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ABSTRACT 

Same-sex marriage policy and marijuana policy are currently experiencing 

rapid and substantial change in the U.S. States are reacting differently to these policies 

as well. It is important to understand what is driving this change and what this can tell 

us about solidarity concerning these issues. This study looks to understand which 

states are more likely to approve same-sex marriage and medical marijuana policies 

based on demographic characteristics. This study is quantitative in nature and looks to 

religion, social class, and modernization as the driving forces in tolerance of deviance 

as set out by Durkheim and his perspective on solidarity and social change.  

With evidence of strong correlations between religion, social class, 

modernization (urbanization), and political affiliation, this study seeks to analyze: (1) 

the relationship between state demographic and population characteristics and the 

approval of same-sex marriage, (2) the relationship between state demographic and 

population  characteristics and the approval of medical marijuana policies, and (3) the 

relationship between state demographic and population characteristics and political 

outcome in the 2012 presidential election. Findings include how the percent of a 

state’s population that is evangelical protestant affects whether a state approves same-

sex marriage and medical marijuana, but not whether a state was “blue” or “red” in the 

2012 presidential election. Implications of this study point to a need to better 

understand how and why evangelical protestant religions are having such a large effect 

on policy in the U. S., but are not being felt in the political outcomes of elected 

officials. As changes in these policies are currently happening each year future 

research should look to build off of this study’s findings in order to gain better 

understanding of what is influencing changes in these policies and tolerance of 

deviance. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

State and federal laws in the United States have converged and conflicted in a 

variety of ways throughout U.S. history. Marijuana legalization, same-sex marriage, and 

the Equal Rights Amendment are selected examples where state and federal policy have 

come to be contested. This is, in large part, due to religion and politics, which are 

influenced by societal ideology. This is what Durkheim sought to identify, namely “what 

effect religious beliefs (the product of social life) had on the lives of all within a society” 

(Pickering, 1994)   These policies can help us to analyze solidarity in the U.S. and to 

explore what it means for a modern culture to face social change concerning social 

policy, which is contested and approved to different degrees based on a population’s 

ideological position. The implication of this is that it may change the ways in which 

different states implement social policy to change the definition of deviance. 

Marijuana legalization and same-sex marriage are on the forefront of social 

change in the United States in 2014, but this is not the first time that the United States has 

been faced with conflicting social policies. These two social policies parallel the division 

within the United States decades ago concerning the Equal Rights Amendment (ERA). 

The ERA provides a unique opportunity to analyze, through a Durkheimian view,  a 

social policy’s long term attempts to gain majority approval within a diverse country: 

“The ERA was introduced into every Congress between 1923 and 1972, when it was 

passed and sent to the states for ratification” (Alice Paul Institute, 2014). The ERA states 
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that equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the United States 

or by any state on account of sex. 

Brief Summary: Equal Rights Amendment 

The 1970s, being a time of challenge and change, provided proponents of the 

ERA with a climate which was tolerant of “deviance.” Some social movements of the 

1960s in the U.S. were, during the 1970s, beginning to see change through either 

institutionalization or attempts to become institutionalized through policy. The ERA is 

one of the policies which attempted to become institutionalized through a proposed 

constitutional amendment. This also provides for us an example of how “deviance” 

becomes normative through social change. 

Today, in the U.S., while there is some debate as to whether women have 

complete equal rights under the law, the idea of equal rights for women (social, political, 

and legal) in the U.S. has become not only non-deviant, but a taken for granted 

assumption for a large portion of the U.S. population (Pew Research, 2010). This, 

however, was not the case when the ERA was being nationally addressed in the 1970s. 

During this time, the states in the U.S. were divided on this issue with 30 states ratifying 

the amendment (five additional states had ratified and then rescinded), 8 states ratified in 

one house of legislature, but not both that were needed, and 7 states did not ratify the 

ERA (Alice Paul Institute, 2014). Recently, the ERA has gained some new life within the 

legislative realm: “Two different types of ERA legislation have been introduced in the 

2013-2014 session of Congress…” (Alice Paul Institute, 2014)  . 
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One type of legislation is traditional, while the second type, the “three states 

strategy” is taking a different direction. The “three state strategy” is legislation to remove 

the time limit on the ERA ratification process, which would allow for ratification when 

proponents can secure three more states (to add to the 35 which originally ratified) to 

ratify this amendment. Currently, at the state level, there is a movement in Oregon to 

have the ERA ratified into the state constitution in 2014 (voteera.org, 2014). The social 

change that has occurred concerning women’s rights presents us with some evidence that 

social change has, in fact, promoted normalization of  what was once thought “deviant” 

(e.g. ERA) shown through the fact that a recent poll suggests that 75% of people in 

Oregon will support the constitutional amendment (Ballotpedia, 2014). These types of 

institutional changes may result in greater tolerance of deviance by helping to normalize 

what was once deviant. Though this may be the case, there is no question that there are 

social policies in the United States which afford different populations with different 

rights, responsibilities, and protections. 

Brief Summary: Recent Marijuana Policy 

Since the 1990s, the United States has been experiencing similar change 

concerning its drug policy regarding marijuana. In 1996, California, as a state, passed 

Proposition 215 (Procon.org, 2013), which made medical marijuana legal at the state 

level for the first time since the 1930’s (see Pacula et al., 2003, & Ferraiolo, 2007, for a 

beneficial review of historical legislation on marijuana in the United States). Since 

California’s passage of medical marijuana legalization, 23 other states and the District of 
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Columbia have passed medical marijuana laws. Two of these states, Colorado and 

Washington, have passed recreational marijuana laws. There are currently at least 2 other 

states and the District of Columbia which will be voting on recreational legalization of 

marijuana in 2014 (ProCon.org, 2014). 

