bendyna, et al 1996).   

Feminism may explain differences in men’s and women’s foreign policy preference 

since feminists tend to be more liberal (Bendyna, et al 1996; Conover 1988).  Feminism’s 

influence may be muted as an explanation of gender differences because feminism 

influences men as well as women (Bendyna, et al 1996; Cook and Wilcox 1991).  However, 

feminism may play a role in gender differences in military issues (Bendyna, et al 1996; 

Cook and Wilcox 1991; Dietz 1985).  It is not simply their values that lead feminists to be 

opposed to military action but it is the application of those values (Conover and Sapiro 

1991).  Lastly, it may be differences in the way that men and women are socialized when 

they are children.  Girls are socialized to be nurturing, playing with dolls and playing house, 

while boys are socialized to compete and even to play war games (Bendyna, et al 1996; 

Fite, et al 1990; Chodorow 1978; Ruddick 1980; Gilligan 1982).  Early in childhood, girls 

and boys are socialized and taught to use violence differently (Conover and Sapiro 1993; 

Miller, Danaher, and Forbes 1986).  Conover and Sapiro (1993) state 

The point is not that women learn early in life never to engage in conflict 

nor use violence, but rather that they learn to put off the use of violence until 

later in the course of a conflict than do men, to escalate its use more slowly, 

and to be more emotionally upset by it (Conover and Sapiro 1993: 1096). 

 

Thus, it would be surprising if women did not react differently to war then men (Conover 

and Sapiro 1993). 

Bendyna, et al (1996) found that controlling for income and ideology did not have 

an impact on gender differences when it came to supporting the use of force.  Partisanship 

was important only when partisan cues were available.  Also, controlling for pessimism 
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and emotional reactions did not eliminate the gender gap in attitudes toward use of force 

but did reduce the magnitude of this gender gap.  These authors find little support for the 

maternalist hypothesis and no evidence that feminism accounts for the gender gap.  

However, the authors do find support for the explanation of sympathy for suffering soldiers 

as well as sympathy for suffering civilians impacts the gender gap (Bendyna, et al 1996). 

Conover and Sapiro (1993) use an ANES pilot study from 1991 to argue that the 

maternalistic hypothesis has no support. There is some evidence for a feminist explanation, 

and substantial evidence for a gender explanation.  Gender and feminist consciousness, on 

their own, cannot explain the gender gap in foreign policy issues but one must consider the 

ways that they interact.  Also, the roots of men’s and women’s thinking tend to differ even 

when they agree on the issue.  Men’s attitudes have more of a root in partisanship than 

women’s attitudes (Conover and Sapiro 1993). 

Use of Force–Crime Control 

Men’s and women’s conceptions of justice differ (Gilligan 1982; Whitehead & 

Blankenship 2000).  Women are more concerned with caring and responsiveness while 

men are more concerned with rights.  Thus women will be less likely to support capital 

punishment because of compassion, while men will be more likely to support capital 

punishment because of accountability (Whitehead & Blankenship 2000).  Women did show 

more empathy (Gilligan 1982), but this empathy did not actually translate into opposition 

for capital punishment because women are more afraid of crime.  Therefore women also 

oppose early release and support longer sentences (Whitehead & Blankenship 2000; 

Haghighi  &  Lopez,  1998).  Other research shows that if female supporters of the death 
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penalty were convinced of the racial disparities or the brutalization hypotheses, female 

support for the death penalty would erode (Whitehead and Blankenship 2000).    

While both genders favor the death penalty, there are still important differences 

between men and women (Whitehead and Blankenship 2000).  Women tend to be more 

opposed to violence including partner violence, warfare, and the death penalty (Eagly, et 

al 2004; Goertzel 1983; Sapiro 2003; Smith 1984).  In fact, across 22 General Social 

Survey’s from 1974 to 2002, there was an average of a 9 percent gender gap.  In the 1990s, 

as support for the death penalty increased, the gender gap declined (Norrander 2008).  

Norrander (2008:15) states 

As support for the death penalty increased in the 1990s, the size of the 

gender gap shrunk as women’s support moved closer to men’s preferences.  

The gender gap in 1990 was only 4 percentage points, and its level of 

statistical significance was at .06.  The diminishing of the gender gap may 

have resulted in part from a ceiling effect for men’s opinion, whose support 

for the gender gap reached more than 80 percent.   

 

While people’s support of the death penalty declined in the late-90s, the gender gap 

widened again and, in 2002, reached 13 points (Norrander 2008). 

Environmental Attitudes 

 Studies have shown that women are more knowledgeable (McCright 2010) and are 

more concerned (McCright 2010; Bord and O’Connor 1997, Xiao and McCright 2012) 

about the environment and climate change.  Bord and O’Connor (1997) use two national 

surveys on different environmental risks to analyze gender differences and show that 

women are more concerned than men when specific risks are involved (Bord and O’Connor 

1997). Others claim that this is especially true when local problems have clear risks to the 



 

 39 

health of the community and families (Greenbaum 1995; Klineberg et al. 1998; Mohai 

1992).  Bord and O’Connor (1997) argue that if a survey measures environmental attitudes 

in a manner which would trigger a perception of risk then women will have a higher 

concern than men.  Norrander (2008) states 

.  .  .  .  in environmental issues, a gender gap is likely to emerge on questions 

that deal with potential risks, such as nuclear power safety, than on other 

aspects of environmental policy, such as paying more taxes or imposing 

more regulations to improve environmental quality (Norrander 2008:25).   

 

Global warming and hazardous chemical waste sites have gender effects for ecological and 

health risk perceptions; but, when health risk perceptions are used to account for 

environmental concerns, gender differences disappear.  The gender gap in environmental 

attitudes is a function of perceived risks and vulnerabilities differences (Bord and Conover 

1997).  Safety concerns contribute to the gender gap in environmental politics and 

environmental risk is more salient to women than men. Further, safety concerns are related, 

positively, to concerns about environmental risk among women (Davidson and 

Freudenberg 1996).   

 Under certain circumstances, women show greater concern over the environment 

than men (Bord and O’Connor 1997; Davidson and Freudenberg 1996).  Age, sex, and 

parenthood are important predictors for attitudes on environmental concerns.  Women with 

young children were the most concerned about environmental problems.  Also, generic 

differences between men and women in relation to environmental concern are modest.  

However, with more specific forms of environmental and technological risks, particularly 

nuclear waste and nuclear power, there are clearer cut differences.  Also, in cases with 
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more localized hazards, women, on average, are more concerned than men (Davidson and 

Freudenberg 1996). 

Moral Issues 

 Women typically endorsed policies that were traditionally moral, socially 

compassionate, and supportive of equality. Women advocate for more restrictions on 

behaviors that are considered traditionally immoral (Eagly, et al. 2004).  In regards to issues 

involving religion and moral values, women have been more conservative than men.  For 

example, women are more likely to favor restricting drug use and pornography and are 

more likely to favor school prayer.  These more conservative views on moral issues can be 

explained by the greater religiosity of women. Women are more likely than men to attend 

church weekly (Norrander 2008).  Also, Eagly, et al (2004:798) attempt to explain these 

views on moral issues when they state 

The themes of social provision, antiviolence, and personally conservative 

morality thus seem congruent with women’s responsibilities as main family 

nurturer and with the consequent construal of femininity in terms of 

fostering others’ wellbeing. 

 

On the issue of sex education in schools, however, the public is more liberal and there is 

no gender gap (Norrander 2008).  The gender gap on issues of traditional morality typically 

includes disapproval of behavior that violates conventional and traditional moral norms in 

areas such as family life, suicide, drug use, and sexuality (Eagly, et al 2004). 

If women view gay rights issues as moral issues then one might suspect that women 

would be more conservative than men.  However, the literature generally finds women 

more supportive of gay rights than men.  So other factors, beyond morality concerns, shape 
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opinions toward gay rights. Nevertheless, some women may approach gay rights as a moral 

issue which may help to explain the generally small gender gap on these issues. 

Lesbian and Gay Rights 

 Many studies show that men are generally less supportive and have more negative 

attitudes toward gays and lesbians than do women (Pachastor and Mugny 2009; Besen and 

Zicklin 2007; Glenn and Weaver 1979; Lottes and Kuriloff 1992; Herek and Glunt 1993; 

Kirkpatrick 1993; Louderback and Whitley 1997; Marsiglio 1993; Kerns and Fine 1994; 

Kite and Whitley 1996; LaMar and Kite 1998; Aberson, Swan and Emerson 1999; Cotten-

Huston and Waite 2000; Brown and Amoroso 1975; Kite and Whitley 1996; Glassner and 

Owen 1976; Gurwitz and Marcus 1978; Kite 1984; Laner and Laner 1979; Minnigerode 

1976; Steffensmeier and Steffensmeier 1974; Storms 1978).  Herek (2002) analyzes the 

gender gap in heterosexual’s attitudes toward gay men, lesbians, as well as other topics in 

relation to homosexuality using the 1999 national random digit dialing survey.  Attitudes 

regarding gay men and lesbians differed and there were differences between the way 

heterosexual men and women viewed these groups.  For example, adoption rights were 

more likely to be supported for lesbians than gay men, gay men were more likely to be 

viewed as being mentally ill, and there were more negative reactions to gay men (Herek 

2002).  Heterosexual men, more than heterosexual women, were more likely to believe this 

about gay men (Herek 2002).   

Women, more than men, tended to be supportive of adoption rights and 

employment protections for homosexuals, more willing to recognize same sex couples, less 

likely to hold stereotypical beliefs about homosexuals and more likely to be willing to want 
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to provide employment benefits to same sex couples.  The negative reactions that 

heterosexual men had toward gay men are the root of the differences between heterosexual 

men and women.  Heterosexual men were the group that was least supportive of recognition 

of same sex couples and adoption rights for gay men, had the most negative reactions 

toward men that were gay, and were the most likely to believe that gay men were mentally 

ill and would molest children (Herek 2002).   

 Attitudes toward homosexual men appear to be more negative than toward lesbian 

women.  Heterosexuals have a tendency to show more disdain for homosexual members of 

their same sex, and this is much more pronounced in men than in women.  Heterosexual 

men, more than women, were more likely to feel uncomfortable around homosexuals of 

their same sex.  Their reaction to gay men was significantly more negative than women’s 

reaction to either group and compared to their reaction to lesbians.  The differences in the 

attitudes toward gay men and lesbians appear to be a result of heterosexual men being 

hostile to gay men (Kite and Whitley 1996; Herek 2002).  The difference is likely based 

on gender belief systems which define appropriate behaviors for men and women, 

masculinity and femininity.  The expectations of the masculine are stricter (Besen and 

Zicklin 2007; Herek 1986; Hort, Fagot and Leinbach 1990), masculinity tends to be more 

narrowly constructed (Hort, Fagot, & Leinbach 1990; Martin 1990; Pichastor and Mugny 

2009), heterosexual men are more concerned, than heterosexual women, about not 

appearing homosexual (Herek 1988; Maccoby 1987), and thus there is more negative 

reaction toward men that show traits that are feminine than women that act more masculine 

(Besen and Zicklin 2007).  Homosexuality is seen as a threat to the understanding our 
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culture has placed on masculinity (Pichastor and Mugny 2009; Herek 1986, 2000, 2002; 

Kimmel 1997; Krulewitz & Nash 1980; Pharr 1988; Plummer 2005). 

The Three Components of the Gender Gap 

 There are three components to any gender gap in public opinion.  First, there is the 

basic gap.  This type of gender gap reflects that men and women have differing political 

opinions because they are men and women.  In this type of gender gap, gender will be a 

predictor of political opinion and should be a significant variable in a logit, ordered logit 

or regression.  Second, the gender gap may be compositional.  There may be compositional 

reasons for the difference of political opinion between men and women.  Opinions of men 

and women may be affected by race, class, or religious differences.  For instance, a gender 

gap might be explained because religion is strongly tied to a political attitude and women 

are more religious than men. If there are compositional reasons for the gender gap, then 

gender should lose significance when the compositional variables are added into the 

equation.  Third, the gender gap may occur because of differences in emphasis.  Women 

and men may apply perspectives or traits in a different fashion.  The interaction between 

two variables (gender and another compositional variable) may be what is causing the gap.  

For example women, more than men, may tie their religious values to their attitudes on 

political issues.  If this is the case, the interaction term between gender and the 

compositional variable should be statistically significant.   

Conclusion 

 In sum, there are many different gender gaps in public opinion and voting behavior.  

There are also many explanations for why women may think differently than men.  It is 
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important to understand these gender gaps.  However, it is also imperative to comprehend 

the ways that religion, class, and race intersect and/or conflict with gender identities.  In 

other words, scholars must remember that people have more than one identity.  In order to 

fully understand political attitudes one must understand how these groups intersect or 

conflict.   

 Thus, I will be using gay rights issues in order to analyze the gender gap in civil 

rights issues (specifically, gay rights).  As well as to analyze how these gender identities 

intersect and/or conflict with group identities in forming political attitudes.  In chapter 2, I 

will review the literature on gay rights and public opinion.  I will specifically review the 

literature on how gender, religion, race and class affect opinions on these issues.  I will 

review my hypotheses in this chapter.  In chapter 3, I will analyze the gender gap and gay 

rights issues in 2012, and I will try to sort out how race, religion, and class affect these 

gender gaps.  In chapter 4, I will be analyzing how the gender gap on gay rights issues has 

changed over time.  I will be looking at how public opinion, the gender gap, and 

intersectionality has changed.  I will be explaining why the gender gap on gay marriage 

has or has not changed over time. 
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CHAPTER 2: PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR GAY RIGHTS 

Introduction 

 Few issues in American politics garner as much passion as those involving gay 

rights.  Debates are heated and intense: whether they deal with the rights of gays to marry, 

openly serve in the military, obtain partner benefits, adopt children, or have legal protection 

against employment or housing discrimination (Wald 2000).  The passion involved in these 

issues stems from a clash in social values such as individual freedom, equality, autonomy.  

Those values are “deeply held values that provide support for policies to extend civil rights 

protection to disadvantaged minorities” (Wald 2000:4).  Gay rights, also, evokes the value 

of moral traditionalism in many Americans, and this is important in the opposition to gay 

rights (Wald, et al. 2000).   

 It is important to understand what influences these political attitudes.  In this 

chapter, I will be examining how gender influences attitudes toward gay rights issues.  I 

also will be examining how gender interacts or intersects with race, education, age, and 

religion in forming political attitudes toward gay rights issues. First I will begin with a 

short history of the social movement to remove discrimination toward gays. Second I will 

briefly introduce three perspectives for understanding attitudes toward gay rights: 

demographic analysis, ambivalence, and attribution theory. In the third section I will delve 

more into the details of the relationship between demographic traits and support for gay 

rights. Next I will provide discussions of intersectionality and how the combination of 

demographic traits influence attitudes toward gay rights. I conclude the chapter with a list 

of hypotheses and a description of the survey data used to test these hypotheses. 
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Historical Context 

 Change in American politics occurs both in bursts and incrementally.  In gay rights 

changes have not been steady but have come in cycles of what some have called “creeping” 

and “leaping.” The first leap was in the late 1940s and early 1950s with the Kinsey studies 

that dealt with human sexuality, the Mattachine Society founding, and the manifesto for 

homosexual rights by Donald Webster Cory.  In the minds of a few an awareness of 

oppression started to grow and some organized to oppose it (D’Emilio 2000).  D’Emilio 

states 

But it was almost as if the effort required to launch a movement exhausted 

all of the available political opportunity.  For well over a decade, a small 

core of brave people crept along, one very small step at a time.  They were 

floating the new idea that homosexuals were the targets of unjust treatment.  

They were standing up for themselves, initiating a social dialogue, and 

experimenting with different kinds of strategies, but they could not succeed 

at much more than that (D’Emilio 2000:42). 

 

The next leap centered on the Stonewall Riot.  In the 1960s, the movement was 

galvanized by radical upheavals after the police raid on a gay bar.  This inspired young gay 

and lesbian adults to adopt a prideful stance toward their sexuality.  Coming out became 

an important part of the movement.  Organizations and institutions that seemed 

complicitous in oppressing lesbians and gays were targeted.  A lot was accomplished in a 

short frame of time.  The next leap was due to the March on Washington in 1987 and the 

1993 debate over military exclusion.  Activists during this period used tactics that were 

direct and militant but also created community organizations that established roots in every 

region of the United States.  Also, the movement transformed from a volunteer staff to hire 
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and pay staff.  This increase in resources allowed gays and lesbians to become visible in 

American social life (D’Emilio 2000).  However, D’Emilio states 

But the failure to repeal the military ban in 1993 and the presence of an 

ever-stronger organized conservative force in American politics put the 

brakes on change before this leap could reach the longer range goal of 

forging a new majority consensus around the place of gays and lesbians in 

American society (D’Emilio 2000:43). 

 

It is important to note that these periods of change cannot primarily be explained by the 

activists’ grit, will, or savvy.  Instead, they are brought about by political or social turmoil 

that opens up a new avenue for change or provides new motivations (D’Emilio  2000). 

 By the early 2000s, anti-gay marriage ballot propositions started appearing.  State 

legislators and activists in 2004 placed anti-gay marriage propositions on 13 state ballots1 

(Campbell and Monson 2008; Lewis 2005). These measures passed with an average of 70 

percent support (Smith, DeSantis, and Kassel 2006).  California voters in 2008, approved 

Proposition 8 which would eliminate the right to marry for same-sex couples.  Support for 

Proposition 8 was mostly influenced by political views, religiosity, and age.  Those who 

attended weekly religious services, men, African Americans, and Latinos, and those over 

65 years of age were more likely to approve of Proposition 8 (Egan and Sherrill 2009). 

However, there has been a trend toward supporting gay marriage rights.  Rosky 

(2011:914) states,  

On August 4, 2010, Chief Justice Vaughn Walker of the U.S.  District Court 

for the Northern District of California issued a ruling that Proposition 8 – 

an amendment to the California Constitution providing that ‘only marriage 

between a man and a woman is valid or recognized in California’ – violates 

                                                           
1 There were 11 same-sex marriage questions on general election ballots and there were 2 on primary 
election ballots (Smith, DeSantis, and Kassel, 2005). 
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both the Due Process and Equal Protection Clauses of the U.S.  

Constitutions Fourteenth Amendment (Rosky 2011:914). 

 

In June, 2013, the Supreme Court dismissed an appeal over this ruling on Proposition 8 on 

jurisdictional grounds (Mears 2013).  Thus, recently, this country has seen pro-gay 

legislation as well as court cases affirming the rights of gays and lesbians.  As of August 

22, 2014, nineteen states allow for gay marriage either through court rulings or legislation 

(CNN 2014).  As recently as October 6, 2014, the Supreme Court refused to take challenges 

concerning laws that would legalize gay marriage in five states and this has had the impact 

of allowing gay couples to get married in those states (Cillizza 2014).  As of June 2015 

thirty-seven states and Washington, D.C. allowed marriage for same-sex couples.  Almost 

72 percent of Americans live in a state that issues marriage licenses to gay couples 

statewide.  On April 28, 2015, the Supreme Court heard several cases in regards to gay 

marriage and on June 26, 2015, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in a way that would allow 

gay couples to be able to marry nationwide (freedomtomarry.org). 

Changing Opinion on Gay Rights 

 In recent years, disputes over gay rights have taken a prominent place as a policy 

agenda in the United States.  American public opinion also has changed.  Between 1973 

and 1988 the percent of respondents that believed that sexual relations between two adults 

of the same-sex was always wrong remained constant (Brewer 2003).  Public attitudes 

toward gay rights did not become more favorable until the 1990s (Hicks and Lee 2006), 

but over the course of the 1990s, public attitudes about gay rights dramatically changed 

(Brewer 2003).  Brewer (2003) argues that the public’s fundamental predispositions and 
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substantial, dramatic changes in how Americans thought about gay rights contributed to an 

increase in mass support for gay rights in the 1990s.  Hostility decreased from 1992 onward 

(Brewer 2003; Wilcox and Wolpert 2000; Wilcox and Norrander 2002).  Hicks and Lee 

(2006) argue that the public’s perception of gays and lesbians has grown more positive 

between 1977 and 2003.   

Elements that help to shape mass political opinions about issues, such as gay rights, 

usually include resentment and sympathies that people have toward the social group in the 

dispute or commitments to the political principles that the policy either repudiates or 

honors.  In the case of gay rights feelings toward gays and lesbians, ideology, partisanship, 

morality and equality all plays a role in people’s attitudes toward gay rights.  Changes in 

elite signaling may, also, change the way public opinion is structured (Brewer 2003).  

Brewer states 

In the case of gay rights, the signals from longtime opponents of gay rights 

appeared to soften over the course of the 1990s.  In the early part of the 

decade, prominent "family values" advocates and Republicans led high-

profile offensives against gay rights… Eight years later, however, standard-

bearers for the traditionally anti-gay rights camps were sending different 

messages (Brewer 2003:1211). 

 

The message from opponents of gay rights was softening (Brewer 2003).  Brewer 

(2003) also claims that new information and the greater likelihood of knowing someone 

who is gay or lesbian may contribute to changes in the structure of public opinion.  

According to Wilcox and Norrander (2002) there has been a dramatic increase in people 

claiming to know someone who is gay or lesbian.  There has been a similar increase in 

visibility of gays and lesbians on television shows such as Ellen or Will and Grace that 
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increased the exposure people had to gays and lesbians (Brewer 2003).  The number of 

Americans who have at least one family member or friend that is gay has increased and 

Americans are being exposed, gradually, to less stereotypical and more positive images of 

gays and lesbians (Wilcox and Wolpert 2000). 

There has been a shift in elite opinion and elite cues that may have contributed to 

changes in public opinion.  On May 9, 2012, Obama stated his support for same-sex 

marriage (Earnest 2012), and Romney reaffirmed his belief that marriage should be 

between a man and a woman (Bailey 2012).  Meanwhile, conservative Christian leaders, 

who were outraged at Obama’s endorsement of same-sex marriage, vowed to use this as 

an organizing tool (Gilgoff 2012).  However, by 2012, Issenberg (2012) claims that, among 

Maryland voters, Public Policy Polling showed a 36 percent swing in support for gay 

marriage by blacks since Barack Obama changed his position.  Black voters did not 

abandon Obama on an issue where they were in disagreement.  Instead, they adjusted their 

attitudes to match those of President Obama (Issenberg 2012).   

Public Opinion and Gay Rights 

There are many attempts at explaining public opinion on gay marriage.  These 

explanations have included explanations through demographic traits as well as theories 

such as ambivalence and attribution theory. I will begin with a review of the role of 

demographic traits. 

Demographic traits are linked to values, such as social order, and to group 

membership, such as religion.  Evangelical Protestantism, one of the United States largest 

religious traditions (Kellstadt, et al. 1996), is prone to stigmatizing gays and lesbians.  
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These beliefs are grounded in their interpretation of the Bible.  It is important to remember, 

however, that not all religious traditions and not all evangelicals are antigay.  

Evangelicalism is diverse in religious terms (Green 2000).  Other Christian denominations, 

such as the Episcopal Church, Evangelical Lutheran Church, and United Church of Christ, 

are more supportive of gay marriage. 

 Hicks and Lee (2006) found that age, sex, religiosity, positions on racial and gender 

issues, ideology, and partisanship were related to attitudes toward gay rights.  Also, the 

best predictors in regards to positions on gay rights were stances on abortion, stances on 

women’s rights, religiosity, and the respondent’s sex (Hicks and Lee 2006).  The authors 

state, “…women tended to have more positive views toward homosexuals, as did people 

who were younger, strong supporters of the Democratic party, more educated, less 

religious, and those who supported gender equality, abortion rights, and providing aid to 

racial minorities” (Hicks and Lee 2006:73).  This is consistent with the conventional 

wisdom that conservatives and Republicans are more likely to hold anti-gay attitudes 

(Hicks and Lee 2006). 

Support by the public for particular gay rights issues is not uniform (Schwartz 

2010).  The public has generally been more supportive of economic equality, such as 

protection of job discrimination or service in the military.  From 1992 to 2000, there has 

been an almost 16 percent increase in support of gays and lesbians to serve in the military.  

On this issue, women are likely to be supportive of gays being able to serve in the military, 

and the gender gap is more influential than religiosity, party affiliation, or ideology.  

However, while there is still a gender gap, by 2000 support by men increased (Yang 2001).   
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The issues of gay marriage and gay adoption have traditionally had less support.  

Still from 1992 to 2000, support of adoption rights have liberalized.  The number of those 

supporting adoption rights increased by 15 percent from 1992 to 2000.  In regards to 

adoption rights, ideology and whether a person likes gays and lesbians are the factors that 

are most influential.  Schwartz (2010) claims that about 50 percent of the American public 

favored allowing gays and lesbians to adopt.  In 2012, about 60 percent of the American 

public favored allowing gays and lesbians to adopt (ANES 2012).  According to Schwartz 

(2010), women were more likely than men to support adoption rights for gays and lesbians.  

For those that support gay and lesbian adoption, political ideology happened to be the best 

predictor of attitudes.  Liberals were more favorable than conservatives or moderates.  The 

second strongest predictor for both issues was attendance at religious services.  Attendance 

at religious services was half as powerful at predicting attitudes as political orientation. 

People that rarely attend religious services held more positive views toward same-sex 

adoption than those who regularly attended religious services.  Education and age had 

relatively small effects and sex had an effect on attitudes about adoption (Schwartz 2010).  

Schwartz (2010) claims that only 30 percent of the American public favored same-sex 

marriage in 2006.  In 2012, however, about 40 percent of the American public favored 

same-sex marriage (ANES 2012).  The gender gap in attitudes toward gay marriage is small 

but consistent. According to Schwartz (2010) men and women were about equal in their 

opposition to same-sex marriage.  For those that support same-sex marriage, political 

ideology happened to be the best predictor of attitudes.  Liberals were more favorable than 

conservatives or moderates.  The second strongest predictor was attendance at religious 
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services.  People who were rarely in attendance at religious services held views that were 

more positive towards same-sex marriage than those who regularly attended religious 

services.  Attendance at religious service was almost as strong a predictor as political 

ideology when it came to attitudes toward same-sex marriage.  Education and age had 

relatively small effects.  Also, sex did not have an effect on attitudes about same-sex 

marriage (Schwartz 2010).  

Ambivalence and Gay Rights 

 Ambivalence refers to beliefs or evaluations that are conflicting and held by one 

person about an attitude object (Craig, et al 2005).  Generally, it is believed that 

ambivalence occurs when there is a conflict between a person’s core values (Alvarez and 

Brehm 1995; Eagly and Chaiken 1993; Katz and Hass 1988; Craig, et al 2005) but the 

evidence showing this has been limited (Craig, et al 2005).  Many people, according to 

Craig, et al (2005), have ambivalent attitudes in relation to gay rights issues.  For some, the 

gay rights issues are about equality of treatment for those that are gay.  For others, it is 

about homosexuality being a life style choice that undermines the foundations of a Judeo-

Christian society.  Also, for others, it is about freedom and individuality that needs to be 

protected from conformity (Craig, et al 2005).  However, Craig, et al (2005), suggest that 

people view this issue through multiple lenses. 

Ambivalence varies based on the gay rights issue in question.  To a certain extent, 

that ambivalence is due to a conflict in core values.  Also, under certain circumstances, 

ambivalence may mediate the relationship between a person’s evaluations of leaders and 

institutions and their issue preferences (Craig, et al 2005).  There has been a change in 
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opinions about gay rights over the years and, while some have become more tolerant 

towards gays and lesbians, others have adopted positive feelings about gays and lesbians 

without abandoning the negative orientations they already possessed.  Craig, et al, states 

…evidence that the public as a whole is of two minds on gay issues may 

reflect a considerable amount of ambivalence at the individual level, and 

that ambivalence may be a product of the conflicting core values shared by 

many citizens (Craig, et al 2005:6). 

 

This may go far in explaining why, depending on the question asked, the public seems to 

be both hostile to and supportive of gay and lesbian rights (Craig, et al 2005). 

Attribution Theory and Gay Rights 

  Attribution theory was proposed by Heider (1944, 1958).  It assumed that people 

want to control and predict their environments.  Prediction and control may be made 

possible by understanding the causes of behavior.  These behaviors may be attributed to 

the environment or to the person, and responses to these behaviors may depend on their 

cause (Haider-Markel and Joslyn 2008).  Weiner (1979, 1985) added controllability 

(whether or not the behavior is voluntary) to the mix.  Controllability suggests 

responsibility and results in negative affect towards gays and lesbians and a lack of support 

for gay civil rights.  Non-controllability removes personal responsibility and therefore 

attitudes will be more positive or favorable (Haider-Markel and Joslyn 2008). 

Attributions are a strong predictor of views about gay rights issues (Haider-Markel 

and Joslyn 2008).  The way that the public understands homosexuality and its nature is a 

source of public opinion and policy attitudes (Wilcox and Wolpert  , et al 2000).  Wilcox 

and Wolpert state 
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Those who believe that sexual orientation is fixed are more likely to support 

antidiscrimination laws than those who believe that people choose their 

orientation, and this is true as well for allowing gays and lesbians to serve 

in the military (Wilcox and Wolpert  , et al. 2000:428). 

 

People who believe that lesbians and gays attempt to seduce heterosexuals also are unlikely 

to support allowing lesbians or gays to adopt children or to serve in our military.  If people 

believe that homosexuality is a genetic predisposition or acquired early in life, and reject 

the idea of homosexuals recruiting, then objections toward antidiscrimination policies will 

start to ease (Wilcox and Wolpert 2000). 

If homosexuality is viewed as uncontrollable, people are more likely to favor gay 

rights, whereas if homosexuality is seen as controllable, people will be more likely to hold 

negative attitudes towards homosexuals (Haider-Markel and Joslyn 2008; Aguero, Block, 

and Byrne 1984; Sakalli 2002; Tygart 2000; Whitley 1990; Wilcox and Norrander 2002; 

Wilcox and Wolpert 2000; Wood and Bartkowski 2004).  If homosexuality is seen as 

genetic in origin, homosexuals may be protected from policy consequences that may be 

negative (Haider-Markel and Joslyn 2008; Quist and Wiegand 2002).  An increasing 

number of people believe that people are born gay or that sexual orientation is fixed at birth 

(Craig, et al 2005).  Those who believe that sexual orientation is fixed at birth are more 

likely to support gay rights (Craig, et al 2005; Tygart 2000).  They are, also, less concerned 

about gays or lesbians trying to seduce heterosexuals (Craig, et al 2005; Wilcox and 

Norrander 2002).   

Those who are against gay rights have attempted to persuade Americans that 

homosexuality is a choice.  They have tried to convince Americans that gays and lesbians 
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have chosen to be gay or to be lesbian.  Framing the issue this way implies that policies 

discriminating against homosexuals are discriminating based on lifestyle rather than 

immutable attributes.  Since it is discrimination based on lifestyle and choice, it may be 

condoned in order to promote the traditional family (Wilcox and Wolpert 2000). 

In the next section, I will review in depth the influence of group effects on support 

or opposition to gay marriage. 

Group Effects 

Gender and Gay Rights 

The gender gap for gay marriage is small but consistent.  It is important to note that 

women are not always more liberal than men on moral issues.  In this case, religion may 

explain women’s attitudes. 

Attitudes toward gay rights are largely connected to gender attitudes or may reflect 

an individual’s attitude toward their own sexuality (Herek 2002).  To some extent, both 

males and females denigrate those of their own sex that violate gender role norms (Lim 

2002).  Many studies show that men are generally less supportive and have more negative 

attitudes toward gays than do women (Peterson and Hyde 2010; Pachastor and Mugny 

2009; Besen and Zicklin 2007; Aberson, Swan and Emerson 1999; Cotten‐Huston and 

Waite 2000).  Herek states 

…to the extent that male and female heterosexuals differ in their attitudes, 

women generally hold more favorable and less condemning attitudes 

toward gay people.  Compared with heterosexual men, women were more 

supportive of employment protection and adoption rights and were more 

willing to extend some form of recognition (though not necessarily 

marriage) to same-sex couples.  They also were less likely to hold 

stereotypical beliefs about gay people and displayed less negative affective 

reactions to them (Herek 2002: 58). 
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The negative reactions that heterosexual men had toward gay men are the root of the 

differences in attitudes between heterosexual men and women (Herek 2002).   

Gender associated beliefs effect our attitudes about homosexuality (Kite and 

Whitley 2006).  While both lesbians and gay men violate perceived gender norms, 

heterosexual men may perceive the violation of these norms by homosexual men as worse 

than those of lesbians (Kite and Whitley 1996; Peterson and Hyde 2010).  Homosexuality 

is seen as a threat to the understanding our culture has placed on masculinity, or hegemonic 

masculinity (Pichastor and Mugny 2009; Herek 1986, 2000, 2002; Kimmel 1997; Plummer 

2005; Whitley 2002).  According to Lisa Jean Moore (2007), sperm is a metaphor for 

masculinity: despite its fluidity, it is, also, essentialized.  Hegemonic masculinity involves 

the domination of men over women but, also, involves the domination of certain types of 

men over other types of men.  This is accomplished, partly, by creating an ideal kind of 

masculinity (Moore 2007). 

Lesbians were evaluated similarly by men and women, and sex differences in 

opinions on homosexuality were mediated by sex role attitudes as well (Kite and Whitley 

1996).  Men’s and women’s attitudes about homosexuality are associated strongly with 

support for sex roles that are more traditional (Kite and Whitley 1996; Newman 1989; 

Whitley 1987).  Those who view themselves as not being similar to the masculine and 

feminine stereotypes are more tolerant of homosexuality than those who view themselves 

as similar to the masculine or feminine stereotypes (Kite and Whitley 1996; Herek 1988).  

Lesbians and gay men may be disliked because of their deviance from perceived sex role 
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norms (Laner and Laner 1979, 1980; Kite and Whitley 1996) and particularly by those who 

hold traditional attitudes about sex roles (Kite and Whitley 1996; Krulewitz and Nash 1980; 

Weinberger and Millham 1979).  Women who think favorably toward gay people may 

think of them as an oppressed minority, and women who are hostile to gay people see them 

as sinners that are a threat to the traditional family (Herek 2002). 

 Hetereosexual men preferred lesbian marriage to gay males getting married, while 

heterosexual females did not differentiate between the two different types of marriage 

(Moskowitz, Rieger, and Roloff 2010).  Attitudes towards homosexual men appear to be 

more negative than towards lesbian women.  Heterosexuals have a tendency to show more 

disdain for homosexual members of their same sex, and this is much more pronounced in 

men than in women (Herek 2002).  Herek states, 

…aggregate attitudes tend to be more hostile toward gay men than lesbians.  

Affective reactions to gay men were significantly more negative than 

reactions to lesbians… In addition, gay men were more likely than lesbians 

to be regarded as mentally ill and to be perceived as child molesters.  

Adoption rights were more widely supported for lesbians than for gay men 

(Herek 2002:58).   

 

Heterosexual men, more than women, were more likely to feel uncomfortable around 

homosexuals of their same sex.  Their reaction to gay men was significantly more negative 

than women’s reaction to either group and compared to their reaction to lesbians.  The 

differences in the attitudes toward gay men and lesbians appear to be a result of 

heterosexual men being hostile to gay men (Kite and Whitley 1996; Herek 2002).  The 

difference is likely based on gender belief systems which define appropriate behaviors for 

men and women, masculinity and femininity.  The expectations of the masculine are stricter 
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(Besen and Zicklin 2007; Herek 1986; Hort, Fagot and Leinbach 1990), masculinity tends 

to be more narrowly constructed (Hort, Fagot, & Leinbach 1990; Martin 1990; Pichastor 

and Mugny 2009), violating those beliefs is more serious for men than it is for women 

(Herek 1986; Stockard and Johnson 1979; Kite and Whitley 2006; Kite and Deaux 1986), 

and heterosexual men are more concerned, than heterosexual women, about not appearing 

homosexual (Herek 1988; Maccoby 1987). Thus, there is more negative reaction toward 

men that show traits that are feminine than women that act more masculine (Besen and 

Zicklin 2007).   

On the other hand, lesbian activists have voiced a suspicion of marriage and have 

challenged its utility for society (Kimport 2013).  Kimport states, 

The feminist critique of marriage characterized marriage as a fundamentally 

patriarchal institution, dependent on the subjugation of women (Kimport 

2013:69). 

 

A similar critique from gay men is nonexistent.  Gay and lesbian positions on marriage is 

a product of sexual identity and gender (Kimport 2013). 

Religion and Gay Rights 

Understanding religion may be important in understanding attitudes about gay 

rights issues.  The relationship between attitudes toward homosexuality and religion is a 

complex relationship (Andersen and Fetner 2008).   

First, Americans are highly religious.  America remains religious and church 

attendance is roughly equal today to what it was sixty years ago (Inglehart and Norris 

2003).  Eighty percent of men claim to be religious whereas 87 percent of women claim 

religious affiliation (Pew 2008).  Women claim higher levels of religiosity (Collett and 
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Lizardo 2009; Bradshaw and Ellison 2009), a stronger commitment to religious institutions 

(Kaufmann 2002), and a higher likelihood for engaging in religious behavior (Hoffmann 

and Bartkowski 2008).  Women, more than men, see their religious views as connected 

with their political and social attitudes (Peek, Lowe, and Williams 1991).  Second, religion 

influences attitudes on gay rights issues.  Among the general population, homosexuality is 

becoming more accepted but opposition within organized religion continues (Barringer, 

Gay, and Lynxwiler 2013).  Religion, measured by beliefs, behaviors, and affiliation, has 

an influence on opinions about homosexuality that are clear and consistent (Olson, et al. 

2006).   

Church denominations influence attitudes on gay rights issues differently.  Those 

who are not Protestant are more likely than those who are Protestant to support same-sex 

unions.  Jews, Episcopalians, and those without a religious preference were the most liberal 

while Catholics, Baptists, and Protestant fundamentalists were most conservative (Hertel 

and Hughes 1987).  Muslims hold more conservative social values than Protestants or 

Catholics and are more conservative about sexual morality than are Catholics (Adamczyk 

and Pitt 2009).  Liberal Protestants, Jews, and those without religious affiliation tend to be 

the most liberal in their attitudes.  This is likely because their religion does not condemn 

homosexuality.  The beliefs espoused by moderate Protestants and Catholics are tolerant 

but moderate.  The most conservative attitudes are held by Evangelical Protestants because 

of theological beliefs about homosexuality (Cochran and Beeghley 1991; Cotten-Huston 

and Waite 2000; Finlay and Walther 2003; Fisher et al. 1994; Glenn and Weaver 1979; 

Herek and Glunt 1993; Irwin and Thompson 1977; Kirkpatrick 1993; Roof and McKinney 
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1987; Olson, et al. 2006).  Protestants, Black Protestants, and Evangelicals were less 

accepting of homosexuality.  Those with no religious preferences and Jews were more 

accepting (Barringer, Gay, and Lynxwiler 2013). 

Friendship networks within the context of religion may heighten gay rights 

opposition (Olson, et al. 2006).   

People with many close friends in their religious congregation are most 

enmeshed in their congregation.  The more friends a person has in his or her 

congregation, the more he or she will be invested in the congregation’s 

future, and the more his or her sociopolitical viewpoints will be structured 

by the consensus of the congregation, or at least the consensus of the 

friendship network within the congregation (Olson, et al. 2006:355-356).  

 

Congregations can be political communities that are highly cohesive where political 

opinions converge on particular issues and specifically on moral issues (Gilbert 1993; 

Wald, Owen, and Hill 1988, 1990; Olson, et al. 2006). 

A person’s religiosity effects attitudes on gay rights issues.  Men, for example, who 

identified as spiritual instead of religious were less likely to see homosexuality as wrong 

but that pattern did not hold with women (Barringer, Gay, and Lynxwiler 2013). Those that 

are religiously observant are more likely to vote Republican while those who are not 

religiously observant are more likely to vote Democrat (Deckman 2014; Kohut, et al. 2000; 

Olson and Green 2006; Smidt, et al. 2010).  Church attendance (Peek, Lowe, and Williams 

1991; Bang, et al 2005; Hertel and Hughes 1987; Bennett and Bennett 1999) and religious 

practice have a positive relationship to conservative attitudes (Andersen and Fetner 2008) 

and many of the conservative believers of several of the American religious faiths – 

Christianity, Islam, and Judaism – share an antigay perspective (Nugent and Gramick 1989; 



 

 62 

Herman 2000).  Support for gay rights and beliefs regarding homosexuality vary based on 

religion and vary based upon the intensity of religious feelings (Lewis 2003).  Disapproval 

of homosexuality is greatest among those who claim that religion is very important in their 

lives, who frequently pray, and who frequently attend religious services (Lewis 2003; 

Ellison and Musick 1993; Herek 1988; Herek and Capitanio 1995, 1996; Seltzer 1993).  

Olson, et al., found that 

…respondents across religious traditions who are involved and invested in 

religious life have markedly different attitudes toward same-sex unions than 

their counterparts who do not prioritize religious activities (Olson, et al 

2006:346). 

 

Those who frequently attend church tend to have more conservative attitudes and this may 

be since, at least in part, many of those who frequently attend church are evangelical 

Protestants (Beatty and Walter 1984; Cochran and Beeghley 1991; Fisher et al. 1994; 

Herek 1984; Herek and Glunt 1993; Olson, et al. 2006). 

Those who are more conservative in regards to morality and secularism as well as 

those that actively engage in religious activity are more likely to be against same-sex 

unions.  However, religion plays a weaker role in predicting attitudes about a Constitutional 

amendment against gay marriage than in predicting attitudes toward same-sex unions 

(Olson, et al 2006).    

How one interprets the Bible is important for influencing attitudes about gay rights. 