Changes to the drug policy at the state level have occurred before. In the 1970’s, 

eleven states decriminalized marijuana (Pacula et al., 2003), thereby lessening the offense 

of personal possession and consumption to a ticketed offense with no jail time. At the 

same time at the federal level, marijuana was classified as a schedule I drug, indicating a 

high potential for abuse and that it had no currently accepted medical use (U.S. 

Department of Justice, 2013). Ironically, in 1976 in response to lawsuit against the U.S. 

(Randall v. U.S.), the government began a program, Compassionate Investigational New 

Drug Study program (CINDS), which provided marijuana to a small group of individuals 

for medical purposes (Russo et al., 2002, p. 6).This shows that oppositional, and at times 

contradictory, drug policies concerning marijuana, have existed before in the United 

States. 

Brief Summary: Recent Same-Sex Marriage Policy 

Same-sex marriage has a similar history as marijuana policy in the United States. 

The 1970’s saw the first federal response regarding same-sex marriage (Baker v. Nelson), 

although the outcome was less favorable for proponents. The U.S. Supreme Court 

dismissed the case, which challenged the denial of a same-sex couple to marry (Freedom 

to Marry, Inc., 2013).  The 1980’s, although known for backlash and discrimination in 



Texas Tech University, Amber Thompson, December 2014 

5 

the wake of AIDS, saw two important developments concerning same-sex couples. The 

city of Berkeley in California enacted the nation's first domestic partnership ordinance in 

1984 and the New York State Court of Appeals defined same-sex couples who had lived 

together for 10 years as “family” (ProCon.org, 2013). However, this progress was short-

lived. 

In 1996, the Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA) was signed into law at the federal 

level. This law denied same-sex couples protections and responsibilities that apply to 

marriage at the federal level. The states were once again at the front of the same-sex 

battle and were shown to be in opposition to the federal government’s stance. In 1999, 

California approved a domestic partnership statute which provided same-sex couples with 

some, though not all, protections which marriage allowed. Massachusetts, in 2004, 

became the first state to legalize same-sex marriages. Since that time, same-sex marriage 

has encountered mixed reactions throughout the United States. 

Currently, 19 states have legalized same-sex marriage, while 31 states have 

instituted/approved bans on same-sex marriage, most by both constitutional amendments 

and state laws (procon.org, 2014). “On June 26, 2013, the US Supreme Court in a 5-4 

decision in United States v. Windsor declared unconstitutional part of the federal Defense 

of Marriage Act (DOMA) which defined marriage solely as a legal union between a man 

and a woman” (ProCon.org, 2013). Currently, there are lawsuits filed in most states 

which have a ban on same-sex marriage, which challenge the constitutionality of such 

bans. Similar to marijuana legalization policies, changes and developments regarding 
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same-sex marriage are happening almost daily and have been spurred on by state’s 

willingness to challenge the federal laws concerning same-sex marriage. 

The question now is why do some states approve of, and implement these social 

policies, while other states oppose these social policies? It is to this question that I now 

turn. Medical marijuana legalization, same-sex marriage, and the ERA each show clearly 

that states differ in their approval of social policies (See Figure 1-3 for state variations by 

policy). It makes sense then to accept that state demographic characteristics have an 

effect on levels of approval for social policies. Studies have supported community 

characteristics as important variables (Fleischmann & Moyer, 2009; Wohlenberg, 1980). 

Among these community characteristics, some of the most often cited and studied include 

age (Singh, Knezek, & Adams, 1979; Rothwell & Hawdon, 2008), education (Singh, 

Knezek & Adams, 1979), urbanization (Singh et al., 1979; Gill, 1985; Harms, 1981; 

Tedin, 1978), political affiliation/ideology (Singh et al., 1979; Gill, 1985; Hall & 

Schiefelbein, 2011; Rothwell & Hawdon, 2008), class (Gill, 1985; Tedin, 1978), and 

economy (Hall & Schiefelbein, 2011). 
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Figure 1.1: Map of ERA ratification outcome 

Source: Alice Paul Institute (2014) 

Figure 1.2: Map of Same-Sex Marriage Policy  

Source: National Conference of State Legislatures (2014) 
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Figure 1.3: Map of Marijuana Policy 

Source: Pew Research Center (2013) 

Research concerning social policy approval tends to focus on only one policy at a 

time. Analyzing legislative outcomes across social policies in conjunction may increase 

understanding of what population characteristics are more likely to consider and embrace 

controversial social policies. This study has as its dependent variables the legalization of 

marijuana or same-sex marriage and whether a state is considered to be blue or red in the 

2012 presidential election. It is expected that these should correlate. 

The independent variables include population/community characteristics of a state 

including social class (percent of population with a bachelor degree or higher, per capita 

income of the state population and lower social class scale score), modernization (percent 

of population urban), and religion (percent of the population identifying as very religious 

and percent of the population who are evangelical protestant). The purpose of this study 

is to determine the difference in state population characteristics by analyzing the 

http://www.people-press.org/2013/04/04/marijuana-changing-attitudes/pp_13-04-03_ss_marijuana_09_enforcement/
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differences in the independent variables in all 50 states which have differing social 

policies. 
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     CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORY 

Two bodies of previous research inform this work. These are studies and analyses that 

explore (1) Durkheim and social solidarity/social change, (2) factors involved in the 

changing meaning of deviance. 

Durkheim and Social Solidarity/Social Change 

Durkheim and his theories of social change and social solidarity are useful for 

examining social policy debates. While many definitions and models of social policy 

contain value assessments related to social welfare (Titmuss, 1974), this study means 

only to indicate social policy as far as it indicates a system or practice which governs the 

activities of individuals or groups within a society. There is no benevolent meaning 

implied, only that there are rules and regulations which govern activities which affect the 

population to which it pertains.  New social policy, after all, can create and is created by 

social change. When an issue of “deviance” becomes increasingly important to a 

population, normalization by way of social policy can be the goal of the population 

(Kisuse, 1980). While there may be some disagreement in the population about the policy 

itself, once implemented within a population (e.g. individual states), individuals may 

begin viewing the policy as normative (e.g. ERA). The opposite can also be true. When a 

social policy begins to be seen by a population as unnecessary or unwanted, repeal of that 

policy may lead to normalization of the deviant issue which the policy was originally 

enacted to control (e.g. same-sex marriage bans). 
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Durkheim’s ideas provide us with a perspective that can explain how social 

change can actually influence and create social solidarity. Evans (1977) helps to clarify 

that social solidarity, in the Durkheim sense, involves both beliefs and practices: “True 

solidarity comes about when beliefs and practices of a group are consistent with one 

another…Social solidarity is a social fact. Social facts are three dimensional in nature, 

i.e., they involve acting, feeling, and exercising constraint over the individual” (p. 32).

Social change does not go against Durkheim’s functionalist view, and in fact, can be 

supported by his understanding that while modernity may bring about a different type of 

solidarity (from mechanical to organic), there is still a solidarity that is necessary; it is 

what holds a society together.  Even the disagreement amongst a population about a 

social policy provides us with solidarity; those who have solidarity in their position for 

change and those who have solidarity in their position against change. 

There is support in the literature indicating that Durkheim’s writings can provide 

explanatory power when applied to social change. Harms (1981) provides supportive 

rationale stating: 

Durkheim’s conception of change is illuminating and useful because it 

provides a broad framework for understanding how changes in the 

structure of society—brought on by factors that increase moral and 

material density—can affect collective consciousness and therefor the 

spiritual nature of the individual and the normative regulation of society 

(p.408). 

In line with this claim is the suggestion by Ben-Yehuda (2006) that there should be a 

“potential repackaging and reframing of the study of deviance and unconventional 

behavior a la Durkheim’s ideas” (p. 572). In this way, he argues, we can benefit by 

approaching deviance within the more general process of cultural change and 
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stability.This is important to note, as social change tends to come about when there is a 

challenge to traditional norms and values, which is often seen as “deviant” and 

unconventional. 

We see this idea clearly when considering Durkheim’s concern with social 

solidarity, primarily through religion, which at its core is basically collective beliefs and 

practices which are socially given certain authority (Bellah, 1973). What becomes 

important is society’s reaction when these “authoratative” beliefs are challenged. 

Durkheim (1915; 2012) argues that when this happens then collective forces are put into 

play and that the (religious) group will unite in their anxiety and uneasiness pooling these 

sentiments which will result in their intensification: “By affirming themselves, they exalt 

and impassion themselves” (p. 408). In this way the group will increase solidarity in an 

attempt to resist the challenge to their beliefs and authority. 

While many have, and do, analyze social change through the lens of social 

construction (Berger & Luckman, 1966), Durkheim’s contribution concerning the moral 

fabric of society should also be considered in light of this analysis of social change. 

Marske (1987) provides: 

Although Durkheim’s analysis proceeds on several different levels and his 

treatment of these topics is not fully consistent, his continual concern with 

explaining the moral basis of modern or advanced society is a constant 

theme linking together a number of his seemingly diverse writings (p.2). 

Durkheim ([1893]1964) argued that a society transitions from a mechanical society to an 

organic society. When a society is mechanical, its social cohesion is based on shared 

norms, values, and moral ideology. As a society transitions from mechanical to organic 
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and becomes differentiated based on the division of labor, a common world view based 

on traditional beliefs would weaken, but not disappear. 

This is not to say that Durkheim believed that morals would be less important in 

an organic, or modern society. “Moral constraint is the very essence of collective life; 

society and morality are one” (Durkheim, [1893] 1964, p. 228). An analysis by Wolf 

(1970) supports this interpretation maintaining that while organic, or modern, societies 

allow for more freedom and choice when it comes to moral choices, “invariably, 

however, these situations of moral choice and conduct are social situations calling for 

involvement and participation in collective decision and action” (p. 17). Thus, social ties 

and solidarity become more clearly linked to class, status, and power through social facts. 

The difference is not that organic societies do not still have a moral consensus, but that 

the morals are different by necessity because of more varied and numerous subcultures. 

This is pointed out by Marske (1987): 

The fundamental moral basis or ultimate unifying principle of modern 

society becomes individualism in its true form which Durkheim referred to 

as moral or rational individualism. For individualism to be moral, and 

therefore, solidifying factor in modern society, it must be collectively 

shared (p. 2).  

An amplification of Durkheim’s view of the individual in modern societies is 

presented by Bellah (1973) who argues “There is one place where the forms of 

mechanical solidarity, the common collective conscience, survives and is strengthened in 

modern society: the manner in which it regards the individual” (p. xxv). “In advanced 

societies where organic solidarity predominates, the deepest most significant value 

consensus in society focuses on the rights and dignity of the individual” (Marske, 1987, 
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p. 2). This supports a shift from mechanical society and traditional (religious) beliefs to

an organic society and less traditional (less religious) beliefs. According to Rothwell and 

Hawdon (2008), “as ‘truth’ becomes increasingly based on secular, rationalized reason 

(Habermas, 1984; Weber,[1922] 1964), the universal religions that once monopolized 

human understanding retreat to private conviction (Weber, [1922] 1964)” (p. 258). 