Religious fundamentalism is linked to political conservatism (Peek, Low, and Williams 
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1991).  Also, the church’s opposition to homosexuality comes from the Old2 and New3 

Testaments (Barringer, Gay, and Lynxwiler 2013).  Also, when one has received a religious 

education, that education often has negative references to homosexuality and homosexuals 

(Haider-Markel and Joslyn 2008; Layman and Carmines 1997; Wood and Bartkowski 

2004).  Homosexuality is considered, by religious people, as a crime against nature or a 

sin.  Gays and Lesbians moral standards are called into question.  The Bible, specifically 

the book of Leviticus, calls homosexuality an abomination (Tygart 2000; Haider-Markel 

and Joslyn 2008).  Sinful acts are chosen, according to the religious, and therefore could 

not be genetic but are instead controllable (Haider-Markel and Joslyn 2008).   

Even though women are typically more religious than men, this does not mean that 

they will show greater support for candidates that are conservative (Rinehart and Perkins 

1989).  Gender and religious consciousness may compete with each other in determining 

women’s vote since women are more liberal on safety net issues and on the size and role 

of government (Kaufmann 2004; Deckman 2014).  Women are typically more liberal than 

men (Clark and Clark 2008) particularly on moral issues like gay rights (Barringer, Gay, 

and Lynxwiler 2013; Lim 2002; Moskowitz, Rieger, and Roloff 2010). 

Race and Gay Rights 

 Race matters when discussing gay and lesbian rights, and it matters for several 

reasons (Lewis 2003)4.  First, blacks who are gay, lesbian, or bisexual may be more reliant 

                                                           
2 Leviticus 18:22 
3 Romans 1:18-32 
4 Exit polling showed that seventy percent of black voters supported California’s Proposition 8 (Hunter, 
2010). 
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on heterosexuals of their same race for acceptance than are gays, lesbians, or bisexuals who 

are white (Lewis 2003; Cohen 1999; Icard 1986).  Blacks also are more likely than whites 

to think that their neighbors and friends disapprove of homosexuality (Lewis 2003; Stokes 

et al. 1996; Stokes and Peterson 1998; U.S.  Centers for Disease Control [CDC] 2000).  

Second, black organizations did not respond to AIDS as forcefully or quickly as lesbian, 

gay, and bisexual (LGB) organizations even though blacks and gays were the groups most 

affected by the AIDS crisis (Cohen 1999; Lewis 2003). 

 When it comes to black Americans’ attitudes toward gay rights, study results have 

been mixed.  Some have claimed that white Americans are significantly more likely to have 

negative attitudes toward homosexuals (Levitt and Klassen 1974).  Others make the 

opposite conclusion (Hudson and Ricketts 1980; Schneider and Lewis 1984).  Yet others 

have found that whites are 10 percent less likely to label all homosexual relations as 

“always wrong” or to say that homosexuality is acceptable as a lifestyle choice (Tiemeyer 

1993).  Polls taken in the early 1990s, however, suggest that black Americans are more 

likely to support the extension of civil rights to include gays and lesbians, reject the idea 

that gays and lesbians are asking for special favors, or oppose discrimination that is antigay 

(Boykin 1996).   

Black gays and lesbians are as likely to be concerned about unemployment, 

affirmative action, or racial discrimination as they are about laws that forbid antigay 

discrimination or about repealing sodomy laws.  Sometimes, they show more concern over 

race issues than over gay or lesbian issues like same-sex marriage (Boykin 2000).  Boykin 

states 
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Even when black lesbians and gays are focused on gay issues, they are often 

bread-and-butter issues of daily life and existence.  Many do not accept the 

rhetoric about the importance of ‘coming out’ and instead are focused more 

on the matters of family, community, church, and economics (Boykin 

2000:91). 

  

Blacks differ from other Americans in terms of religiosity, education, and age and 

these factors may influence their attitudes toward gays.  Black Americans are more 

religious than white Americans, more likely to believe that punishments are sent by God 

and more likely to be from a fundamentalist Protestant denomination (Taylor 1988; Taylor 

and Chatters 1996).  Thus, black Americans are more likely to have a greater disapproval 

of homosexuality.    Despite their greater disapproval of gays, their opinions on gay civil 

liberties, sodomy laws, and employment discrimination are similar to those of white 

Americans.  Also, black Americans are more likely to support laws that protect gays and 

lesbians from discrimination.  Education is also important since black Americans are two-

thirds as likely as white Americans to have graduated college (Lewis 2003).  Religious and 

educational differences make a contribution to greater conservatism among black 

Americans on issues like suicide (Early and Akers 1993), euthanasia (MacDonald 1998), 

and abortion (Combs and Welch 1982; Wilcox 1990).  Even when education and religion 

are controlled for, black Americans disapprove of homosexuality but are decidedly more 

opposed to job discrimination based on homosexuality and slightly more supportive of civil 

liberties for gays.  However, black Americans tend to be younger than white Americans 

which might lead to the prediction of acceptance of homosexuality.   

Age, gender, religion, and education all have less impact on black attitudes than 

they do on white attitudes (Lewis 2003).  Lewis (2003) claims that once these demographic 
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factors are controlled for, then race is typically not significant.  However, Lewis (2003) 

also points out that most samples include few black respondents which could explain the 

lack of significance.  On the other hand, the fact that black Americans have been a part of 

the out-group in society might make discrimination a central issue and drown out the 

importance of other demographic variables (Lewis 2003).  

Age and Gay Rights 

 There are different explanations for the influence of age on public opinion.  One 

difference attributed to age may be generational effects meaning that people born at a 

certain time show similarities in political views that are related to major events that shape 

political identity (Bardes and Oldendick 2012).  A second type of age related pattern is the 

life cycle.  People at different stages in life may hold different attitudes.  In terms of gay 

rights issues, generational effects may be the most pronounced.  Generational differences 

may be due, in part, to some of the events discussed earlier.  The leaps, such as the 

Stonewall Riot in the 1960s or the March on Washington in 1987, may equate to 

generational differences experienced by Americans who witnessed these events.  

Generational effects may be created through social or political trauma.  On the other hand, 

generational effects more typically are merely similarities within a generation.  For 

example, since the 1960s premarital sex has become more acceptable (Sears and Brown 

2013).  It is no shock that, with attitudes about sex becoming more liberal (i.e., premarital 

sex is seen as more acceptable), that attitudes about homosexuality are, also, becoming 

more liberal with this generation. 
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 Younger voters are more liberal, particularly on social issues, and more democratic 

than other cohorts.  Younger Americans are more culturally tolerant than older generations 

(Fisher 2008).  Younger Americans are less religious and less conservative on social issues 

(Fisher 2008; Fisher 2014) and “put less emphasis on traditional values” than older cohorts 

(Fisher 2008:504).  Age is a better indicator of where a person stands on gay marriage than 

party identification.  Six out of ten Republicans between 18 and 29 were supportive of gay 

marriage (Cillizza 2014).  They are strongly supportive of gay marriage (Fisher 2014).  

Fisher (2008: 509) states,  

While a majority of other generations opposes gay marriages, a majority of 

voters under 30 favor making it a legal right. 

 

Younger people are typically more supportive of homosexuality, gays and lesbians 

(Baunach 2011), and gay marriage (Baunach 2011; Cillizza 2014).  Only 22 percent of 

Republicans that were 65 or older were supportive of gay marriage.  However, even among 

those 65 and older, support for gay marriage is increasing (Cillizza 2014).  

Older Americans have a tendency to be less socially and politically tolerant than 

younger Americans (Lewis 2003).  Older Americans may have a tendency to be more 

conservative due to life cycle effects.  As one becomes older, an individual is more likely 

to be aware of their interests, express opinions in support of those interests, and may 

become more aware of changes in society that they do not share (Fisher 2008).  A strong 

generational effect also matter.  When older Americans were originally politically 

socialized gay sex was criminalized and gays could be fired from their jobs.  The positive 
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depiction of gays in recent decades were not present during the childhood and early adult 

socialization of today’s older Americans. 

Education and Gay Rights 

  “Formal education provides citizens with the tools for doing democracy,” 

according to Patrick Fisher (2014:41).  More years of education and schooling may produce 

a greater cognitive sophistication, cognitive flexibility, and cultural knowledge (Bobo and 

Licari 1989).  Education leads to a greater acceptance of the differences of others, more 

sexually liberal attitudes, more interaction with lesbians and gay men, and more 

commitment to civil liberties and democratic values (Lewis 2003).  According to research, 

education can help to predict attitudes about homosexuality (Schwartz 2010).  People with 

higher levels of education held more positive attitudes towards gays and lesbians than 

people with less education (Schwartz 2010; Ohlander, et al. 2005; Grapes 2006).  More 

educated people are typically more supportive of homosexuality, gays and lesbians, and 

gay marriage (Baunach 2011).  On the issue of gay rights, the effect of education differs 

by partisanship.  Views on homosexuality depend upon education level for Democrats but 

there is little relationship between views on homosexuality and education among 

Republicans (Fisher 2014). 

  Blacks are two-thirds less likely to be college graduates than whites and these 

educational differences may contribute to the social conservatism of blacks.  Education has 

less impact on black attitudes toward homosexuality than white attitudes (Lewis 2003). 

Intersectionality and Gay Rights 
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 There are intersectional dynamics at play when it comes to the issue of marriage 

and the issue of gay marriage.  Wadsworth (2011) states 

the invented category of race created a fundamental divide constructing 

identities and institutions in the United States.  Well before scientific 

racism, Christianity helped construct and fortify that divide, even as it was 

also sufficiently flexible to serve, for some, liberatory ends.  Gender and 

sexual identities are also co-constructed through religion, which through 

dominant Christianity historically provided anchoring cultural frameworks 

and belief structures in U.S.  culture that normalized marriage and family in 

ways that served the state (Wadsworth 2011:205). 

 

Gendered norms were also racialized with restrictions and expectations being different 

across racial groups.  However, across most racial divides, homosexuality is stigmatized 

while heterosexuality is empowered.  Heterosexuality, and the heteronormative identity, 

has been protected by law and courts, embraced by minority communities, religion has 

reinforced it, and has been considered one of the nation’s central institutions (Wadsworth 

2011).  If masculinity in the black community is defined as the black man being the 

defender and protector of the race then divergence undercuts the family but also undercuts 

the community (Lemelle and Battle 2004; Lewis 2003; Wadsworth 2011).  If femininity is 

defined through motherly duties and wifehood (and this is the glue that holds the minority 

culture together) then divergence from these norms threatens the family and the community 

(Wadsworth 2011). 

 Feminist theorists had focused on man versus woman in the past while neglecting 

differences among women (Ludvig 2006).  Much of the research on intersectionality has 

addressed the intersectionality of race or ethnicity with gender at the expense of class and 

its intersectionality with gender (Walby, et al 2012) or other demographic variables and 

their intersectionality with gender.  Intersectionality with religion and other demographic 
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variables, like age and education, have not received the attention that they have deserved.  

Some of the intersectionalities in regards to gay rights should include an intersection 

between gender and religion, gender and race, gender and age, gender and education, as 

well as, race and religion.   

Hypotheses 

The gender gap in civil rights issues, such as gay rights, may be due to 

compositional differences.  For example, women and blacks are typically more religious.  

I believe that there also will be emphasis differences.  This means that perspectives and 

traits are applied differently for men than for women.  For example, there should be a 

smaller gender gap among blacks than whites or religious people versus non-religious 

people if there are emphasis differences.  In other words, there should be an interaction 

between race and gender as well as between religion and gender.  This would mean that 

there is an intersection between race and gender as well as between religion and gender 

that is important in shaping attitudes on gay rights.   

Christianity teaches against homosexuality and those who are highly religious are 

less likely to support same-sex relationships (Dillon and Savage 2006).  Religious variables 

are better at predicting attitudes toward same-sex marriage than other demographic 

variables.  Protestants and those who are active in religious life are more likely to oppose 

same-sex unions (Olson, et al 2006).  Olson, et al (2006:340) states that, “Religious 

variables play powerful roles in structuring attitudes about same-sex unions.” Those who 

frequently attend church services are more likely to have conservative views because they 

are more likely to be evangelical Protestants (Beatty and Walter 1984; Cochran and 
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Beeghly 1991; Fisher, et al 1994; Herek 1984; Herek and Glunt 1993; Olson, et al 2006).  

If a person’s networks (i.e, friends, etc) are tied to these religious organizations, then they 

are likely to be less accepting of homosexuality (Olson, et al 2006; Peterson and 

Donnenwerth 1998). 

Hypothesis 1: Religious women will be more likely to be against homosexuality since 

religions, like Christianity, teach that homosexuality is a sin.  Thus, the gender gap in 

attitudes toward homosexuality between religious women and men should be smaller than 

the gender gap between non-religious women and men.   

Blacks, and women, tend to be more religious and have a continued high amount 

of confidence in the clergy and high amounts of church attendance (Glenn and Gotard 

1977) and are, thus, more likely to be against homosexuality and gay rights. 

Hypothesis 2: Also, since blacks tend to be more religious than white people, black women 

will be more likely to be against homosexuality and gay rights (like gay marriage).  Thus, 

the gender gap between black women and men should be smaller than the gender gap 

between white women and men.   

Gaining more education leads to being more accepting of others, having more 

interactions with homosexuals, more commitment to civil liberties, and attitudes that are 

more sexually liberal (Bobo and Licari 1989).  Those who are more highly educated hold 

more positive attitudes towards homosexuals (Schwartz 2010).  Educational effects differ, 

however, by partisanship (Baunach 2011).  Views about homosexuality for Democrats 

depend more on level of education than for Republicans (Fisher 2014).  Education, 

however, has less impact on blacks than on whites (Lewis 2003).   

Hypothesis 3: Those with higher education and women tend to be in favor of gay rights.  

Educated men should be more in favor of gay rights than those with less education.  Thus 

the gender gap between highly educated men and women should be smaller than the gender 

gap between less educated men and women.   
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Older Americans are typically less socially and politically tolerant than younger 

Americans (Lewis 2003).  Today, older Americans are more likely to be Republican and 

conservative (Bardes and Oldendick 2012).  Younger Americans, on the other hand, are 

less religious and less conservative particularly on social issues (Fisher 2008).  Younger 

people are typically more supportive of gay marriage, homosexuality, and gays and 

lesbians (Baunach 2011). 

Hypothesis 4: Young men and women tend to be in favor of gay rights.  Young men and 

women should be more in favor of gay rights than their older counterparts.  Thus, the 

gender gap between young men and women should be smaller than the gender gap between 

older men and women.   

It has been argued that when observing trends in public opinion, one can see that 

men’s and women’s opinions change at differing rates (Wirls 1986).  Men’s greater 

responsiveness may increase or decrease the size of the gender gap.  Both the opinions of 

men and women will move to the left if overall opinion moves to the left.  However, men 

will move further left than women and this discrepancy in opinion movement will bring 

men’s and women’s opinions closer together (Kellstedt, Peterson, and Ramirez 2010).  

Since we have seen legislation on gay rights issues start to move further left (from anti-gay 

ballot initiatives in the early 2000s to pro-gay legislation and court cases more recently), I 

believe that we will observe this trend in opinion.  Also, since we are moving further left 

as a nation on these issues, I believe that the opinions of men and women will come closer 

together. 

Hypothesis 5: There will be a trend in favor of gay rights that will be evident when 

comparing the 2004 and 2012 data.  This trend toward the left on gay rights issues will 

likely mean that the gender gap on these issues will likely decrease since men move further 

left more quickly than women move further left.   
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Certain groups should respond to changes in elite cues about gay rights.  These 

changes in elite cues may contribute to the overall change in American public opinion.  

With the issue of gay rights, this might be prominent in blacks who have responded to 

President Obama’s support, in May 2012, of gay marriage.   

Hypothesis 6: There will be a trend in opinions of blacks toward being more pro-gay 

marriage.  African Americans’ opinions on gay rights, specifically gay marriage, will be 

more favorable in 2012 than in 2008 since President Barack Obama voiced his support for 

gay marriage.   

 

Data 

 Data from the American National Election Studies (ANES) from the years 2004 

2008 and 2012 will be used to analyze how race, education, age, and religion interact with 

gender to affect opinions on gay marriage.  These surveys are representative samples of the 

adult population in America.  Data come from face-to-face interviews as well as internet 

interviewing.  The 2012 survey has oversampled minority groups which makes research 

into intersectionality between sex and race possible.  The ANES is one of two academic 

surveys commonly used to study American’s political attitudes with the other survey being 

the General Social Survey (GSS).  The 2012 year is the most recent year available that 

includes the data needed.  The 2008 data will be used to observe changes in opinion and 

changes in intersectionality and for race.  The 2004 data will be used to analyze the longer 

trend.  In order to make sure that the data are representative of the population, the data are 

weighted.  Weighting helps to account for random sampling errors, nonresponse, the 

probability of household selection, as well as the probability of selection within a 
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household.  In order to gain estimates matching proportions of the population for selected 

characteristics, weights are post-stratified.   

ANES asks questions regarding gay and lesbian rights and these questions should 

help me to gauge how people feel about gay marriage and should allow me to look at the 

gender gap and at intersections between race, sex, and economic class within the issue of 

gay marriage.  ANES (2012) asks 

Which comes closest to your view? You can just tell me the number of your 

choice. 

1.  gay and lesbian couples should be allowed to legally marry.   

2.  gay and lesbian couples should be allowed to form civil unions 

but not legally marry.   

3.  there should be no legal recognition of a gay or lesbian couple's 

relationship. 

 

This question should allow me to analyze and understand the gender gap in the issue of 

gay and lesbian rights and allow me to analyze intersectionality of race, sex, and economic 

status in these issues. 

Conclusion 

 Since 1992, the public support for marriage of gay and lesbian couples has moved 

in a positive direction but some Americans remain opposed.  Gender has had an effect on 

attitudes about gay rights.  Women tend to be more supportive of gay rights than men.  

However, there is more than gender at play and women are not a monolithic group.  There 

are many types of women and it is important to understand their differences and that they 

have differing social and lived experiences.  While pointing out these differences may seem 

like a simplistic observation, it does have important implications for studying women’s 

political behavior and attitudes.  Defining women solely by their gender obscures the ways 
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that their lives or attitudes are informed by other categories of identity such as age, race, or 

religion and essentializes women.  Also, without looking at intersections, and recognizing 

that there are many types of women, the group of women that we look at becomes more 

and more narrow. 

My research will explore other demographic variables and their effects on 

American public opinion about gay marriage.  Many demographic variables, such as 

religion, race, age, and education, and their intersection with gender should have an effect 

on public opinion in regards to gay marriage and that effect has gone unstudied or 

understudied.  Little is known about how these variables and their intersection with gender 

affect opinions on gay marriage, yet it is important to understand these intersectionalities.  

Without comprehending intersections between these variables and gender we cannot 

completely understand gender’s influence on public opinion about gay rights.  My research, 

also, attempts to understand the trends in public opinion and how public opinion on the 

issue of gay rights has changed over the years.  In the following chapters, I plan to test my 

hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER 3: ANALYZING PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR GAY MARRIAGE 

Introduction 

 In order to more fully understand attitudes towards gay rights issues, I will be 

examining the 2012 ANES data regarding opinion toward gay marriage.  I will not only be 

looking at how demographics such as sex or race influence these attitudes but also how 

these variables intersect.  First, I will compare simple percentages and, second, I will use 

multinomial logit with and without interaction terms to examine the data. 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable is the ANES question regarding gay marriage that was 

mentioned earlier.  The question, and responses, are as follows: 

Which comes closest to your view? You can just tell me the number of your 

choice. 

1.  gay and lesbian couples should be allowed to legally marry.   

2.  gay and lesbian couples should be allowed to form civil unions 

but not legally marry.   

3.  there should be no legal recognition of a gay or lesbian couple’s 

relationship. 

 

This question should allow me to analyze and understand the gender gap in the issue of 

gay marriage to analyze intersectionality of race, sex, and economic status in these issues. 

It provides insight into the opinions of those who oppose and support gay marriage as well 

as those who may hold the more moderate position of supporting civil unions only. 

Methodology 

 My analysis will come in two fold.  First, I will use simple percentages or mean 

values for men’s and women’s opinions on a specific issue.  This will establish the presence 

of a gender gap on the issue.  I also will examine these values for the different subgroups 
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of race, class, and religion.  Second, I will move onto multivariate equations to try to 

uncover the reasons for these gender gaps. 

 I will be using multinomial logit with interaction terms.  I will be using a 

multinomial logit because my variable is not necessarily ordinal.  For some Americans, 

civil unions might be a compromise category between gay marriage and no gay marriage.  

For other Americans, the choice may be more dichotomous, with the only option being in 

favor versus opposition to gay marriage.  Thus, I will treat the gay marriage question as a 

nominal variable.  I will test a series of explanatory equations.  First, I will lay down the 

baseline with just the single independent variable of gender in the equation.  Second, I will 

add in the other independent variables.  Third, I will use additional equations to 

sequentially test for interactions between gender and race, gender and income, and gender 

and religion.  Finally, I will test the influence of more generalized political orientations of 

partisanship and ideology. 

Independent Variables 

The important independent variables include sex, race, class (income and 

education), and religion.  The variable for sex is a dichotomous variable indicating whether 

a respondent is male or female.  In a study of the gender gap, sex needs to be a variable.  

When studying whether or not there is an intersection between race and sex, the variable 

for race becomes important.  I will create a series of dummy variables for race and ethnicity, 

using white as the excluded category.  When studying the intersection between sex and 

economic status, income and education become important variables.  I will be using an 

income variable that accounts for family income.  When discussing moral issues, I discuss 
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an intersection between sex, race, and religion.  To measure religion I will use a variable 

to indicate regular church attendance, every week to never attending church.  I also will be 

using a variable that accounts for how a respondent interprets the Bible, whether that will 

be interpreting the Bible literally, believing the Bible is God’s word but is not literal, or 

not believing that the Bible is God’s word. 

The control variables of age, marital status, labor force status, and Hispanic 

ethnicity5 will be used.  These control variables are pretty well recognized as factors that 

influence political attitudes.  For example, Howell and Day (2000) control for religiosity, 

income, marital status, number of children and education when looking at how helping 

behavior and gender influence the gender gap.  Hatemi, Mcdermott, Bailey, and Martin 

(2012) control for age, education, parent’s education, and social class in their study of how 

the differences of sex and gender affects vote choice.  Schlesinger and Heldman (2001) 

controlled for education, age, ethnicity, race, income, and household size when studying 

the gender gap.   

To see further details about my variables please refer to Table 3.1 where I have 

outlined the variables that I use and how I have coded them. 

(See Table 3.1 below) 

Results 

 First, I will look at percent differences between men’s and women’s opinions on 

gay marriage.  As shown in Table 3.2, the gender gap in support of gay marriage is 6 

                                                           
5 Depending on the particular hypothesis being tested, race, income, or religion may be used as a control 
variable. 
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percentage points with 44 percent of women and 38 percent of men in this category.  Thus 

the gender gap in support of gay marriage is relatively small.  Previous studies, however, 

have shown that men are generally less supportive than women of gay rights (Peterson and 

Hyde 2010; Pachastor and Mugny 2009; Besen and Zicklin 2007; Aberson, Swan and 

Emerson 1999; Cotten‐Huston and Waite 2000).  The larger group of men who oppose gay 

marriage appear to be evenly distributed across the civil unions and no legal recognition 

categories.  Even though the gender gap on this issue is relatively small, the F statistic 

shows that it is statistically significant.  

(See Table 3.2 below) 

The gender gap pattern remains the same for whites as for the entire population.  

However, for blacks a slightly different pattern emerges.  Black women are more 

supportive than black men of gay marriage, yet black women are more likely to say no 

legal recognition than black men.  This is first evidence of intersectionality in opinion 

toward gay marriage.  Black women appear to be distinctive from black men and women 

of other races in that black women are more divided between full acceptance and full 

rejection of gay marriage.  Black men fall more in the middle of the scale (allowing for 

civil unions).  The religious orientation of many black women may influence this pattern.  

Thus a three-way interaction between gender, race, and religion may be an intersectional 

component of the gender gap in opinions on gay marriage.  The other race/ethnicity and 

Hispanic categories have no significant relationship.  The other race/ethnicity category is 

probably not significant due to both smaller numbers and a diverse group.  Next, I turn to 

two measures of social class: income and education. 
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(See Table 3.3 below) 

The gender gaps for all income categories are insignificant.  The intersectionality 

literature often focuses on the influence of gender, race, and class.  Yet class may have 

various components.  With gay marriage, the more important element of class might be 

education, which I turn to next. 

(See Table 3.4 below) 

Education is a factor in opinions on gay marriage, with more support among those 

with higher levels of education.  As shown in Table 3.5, in 2012, the only category with a 

statistically significant gender gap is the category that indicates that the respondent has less 

than a high school education.  In this category, women are 16 percent more likely than men 

to favor allowing gay marriage.  Men, on the other hand, are 10 percent more likely to 

favor civil unions and 6 percent more likely than women to favor no legal recognition.  As 

education levels increase, men’s opinions become more similar to women’s opinions.  

Thus, the intersectionality of importance for the gay marriage question is one of education 

and gender.  This intersectionality arises from the attitudes of men rather than that of 

women. 

(See Table 3.5 below) 

While the intersectionality literature does not usually consider age, age is an 

important determinant of opinions on gay marriage.  Age is a significant predictor of 

support for gay rights, with the young being more supportive then older Americans. Table 

3.6 divides age into three categories, each representing approximately one-third of the adult 

population.  The gender gap for the age category of 17-40 is marginally significant.  

Women between the ages of 17 and 40 are 7 percent more likely to support allowing gay 
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marriage than their male counterparts.  Men, between the ages of 17 and 40, are 4 percent 

more likely to support civil unions and 3 percent more likely to support no legal recognition 

than their female counterparts.  The gender gaps for the age category of 41 to 56 years old 

is insignificant.  The largest gender gap is found among the oldest group.  In the age 

category of 57 to 90 years old, women are more likely to favor allowing for gay marriage 

by 8 percentage points than men while men are more likely to favor no legal recognition 

by 7 percentage points than women.  There is no difference between men and women, in 

this age group, in allowing for civil unions only.  Overall, the gender gap is largest among 

the oldest group which may indicate an intersectionality between gender and age.  Next, I 

turn to the measures of religion, as opinions of moral issues are often strongly tied to 

religious values. 

(See Table 3.6 below) 

Looking first at the measure of church attendance, Table 3.7 shows no gender gaps 

among the five categories of church attendance.  However, the category for not being a 

Christian is significant with both men and women favoring allowing gays to marry.  

However, there is a gender gap with women being 12 percentage points more likely than 

men to favor allowing gay couples to marry.  This religiosity, in terms of frequency of 

attendance at religious services, does not seem to be a factor in the gender gap in attitudes 

toward gay marriage.  Rather, non-Christians are distinctive in showing a gender gap.  I 

next turn to a measure of religious beliefs. 

(See Table 3.7 below) 

As shown in Table 3.8, those who believe that the Bible is the actual, literal word 
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of God are more likely to favor no legal recognition for gay couples.  Women in this 

category, while not being in favor of gay marriage, are still 9 percentage points more likely 

than men in this category to favor gay marriage.  Those who believe that the Bible is a 

book written by man are more likely to favor gay marriage and women in this category are 

14 percentage points more likely than men in this category to favor gay marriage.  In the 

third category, those who believe that the Bible is written by men are the most supportive 

of gay marriage.  But once again, women are more supportive of gay marriage than men.  

This examination of beliefs about the Bible demonstrates two factors. First, beliefs about 

the Bible influence acceptance of gay marriage.  Second, gender differences still persist 

after considering those beliefs about the Bible.   

(See Table 3.8 below) 

I next consider the influence of two core attitudes: ideology and party identification.  

Table 3.9 shows no gender gaps by ideological categories.  When women and men who 

are liberal both have high levels of support for gay marriage, while women and men who 

are conservative both strongly reject gay marriage.  Ideology is a strong predictor of 

support for gay rights and appears to have the same influence for both genders.  This 

intersection does not appear to extend to ideological orientations.  

(See Table 3.9 below) 

 The patterns appear to be the same for partisanship, as demonstrated in Table 3.10. 

Half of Democrats, and almost half of Independents, support gay marriage while a large 

majority of Republicans oppose it.  Once again there are no significant gender gaps within 

these partisan categories.  Partisanship has a strong influence on support for gay rights, but 
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the influence is the same for women and men. 

Multivariate Models 

In regards to the multivariate nominal logit equations, first I will test for 

demographic traits, then add in the intersectionalities, and then add in the two general 

attitude measures for ideology and partisan identity.  Multivariate nominal logit is useful 

because it compares one category to the other categories.  I have chosen to compare support 

for gay marriage to preference for civil unions and opposition to gay marriage.  Each 

analysis will be presented in two tables for each of the two comparisons. 

In my first model (Table 3.11, Equation 1), gender is a significant predictor of 

supporting civil unions rather than gay marriage with women more supportive of gay 

marriage and men more supportive of civil unions.  When the other demographic variables 

are added (equation 2) gender, age, church attendance, views about the Bible, family 

income, and marital status are significant predictors of support for civil unions only.  The 

demographic variables representing black, Hispanic, other races, education, children, and 

homemaker are not significant in predicting support for civil unions only.  When the 

interaction for gender and black, gender and income, or gender and the word of God are 

added into the equation, the interaction terms are insignificant.  Education has the only 

significant interaction with gender.  However, most of the change in attitudes, and the 

interaction between gender and education, may be explained by the attitudes of men.  As 

shown previously in Table 3.5, among higher education groups men’s attitudes become 

more similar to women’s.  Next, I turn to the equation for support for gay marriage versus 

full opposition.   
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(See Table 3.11 below) 

 

In my first model (Table 3.12, Equation 1), gender is a significant predictor of 

providing no legal recognition for gay marriage versus support for gay marriage with men 

being opposed and women more in support.  When the other demographic variables are 

added into the equation, as was the case in the comparison of support for gay marriage 

versus civil unions only, gender, age, church attendance, beliefs about the word of God, 

and marital status are significant predictors of no legal recognition for gay marriage and, 

unlike in the comparison of support for gay marriage versus civil unions only, other race, 

education, and status as a homemaker are significant predictors of no legal recognition for 

gay marriage.  The demographic variables representing black, Hispanic, family income, 

and having children are not significant predictors of supporting no legal recognition of gay 

marriage while, for the equation illustrating those supporting civil unions only, income is 

significant while status as a homemaker is not.  Once again, the interaction between 

education and gender is significant.  Most of the change in attitudes, and the interaction 

between gender and education, may be explained by the attitudes of men.  Among higher 

education groups men’s attitudes become more similar to women’s.  Lastly, the interaction 

between black and gender is significant confirming an interaction between race and gender.  

The opinions of black women are distinctive.  Black women are more supportive of gay 

marriage than black men.  However, black women who oppose gay marriage are more 

likely to oppose it in its entirety than to favor civil unions.  This may be due to the religious 

values of black women.  To demonstrate this last pattern for race, gender, and religion, in 

the next set of equations I will test for a three-way interaction. 
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(See Table 3.12 below) 

In this model for support for civil unions (Table 3.13), when the interaction between 

gender, black, and word of God as well as the interaction between gender, black, and 

church attendance are used, the interactions are not significant.  Religion plays no special 

role in support of civil unions among blacks.  Next I turn to the test among those who 

support gay marriage versus those that fully oppose it.   

(See Table 3.13 below) 

 The interaction between gender, black, and the word of God is significant.  This 

means that, for black women, religious beliefs move them to oppose gay marriage.  Black 

women are more supportive of gay marriage but black women who oppose it are more 

likely to oppose it in its entirety.  This appears to be explained by the religious values that 

black women hold. 

 Next, I will add ideology and partisan identity into the equation as these identities 

can be influential in shaping political attitudes.  Thus, it is important to understand how 

these orientations affect opinions on gay marriage and the gender gap on this issue.  

(See Table 3.14 below) 

 Table 3.15 shows the equations for support for gay marriage versus support for civil 

unions.  When party identification and ideology are added into this basic model, they are 

significant variables.  Gender, however, remains an important determinant of opinions on 

gay marriage even when controlling for the basic orientations of ideology and partisan 

identity.  When an interaction between gender and ideology or gender and party 

identification are added into the equation, the interaction terms are not significant.  Still, 
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ideology and partisanship play a role in gender differences in support of gay marriage 

because men have become more conservative and more Republican in recent decades.    

Ideology has a similar effect on men as women in effecting attitudes on civil unions versus 

gay marriage.  More liberal men and women are less supportive of civil unions than 

moderate and more conservative men and women.  In regards to party identification in 

support of civil unions, men and women are similar as well.  Republicans support civil 

unions more than Independents and Democrats and Independents support civil unions more 

than Republicans. 

(See Table 3.15 below) 

Turning to the equation testing differences between support for gay marriage versus 

no legal recognition, party identification and ideology are again significant variables (see 

Table 3.16).  Gender, however, remains an important determinant of opinions on gay 

marriage even when controlling for the basic orientations of ideology and partisan identity.  

When the interaction terms between gender and party identification are added into the 

equation, neither interaction term is significant.  Again, gender differences exist in support 

for gay marriage in part because men are more likely than women to be conservatives and 

Republicans.  Yet the influence of ideology and party identification are the same for women 

and men.   

(See Table 3.16 below) 

Last I will do a final combined model that incorporates my previous findings and 

will explore an interaction between ideology and religion.   Table 3.17 model 14a shows 

that those more likely to prefer civil unions over gay marriage include men, older 
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Americans, blacks, those in the “other” race category, those who attend church frequently, 

those who believe that the Bible is the literal word of God, and Republicans.  We see that 

the interaction between ideology and word of God is significant.  What one believes about 

the Bible, whether it was written by man or is God’s literal word, influences how those 

with different ideological orientations develop their opinions on gay marriage.  We can 

gain some insight on this process by examining the bivariate relationship between Biblical 

beliefs and support for gay marriage controlling for ideology.  This is presented in Table 

3.18.  For liberals and moderates a belief that the Bible was written by men leads to 

widespread support for gay marriage.  However, for conservatives, a belief that the Bible 

was written by men leads equally to support for gay marriage and support for civil 

unions.  In a somewhat similar pattern, conservatives with the belief that the Bible is the 

nonliteral word of God also show a preference for civil unions. It appears that the reason 

for a significant interaction between ideology and religious belief is the dampening of 

support for gay marriage, and more support for civil unions, among conservatives who 

view the Bible as being written by men or as the nonliteral word of God. 

The other half of the multivariate comparison, that comparing support for gay 

marriage to no legal recognition, is presented in Table 3.17 model 14b. This shows that 

those who support no legal recognition over gay marriage include men, older Americans, 

those in the “other” race category, those who attend church frequently, those who believe 

that the Bible is the literal word of God, those with less education, and Republicans.  The 

interaction between education and gender remains significant. The gender gap is smaller 

among people with a higher education, with men’s and women’s support for gay marriage 
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being similar among this group.  The previously seen interaction between gender, black, 

and word of God loses significance in this combined model.  One possible explanation for 

this come from Combs and Welch (1982) who show that the religious values of blacks are 

linked to their political views. Thus, ideology for blacks is likely absorbing some of the 

previously seen interaction between gender and beliefs about the word of God. 

First, this combined model is not entirely comprehensive. Other factors may still 

come into play and some factors that might be important, such as having gays in one’s 

social network, were not measured by the American National Election survey.  However, 

my model does show that gender and other demographic traits (age, race, religion, and 

education) are factors that shape attitudes toward gay marriage.  Core political beliefs such 

as party identification and ideology also influence these attitudes.  Intersectionality 

exists between gender and education, and in a previous model gender, race and religious 

beliefs.  However, combinations beyond gender also are important, with a unique pattern 

created by the intertwining of religion and ideology. 

(see Table 3.17 and 3.18 below) 

Conclusion 

 In conclusion, there are several important demographic variables and identities that 

help to explain the gender gap in attitudes toward gay marriage and help to predict attitudes 

toward gay marriage.  Ideology and partisan identity, for example, are important predictors 

for attitudes toward gay marriage though the effects of these opinions are the same for 

women and men.  Education also is important and here there is an intersection between 

gender and education.  With increasing education, the gender gap disappears.  This is most 
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likely explained by the attitudes of men.  As men become more educated, they become 

more supportive of gay marriage and their attitudes become more similar to the attitudes 

of women.  There is, also, a gender gap in attitudes toward gay marriage among older men 

and women.  This change in opinion between older and younger men and women may be 

explained by the opinions of men.  Younger men are more supportive of gay marriage than 

older men.  Thus, there is an intersection between gender and age.  This intersection is 

accounted for when younger men and women move closer together.  Age may be more 

important in predicting attitudes toward gay marriage than gender.  As far as religion, there 

is no intersection between gender and religion.  As far as race, there is an intersection 

between gender and black.  In this instance, black women are more supportive of gay 

marriage and are, also, more opposed to gay marriage in its entirety than black men.  This 

is due to the religious values of black women. 

 It is important to note that even after all of variables and interactions are considered, 

gender still has an influence on gay marriage. This suggest some intrinsic values of women 

versus men may still underlie the gender gap in support of gay marriage. One possibility is 

the more rigid gender roles of masculinity as suggested by the research of Besen and 

Zicklin (2007), Herek (1986), and Hort, Fagot, and Leinbach (1990). 
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CHAPTER 4: TRENDS IN OPINION ON GAY RIGHTS 

Introduction 

 Changes in American political opinion can occur in cycles of “leaping” and 

“creeping,” in bursts or incrementally.  Opinions on gay rights have not held steady but 

have followed this pattern of “leaping” and “creeping” (D’Emilio 2000).  In a relatively 

short time, American public opinion has become more favorable towards gay marriage 

(Brewer 2003).  Given this shift in public opinion, has the gender gap in support of gay 

marriage changed as well? It has been argued that in public opinion one can see that men’s 

and women’s opinions change at different rates (Wirls 1986).  Kellstedt, Peterson, and 

Ramirez (2010) argue that the greater responsiveness of men to current trends may decrease 

or increase the gender gap.  If men’s and women’s opinions move left overall opinion 

moves left.  However, men will move further left than women.  This discrepancy in opinion 

movement is what may bring men’s and women’s opinions closer together (Kellstedt, 

Peterson, and Ramirez 2010).   

We have seen legislation on issues of gay rights start to move left, (from anti-gay 

ballot initiatives in the early 2000s to pro-gay legislation and court cases more recently).  I 

hypothesized that we will observe this trend in opinion as well.  Since we are moving 

further left as a nation on these issues, the opinions of men and women should come closer 

together.  Also, certain groups will respond to changes in elite cues about gay rights and 

gay marriage.  Changes in elite cues may contribute to Americans changing their mind as 

well.  I hypothesize that with gay rights issues this might be prominent among blacks who 

have responded to the support by President Obama, in May 2012, of gay marriage.  In order 
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to more fully understand attitudes and trends in attitudes toward gay rights issues, I will be 

examining the 2004, 2008, and 2012 ANES data regarding opinions toward the issue of 

gay marriage.  I will not only be looking at how demographics such as sex or race influence 

these attitudes but also will be looking at how these variables intersect and how these have 

changed over the years.  I will use the same variables in analyzing the trends that I used in 

analyzing the 2012 data.  I will first compare simple percentages for 2004, 2008, and 2012, 

and second, I will use multinomial logit with and without interaction terms to examine the 

data. 

Trends 

 Support for same-sex marriage, from Pew surveys between 2001 and 2014 are 

shown in Figure 4.1.  Their data show a distinct rise in support of gay marriage.  In 2001, 

Americans opposed same-sex marriage by 57 percent to 35 percent but by 2014 most 

Americans supported same-sex marriage by 52 percent to 40 percent (Pew 2014).  The 

trends for support versus opposition to gay marriage cross in 2011. 

(See Figure 4.1) 

Figure 4.2 depicts the gender gaps in these Pew surveys.  In recent years, support 

for same-sex marriage among both men and women has risen.  In 2014, 49 percent of men 

and 55 percent of women supported same-sex marriage whereas in 2001, 38 of women and 

32 percent of men supported same-sex marriage.  The gender gap has ranged from 5 percent 

to 10 percent between 2001 and 2014 (Pew 2014).  However, there is no real trend in the 

size of the gender gap.  At best, the gender gap was smaller from 2001 to 2005, grew 
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between 2006 and 2011, and since then returned to its original range of 6 to 8 percentage 

points in the last three years. 

(See Figure 4.2) 

The Pew data suggest more movement in gay marriage attitudes among other social 

groups.  There are higher levels of support for same-sex marriage from younger generations 

but older generations have, in recent years, become more supportive.  The religiously 

unaffiliated have had solid support for same-sex marriage since 2001.  Among those with 

a stated religion, roughly 60 percent of white mainline Protestants and Catholics support 

same-sex marriage.  Support for same-sex marriage is growing among black Protestants, 

while Evangelicals remain low in their support for same-sex marriage.  Among 

independents, 58 percent favor same-sex marriage as do 64 percent of Democrats.  

Republicans, for the most part, still oppose same-sex marriage with only 30 percent 

supporting same-sex marriage.  Among self-described liberals, 75 percent support same-

sex marriage and 62 percent of moderates support same-sex marriage.  Only 29 percent of 

conservatives support same-sex marriage.  Roughly a third of blacks and whites supported 

same-sex marriage in 2001.  In 2014, 42 percent of blacks and 53 percent of whites 

supported same-sex marriage (Pew 2014).  Next, I will turn to the ANES data. 

Gender Gaps within Demographic and Attitudinal Groups 

The ANES time series began asking about gay marriage in 2004.  Unfortunately, 

the format of the 2004 question is different from that used in 2008 and 2012.  The 2004 

question presented respondents with the two options, that of support or opposition.  
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Respondents could volunteer an answer of support for civil unions, but such a volunteered 

response will be low.  The 2008 and 2012 ANES questions stated the three options. 