This seems to argue that the modern society is more concerned with respecting 

the individual private convictions, but it may be more than that. “Although modern 

society requires consensus in moral beliefs, it does not require the same degree of 

consensus, nor does the consensus entail the same items of belief found in earlier 

societies” (Marske, 1987, p. 6). Marske (1987) may sum it up best stating: 

Primitive societies have little division of labor; they consist of 

homologous units…they are bound together by their similarity of practice, 

thoughts, and beliefs…As the division of labor proceeds, a number of 

outcomes appear: the ‘segmental’ structure of homologous social units is 

replaced by the increasing differentiation of units, which are progressively 

interdependent; the similarity of ideas and practices diminishes; and a new 

type of solidarity—an organic solidarity, based not on similarities or like 

mindedness, but on a foundation of interdependence and the acceptance of 

differences emerges (p.5-6). 

Population density is also shown to substantially impact tolerance of “deviance” 

through contact with various and numerous subcultures and groups. It has been found that 

the contact effect from exposure to other groups can reduce individual and collective 

threat and promote more positive feelings toward these groups (Pettigrew, Tropp, 

Wagner & Christ, 2011; Emerson, Kimbro & Yancey, 2002); this includes a variety of 

other stigmatized groups which lends support for its universal application (Pettigrew & 

Tropp, 2006). This shows, in sum, that one way an organic society achieves solidarity is 
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through contact with “others” which increases willingess, belief and the necessity for 

tolerance toward differences in individuals in order to maintain an interconnectedness. 

The discussed literature and support so far have been applied in a general way; 

however, looking at the states of the U.S. individually requires deferintiating between 

states who do and do not appove of “deviant” policies. While Durkheim and his views on 

social solidarity are useful, it is also necessary to analyze Durkheim’s perspective on 

social change and the changing meaning of deviance. Callegaro (2012), in his 

interpretation of Durkheim’s work, presents the argument that Durkheim proposed that 

along with physical changes in society influencing the changing meaning of deviance, 

there are also social/moral forces which contribute to this ‘continuous process’ of 

transformation (p. 451-452). To try and understand why some states in the U.S. are more 

tolerant than others, there is a need to address factors which promote tolerance or 

intolerance, thereby changing the meaning of deviance. 

Changing the Meaning of Deviance 

Hinkle (1976) argues that Durkheim concluded by the end of his career that 

“change is naturally both slow and rapid in its rate, relatively limited or unlimited in its 

initial scope, and small and large in scale…” (p. 336). This seems indicative of what we 

are seeing today. There is a reciprocal relationship between individuals and society, and 

this relationship can help to clarify not only how society affects individuals, but also the 

important role which individuals play in the creation and recreation of society (Harms, 

1981). Durkheim’s own writing supports this:  “In industrial [modern] society the 
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collective conscience even takes a specific form created by the division of labor: the cult 

of the individual, of personal dignity” (Durkheim, [1893] 1964, p. 172). He goes on to 

state that “…the collective conscience is becoming more and more a cult of the 

individual…we shall see that this is what characterizes the morality of organized 

societies, compared to that of segmental societies” (Durkheim, [1893]  n1964, p. 407). 

However, this is only part of the picture. “The role of individual characteristics in 

generating tolerance is substantial, but analysis has shown that the effect of demographic 

contextual conditions also must be taken into account” (Moore & Ovadia, 2006). There is 

evidence of a strong link between the ideological disposition of a state’s residents and the 

type of policies that it adopts (Erikson, Wright, & McIver, 2006). 

Ben-Yehuda (2006) provides a useful summary, which includes looking at 

deviance as a mechanism by which societies can respond to deviance by either (1) 

eliciting punitive response which can re-affirm symbolic-moral boundaries and maintain 

stability or (2) provide elements of change which enable societies to adapt and create 

different social environments based on changing symbolic-moral boundaries. Rothwell 

and Hawdon (2008) provide perhaps the most comprehensive findings for tolerance of 

deviance which are: (1) higher education is positively correlated with tolerance of 

deviance, (2) individuals residing in the South and political conservatives report less 

tolerance of deviance, (3) attending religious services regularly and older individuals are 

related to less tolerance of deviance, (4) adoption of secualr worldviews and 

individualism are positively correlated with tolerance of deviance. 



Texas Tech University, Amber Thompson, December 2014 

17 

Same-sex marriage and marijuana legalization are progressive ideas which would 

require a move away from American traditional morals. Ben-Yehuda (2006) points out 

“As cultures change, views of what is and what is not deviant change as well. Like so 

many other social phenomena, the nature of deviance, its definition, and what are 

considered the proper responses to deviance change” (p. 561). “As the demography of 

American communities continues to change over time we can also expect changes in the 

tolerance expressed by their residents” (Moore & Ovadia, 2006, p. 2218). The 

demographic variables which this study looks at include: modernization/urbanization, 

education/ income (social class), religion and political ideology. 

Modernization/Urbanization 

Giddens (1991) argued that tolerance toward ideological, political, religious, or 

lifestyle differences has become a dominant trend in the western cultures of the late 

modern era. A good overview of explanations for the modern trend towards tolerance of 

deviance comes from Rothwell and Hawdon (2008), when they state: 

According to Weber ([1919] 1946; [1922] 1964; [1922] 1978), Parsons 

(1977), Habermas (1979, 1984), and others, the processes of 

modernization and rationalization radically alter the worldviews, 

normative systems, social structures, and institutions of the societies that 

experience them (p. 257). 