As shown in Table 4.1, the gender gap is similar in 2008 and 2012.  In these years, 

the gender gap in support of gay marriage is 6 percentage points with the difference for 

men and women spread about evenly over acceptance of civil unions and no legal 

recognition.  However, as shown in Table 4.1, in the 2004 data the gender gap is 

insignificant.  The lack of a stated option of civil unions may account for this lack of a 

gender gap.  Because of the difference in question wording, the remainder of the analysis 

will focus on comparisons of the 2008 and 2012 ANES data.  While this is a relatively 

short time period, it does encompass the point at which the Pew data suggests a majority 

of the American public began to support gay marriage.   

(See Table 4.1) 

Next, I will be looking at how the gender gap in support for gay marriage is 

influenced by race, income, education, age, church attendance, beliefs about the Bible, 

ideology, and party identification.  In regards to race, elite cues may be responsible for 

movement in opinion on same-sex marriage.  President Obama stated his support for same-

sex marriage on May 9, 2012 (Earnest 2012) making it important to look at the trend in 

opinion on gay marriage by race.  In 2008, the gender gap by race for blacks is insignificant.  

In 2012 a different pattern was shown (see Table 3.3).  In that year, black women were 

more supportive than black men of gay marriage, and black women were more likely to 

say no legal recognition than black men.   Black men were more likely to favor allowing 
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for civil unions than allowing for gay marriage or no legal recognition while black women 

were more likely to favor marriage to civil unions or no legal recognition.   

In 2008, white women were 8 percentage points more likely to favor gay marriage 

than white men and white men were 4 percentage points more likely to favor civil unions 

only or no legal recognition. This is almost identical to the 2012 patterns.  Across the two 

years, the largest movement appears to be among black men, with this movement in the 

“civil unions only” category.  Oddly, support for the “allow to marry” category dropped 

among black men from 36 percent in 2008 to 27 percent in 2012. However, given sample 

sizes of 200-300 black males, such differences fall within sampling error. The Survey 

Research Center, which conducts the ANES, expects a sampling error of plus or minus 8 

percentage points for a sample size of 300 (Weisberg, Krosnick, and Bowen 1996:72). 

For Hispanics, a gender gap is shown in the 2008 data but was not prevalent in the 

2012 survey. Once again, the sample sizes for Hispanic gender groups of 200-300 

respondents may be responsible for the variations. If there is a difference between the two 

years, it appears to be due to a drop in support for gay marriage among Hispanic women. 

The other racial group shows no gender gap in either 2008 or 2012. 

 (See Table 4.2) 

Moving on to socioeconomic factors, Table 4.3 shows no gender gap within income 

categories.  This was the same pattern in the 2012 data as shown in Table 3.4.  In 2008, as 

seen in Table 4.4, a gender gap occurred among high school graduates.  In 2012, as seen in 

Table 3.6, the gender gap appeared for the lowest educational group, those with less than 

a high school degree, and the middle educational group of high school but no college.  In 
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both 2008 and 2012, the gender gap tends to disappear among the most highly educated.  

Thus, despite some variations in the patterns among the less educated group, among higher 

educated adults, men and women hold the same opinion on same-sex marriage. 

(See Table 4.3 and 4.4) 

In 2008, the gender gap for the age categories of 18 to 40 years old and 41 to 56 

years old were insignificant.  The age category of 57 or old, however, was significant.  In 

the 57 or older category, women were 11 percentage points more likely than men to favor 

gay marriage.  Men were 5 percentage points more likely to favor civil unions and 6 

percentage points more likely to favor no legal recognition.  However, both men and 

women in this age category were more likely to favor no legal recognition than civil unions 

or marriage.  In 2012, the gender gaps for the age categories of 17 to 40 years old and 41 

to 56 years old were insignificant (see Table 3.5).  In the age category of 57 to 90 years 

old, women were more likely to favor allowing for gay marriage by 8 percentage points 

than men while men were more likely to favor no legal recognition by 7 percentage points 

than women.  There is no gender gap between men and women, age 57 to 90, in allowing 

for civil unions only.  However, for this age category, both men and women favor civil 

unions.  Ultimately, the same pattern is seen in 2008 (Table 4.5) and 2012 (Table 3.5).  The 

gender gap was only among the oldest group. 

(See Table 4.5) 

In 2008, the gender gaps for the church attendance categories of a few times a year, 

once or twice a month, almost every week, and every week are insignificant while the not 

a Christian or never attends church have significant gender gaps.  For those who are not 
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Christians, women are 17 percentage points more likely to favor gay marriage than men 

while men are 6 percentage points more likely to favor no legal recognition and 5 

percentage points more likely to favor civil unions than women.  However, in this category, 

both men and women are more likely to favor allowing gay marriage over civil unions or 

no legal recognition.  For Christian who never attend church, women are 73 percentage 

points more likely to favor gay marriage and 9 percentage points more likely to favor civil 

unions than men while men are 82 percentage points more likely to prefer no legal 

recognition than women.  In this category, women are more likely to favor gay marriage 

over civil unions or no legal recognition while men are more likely to favor no legal 

recognition over gay marriage or civil unions.  In 2012, the gender gaps for the church 

attendance categories of never, a few times a year, once or twice a month, almost every 

week, and every week are insignificant.  However, the category for not being a Christian 

is significant with both men and women favoring allowing gays to marry.  However, there 

is a gender gap with women being 12 percent more likely to favor allowing gay couples to 

marry.  Simply put, we can see a difference between those who are not Christians and those 

who are Christians.  In sum, the gender gaps among religious groups are similar in 2008 

(Table 4.6) and 2012 (Table 3.7). 

(See Table 4.6) 

In 2008, the categories for the Bible being a book written by man and the categories 

for the Bible being the actual, literal word of God are insignificant, as shown in Table 4.7.  

However, the category for the Bible being God’s word but not literal is significant.  For 

this category, women are 13 percentage points more likely to favor gay marriage than men 
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while men are 12 percentage points more likely to favor no legal recognition than women.  

However, both men and women, in this category, are more likely to favor gay marriage 

over civil unions or no legal recognition.  In 2012, there was a gender gap in all three 

categories. The size of the gender gaps in 2012 are slightly larger for the categories of “the 

Bible is literal word of God” (14 versus 11 percentage points for support of gay marriage) 

and “the Bible is written by man” (9 versus 6 percentage points for support of gay 

marriage).  In sum, we see a slightly different pattern in 2012 (see Table 3.8) than we did 

in 2008 (see Table 4.7).  The differences in significance levels between 2008 and 2012 may 

be due in part to the larger sample size in 2012.  This may, in turn, be contributing to the 

significance patterns. 

(See Table 4.7) 

In the examination of gender differences within ideological categories, the gender 

gap patterns are different in 2008 (Table 4.8) than in 2012 (Table 3.9).  In 2008, the gender 

gaps are generally larger.  For example, there is a 19 percent gender gap among liberal men 

and women who favor gay marriage in 2008 and, in 2012, that gap is only 5 percent.  

Among liberal men and women, there is a 12 percent gender gap in civil unions only in 

2008 and 2 percent in 2012 but the gender gap is consistent for no legal recognition in 2008 

and 2012.  Among moderate men and women, the gender gap for allowing same-sex 

marriage is consistent between 2008 and 2012 but for civil unions only there is an 11 

percent gender gap in 2008 and only a 2 percent gender gap in 2012.  Likewise, among 

moderate men and women, for no legal recognition, there is a 9 percent gender gap in 2008 

and no gender gap in 2012.  Among conservative men and women, the gender gap is larger 
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for all categories in 2008.  In regards to allowing same-sex marriage, the gender gap in 

2008 is 4 percent and is 2 percent in 2012.  In regards to allowing civil unions only, the 

gender gap is 7 percent in 2008 and only 2 percent in 2012 and, as far as no legal 

recognition, the gender gap is 2 percent in 2008 and there is no gender gap in 2012.   By 

2012, opinions on gay marriage may have become more absorbed into ideological 

identities. 

(See Table 4.8) 

In 2008 and 2012, the gender gaps for party identification categories are 

insignificant.  It is important to note that there is no intraparty gender gap.  The big 

difference that we see is across parties.  Across the two years there is a subtle hint that men 

and women Democrats became more supportive of gay marriage while independents 

moved into the civil unions options, and, to a lesser extent, so did men and women 

Republicans. Next, I turn to the multivariate models. 

(See Table 4.9) 

Multivariate Models 

 Multivariate models using 2008 ANES data, like in 2012, the model (Table 4.10 

Equation 1) contrasting support for civil unions versus gay marriage shows a significant 

gender gap.  In the model without interactions (Equation 2), black, other races, income, 

education, children, and homemaker are not significant while gender, age, Hispanic, church 

attendance, word of God, and marital status are significant predictors of gay marriage 

attitudes.  When an interaction between gender and income is added, the interaction is 

insignificant and the equation does not change in significance.  Likewise, the interaction 
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between gender education, age, and Biblical beliefs are insignificant.  It appears that there 

is an intersection between black and gender.  Black women are more likely than black men 

to support civil unions while white women are less likely than white men to support civil 

unions.  This differs from the 2012 model in that the interaction in that year between black 

and women was not significant, but the interaction between gender and education was 

significant. 

(See Table 4.10) 

 Turning to the models that contrast support for gay marriage versus no legal 

recognition in 2008, like in 2012, the model (Table 4.12, Equation 1) shows gender is a 

significant predictor.  In the model with no interactions (Equation 2) for black, other races, 

income, education, children, and homemaker are insignificant predictors while gender, age, 

Hispanic, church attendance, word of God, and marital status are significant.  None of the 

interactions, when added, are significant.    In 2012, the interaction between gender and 

education and gender and Black were significant. 

(See Table 4.11) 

 In the 2012 case, a three-way interaction showed a relationship between gender, 

race, and religious beliefs.  Black females who held conservative religious beliefs were 

shown to oppose gay marriage.  Tables 4.12 and 4.13 retest this three-way interaction.  In 

the 2008 models, the three-way interaction is present in both the civil union versus gay 

marriage and the no legal recognition versus gay marriage models.  In 2012, this interaction 

was only present in the gay marriage versus no legal recognition model, Thus, in 2008, 
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black females who were highly religious fell more into both categories that opposed gay 

marriage.   

(See Table 4.12 and 4.13) 

  Next, I will add ideology and partisan identity into the equation as these 

identities can be influential in shaping political attitudes.  Thus, it is important to 

understand how these orientations affect the gender gap.  When party identification and 

ideology are added into the 2008 model, like in 2012, for civil unions versus gay marriage, 

both ideology and party identification are significant variables.  When the interaction 

between gender and party identification are added, in 2008 and 2012, the interaction is 

insignificant.  Likewise, in 2008 and 2012, when the interaction between gender and 

ideology is added to the equation with party identification and ideology, the interaction is 

not significant. 

(See Table 4.14) 

 When ideology and party identification are added into the equations, 

contrasting support for gay marriage versus no legal recognition, in 2008, as was the case 

with 2012, gender remains an important determinant of opinions on gay marriage even 

when controlling for the basic orientations of ideology and partisan identity.  When the 

interactions between gender and party identification or gender and ideology are added into 

this model, in 2008 and 2012, those interactions are not significant and gender loses 

significance.  Thus, men and women are affected similarly by their party identity and 

ideology.  Overall, Republicans are more likely to support no legal recognition than are 

either independents or Democrats.  Likewise, conservatives, more than moderates or 

liberals, favor no legal recognition for gay couples. 
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(See Table 4.15) 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, while we see some changes from 2008 and 2012, the trends in the 

gender gaps are mostly similar.  While men’s greater responsiveness affects the gender gap 

over time and there may be changes in opinion based on race, class, education, age, or 

religion, it does not necessarily affect how gender intersects with these demographic 

factors.  The way that gender coincides or conflicts with some of these demographic factors 

appears to be consistent across 2008 and 2012 and there is no reason to expect any 

differently.  

While the trends were mostly similar, there were some changes between 2008 and 

2012.  In 2012, the gender gap for whites remains the same as the entire population.  For 

blacks, in 2012, women are more supportive of gay marriage then men and black women 

are more likely to support no legal recognition than black men.  Black men were more 

likely to favor civil unions than black women.  This changed from 2008.  In 2008, the 

gender gap for blacks was insignificant while white women were more likely to favor gay 

marriage and white men more likely to favor civil unions only or no legal recognition.  No 

gender gap exists for Christians who attend church.  There is a slight difference in the 

gender gap pattern in 2008 and in 2012 for beliefs about the Bible.  However, this may be 

an effect of the differing sample size, 2012 had a larger sample. 

 The interaction between gender and blacks in the model for support of civil unions 

in 2008 is significant and there is likely an intersection between gender and black.  Black 

men are less likely than black women to support civil unions while white men are more 
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likely than white men to support civil unions.  The interaction between gender and black, 

in 2012 unlike in 2008, was not significant.  In 2008, in the model for no legal recognition 

versus support for gay marriage none of the interactions are significant.  However, in 2012, 

the interaction between gender and education and the interaction between gender and black 

became significant.  In the model for support of civil unions, in 2008, the interaction 

between gender, black, and word of God is significant but the interaction between gender, 

black, and church attendance is not significant.  Neither of these interactions are significant 

in 2012.  Religion could therefore be said to play no special role in the support of civil 

unions among blacks.     

  



 

 103 

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

 In this chapter, I will recap the past research on the gender gap in public opinion as 

well as on gay rights issues. I will then briefly review intersectionality, its importance in 

general, its importance to public opinion, and its importance specifically to the issue of gay 

marriage. Understanding opinion on gay marriage is important since the opinions have 

been changing. It is, also, important because it allows us to better understand how differing 

identities, such as gender, race, and religious, may coincide or collide in the formation of 

political attitudes. An understanding of attitudes is imperative as these attitudes may bias 

perceptions and direct social behavior. Then I will summarize my findings. Lastly, I will 

mention some potential avenues for future research regarding gay rights and 

intersectionality.  

Past Research 

Gender Gaps in Public Opinion 

Many different gender gaps exist in public opinion and voting behavior (Norrander 

2008). In addition many theories have been given for these differences in political behavior 

between men and women. Vulnerability hypothesis (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001; 

Bendyna, et al 1996), mobilization hypothesis (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001), autonomy 

hypothesis (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001), feminism (Howell and Day 2000), and 

nurturance theory (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001) have all been used to explain why 

women behave differently when it comes to politics. Vulnerability hypothesis argues that 

women’s political behavior differs from men’s because of their disadvantages in society 
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(Schlesinger and Heldman 2001). The mobilization hypothesis argues that women show 

greater support for women’s issues. The autonomy hypothesis argues that women that are 

most autonomous from men will be more different politically from men. Further, it argues 

that growing economic independence has helped to explain the gender gap (Schlesinger 

and Heldman 2001; Howell and Day 2000). Under the explanation of feminism, it is argued 

that the gender gap can be explained by increased feminist consciousness (Howell and Day 

2000). Nurturance theory argues that women, being the nurturers and caregivers, are more 

sensitive to the consequences of social policies (Schlesinger and Heldman 2001).  

While it is important to comprehend why gender gaps exist, it is also imperative to 

appreciate the ways that race, class, and religion intersect and/or conflict with gender 

identities. Scholars must remember that people are made up of more than one identity and 

to fully understand political attitudes how these groups conflict or intersect must be 

recognized. 

The Gender Gap and Gay Marriage 

 I have, specifically, analyzed the gender gap and gender’s intersectionality in public 

opinion on gay marriage. While some Americans remain opposed to gay marriage, public 

support for the marriage of gay and lesbian couples has increased since 1992 (Brewer 

2003). Previous research showed gender has had a small but consistent effect on attitudes 

toward issues of gay rights. Men tend to be less supportive of gay rights than women 

(Peterson and Hyde 2010; Pachastor and Mugny 2009; Besen and Zicklin 2007; Hicks and 

Lee 2006).   It is important to remember that women are not always more liberal on moral 

issues and religion may help to explain the attitudes of women on the issue of gay marriage. 
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Attitudes toward homosexual men was more negative than attitudes toward lesbian 

women. There is a tendency for heterosexuals to show more disdain for homosexuals of 

their same sex, and this is more pronounced in men than women. Heterosexual men, more 

than heterosexual women, were more likely to feel uncomfortable around homosexuals of 

their sex and their reactions to gay men was significantly more negative than heterosexual 

women’s reactions to lesbians or to gay men. The differences in attitudes toward gay men 

and lesbians appears to be driven by heterosexual men being more hostile to gay men (Kite 

and Whitley 1996; Herek 2002).  The difference is likely based on gender belief systems 

which define how it is appropriate for men and women to act and define masculinity and 

femininity. Masculinity has stricter expectations than femininity (Besen and Zicklin 2007; 

Hort, Fagot, and Leinbach 1990). Masculinity has a tendency to be more narrowly 

constructed (Pichastor and Mugny 2009; Hort, Fagot, and Leinbach 1990). Heterosexual 

men, more than women, are concerned about appearing homosexual (Herek 1988; 

Maccoby 1987), and therefore there are more negative reactions toward men that show 

feminine traits than women that show masculine traits (Besen and Zicklin 2007). 

Homosexuality has been seen as a threat to our cultural understanding of masculinity or 

hegemonic masculinity (Pichastor and Mugny 2009; Herek 2002; Plummer 2005). 

However, it is essential to remember that there is more than gender at play and that 

neither women nor men are monolithic groups. Women have many different 

characteristics, and it is necessary to understand these differences and to understand that 

women have had differing lived and social experiences. While pointing out that these 

differences exist among women seems like a simplistic observation, I maintain that it still 



 

 106 

has important implications for the study of the political behavior and attitudes of women. 

When one defines women by their gender alone, one obscures the ways that their lives and 

their political (or other) attitudes are informed by identities other than their gender. For 

example, one obscures how race, age, or religion informs their lives or attitudes and, thus, 

essentializes women. Without looking at these intersections, and without the diversity that 

exists within women as a group, our view of women becomes more and more narrow. 

Group Effects on Political Attitudes 

 Besides gender, the variables of religion, race, age, and education also all have 

effects on political attitudes. My research not only explored how these variables affected 

political attitudes toward gay marriage but, also, explored how these variables intersected 

with gender in forming these political attitudes. Religiously observant people are more 

likely to vote Republican, while those who are not religiously observant tend to vote 

Democrat (Deckman 2014; Smidt, et al. 2010). Church attendance and religious 

fundamentalism appear to be linked to political conservatism (Bang, et al 2005), and 

religious practice have a positive relationship to politically conservative attitudes 

(Andersen and Fetner 2008). Protestants, Black Protestants, and Evangelicals are less 

accepting of homosexuality while those who had no religious preferences and Jews are 

more accepting (Barringer, Gay, and Lynxwiler 2013). 

 In regards to black Americans attitudes about gay rights, studies have been mixed. 

Some have claimed that white Americans are significantly more likely to have negative 

attitudes toward homosexuals (Levitt and Klassen 1974). Others have come to the opposite 

conclusion (Hudson and Ricketts 1980; Schneider and Lewis 1984). Yet others have found 
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that whites are 10 percent less likely to label all homosexual relations as “always wrong” 

or to say that homosexuality is acceptable as a lifestyle choice (Tiemeyer 1993).  

Older Americans are more likely to be conservative and Republican, while younger 

Americans are more likely to be more liberal and more Democratic (Fisher 2008). Young 

people are typically more supportive of lesbians, gays, and homosexuality (Baunach 2011), 

and gay marriage (Baunach 2011; Cillizza 2014). According to research, education can 

help to predict attitudes about homosexuality (Schwartz 2010). People with higher levels 

of education hold more positive attitudes toward gays and lesbians than people with less 

education (Schwartz 2010; Ohlander, et al. 2005; Grapes 2006). More educated people are 

typically more supportive gay marriage (Baunach 2011). 

Importance of Intersectionality in Understanding Public Opinion 

Intersectionality research is important for understanding the gender gap. 

Intersectional dynamics are at play in the formation of many attitudes including attitudes 

about the issue of gay marriage. It is important for understanding the political attitudes of 

women but it is also important for understanding the political attitudes of men. If one is to 

truly understand the gender gaps in opinion, and specifically opinion about gay marriage, 

it is imperative to understand how religion, class, and race intersect or conflict with gender.  

Scholars must understand and remember that people are more than one identity and, 

to fully understand political attitudes, it is necessary to understand how these identities 

intersection or conflict. Women and men are not monolithic groups. There are many types 

of women and men with many different social and lived experiences. Defining women or 

men solely by gender obscures how attitudes are formed by other categories of identity 
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such as age, race, and religion. When one does not look at the intersections between gender 

and other categories of identity and without recognizing the many types of women that 

exist, the group of women that we look at becomes more and more narrow. 

When considering how the social world is constructed, multiple identities must be 

considered (Crenshaw 1989). Also, it is impossible to tease apart the multiple identities 

and oppressions that people experience. For example, racism and gendered oppression 

cannot be separated from each other. One cannot choose which identity most needs to be 

liberated. Multiple identities and oppressions cannot be separated because they are enacted 

as well as experienced intersectionally. They are closely linked and intertwined. Race is 

seen through a gendered lens and gender is seen through a racialized lens. People may 

belong to multiply disenfranchised groups. My research recognizes these multiple aspects 

of identity. 

 Many demographic variables and their intersection with gender may affect opinions 

on gay marriage. These variables and intersections have gone unstudied or understudied. 

While it is important to understand these variables and their intersections with gender, little 

is known about them. Without understanding these intersections, one cannot fully 

understand gender’s effect on political opinion and particularly on opinion regarding gay 

rights. My research attempts to illuminate the effects of demographic and attitudinal 

variables and their intersections with gender on opinions toward gay marriage.  

 In sum, when trying to understand the effects of gender on public opinion, it is 

important to understand gender intersectionality with other areas of identity for many 

reasons. First, intersectionality allows researchers to account for differences among 
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women. This, although it seems simplistic, has important implications for theory and 

practice. Second, this intersectionality provides a framework for better understanding 

differences between women. Third, it recognizes that identities are multidimensional and 

may include more than just gender. Fourth, intersectionality challenges the essentializing 

of women and understands that women are more than just women. Women’s identities 

consist of age, race, religion and class and these identities may conflict or intersect. It may 

even be impossible to disentangle these identities. Fifth, intersectionality recognizes that 

the experiences of women in specific sociocultural contexts. Sixth, understanding the 

differences between women and accounting for these differences may allow for policy 

recommendations that better address the needs of women. It also may allow for politicians 

to better understand and recognize the needs of their constituents. 

Summary of My Findings 

 I used the 2008 and 2012 American National Election Studies to analyze the gender 

gap in attitudes toward gay marriage. These surveys present the question with three 

response options: 1) full support for gay marriage, 2) support for civil unions, and 3) no 

support for gay marriage. I argue that the three category response set is a more valid way 

to measure attitudes toward gay marriage, as it allows respondents to more accurately 

express their opinions.  In this way my research differs from most previous studies of the 

gender in support of gay marriage which analyzed only a dichotomous response of approve 

or disapprove (e.g., Brewer 2003; Hicks and Lee 2006). Furthermore, I used statistical 

methodology that acknowledges these three categories as distinctive opinions. In other 

words, I employed methodology that allowed for conceptualizing these three categories as 
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nominal categories rather than as an ordinal scale. This proved to be especially important 

for understanding the intersectionality between race, religion and gender.  

Past literature on intersectionality has looked at gender’s intersection with race and 

class (measured by income and/or education). Similar to past research, my research uses 

intersectionality to better understand the influence of race and class along with gender. 

However, I have expanded on the categories of intersectionalities to better understand 

attitudes toward gay marriage. Past literature on intersectionality has often ignored 

gender’s intersection with age, religion (measured by church attendance and/or beliefs 

about the Bible), ideology, and party identification. Thus, I have added to the literature on 

intersectionality by focusing on prior interrelationships (e.g., race and class) previously 

neglected intersections (e.g., religion and age). I also have added to this literature by 

investigating a three way intersectionality between gender, race, and religion in order to 

better understand how these three factors come together to influence attitudes on gay 

marriage. 

 In my analysis of the gender gap in support of gay marriage in the 2008 and 2012 

ANES surveys I found women were 6 percentage points more supportive than men of gay 

marriage. Men’s greater opposition was evenly spread between civil unions and full 

opposition to any legal recognition for homosexual couples.  I found gender, race, religion, 

age, party identification and ideology to be important in explaining attitudes toward gay 

marriage, and I found several instances of intersectionalities between gender, black, and 

education, as well as a three-way interaction between gender, black, and word of God. 

However, I found several instances without intersectionalities between gender, income, 
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age, word of God, party identification, and ideology as well as a three-way interaction 

between gender, black, and church attendance.  These traits had the same influence on men 

as on women. 

The intersectionality between race and gender as it applies to gay marriage came 

from the pattern between gender and African American attitudes.  For blacks, in 2012, 

women are more supportive of gay marriage then men.  Yet, black women are more likely 

than black men to support no legal recognition for gay couples. Black men were more likely 

to favor civil unions than were black women. Thus, black women were split in their 

opinions. This changed from 2008. In 2008, the gender gap for blacks was insignificant 

when comparing no legal recognition versus support for gay marriage. This may simply be 

due to smaller sample sizes in the 2008 survey. In the equation showing support for civil 

unions versus support for gay marriage, the interaction between gender and blacks in 2008 

is significant and there is likely an intersection between gender and black. Black women 

are more likely than black men to support civil unions while white women are less likely 

than white men to support civil unions. In 2012, however, the interaction between gender 

and black was not significant. In the equation for no legal recognition for gay marriage 

versus support for gay marriage gender and black was not significant in 2008 but was 

significant in 2012.  However, the multivariate nominal logit reconfirmed that black 

women are distinctive from other groups. The explanation that the multivariate nominal 

logit helped to uncover was that a three-way interaction between gender, race, and religion 

exists. Religiously conservative black women fall into the category of complete opposition 

to legal recognition of gay couples. 
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Those who view the Bible as the literal word of God are the most conservative on 

gay marriage.  In 2008, in the model for support of civil unions, when the interaction 

between gender, black, and word of God is added, the interaction is significant. None of 

these interactions are significant in 2012. Thus, religion plays no special role in support of 

civil unions among blacks. However, in 2012, when comparing no legal recognition with 

support of gay marriage the interaction between gender and black became significant. In 

2008, when the interaction between gender, black, and church attendance is added, this 

interaction is not significant. In the model for no legal recognition, when gender, black, 

and word of God is added, the interaction becomes significant. In 2012, the interaction 

between gender, black, and word of God is significant. Thus, religious beliefs move black 

women to oppose gay marriage in 2008 and 2012. Black women who oppose gay marriage, 

oppose it in its entirety and this may be explained by the religious values of black women. 

Among African Americans, black women’s belief in the literal truth of the Bible is why 

they are more conservative on gay marriage than black men or white women.  With the 

trends in opinion toward gay marriage, it is important to note that patterns in black opinion 

changed from 2008 to 2012 and those changes could be due to changes in elite opinion. In 

2012, before these 2012 ANES surveys were done, Obama came out in favor of gay 

marriage. Thus, changes in patterns in black opinion appear to coincidence with this elite 

opinion cue. 

Income and educational attainment may be indicators of social class. Therefore, I 

have looked at gender by education as well as gender by income. In 2008 and in 2012, 

there is no gender gap in opinion toward gay marriage by income. Among educational 
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groups, however, we see that the gender gap occurred among the least educated group in 

2008 and the second lowest educational group in 2012. In both 2008 and 2012, among the 

most highly educated, the gender gap tends to disappear likely because men who are well 

educated have adopted the same view as women.   

Future Research 

 My research, while helping to better understand women of differing categories of 

identity and informing future efforts to influence public opinion, leaves open many avenues 

for future research.  Intersectionality between gender and other demographic identities 

matters in opinion formation. Yet, this literature concentrates solely on the 

interrelationships between gender and other traits.  Intersectionality may exist across other 

groups of social and political identities.  It may be interesting to understand how race 

intersects with other categories of identity and not just with gender in determining attitudes 

toward gay marriage. For example, I would like to gain an understanding of how race 

intersects with class in determining attitudes toward gay marriage.  Another interesting 

intersection might be between religion and education’s influence on opinions toward gay 

marriage. For example, how would a college educated person with a belief in the literal 

truth of the Bible develop their attitude toward gay marriage? I would think that 

intersections such as these would be important to aid in the understanding of attitudes 

toward gay rights issues. It may matter for other issues as well.  

The effects of gender may also be influenced by the social and political context. As 

far as social context, prior research has shown that knowing a person who is gay has an 

influence on opinion (Brewer 2003). It is important to understand how this social context 
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may vary by gender. This understanding might help to better comprehend opinion 

formation on the issue of gay marriage. It is important to understand how the effects on 

opinion toward gay marriage of knowing a gay person varies for men and women. It might 

be important to know whether women have more gay friends than men and if this might 

affect opinions on gay marriage.  Unfortunately, the ANES surveys did not measure a 

person’s social network.  As far as political context, the U.S. Supreme Court recognized 

gay marriage as legal across all 50 states in its June 2015 ruling.  It would be interesting to 

see how this ruling influences public opinion.  Laws can have legitimizing effects, such 

that support for gay marriage may grow and could even eliminate the gender gap on this 

issue.  On the other hand, disparate elite cues from Democratic versus Republican leaders 

may serve to polarize responses to the Supreme Court ruling.  The earlier political context 

of legalizing gay marriage in some states also may prove interesting.  Using datasets with 

larger state samples, one could investigate whether the process of legalization mattered.  

The method by which a state recognized, or prohibited, gay marriage, whether it is by court 

order, an initiative, or legislation, may also be an important aspect of political context that 

might affect opinion on gay marriage. 

Researchers could also learn a lot about opinion and attitudes by studying a longer 

time frame. While the 2004 and 2008 ANES uses an important question format for their 

gay marriage question, it is lacking in providing data for a more longitudinal analysis.  Two 

other survey organizations provide gay marriage questions with a longer time frame.  The 

General Social Survey asks “Do you agree or disagree, Homosexual couples should have 

the right to marry one another.” The General Social Survey would allow researchers to go 



 

 115 

as far back as 1988 (Smith 2011). Whereas the Pew Research Center asks “Do you strongly 

favor, favor, oppose, or strongly oppose allowing gays and lesbians to marry legally?” This 

question was asked in 1996 (Pew Research Center 2014). Longer time frames would allow 

researchers to look at a number contextual changes. First, it would allow us to look at how 

changes in media coverage effect opinion on gay marriage. According to the agenda-setting 

hypothesis, opinion is influenced by the extent of media coverage (McCombs 2004; 

Dumitrescu and Mughan 2010). Second, it would allow for an analysis of changes in elite 

cues. This is important because individuals gauge elite opinion and they interpret news 

items on the basis of ideological and party identification (Lenz 2009). Third, it permits an 

analysis of how changes in political and economic factors matter in forming opinions on 

gay marriage. Real world events may effect changes in political opinion. Fourth, it would 

allow an analysis of movement and countermovement advocacy since advocacy groups 

expend considerable funds and effort to create beliefs and increase an issues’ salience 

(Andrews and Caren 2010). Fifth, it would allow researchers to better understand changes 

in policy mood. Each major issue area can be characterized by policy mood that reflects a 

disposition toward action by the government. These aggregate policy moods slowly change 

(Stimson 1999; Erikson, et al 2002). 

Political science often follows an incremental pattern of knowledge building. My 

dissertation plays a role in this. In the field of intersectionality, I have contributed by 

expanding beyond the interrelationship between gender and class or race to include other 

important characteristic, such as political beliefs, religion, and age. I have contributed to 

the research on public attitudes toward gay rights by looking more closely at gender 
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differences in these attitudes and relating them to important political beliefs and social 

traits. In this way, my dissertation has added another piece to the puzzle in two fields of 

public opinion research. However, there are many pieces of the puzzle remaining to be 

explored.  
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Figures, Illustrations and Tables 

Chapter 3  

Table 3.1.  Independent Variables. 

Variable ANES Brief Question Responses Recoding 

Gender gender_responde

nt_x 

Gender of 

Respondent 

1.  Male 

2.  Female 

0.  Male 

1.  Female 

Age dem_age_r_x Age of 

Respondent 

17.  17 to  

90.  90 and above 

-2 missing data 

17.  17 to 

90.  90 and above 

Black dem_raceeth_x Respondent race 

and ethnicity 

group 

1.  White non-

Hispanic 

2.  Black non-

Hispanic 

3.  Hispanic 

4.  Other non-

hispanic 

-8.  Don’t know 

-9.  Refused 

0.  Not Black 

1.  Black 

Hispanic dem_raceeth_x Respondent race 

and ethnicity 

group 

1.  White non-

Hispanic 

2.  Black non-

Hispanic 

3.  Hispanic 

4.  Other non-

hispanic 

-8.  Don’t know 

-9.  Refused 

0.  Not Hispanic 

1.  Hispanic 

Other dem_raceeth_x Respondent race 

and ethnicity 

group 

1.  White non-

Hispanic 

2.  Black non-

Hispanic 

3.  Hispanic 

4.  Other non-

hispanic 

-8.  Don’t know 

-9.  Refused 

0.  Not Other 

1.  Other 

Church 

Attendance 

relig_churchoft Attend religious 

services how 

often 

1.  Every week 

2.  Almost every 

week 

3.  Once or twice 

a month 

0.  Not religious 

(Inapplicable) 

1.  Never 

2.  A few times a 

year 
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4.  A few times a 

year 

5.  Never 

-1.  Inapplicable 

-9.  Refused 

3.  Once or twice 

a month 

4.  Almost every 

week 

5.  Every week 

Word of God relig_wordgod Is Bible word of 

God or men? 

1.  The bible is 

the actual word 

of god and is to 

be taken literally, 

word for word. 

2.  The bible is 

the word of god 

but not 

everything in it 

should be taken 

literally, word 

for word 

3.  The bible is a 

book written by 

men and is not 

the word of god. 

5.  Other 

(SPECIFY) 

(VOL) 

-8.  Don’t know 

-9.  Refused 

1.  The bible is 

the actual word 

of god and is to 

be taken literally, 

word for word. 

2.  The bible is 

the word of god 

but not 

everything in it 

should be taken 

literally, word 

for word 

3.  The bible is a 

book written by 

men and is not 

the word of god. 

Family Income incgroup_prepos

t 

Family Income 1.  Under $5000 

2.  $5,000-

$9,999 

3.  $10,000-

$12,499   

4.  $12,500-

$14,999 

5.  $15,000-

$17,499 

6.  $17,500-

$19,999 

7.  $20,000-

$22,499 

8.  $22,500-

$24,999 

9.  $25,000-

$27,499 

10.  $27,500-

1.  Under $5000 

2.  $5,000-

$9,999 

3.  $10,000-

$12,499   

4.  $12,500-

$14,999 

5.  $15,000-

$17,499 

6.  $17,500-

$19,999 

7.  $20,000-

$22,499 

8.  $22,500-

$24,999 

9.  $25,000-

$27,499 

10.  $27,500-
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$29,999 

11.  $30,000-

$34,999 

12.  $35,000-

$39,999 

13.  $40,000-

$44,999 

14.  $45,000-

$49,999 

15.  $50,000-

$54,999 

16.  $55,000-

$59,999 

17.  $60,000-

$64,999 

18.  $65,000-

$69,999 

19.  $70,000-

$74,999 

20.  $75,000-

$79,999 

21.  $80,000-

$89,999 

22.  $90,000-

$99,999 

23.  $100,000-

$109,999 

24.  $110,000-

$124,999 

25.  $125,000-

$149,999 

26.  $150,000-

$174,999 

27.  $175,000-

$249,999 

28.  $250,000 or 

more 

-8.  Don’t know 

-9.  Refused 

$29,999 

11.  $30,000-

$34,999 

12.  $35,000-

$39,999 

13.  $40,000-

$44,999 

14.  $45,000-

$49,999 

15.  $50,000-

$54,999 

16.  $55,000-

$59,999 

17.  $60,000-

$64,999 

18.  $65,000-

$69,999 

19.  $70,000-

$74,999 

20.  $75,000-

$79,999 

21.  $80,000-

$89,999 

22.  $90,000-

$99,999 

23.  $100,000-

$109,999 

24.  $110,000-

$124,999 

25.  $125,000-

$149,999 

26.  $150,000-

$174,999 

27.  $175,000-

$249,999 

28.  $250,000 or 

more 

Marital Status dem_marital Are you now 

married, 

widowed, 

divorced, 

separated or 

1.  married: 

spouse present 

2.  married: 

spouse absent 

3.  widowed 

0.  Not married 

1.  Married 
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never married? 4.  divorced 

5.  separated 

6.  never married 

-9.  Refused 

Education dem_edugroup_

x 

Respondent level 

of highest 

education 

1.  less than high 

school credential 

2.  high school 

credential 

3.  some post-

high-school, no 

bachelor's 

4.  bachelor's 

degree 

5.  graduate 

degree 

-9.  refused 

 -2.  missing, 

other not 

codeable to 1-5 

1.  less than high 

school credential 

2.  high school 

credential 

3.  some post-

high-school, no 

bachelor's 

4.  bachelor's 

degree 

5.  graduate 

degree 

 

Kids dem2_numchild Total number of 

children in 

household 

0.  no children in 

household  

1.  one child in 

household  

2.  two children 

in household  

3.  three or more 

children in 

household 

-9.  refused  

0.  No children 

1.  Children 

Homemaker dem_emptype_h

maker 

Respondent 

employment 

status: mention 

homemaker 

0.  Not a 

homemaker 

1.  A homemaker 

0.  Not a 

homemaker 

1.  A homemaker 

Ideology libcpre_self Where would 

you place 

YOURSELF on 

this scale, or 

haven't you 

thought much 

about this? 

1.  extremely 

liberal  

2.  liberal  

3.  slightly liberal  

4.  moderate; 

middle of the 

road  

5.  slightly 

conservative  

6.  conservative  

7.  extremely 

1.  Extremely 

liberal  

2.  Liberal  

3.  Slightly 

liberal  

4.  Moderate; 

middle of the 

road  

5.  Slightly 

conservative  

6.  Conservative  
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conservative 

-2.  haven't 

thought much 

about this  

-8.  don't know  

-9.  Refused 

7.  Extremely 

conservative 

Party ID pid_self Generally 

speaking, do you 

usually think of 

yourself as a 

[DEMOCRAT, a 

REPUBLICAN / 

a 

REPUBLICAN, 

a DEMOCRAT], 

an 

INDEPENDEN

T, or what? 

 0.  no preference 

{vol}  

1.  democrat  

2.  republican  

3.  independent  

5.  other party 

{specify} 

-8.  don''t know  

-9.  refused  

1.  Democrat 

2.  Independent 

3.  Republican 

Source: American National Election Studies, 2012 
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Table 3.2.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage, 2012. 

 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 Male Female 

Allowed to Marry 38% 44% 

Civil Unions only 35% 32% 

No Legal Recognition 27% 24% 

Total Percent 100% 100% 

Number of Cases 2818 3037 

 F = 5.10, P=0.01 
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Table 3.3.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Race, 2012. 

 White Black Hispanic Other 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

39% 45% 27% 37% 40% 37% 35% 48% 

Civil 

Unions only 

35% 32% 45% 30% 32% 29% 35% 29% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

26% 23% 27% 33% 28% 34% 30% 23% 

Total 

Percent 

100% 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

2009 2136 322 363 311 333 158 194 

 F=2.90; P=0.06 F=3.31; P=0.04 F=0.19; P=0.82 F=2.26; P=0.11 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 
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Table 3.4.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Income, 2012. 

 $0-$27.499 $27,500- 64,999 $65,000 or more 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

35% 48% 36% 42% 39% 44% 

Civil 

Unions only 

36% 29% 35% 30% 40% 38% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

30% 23% 29% 28% 21% 18% 

Total 

Percent 

101% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

862 1075 850 908 1004 952 

 F=1.31; P=0.26 F=1.87; P=0.15 F=1.69; P=0.18 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 
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Table 3.5.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Education, 2012. 

 Less than High School High School More than High School, 

no bachelor’s degree 

Bachelor’s or Graduate 

Degree 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

28% 44% 35% 41% 35% 42% 46% 48% 

Civil 

Unions only 

32% 22% 32% 30% 37% 34% 38% 36% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

40% 34% 33% 29% 28% 24% 16% 16% 

Total 

Percent 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

270 331 653 766 934 1,011 936 885 

 F=4.5 

P=0.01 

F=1.76 

P=0.17 

F=2.46 

P=0.09 

F=0.36 

P=0.69 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 
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Table 3.6.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Age, 2012. 

 17-40 41-56 57-90 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

47% 54% 37% 41% 27% 35% 

Civil 

Unions only 

30% 26% 37% 32% 40% 39% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

23% 20% 26% 27% 33% 26% 

Total 

Percent 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

938 934 835 919 988 1163 

 F=2.76; P=0.06 F=1.40; P=0.25 F=5.25; P=0.01 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 
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Table 3.7.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Church Attendance, 2012. 

 Not a Christian Never Few times a year Once or twice a 

month 

Almost every 

week 

Every week 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allow

ed to 

Marry 

51% 63% 68% 43% 41% 49% 31% 45% 24% 28% 14% 16% 

Civil 

Union

s only 

30% 25% 17% 15% 38% 35% 39% 33% 45% 41% 38% 36% 

No 

Legal 

Recog

nition 

18% 12% 16% 41% 21% 16% 30% 22% 32% 30% 48% 48% 

Total 

Perce

nt 

99% 100% 101% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101% 99% 100% 100% 

Numb

er of 

Cases 

1231 1111 15 19 418 448 284 324 275 409 565 728 

 F=9.56; P=0.00 F=0.81; P=0.45 F=1.94; P=0.14 F=0.50; P=0.61 F=0.50; P=0.61 F=0.38; P=0.68 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 
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Table 3.8.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Beliefs about the Bible, 2012. 