One of the changes that can be attributed to modernization is change in the social 

structure resulting in urbanization.  Tittle (1989) argues that urban dwellers should be 

more tolerant than those who live in smaller or rural places. The author goes on to 

explain that a subculture perspective by Fisher (1981) contends that: 
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Bigger cities will generate greater subculture social bonding than will 

smaller places. And since diffusion of various ideas and life styles is 

supposedly promoted by contact among subcultures in larger places, 

population size should generate greater amounts of, and tolerance for, 

unusual or unconventional behavior” (p. 271).  

“Research has consistently shown that urban areas have higher average tolerance 

levels than rural areas in the United States” (Moore & Ovadia, 2006, p. 2209). Hawdon 

(2005) argues further that two ideological systems which could promote tolerant attitudes 

toward deviance are scientific rationalism and individualism. Luhmann (1982) argues 

that as individualism replaces unified views, which provided cohesion, normative 

consensus becomes more difficult to achieve. This argument seems to be supported by 

Rothwell and Hawdon (2008) who differentiate individuals based on beliefs: 

In a highly modernized and rationalized society such as the United States, 

those individuals who adopt [the cultural belief systems and ideologies of 

modernization] would likely be more tolerant of deviance than those 

individuals who embrace a more traditional worldview. Just as the norms 

and values of the religious institution translate into individualized moral 

commitments that promote intolerant attitudes toward deviance, the norms 

and values of other ideologies may also translate into individualized moral 

commitments that promote tolerant attitudes toward deviance (p.260). 

Rationalization, which is the product of increased education, is related to urbanization. 

Moore and Ovadia (2006) explain that “…the urban effect is due to the greater 

concentration of college graduates in urban areas” (p.2214). 

Urbanization, as an indicator of modernization (according to a Durkheimian 

view), should promote solidarity. Not only are individuals likely to find solidarity in the 

face of common challenges, concerns, and daily experiences, but also in their 

understanding that each individual contributes to the whole. In other words, while a urban 
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environment does result in a variety of individuals with different beliefs and opinions, it 

also results in a population that experiences social structure and reliance on each other 

despite these differences. Throughout their daily lives they interact with “others” who are 

also their community. They come to see that the differences between them are not as 

dominant as the similarities that they share, which in this case is their ability, and the 

necessity,  to contribute to the community as a part of a whole despite differences. This 

results in a solidarity which supercedes any possible division based on individual 

differences. 

Education & Income/Social Class 

Support for the increase in tolerance being related to increased education, which 

is is a modern characteristic and source of solidarity, is provided by the literature. “The 

increase over time in tolerance in modern democracies is often seen to be a side effect of 

the expansion of higher education” (Milligan, 2012. p. 597). Lewis (2011) found that 

more populous and more educated states tend to be less likely to adopt same-sex marriage 

bans, which supports the relationship which seems to be present with urbanization, 

education and tolerance. “[E]ducation is strongly related to tolerance, even for a wide 

array of groups and even among those explicitly opposed to the target group” (Bobo & 

Licari, 1989). 

Moore and Ovadia (2006) also cite support for education’s role in providing a 

setting where one is exposed to values and ideas that may differ from those learned in the 

home, thus creating a tolerance-producing situation. While it seems clear that education is 
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correlated to tolerance based on the literature, there is a word of caution found as well. 

“Levels of education, one of the strongest predictors of tolerance, has begun to wane in 

its divisive strength” (Kozloski, 2010, p. 1379). In light of this finding, it seems necesarry 

to investigate income and social class, which are related to eduction, in order to form a 

more clear picture. 

Tittle (1989), commenting on an alternative urbanization theory or systematic 

approach, contends that “population concentration permits various social influences such 

as occupational…and class concerns play themselves out in a larger network of 

interconnected social worlds” (p. 270-271). It is found that higher social increases 

tolerance of deviance and vice versa (Katnik, 2002) which finds support when looking at 

country’s per capita GDP (Milligan, 2012), as well as when looking at concentrations of 

poverty which serve to amplify certain social prejudices  (Milligan, 2012; Lemieux & 

Pratto, 2003). 

The above cited support is consistent with Durkheim’s view that organic 

solidarity is based on morality of individualism. Social class (education/income) lends 

itself to greater tolerance on a varietyof issues which allows for greater acceptance of 

differences. Individuals with more education, which is related to higher income, are 

usually in an environment (school or work) which lends itself to interaction with 

individuals from diverse backgrounds with a variety of beliefs. In this way an individual 

begins to see the “other” not as a separate, but as cohorts, co-workers, or collegues. The 

effect of this is that the person with differing beliefs becomes not the “other,” but simply 
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a person with whom one can identify who simply has differing opinions. With a variety 

of prejudices disappearing, or at least lessining, individuals are able to expereience a 

solidarity based on acceptance of others ideas, even while disagreeing with them. This, in 

sum, reiterates that Durkheim’s view of modern solidarity, while requiring some 

consensus, does not require the same degree of consensus, nor consensus of the same 

ideas. 

Sociological theory often views the individual’s class position as crucial in 

shaping attitudes toward social change (Gill, 1985). In regards to social class, findings 

show that those in higher positions express more tolerance than those in lower positions 

(Katnik, 2002). “Consistent with previous research, the results suggest that relative to 

people in the middle income strata, people living in poorer socio-economic conditions 

tend to be less tolerant” (Milligan, 2012, p. 611). It is also argued that status groups and 

status factors, as well as class interests can influence and explain moral value attitudes 

and social behavior (Evans, 1996; Wasserman, 1990). It is necessary then to look at 

religious and political ideology to more fully understand  the relationship. 