 The Bible is the 

word of God and is 

literal 

The Bible is the 

word of God but not 

literal 

The Bible is a book 

written by man 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

15% 24% 35% 43% 68% 82% 

Civil 

Unions only 

35% 28% 42% 41% 23% 14% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

50% 48% 23% 16% 10% 5% 

Total 

Percent 

100% 100% 100% 100% 101% 101% 

Number of 

Cases 

820 1052 1217 1418 730 522 

 F=7.78; P=0.00 F=7.57; P=0.00 F=9.40; P=0.00 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 
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Table 3.9.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Ideology, 2012. 

 Liberal Moderate Conservative 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 
Allowed to 

Marry 
68% 73% 43% 45% 17% 19% 

Civil Unions 

only 
20% 18% 35% 33% 45% 43% 

No Legal 

Recognition 
12% 8% 22% 22% 38% 38% 

Total Percent 100% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 
703 756 790 1013 1053 933 

 F=1.62; F=0.19 F=0.22; P=0.80 F=0.40; P=0.66 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 
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Table 3.10.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Party Identification, 2012. 

 Democrat Independent Republican 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

53% 58% 41% 49% 18% 20% 

Civil 

Unions only 

28% 24% 37% 34% 42% 41% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

19% 18% 23% 19% 40% 39% 

Total 

Percent 

100% 100% 101% 102% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

1005 1328 963 860 681 701 

 F=2.05 

P=0.12 

F=2.20 

P=0.118 

F=0.44 

P=0.63 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 
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Table 3.11.  Multinomial Logit.  Support for Gay Marriage versus Civil Unions, 2012. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Female -0.23** 

(0.08) 

-0.52** 

(0.09) 

-0.50** 

(0.10) 

-0.52** 

(0.19) 

-0.64* 

(0.28) 

-1.16** 

(0.26) 

-0.87** 

(0.29) 

Age  0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

Black  0.18 

0.15 

0.26 

(0.22) 

0.18 

(0.15) 

0.18 

(0.15) 

0.19 

(0.15) 

0.18 

(0.15) 

Hispanic  -0.05 

(0.14) 

-0.05 

(0.14) 

-0.05 

(0.14) 

-0.05 

(0.14) 

-0.04 

(0.14) 

-0.04 

(0.14) 

Other  0.18 

(0.20) 

0.18 

(0.20) 

0.18 

(0.20) 

0.18 

(0.20) 

0.18 

(0.21) 

0.19 

(0.20) 

Church Attendance  0.20** 

(0.02) 

0.20** 

(0.02) 

0.20** 

(0.02) 

0.20** 

(0.02) 

0.19** 

(0.02) 

0.20** 

(0.02) 

Word of God  -0.73** 

(0.07) 

-0.73** 

(0.07) 

-0.73** 

(0.07) 

-0.73** 

(0.07) 

-0.74** 

(0.07) 

-0.82** 

(0.10) 

Family Income  0.02* 

(0.00) 

0.02* 

(0.00) 

0.02* 

(0.00) 

0.02* 

(0.00) 

0.02* 

(0.00) 

0.02* 

(0.00) 

Marital Status  0.31** 

(0.10) 

0.30** 

(0.10) 

0.31** 

(0.10) 

0.31** 

(0.10) 

0.31** 

(0.10) 

0.31** 

(0.10) 

Education  -0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.44) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.12 

(0.06) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

Children  -0.02 

(0.11) 

-0.02 

(0.11) 

-0.02 

(0.11) 

-0.02 

(0.11) 

-0.01 

(0.11) 

-0.01 

(0.11) 

Homemaker  0.28 

(0.16) 

0.27 

(0.16) 

0.28 

(0.16) 

0.29 

(0.16) 

0.31 

(0.16) 

0.28 

(0.16) 

Interaction 

Gender*Black 

  -0.20 

(0.29) 

    

Interaction 

Gender*Income 

   -0.00 

(0.01) 

   

Interaction 

Gender*Age 

    0.00 

(0.00) 

  

Interaction 

Gender*Education 

     0.21** 

(0.07) 

 

Interaction 

Gender*WordofGod 

      0.18 

(0.13) 

Constant -0.08 

(0.05) 

-0.21 

(0.26) 

-0.22 

(0.26) 

-0.21 

(0.27) 

-0.16 

(0.28) 

0.11 

(0.29) 

-0.05 

(0.29) 

# of observations 5834 5484 5484 5484 5484 5484 5484 

Fit F(2,5832) 

=5.07 

Prob>F  

=0.0063 

F(24,5460) 

=28.74 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.91 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

 

F(26,5458) 

=26.84 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.76 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.41 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.35 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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Table 3.12.  Multinomial Logit.  Support for Gay Marriage versus No Legal Recognition for Gay Marriage, 

2012. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Female -0.23* 

(0.08) 

-0.76** 

(0.11) 

-0.85** 

(0.12) 

-0.62** 

(0.21) 

-0.24 

(0.33) 

-1.37** 

(0.31) 

-0.44 

(0.34) 

Age  0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

Black  -0.24 

(0.17) 

-0.61* 

(0.27) 

-0.25 

(0.17) 

-0.25 

(0.17) 

-0.23 

(0.17) 

-0.24 

(0.17) 

Hispanic  -0.29 

(0.17) 

-0.29 

(0.17) 

-0.29 

(0.17) 

-0.29 

(0.17) 

-0.28 

(0.17) 

-0.29 

(0.17) 

Other  0.57* 

(0.24) 

0.58* 

(0.24) 

0.57* 

(0.24) 

0.55* 

(0.24) 

0.57* 

(0.24) 

0.57* 

(0.24) 

Church Attendance  0.33** 

(0.02) 

0.33** 

(0.02) 

0.33** 

(0.02) 

0.33** 

(0.02) 

0.33** 

(0.02) 

0.33** 

(0.02) 

Word of God  -1.42** 

(0.09) 

-1.43** 

(0.09) 

-1.42** 

(0.09) 

-1.42** 

(0.09) 

-1.43** 

(0.09) 

-1.33** 

(0.12) 

Family Income  -0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

Marital Status  0.37** 

(0.12) 

0.38** 

(0.12) 

0.37** 

(0.12) 

0.35** 

(0.12) 

0.37** 

(0.12) 

0.37** 

(0.12) 

Education  -0.28** 

(0.05) 

-0.28** 

(0.05) 

-0.28** 

(0.05) 

-0.29** 

(0.05) 

-0.39** 

(0.07) 

-0.28** 

(0.05) 

Children  -0.03 

(0.13) 

-0.03 

(0.13) 

-0.03 

(0.13) 

-0.04 

(0.13) 

-0.02 

(0.13) 

-0.03 

(0.13) 

Homemaker  0.52** 

(0.17) 

0.54** 

(0.17) 

0.53** 

(0.17) 

0.51** 

(0.17) 

0.53** 

(0.17) 

0.54** 

(0.18) 

Interaction 

Gender*Black 

  0.68* 

(0.34) 

    

Interaction 

Gender*Income 

   -0.01 

(0.01) 

   

Interaction 

Gender*Age 

    -0.01 

(0.00) 

  

Interaction 

Gender*Education 

     0.21* 

(0.09) 

 

Interaction 

Gender*WordofGod 

      -0.23 

(0.18) 

Constant -0.36** 

(0.06) 

1.68** 

(0.32) 

1.73** 

(0.32) 

1.61** 

(0.34) 

1.44** 

(0.36) 

1.98** 

(0.36) 

1.53** 

(0.36) 

# of observations 5834 5484 5484 5484 5484 5484 5484 

Fit F(2,5832) 

=5.07 

Prob>F  

=0.0063 

F(24,5460) 

=28.74 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.91 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

 

F(26,5458) 

=26.84 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.76 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.41 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.35 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01  
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Table 3.13.  Multinomial Logit.Testing the Intersectionality of Gender, Race, and Religion:  Support for Gay 

Marriage versus Civil Unions, 2012. 

 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 

  

 1 2 3 8 9 

Female -0.23** 

(0.08) 

-0.52** 

(0.09) 

-0.50** 

(0.10) 

-0.52** 

(0.09) 

-0.50** 

(0.09) 

Age  0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

Black  0.18 

0.15 

0.26 

(0.22) 

0.16 

(0.21) 

0.27 

(0.19) 

Hispanic  -0.05 

(0.14) 

-0.05 

(0.14) 

-0.05 

(0.14) 

-0.05 

(0.14) 

Other  0.18 

(0.20) 

0.18 

(0.20) 

0.18 

(0.20) 

0.18 

(0.20) 

Church Attendance  0.20** 

(0.02) 

0.20** 

(0.02) 

0.20** 

(0.02) 

0.20** 

(0.02) 

Word of God  -0.73** 

(0.07) 

-0.73** 

(0.07) 

-0.73** 

(0.07) 

-0.73** 

(0.07) 

Family Income  0.02* 

(0.00) 

0.02* 

(0.00) 

0.02* 

(0.00) 

0.02* 

(0.00) 

Marital Status  0.31** 

(0.10) 

0.30** 

(0.10) 

0.30** 

(0.10) 

0.31** 

(0.10) 

Education  -0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.44) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

Children  -0.02 

(0.11) 

-0.02 

(0.11) 

-0.02 

(0.11) 

-0.02 

(0.11) 

Homemaker  0.28 

(0.16) 

0.27 

(0.16) 

0.28 

(0.16) 

0.28 

(0.16) 

Interaction Gender*Black   -0.20 

(0.29) 

  

Interaction 

Gender*Black*WordofGord 

   -0.02 

(0.15) 

 

Interaction 

Gender*Black*ChurchAttendance 

    -0.06 

(0.07) 

Constant -0.08 

(0.05) 

-0.21 

(0.26) 

-0.22 

(0.26) 

-0.20 

(0.26) 

-0.23 

(0.26) 

Number of observations 5834 5484 5484 5484 5484 

Fit F(2,5832) 

=5.07 

Prob>F  

=0.0063 

F(24,5460) 

=28.74 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.91 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

 

F(26,5458) 

=26.79 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

= 26.77 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 
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Table 3.14.  Multinomial Logit. Testing the Intersectionality of Gender, Race, and Religion:  Support for Gay 

Marriage versus No Legal Recognition for Gay Marriage, 2012. 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 

 

 
  

 1 2 3 8 9 

Female -0.23* 

(0.08) 

-0.76** 

(0.11) 

-0.85** 

(0.12) 

-0.87** 

(0.12) 

-0.82** 

(0.11) 

Age  0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

Black  -0.24 

(0.17) 

-0.61* 

(0.27) 

-0.67** 

(0.24) 

-0.45 

(0.19) 

Hispanic  -0.29 

(0.17) 

-0.29 

(0.17) 

-0.29 

(0.17) 

-0.29 

(0.14) 

Other  0.57* 

(0.24) 

0.58* 

(0.24) 

0.59* 

(0.24) 

0.57* 

(0.20) 

Church Attendance  0.33** 

(0.02) 

0.33** 

(0.02) 

0.33** 

(0.02) 

0.32** 

(0.02) 

Word of God  -1.42** 

(0.09) 

-1.43** 

(0.09) 

-1.46** 

(0.09) 

-1.43** 

(0.07) 

Family Income  -0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

Marital Status  0.37** 

(0.12) 

0.38** 

(0.12) 

0.37** 

(0.12) 

0.37** 

(0.10) 

Education  -0.28** 

(0.05) 

-0.28** 

(0.05) 

-0.28** 

(0.05) 

-0.28** 

(0.04) 

Children  -0.03 

(0.13) 

-0.03 

(0.13) 

-0.02 

(0.13) 

-0.03 

(0.11) 

Homemaker  0.52** 

(0.17) 

0.54** 

(0.17) 

0.54** 

(0.17) 

0.53** 

(0.16) 

Interaction Gender*Black   0.68* 

(0.34) 

  

Interaction 

Gender*Black*WordofGord 

   0.56** 

(0.18) 

 

Interaction 

Gender*Black*ChurchAttendance 

    0.11 

(0.07) 

Constant -0.36** 

(0.06) 

1.68** 

(0.32) 

1.73** 

(0.32) 

1.78** 

(0.32) 

1.73** 

(0.26) 

Number of observations 5834 5484 5484 5484 5484 

Fit F(2,5832) 

=5.07 

Prob>F  

=0.0063 

F(24,5460) 

=28.74 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

=26.91 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

 

F(26,5458) 

=26.79 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,5458) 

= 26.77 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 
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Table 3.15.  Multinomial Logit. Testing the Influence of Ideology and Partisanship:  Support for Gay 

Marriage versus Civil Unions, 2012. 

 1 2 10 11 12 

Female -0.23** 

(0.08) 

-0.52** 

(0.09) 

-0.36** 

(0.10) 

-0.42 

(0.26) 

0.08 

(0.31) 

Age  0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

Black  0.18 

0.15 

0.97** 

(0.17) 

0.97** 

(0.17) 

0.96** 

(0.17) 

Hispanic  -0.05 

(0.14) 

0.32 

(0.17) 

0.31 

(0.17) 

0.31 

(0.17) 

Other  0.18 

(0.20) 

0.50* 

(0.21) 

0.50* 

(0.21) 

0.50* 

(0.21) 

Church Attendance  0.20** 

(0.02) 

0.19** 

(0.02) 

0.19** 

(0.02) 

0.20** 

(0.02) 

Word of God  -0.73** 

(0.07) 

-0.53** 

(0.08) 

-0.53** 

(0.08) 

-0.53** 

(0.08) 

Family Income  0.02* 

(0.00) 

0.01 

(0.00) 

0.01 

(0.00) 

0.01 

(0.00) 

Marital Status  0.31** 

(0.10) 

0.24* 

(0.11) 

0.24* 

(0.11) 

0.24* 

(0.11) 

Education  -0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.04) 

-0.01 

(0.05) 

Children  -0.02 

(0.11) 

-0.14 

(0.12) 

-0.14 

(0.12) 

-0.15 

(0.12) 

Homemaker  0.28 

(0.16) 

0.16 

(0.21) 

0.16 

(0.21) 

0.18 

(0.20) 

Ideology   0.45** 

(0.04) 

0.45** 

(0.04) 

0.50** 

(0.05) 

Party ID   0.47** 

(0.08) 

0.46** 

(0.10) 

0.48** 

(0.08) 

Interaction Gender*PartyID    0.02 

(0.13) 

 

Interaction Gender*Ideology     -0.11 

(0.07) 

Constant -0.08 

(0.05) 

-0.21 

(0.26) 

-3.28** 

(0.36) 

-3.25** 

(0.38) 

-3.50** 

(0.38) 

Number of observations 5834 5484 4783 4783 4783 

Fit F(2,5832) 

=5.07 

Prob>F  

=0.0063 

F(24,5460) 

=28.74 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(28,4755) 

=26.40 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(30,4753) 

=24.66 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(30, 4753) 

=24.84 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 

 

  



 

 136 

Table 3.16.  Multinomial Logit. Testing the Influence of Ideology and Partisanship:  Support for Gay 

Marriage versus No Legal Recognition for Gay Marriage, 2012. 

 1 2 10 11 12 

Female -0.23* 

(0.08) 

-0.76** 

(0.11) 

-0.63** 

(0.13) 

-0.30 

(0.33) 

-050 

(0.44) 

Age  0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.02** 

(0.00) 

Black  -0.24 

(0.17) 

0.76** 

(0.21) 

0.75** 

(0.21) 

0.75** 

(0.21) 

Hispanic  -0.29 

(0.17) 

0.20 

(0.21) 

0.20 

(0.21) 

0.20 

(0.21) 

Other  0.57* 

(0.24) 

0.95** 

(0.27) 

0.94** 

(0.27) 

0.95** 

(0.27) 

Church Attendance  0.33** 

(0.02) 

0.32** 

(0.03) 

0.32** 

(0.03) 

0.32** 

(0.03) 

Word of God  -1.42** 

(0.09) 

-1.21** 

(0.10) 

-1.21** 

(0.10) 

-1.21** 

(0.10) 

Family Income  -0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.01 

(0.00) 

-0.01 

(0.00) 

-0.01 

(0.00) 

Marital Status  0.37** 

(0.12) 

0.24 

(0.13) 

0.24 

(0.14) 

0.24 

(0.14) 

Education  -0.28** 

(0.05) 

-0.32** 

(0.06) 

-0.32** 

(0.06) 

-0.32** 

(0.06) 

Children  -0.03 

(0.13) 

-0.07 

(0.15) 

-0.07 

(0.15) 

-0.07 

(0.15) 

Homemaker  0.52** 

(0.17) 

0.35 

(0.22) 

0.36 

(0.22) 

0.36 

(0.22) 

Ideology   0.59** 

(0.05) 

0.59** 

(0.05) 

0.61** 

(0.07) 

Party ID   0.63** 

(0.09) 

0.71** 

(0.12) 

0.63** 

(0.09) 

Interaction Gender*PartyID    -0.16 

(0.15) 

 

Interaction Gender*Ideology     -0.04 

(0.09) 

Constant -0.36** 

(0.06) 

1.68** 

(0.32) 

-2.40** 

(0.44) 

-2.57** 

(0.46) 

-2.46** 

(0.48) 

Number of observations 5834 5484 4783 4783 4783 

Fit F(2,5832) 

=5.07 

Prob>F  

=0.0063 

F(24,5460) 

=28.74 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(28,4755) 

=26.40 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(30,4753) 

=24.66 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(30, 4753) 

=24.84 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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Table 3.17.  Multinomial Logit. Combining Demographic and Political Beliefs in Explaining Attitudes 

toward Gay Marriage, 2012. 

 14a 14b 

 Support for Gay Marriage vs 

Support for Civil Unions 

Support for Gay Marriage vs No 

Legal Recognition  

Female -0.84** 

(0.31) 

-1.35** 

(0.38) 

Age 0.02** 

(0.00) 

0.01** 

(0.00) 

Black 1.02** 

(0.23) 

0.38 

(0.28) 

Hispanic 0.24 

(0.17) 

0.19 

(0.22) 

Other 0.43* 

(0.22) 

0.93** 

(0.28) 

Church Attendance 0.19** 

(0.02) 

0.31** 

(0.03) 

Word of God -1.47** 

(0.28) 

-1.62** 

(0.43) 

Family Income 0.00 

(0.00) 

-0.00 

(0.00) 

Marital Status 0.23 

(0.12) 

0.23 

(0.14) 

Education -0.09 

(0.06) 

-0.42** 

(0.08) 

Children -0.14 

(0.12) 

-0.04 

(0.15) 

Homemaker 0.16 

(0.21) 

0.36 

(0.22) 

Ideology -0.08 

(0.13) 

0.23 

(0.16) 

Party Identification 0.63* 

(0.25) 

0.88** 

(0.29) 

Interaction Gender*Black -0.42 

(0.60) 

0.03 

(0.70) 

Interaction 

Gender*Black*Word of God 

0.06 

(0.31) 

0.43 

(0.38) 

Interaction 

Gender*Education 

0.17 

(0.09) 

0.22* 

(0.11) 

Interaction Party 

Identification*Word of God 

-0.09 

(0.12) 

-0.14 

(0.15) 

Interaction 

Ideology*WordofGod 

0.27** 

(0.06) 

0.17 

(0.09) 

Constant -1.13 

(0.66) 

-1.10 

(0.88) 

Number of observations 4,783 4,783 

Fit F(38,4745) =21.97 F(38,4745) =21.97 
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Prob>F =0.0000 Prob>F =0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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Table 3.18. Influence of Beliefs about the Bible on Support for Gay Marriage Controlling 

for Ideology 

Liberal   The Bible is 

the Literal 

Word of God 

The Bible is 

God’s Word 

but not literal 

The Bible was 

created by men 

 Support for Gay 

Marriage 

35% 64% 90% 

 Support for 

Civil Unions 

31% 26% 8% 

 No Legal 

Recognition 

33% 10% 3% 

 Total 99% 100% 101% 

 Fit F – 47.32; P = 0.0000 

Moderate     

 Support for Gay 

Marriage 

24% 46% 70% 

 Support for 

Civil Unions 

37% 37% 23% 

 No Legal 

Recognition 

40% 17% 7% 

 Total 101% 100% 100% 

 Fit F – 33.27; P = 0.0000 

Conservative     

 Support for Gay 

Marriage 

10% 18% 41% 

 Support for 

Civil Unions 

29% 55% 42% 

 No Legal 

Recognition 

60% 26% 17% 

 Total 99% 99% 100% 

 Fit F – 48.56; P = 0.0000 
Source: American National Elections Study, 2012 
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Chapter 4 

Figure 4.1. 

 
Source: Pew Polls as reported by Pew Research Center, 2014  
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Figure 4.2. 