Religious and Political Ideology 

Ben-Yehuda (2006) argues that “the definition of what is and what is not deviance 

depends on two major factors: power and morality” (p. 562). This is supported by 

findings from Wohlenberg (1980), that religious beliefs and political inclinations of the 

population of a state are important factors when looking at social policy adoption. These 

areas may be where the changing definition of deviance plays out. There is supporting 
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research that states that modernizing trends have worn away the cultural dominance of 

traditionalism, as well as created a basis for competition among various status groups 

(Scott, 1985). 

These status groups seem to be alluded to in the above literature, as there is a 

division between the two groups: the tolerant and the intolerant. It should be cautioned 

though that these groups may differ by issue. Based on the literature, it seems that two 

groups are currently in competition over social policy based on worldviews. In concert 

with this is the claim that “those who wield political, economic, and ideological influence 

in a culture most often spearhead moral panics” (Victor, 1998), and that these are “moral 

crusades” by cultural groups to perserve, defend or enhance their social standing by 

securing public affirmation of a set of values and beliefs and their support by institutions 

of the state (Wald, Owen, & Hill, 1989). This matches with Jenness’ (2004) assertion that 

“changes in structural conditions provide the impetus for the development of law that 

targets a set of activities perceived to be attached to a social group deemed ‘in need of 

control’ by those in a position to stimulate, define, and institutionalize law” (p. 156). 

In analyzing the moral reaction from the perspective of those who tolerate 

deviance, a proponent position discussed by Hathaway and Atkinson (2001) includes the 

reasoning by those who perpetrate and tolerate deviance as a failure to define an act as 

morally wrongful behavior, despite established moral norms and social control. The 

authors argue that: 

When deviance is prohibited by law yet, widely tolerated, the nature of 

controls and mechanisms for coping with them become somewhat 
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ambiguous and are open to interpretation by police and general public 

alike…moral transgressions are seen as originating not in [deviance] itself, 

but in the implication by those in authority that the practice is somewhat 

inherently wrong. A sense of indignation characterizing [proponents’] 

outlook on conventional notions of morality refelects a decline over time 

in the effectiveness of [traditional] morality as a means of collective 

control (p. 359-364). 

The moral component to a definition of deviance plays a significant part. Barnes 

(2000) found that the “most significant argument against legalization is that 

governmental approval of marijuana as a prescription drug would ‘send the wrong 

message’ (p. 27) and that states which legalized medical marijuana were engaging in “a 

public act that expressed a political objection based on shared values” (p.41). It is 

possible that the same argument could be made for proponents and opponents of both the 

ERA and same-sex marriage. In fact, Johnston (2013) argues that “arguments in which 

the grounds for excluding same-sex couples from marriage are the alleged undesirable 

consequences for heterosexual marriage, religious rights, children, and society in general, 

that would supposedly follow should same-sex marriage become legal” (p. 288). These 

arguments are similar to arguments used by opponents of the ERA according to Tedin 

(1978): “It [ERA] is often seen by religious fundamentalists as undermining the family 

and challenging traditional relatioships between men and women” (p. 57). 

Religion would seem to be a clear factor in determining tolerance/intolerance of 

deviance. Tedin (1978) found that anti-ERA activists formed a homogenous group with 

fundamentalists accounting for 66% of the anti-activists. Additionally, Gill (1985) found 

that women who opposed the ERA were likely to be conservative, affiliated with 

fundamentalist religions, and strongly religious. Olson et al. (2006) found that being a 
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member of a non-Protestant religion leads individuals away from opposition to both gay 

marriage and civil unions, while traditional attitudes on morality and secularism leads to 

more opposition to these policies. Katnik (2002) found that “those without religious 

affiliation are more tolerant…non-catholic Christian religion decreases tolerance” (p. 34). 

Fleischmann and Moyer (2009) found that higher education and the percent of Catholic 

population have a negative impact on support for same-sex marrigae bans, while voting 

Republican in 2004 and the percent of evangelical population increased support for same-

sex marriage bans. Hall and Schiefelbein (2011) found an inverse relationship between 

states that had medical marijuana and the percent of people attending a weekly church 

service and percent of people who voted republican in the [2008] presidential election. 

Religion’s role, however, may not be as clear cut as is suggested. Kozloski (2010) 

argues “there is slight evidence that religion is losing its divisive stength” (p. 1379). 

Religion’s role may be connected in another way. Scott (1985) argues that the intense 

feelings among both supporters and opposition of social policies is shown to stem from a 

basic clash of values. He also concludes that “on-going social change tends to support 

cultural modernists; cultural traditionalists therfore perceive threats to cherished values 

and seek to preserve their style of life by gaining (or seeking to retain) control over the 

means of socialization” (p. 500). Scott argues that this type of cultural conflict is carried 

out in the political areana, falls under the domain of ‘status politics,’ and “represents an 

attempt to assert the cultural dominace and desirability of one set of values over the 

other” (p. 499). Religion, it seems, is beginning to be seen in a larger part in the political 

domain which may mask its effects as political ideology. 
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A study which may support this “suggests that one’s political beliefs have become 

increasingly more correlated with attitudes toward homosexual sex relations over time” 

(Kozloski, 2010, p. 1377). Olson, Cadge, and Harrison (2006) argue that congregations, 

regardless of their specific religious affiliation, can be highly cohesive political 

communities. “Political socialization operates, in part, through religion because every 

religious group develops its own distinct orientations toward various aspects of life, 

including politics” (Katnik, 2002, p. 16). This is strengthened by findings that “loyalties 

of secularists and religious liberals to the Democratic party or religious traditionalists to 

the Republican party may grow strong enough that these groups may support their 

parties’ canidates regardless of their policy position” (Layman, 1997). 

This seems to indicate clear evidence concerning how religion and political 

affiliation affect solidarity. What we see is that religion and political affiliation are a 

strong source of solidarity. Not only do the above cited studies present a clear picture of 

who may be tolerant/intolerant, they provide consistent reports of theses populations, 

supporting this idea of solidarity in a Durkheimian view. The idea of solidarity in 

modernity is not to say that all individuals will find commonality, but that there are 

factors in modernity that promote solidarity. While traditional conservative religions and 

conservative political affiliation  promote more intolerance of deviance, they also 

promote a strong solidarity within these groups. The same is true of more liberal religious 

ideologies and political affiliations which promote tolerance and also show consistent 

solidarity. The differences between these two group’s beliefs actually promote more 

solidarity within these groups, which is consistent with a Durkheimian view. 
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This type of solidarity is also evidenced by geographic similarities. Moore and 

Ovadia (2006), in looking at the spatial variation of tolerance, argue that “the Southern 

effect appears to be a reflection of how the religious composition of the South varies 

from the rest of the nation…” (p. 2214). Literature addressing regional differences 

frequently distinguish the southern regions from northern regions concerning topics such 

as patterns and cultures of violence (Cohen, 1998), which include rates of homicide 

(Ellison, Burr, & McCall, 2003). Regional differences have also been supported in 

relation to racial prejudice (Pettigrew, 1959), racial tolerance (Carter, Steelman, Mulkey, 

& Borch, 2005), and gender-role attitudes (Carter & Borch, 2005). This may also indicate 

that there will be regional differences in regards to differing definitions of deviance, as 

well as tolerance of other types of deviance. 

Religion is often found to be an important factor in explaining political attitudes 

and behavior (Tedin, 1978; Wilcox, 1990). Studies which address the divide on the social 

policies of ERA, same-sex marriage, and marijuana legalization tend to support the idea 

of moral politics. There is supporting evidence for the viability of cultural explanations 

for public policy decisions (Fleischmann & Moyer, 2009), including the political culture, 

especially as a factor shaping “morality politics” (Sharp, 2005). However, it is also 

argued that “…virtually all dimensions of both religion and political beliefs are 

intertwined with region, urban/rural residence, as well as social class” (Tedin, 1978, p. 

56). This seems to lead us in a circular pattern as to how these variables are related to 

each other. 
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Summary & Hypothesis 

Looking back to the ERA in the 1970s and its push for social change, we can see 

how deviant issues can become normalized through social change. The issues of same-

sex marriage and medical marijuana seem to be exibiting similarities with the ERA. 

Looking at social change and solidarity through a Durkheimian perspective suggests that 

as societies move toward a organic society tolerance of deviance is promoted. This is 

done through urbanization, higher education/income (social class), and a move away 

from mechanical morality towards more secularization/rationalization ideology, all of 

which promote organic solidarity, possibly in different ways. Investigating these possible 

differences is the focus of this study. 

This study attempts to understand how modernization/urbanization, social class, 

religion and politics influence and change the definition of deviance. According to 

Milhorn et al. (2009), recently for the first time in over forty years, official policy has not 

caught up with the public’s more tolerant of deviance views. Lewis (2011) posits that 

when there is a high amount of party competition, this will lead both parties to cater to 

the preferences of majority populations and enact or oppose popular policies. This is why 

it is important to look at state demographic characteristcs and how they have affected 

state adoption of both same-sex marriage and marijuana legalization. 

This study proposes to examine the fifty states in the U.S. which currently have 

differing social policies concerning same-sex marriage and marijuana legalization. By 

examining social class indicators including level of education, % of population below 

poverty level, and per capita income, and population characteristics including % 
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urban/rural population, % of state population identifying as very religious, and % of the 

population who are evangelical mprotestant it may be possible to understand how these 

states’ population differ and how those differences contribute to the states’ policy 

decisions. Based on the discussed bodies of research it is hypothesized that: 

H1: States with more urban populations will be more likely to adopt same-sex marriage, 

medical marijuana legalization, and be a blue state in the 2012 presidential election.  

H2: States with higher % of lower class populations will be less likely to adopt same-sex 

marriage, marijuana legalization, and be a blue state in the 2012 presidential election.  

H3: States with higher % of higher social class populations will be more likely to adopt 

same-sex marriage, marijuana legalization, and be a blue state in the 2012 presidential 

election.  

H4: States with higher % population identifying as very religious will be less likely to 

adopt same-sex marriage, marijuana legalization, and be a blue state in the 2012 

presidential election. 

H5: States with higher % population identified as evangelical protestant will be less 

likely to adopt same-sex marriage, marijuana legalization, and be a blue state in the 2012 

presidential election. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Data 

This study uses secondary analysis to measure and analyze the independent and 

dependent variables. Data used for this study are from independent sources including 

National Conference of State Legislatures, U.S. Election Atlas, Gallup Polls, and the U.S. 

Census Bureau. Data were collected from these sites on all fifty states in the U.S. and the 

District of Columbia. 

The Dependent Variables 

There are three dependent variables. Each dependent variable is a binary variable. 

The first dependent variable is a state’s classification as either a “red” state or a “blue” 

state in the 2012 presidential election (meaning that the state’s electoral votes went to the 

Democrat or Republican candidate). The site uselectionatlas.org (Leip, 2012) is the 

secondary data source for this variable in this study. It is coded as: Red state=0 and Blue 

state=1. The second dependent variable is the status of a state’s marijuana law in 2012. 