 
Source: Pew Polls as reported by Pew Research Center, 2014  
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Table 4.1.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage in 2004, 2008, and 2012 ANES Surveys. 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2004/2008/2012 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 2004 2008 2012 

 Male Female Male  Female Male Female 

Allowed to Marry 33% 35% 36% 42% 38% 44% 

Civil Unions only 3% 3% 27% 25% 35% 32% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

64% 61% 37% 33% 27% 24% 

Total Percent 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of Cases 570 576 998 1220 2818 3037 

 F = 1.52, P=0.22 F = 3.22, P=0.04 F = 5.10, P=0.01 
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Table 4.2.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Race, 2008. 

 White Black Hispanic Other 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

34% 42% 36% 30% 40% 52% 48% 58% 

Civil Unions 

only 

30% 26% 17% 22% 24% 22% 24% 16% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

36% 32% 46% 48% 36% 26% 28% 26% 

Total 

Percent 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

514 634 238 321 184 239 39 29 

 F=3.27; P=0.04 F=1.21; P=0.30 F=3.20; P=0.04 F=0.33; P=0.71 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 
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Table 4.3.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Income, 2008. 

 $0-$21.999 $22,000- 49,999 $50,000 or more 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

35% 45% 36% 41% 36% 42% 

Civil Unions 

only 

23% 16% 24% 29% 31% 28% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

42% 40% 41% 30% 33% 31% 

Total 

Percent 

100% 101% 101% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

228 371 287 350 400 422 

 F=2.08; P=0.13 F=2.51; P=0.08 F=1.03; P=0.36 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 
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Table 4.4.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Education, 2008. 

 Less than High School High School More than High School, 
no bachelor’s degree 

Bachelor’s or Graduate 
Degree 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 
29% 36% 31% 40% 41% 43% 38% 46% 

Civil 

Unions 

only 

26% 15% 20% 26% 29% 25% 35% 28% 

No Legal 

Recognition 
45% 50% 49% 34% 31% 32% 27% 26% 

Total 

Percent 
100% 101% 100% 100% 101% 100% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 
145 163 336 394 299 397 213 162 

 

 
F=1.98 

P=0.14 

F=5.15 

P=0.01 

F=0.39 

P=0.68 

F=1.28 

P=0.27 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 
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Table 4.5.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Age, 2008. 

 18-40 41-56 57-93 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

53% 59% 32% 33% 17% 28% 

Civil Unions 

only 

22% 20% 29% 27% 33% 28% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

25% 20% 39% 39% 50% 44% 

Total 

Percent 

100% 99% 100% 99% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

384 474 307 364 293 359 

 F=1.22; P=0.30 F=0.08; P=0.93 F=3.49; P=0.03 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 
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Table 4.6.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Church Attendance, 2008. 

 Not a Christian Never Few times a year Once or twice a 

month 

Almost every 

week 

Every week 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allow

ed to 

Marry 

44% 61% 14% 87% 48% 54% 31% 40% 28% 36% 13% 16% 

Civil 

Union

s only 

28% 20% 4% 13% 28% 27% 27% 33% 24% 24% 28% 25% 

No 

Legal 

Recog

nition 

28% 19% 82% 0% 24% 19% 42% 27% 48% 41% 59% 59% 

Total 

Perce

nt 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101% 100% 100% 

Numb

er of 

Cases 

379 370 8 5 145 162 170 203 104 128 182 362 

 F=7.72; P=0.00 F=8.94; P=0.00 F=0.43; P=0.64 F=2.81; P=0.06 F=0.62; P=0.54 F=0.28; P=0.75 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 
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Table 4.7.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Beliefs about the Bible, 2008. 

 The Bible is the word 

of God and is literal 

The Bible is the word 

of God but not literal 

The Bible is a book 

written by man 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

16% 22% 37% 50% 63% 74% 

Civil Unions 

only 

22% 21% 33% 31% 24% 19% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

62% 58% 31% 19% 12% 7% 

Total 

Percent 

100% 101% 101% 100% 99% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

380 585 417 480 166 143 

 F=1.50; P=0.22 F=7.48; P=0.00 F=1.77; P=0.17 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 
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Table 4.8.  Bivariate Equation.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage Ideology, 

2008. 

 Liberal Moderate Conservative 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 
Allowed to 

Marry 
53% 72% 45% 43% 16% 20% 

Civil Unions 
only 

29% 17% 20% 31% 37% 30% 

No Legal 

Recognition 
17% 11% 35% 26% 47% 49% 

Total Percent 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 
Number of 
Cases 

190 286 241 244 298 303 

 F=5.94; P=0.0 F=2.70; P=0.06 F=1.44; P=0.23 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 
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Table 4.9.  Bivariate Equation.  The Gender Gap in Support of Gay Marriage by Party 

Identification, 2008. 
 Democrat Independent Republican 

 Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Allowed to 

Marry 

43% 50% 45% 48% 16% 20% 

Civil 

Unions 

only 

23% 21% 26% 23% 34% 35% 

No Legal 

Recognition 

35% 29% 30% 30% 50% 45% 

Total 

Percent 

101% 100% 101% 101% 100% 100% 

Number of 

Cases 

355 581 350 327 197 227 

 F=1.57 

P=0.20 

F=0.31 

P=0.73 

F=0.49 

P=0.60 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 
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Table 4.10.  Multinomial Logit.  Support for Gay Marriage versus Civil Unions, 2008. 
 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 

  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Gender -0.27* 

(0.13) 

-0.41* 

(0.16) 

-0.49** 

(0.17) 

-0.92* 

(0.40) 

-0.36 

(0.45) 

-0.35 

(0.45) 

-0.33 

(0.45) 

Age  0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

Black  -0.29 

(0.19) 

-0.76** 

(0.29) 

-0.29 

(0.19) 

-0.30 

(0.19) 

-0.29 

(0.19) 

-0.30 

(0.19) 

Hispanic  -0.44* 

(0.19) 

-0.44* 

(0.19) 

-0.45* 

(0.19) 

-0.44* 

(0.19) 

-0.45* 

(0.19) 

-0.45* 

(0.19) 

Other  -0.38 

(0.42) 

-0.39 

(0.42) 

-0.39 

(0.42) 

-0.38 

(0.42) 

-0.38 

(0.42) 

-0.38 

(0.42) 

Church Attendance  0.16** 

(0.04) 

0.16** 

(0.04) 

0.16** 

(0.04) 

0.16** 

(0.04) 

0.16** 

(0.04) 

0.16** 

(0.04) 

Word of God  -0.52** 

(0.12) 

-0.51** 

(0.12) 

-0.52** 

(0.12) 

-0.52** 

(0.12) 

-0.52** 

(0.12) 

-0.50** 

(0.16) 

Family Income  0.01 

(0.01) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.02) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

Marital Status  0.47* 

(0.18) 

0.48** 

(0.18) 

0.46* 

(0.18) 

0.47* 

(0.18) 

0.47* 

(0.18) 

0.47* 

(0.18) 

Education  0.02 

(0.08) 

0.01 

(0.08) 

0.02 

(0.08) 

0.01 

(0.08) 

0.02 

(0.11) 

0.02 

(0.08) 

Children  -0.16 

(0.19) 

-0.16 

(0.19) 

-0.14 

(0.19) 

-0.16 

(0.19) 

-0.15 

(0.19) 

-0.16 

(0.19) 

Homemaker  0.07 

(0.31) 

0.09 

(0.31) 

0.07 

(0.31) 

0.07 

(0.31) 

0.07 

(0.31) 

0.07 

(0.31) 

Interaction 

Gender*Black 

  0.80* 

(0.36) 

    

Interaction 

Gender*Income 

   0.03 

(0.02) 

   

Interaction 

Gender*Age 

    -0.00 

(0.00) 

  

Interaction 

Gender*Education 

     -0.02 

(0.49) 

 

Interaction 

Gender*Word of God 

      -0.03 

(0.22) 

Constant -0.26* 

(0.10) 

-0.96* 

(0.44) 

-0.93* 

(0.43) 

-0.68 

(0.48) 

-0.99* 

(0.50) 

-0.98* 

(0.49) 

-1.01* 

(0.48) 

Number of 

observations 

2218 1985 1985 1985 1985 1985 1985 

Fit F(2,2218) 

=3.22 

Prob>F  

=0.0399 

F(24,1961) 

=13.70 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.80 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.64 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.63 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.64 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.55 

Prob>F = 

0.0000 
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Table 4.11.  Multinomial Logit.  Support for Gay Marriage versus No Legal Recognition for Gay 

Marriage, 2008. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Gender -0.29* 

(0.12) 

-0.67** 

(0.16) 

-0.73** 

(0.17) 

-0.95* 

(0.41) 

-0.41 

(0.48) 

-1.10* 

(0.45) 

-0.16 

(0.44) 

Age  0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

Black  -0.04 

(0.19) 

-0.34 

(0.27) 

-0.04 

(0.19) 

-0.05 

(0.19) 

-0.03 

(0.19) 

-0.06 

(0.19) 

Hispanic  -0.60** 

(0.19) 

-0.59** 

(0.19) 

-0.60** 

(0.19) 

-0.60** 

(0.19) 

-0.59** 

(0.19) 

-0.60** 

(0.19) 

Other  0.07 

(0.41) 

0.06 

(0.41) 

0.07 

(0.41) 

0.06 

(0.41) 

0.09 

(0.41) 

0.05 

(0.40) 

Church Attendance  0.25** 

(0.04) 

0.25** 

(0.04) 

0.25** 

(0.04) 

0.25** 

(0.04) 

0.25** 

(0.04) 

0.25** 

(0.04) 

Word of God  -1.40** 

(0.13) 

-1.39** 

(0.13) 

-1.40** 

(0.14) 

-1.40** 

(0.13) 

-1.40** 

(0.13) 

-1.25** 

(0.16) 

Family Income  -0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.02 

(0.02) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

Marital Status  0.61** 

(0.18) 

0.62** 

(0.18) 

0.61** 

(0.18) 

0.60** 

(0.18) 

0.62** 

(0.18) 

0.61** 

(0.18) 

Education  -0.16 

(0.08) 

-0.16 

(0.08) 

-0.16 

(0.08) 

-0.16 

(0.08) 

-0.23* 

(0.11) 

-0.16 

(0.08) 

Children  -0.22 

(0.19) 

-0.23 

(0.19) 

-0.21 

(0.19) 

-0.23 

(0.19) 

-0.22 

(0.19) 

-0.22 

(0.19) 

Homemaker  -0.16 

(0.31) 

-0.15 

(0.31) 

-0.16 

(0.31) 

-0.16 

(0.31) 

-0.14 

(0.31) 

-0.17 

(0.31) 

Interaction 

Gender*Black 

  0.53 

(0.33) 

    

Interaction 

Gender*Income 

   0.02 

(0.02) 

   

Interaction Gender*Age     -0.01 

(0.00) 

  

Interaction 

Gender*Education 

     0.16 

(0.14) 

 

Interaction 

Gender*Word of God 

      -0.31 

(0.25) 

Constant 0.05 

(0.09) 

1.11* 

(0.45) 

1.14* 

(0.45) 

1.27* 

(0.49) 

0.97 

(0.52) 

1.31* 

(0.51) 

0.85 

(0.50) 

Number of observations 2218 1985 1985 1985 1985 1985 1985 

Fit F(2,2218) 

=3.22 

Prob>F  

=0.0399 

F(24,1961

) =13.70 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959

) =12.80 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959

) =12.64 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959

) =12.63 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959

) =12.64 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959

) =12.55 

Prob>F = 

0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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Table 4.12.  Multinomial Logit.  Support for Gay Marriage versus Civil Unions, 2008. 

 1 2 3 8 9 

Gender -0.27* 

(0.13) 

-0.41* 

(0.16) 

-0.49** 

(0.17) 

-0.51** 

(0.17) 

-0.45** 

(0.16) 

Age  0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

Black  -0.29 

(0.19) 

-0.76** 

(0.29) 

-0.82** 

(0.26) 

-0.55* 

(0.24) 

Hispanic  -0.44* 

(0.19) 

-0.44* 

(0.19) 

-0.45* 

(0.19) 

-0.44* 

(0.19) 

Other  -0.38 

(0.42) 

-0.39 

(0.42) 

-0.39 

(0.43) 

-0.39 

(0.42) 

Church Attendance  0.16** 

(0.04) 

0.16** 

(0.04) 

0.16** 

(0.04) 

0.15** 

(0.04) 

Word of God  -0.52** 

(0.12) 

-0.51** 

(0.12) 

-0.55** 

(0.12) 

-0.52** 

(0.12) 

Family Income  0.01 

(0.01) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

0.01 

(0.01) 

Marital Status  0.47* 

(0.18) 

0.48** 

(0.18) 

0.48** 

(0.18) 

0.47** 

(0.18) 

Education  0.02 

(0.08) 

0.01 

(0.08) 

0.02 

(0.08) 

0.02 

(0.08) 

Children  -0.16 

(0.19) 

-0.16 

(0.19) 

-0.16 

(0.19) 

-0.16 

(0.19) 

Homemaker  0.07 

(0.31) 

0.09 

(0.31) 

0.09 

(0.31) 

0.09 

(0.31) 

Interaction Gender*Black   0.80* 

(0.36) 

  

Interaction 

Gender*Black*WordofGord 

   0.63** 

(0.19) 

 

Interaction 

Gender*Black*ChurchAttendance 

    0.15 

(0.08) 

Constant -0.26* 

(0.10) 

-0.96* 

(0.44) 

-0.93* 

(0.43) 

-0.84 

(0.44) 

-0.92* 

(0.43) 

Number of observations 2218 1985 1985 1985 1985 

Fit F(2,2218) 

=3.22 

Prob>F  

=0.0399 

F(24,1961) 

=13.70 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.80 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.72 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.95 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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Table 4.13.  Multinomial Logit.  Support for Gay Marriage versus No Legal Recognition for Gay 

Marriage, 2008. 

 1 2 3 8 9 

Gender -0.29* 

(0.12) 

-0.67** 

(0.16) 

-0.73** 

(0.17) 

-0.79** 

(0.17) 

-0.72** 

(0.16) 

Age  0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

Black  -0.04 

(0.19) 

-0.34 

(0.27) 

-0.55* 

(0.25) 

-0.31 

(0.24) 

Hispanic  -0.60** 

(0.19) 

-0.59** 

(0.19) 

-0.60** 

(0.20) 

-0.59** 

(0.19) 

Other  0.07 

(0.41) 

0.06 

(0.41) 

0.06 

(0.41) 

0.06 

(0.41) 

Church Attendance  0.25** 

(0.04) 

0.25** 

(0.04) 

0.25** 

(0.04) 

0.24** 

(0.04) 

Word of God  -1.40** 

(0.13) 

-1.39** 

(0.13) 

-1.43** 

(0.14) 

-1.40** 

(0.13) 

Family Income  -0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.01 

(0.01) 

Marital Status  0.61** 

(0.18) 

0.62** 

(0.18) 

0.63** 

(0.18) 

0.62** 

(0.18) 

Education  -0.16 

(0.08) 

-0.16 

(0.08) 

-0.16 

(0.08) 

-0.16 

(0.08) 

Children  -0.22 

(0.19) 

-0.23 

(0.19) 

-0.23 

(0.19) 

-0.23 

(0.19) 

Homemaker  -0.16 

(0.31) 

-0.15 

(0.31) 

-0.15 

(0.31) 

-0.15 

(0.31) 

Interaction Gender*Black   0.53 

(0.33) 

  

Interaction 

Gender*Black*WordofGord 

   0.65** 

(0.21) 

 

Interaction 

Gender*Black*ChurchAttendance 

    0.16 

(0.08) 

Constant 0.05 

(0.09) 

1.11* 

(0.45) 

1.14* 

(0.45) 

1.24** 

(0.46) 

1.16* 

(0.45) 

Number of observations 2218 1985 1985 1985 1985 

Fit F(2,2218) 

=3.22 

Prob>F  

=0.0399 

F(24,1961) 

=13.70 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.80 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.72 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(26,1959) 

=12.95 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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Table 4.14.  Multinomial Logit.  Support for Gay Marriage versus Civil Unions, 2008. 

 1 2 10 11 12 

Gender -0.27* 

(0.13) 

-0.41* 

(0.16) 

-0.34 

(0.19) 

-0.20 

(0.52) 

-0.40 

(0.58) 

Age  0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

Black  -0.29 

(0.19) 

-0.14 

(0.28) 

-0.14 

(0.28) 

-0.14 

(0.28) 

Hispanic  -0.44* 

(0.19) 

-0.29 

(0.25) 

-0.29 

(0.25) 

-0.29 

(0.25) 

Other  -0.38 

(0.42) 

-0.27 

(0.46) 

-0.27 

(0.46) 

-0.27 

(0.46) 

Church Attendance  0.16** 

(0.04) 

0.09 

(0.05) 

0.09 

(0.05) 

0.09 

(0.05) 

Word of God  -0.52** 

(0.12) 

-0.63** 

(0.16) 

-0.63** 

(0.16) 

-0.63** 

(0.16) 

Family Income  0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

-0.00 

(0.01) 

Marital Status  0.47* 

(0.18) 

0.45* 

(0.22) 

0.45* 

(0.22) 

0.45* 

(0.22) 

Education  0.02 

(0.08) 

0.06 

(0.10) 

0.06 

(0.10) 

0.06 

(0.10) 

Children  -0.16 

(0.19) 

-0.17 

(0.23) 

-0.17 

(0.23) 

-0.17 

(0.22) 

Homemaker  0.07 

(0.31) 

0.03 

(0.39) 

0.03 

(0.39) 

0.03 

(0.39) 

Ideology   0.30** 

(0.07) 

0.31** 

(0.07) 

0.29* 

(0.11) 

Party ID   0.39** 

(0.14) 

043* 

(0.20) 

0.39** 

(0.15) 

Interaction Gender*PartyID    -0.07 

(0.25) 

 

Interaction Gender*Ideology     0.02 

(0.13) 

Constant -0.26* 

(0.10) 

-0.96* 

(0.44) 

-2.53** 

(0.62) 

-2.61** 

(0.70) 

-2.48** 

(0.72) 

Number of observations 2218 1985 1329 1329 1329 

Fit F(2,2218) 

=3.22 

Prob>F  

=0.0399 

F(24,1961) 

=13.70 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(28,1301) 

=11.28 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(30,1299) 

=10.52 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(30,1299) 

=10.52 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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Table 4.15.  Multinomial Logit.  Support for Gay Marriage versus No Legal Recognition for Gay 

Marriage, 2008. 

 1 2 10 11 12 

Gender -0.29* 

(0.12) 

-0.67** 

(0.16) 

-0.58** 

(0.20) 

-0.48 

(0.50) 

-0.96 

(0.60) 

Age  0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

0.03** 

(0.00) 

Black  -0.04 

(0.19) 

0.19 

(0.30) 

0.19 

(0.30) 

0.19 

(0.30) 

Hispanic  -0.60** 

(0.19) 

-0.50 

(0.28) 

-0.50 

(0.27) 

-0.50 

(0.27) 

Other  0.07 

(0.41) 

0.48 

(0.49) 

0.48 

(0.49) 

0.48 

(0.49) 

Church Attendance  0.25** 

(0.04) 

0.19** 

(0.05) 

0.19** 

(0.05) 

0.19** 

(0.05) 

Word of God  -1.40** 

(0.13) 

-1.59** 

(0.18) 

-1.59** 

(0.18) 

-1.60** 

(0.18) 

Family Income  -0.01 

(0.01) 

-0.03 

(0.01) 

-0.03 

(0.01) 

-0.03 

(0.01) 

Marital Status  0.61** 

(0.18) 

0.56* 

(0.23) 

0.56* 

(0.23) 

0.57* 

(0.23) 

Education  -0.16 

(0.08) 

-0.14 

(0.10) 

-0.14 

(0.10) 

-0.14 

(0.10) 

Children  -0.22 

(0.19) 

-0.10 

(0.25) 

-0.09 

(0.25) 

-0.09 

(0.25) 

Homemaker  -0.16 

(0.31) 

-0.39 

(0.44) 

-0.39 

(0.44) 

-0.41 

(0.45) 

Ideology   0.54** 

(0.08) 

0.55** 

(0.08) 

0.50** 

(0.11) 

Party ID   0.37* 

(0.15) 

0.39 

(0.20) 

0.37* 

(0.15) 

Interaction Gender*PartyID    -0.05 

(0.24) 

 

Interaction Gender*Ideology     0.09 

(0.13) 

Constant 0.05 

(0.09) 

1.11* 

(0.45) 

-1.35 

(0.69) 

-1.42 

(0.74) 

-1.12 

(0.77) 

Number of observations 2218 1985 1329 1329 1329 

Fit F(2,2218) 

=3.22 

Prob>F  

=0.0399 

F(24,1961) 

=13.70 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(28,1301) 

=11.28 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(30,1299) 

=10.52 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

F(30,1299) 

=10.52 

Prob>F 

=0.0000 

Source: American National Elections Study, 2008 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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