National Conference of State Legislatures (2014) is the secondary data source for this 

variable in this study. This is coded as: no legalization=0 and legalization=1. The third 

dependent variable is the status of a state’s same-sex marriage laws in 2012. National 

Conference of State Legislatures (2014) is the secondary data source for this variable in 

this study. This is coded as: not legalized=0 and legalized=1. For the purpose of this 

study, any states which have civil unions or any other law which does not afford all equal 

rights of heterosexual marriages will be coded as 0. 
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The Independent Variables 

The independent variables for this study include measurements of social class, 

modernization/urbanization, and religion. Variables indicating social class include: (1) a 

lower social class scale which includes the percent of the population with less than a 

bachelor’s degree and the percent of the state population that falls below the poverty level 

(Cronbach’s Alpha= .736), percent of a state’s population with a bachelor degree or 

higher, and state per capita income. The source for each of these variables is 2010 U.S. 

Census Bureau (2014).  Religious variables include the percent of the population 

identifying as “very religious”, as measured by indication of religion as very important to 

them as well as attending a church or religious service weekly. Gallup Poll  (2013) is the 

secondary data source for this variable in this study. The other religious variable is the 

percent of the state population which is evangelical protestant. This variable is based on 

The Association of Religion Data Archives categorization of Evangelical Protestant 

Denominations in their Religious Congregations and Membership Study (2010) and 

includes 146 identified denominations. Modernization/Urbanization is measured through 

percent of a state’s population living in rural and urban areas as defined and measured in 

the 2010 U.S. Census Bureau (2014). Control variables used include measures of gender 

(percent of a state’s population male/female), race (percent of state’s population 

Caucasian/Other), and age (percent of state’s population 34 years old and younger/ 65 

years old and older). 2010 U.S. Census Bureau (2014) is also the secondary data source 

for the control variables. 
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Analysis 

All statistical tests are performed using SPSS 18.0 software (SPSS Inc, an IBM 

Company, 2014). The steps of the analysis are as follows. First, descriptive statistics were 

run on all variables and analyzed (see Table 1 for Descriptive Statistics). The District of 

Columbia was found to be an outlier due to the reoccurrence of it being either the min or 

the max in a variable range. After multiple occurrences it was decided to remove the 

District of Columbia from analysis. 

Variable Mean SE SD Min Max Range 

% state population 

Evangelical Protestant 
15.94 1.543 10.909 2 42 40 

% state population   Very 

Religious 
41.48 1.280 9.049 22 61 39 

State Per Capita Income 27,552.78 559.487 3,956.171 20,670 37,807 17,137 

% state population with a 

bachelor degree or higher 
27.77 .68102 4.8155 17.9 39 21.1 

Social class (Scale: % of 

state population below 

poverty level and % with 
less than a bachelor 

degree) 

82.466 .98040 6.93249 68.80 97.40 28.60 

% state population rural 26.4182 2.05974 14.56456 5.05 61.34 56.29 

% state population urban 73.5818 2.05974 14.56456 38.66 94.95 56.29 

TABLE 3.1 Descriptive Statistics, Independent Variables, All States 

 Next, chi-square tests were run. First, for the purpose of running chi-square test 

of independence, each independent variable was recoded as a quartile variable in which 

the variable was broken into 4 equal quartiles based on descriptive statistics. Each 

quartile was coded: 1=1-25, 2=26-50, 3=51-74, 4=75-100. Three separate chi-square test 

were then run, one for each dependent variable. The first chi-square test was run using 
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the dependent variable Red v. Blue state in the 2012 presidential election and all 

independent variables. Each independent variable was found to be significant in relation 

to whether a state was “red” or “blue” in the 2012 election. (See Table 2 for significance 

levels and Cramer’s V strength of relationship). N of valid cases=50 for each test.  

The second chi-square test was run using the dependent variable of whether a 

state allows same-sex marriage and all independent variables. Only one independent 

variable (% population rural) was found not to be significant in relation to whether a state 

allowed same-sex marriage or not (See Table 2 for significance levels and Cramer’s V 

strength of relationship). N of valid cases=50 for each test. The third chi-square test was 

run using the dependent variable of whether a state allows medical marijuana and all 

independent variables. Each independent variable was found to be significant in relation 

to whether a state allowed medical marijuana or not (See Table 2 for significance levels 

and Cramer’s V strength of relationship). N of valid cases=50 for each test.  

The results of the chi-square tests, overall, show us that there is a significance 

difference in states which: (1) were blue vs. red in the 2012 presidential election, (2) 

states which have approved same-sex marriage, and (3) states which have approved 

medical marijuana. Each of the independent variables (excluding the percent of rural 

population in relation to same-sex marriage) produced a chi-square value which is large 

enough, and significant enough, to conclude that the difference between the actual data 

and expected data is too great to be attributed to chance. The chi-square values for each 

independent variable support rejecting the null hypothesis and concluding that the 

dependent variables are, in fact, dependent on the independent variables. It should also be 
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noted that the crosstab relations are very strong as indicated by consistently low 

probabilities and relatively high Cramer’s V Scores. For each dependent variable we see 

that the independent variables are consistently significant at the p< .01 level. For each 

independent variable, we also see that the Cramer’s V range for all significant variables 

range from .451 (moderate) to .765 (strong). 

Pearson’s Chi-
Square Value 

Chi-Square: 
Asymp. Sig 

df Cramer’sV 
Value 

Cramer’s V 
Approx. sig. 

Red V. Blue State 2012 

% state pop. Evangelical Protestant 19.256 .000 3 .621 .000 

% state pop.  Very Religious 27.869 .000 3 .747 .000 

State Per Capita Income 22.520 .000 3 .671 .000 

% state pop. with a BA/BS or higher 22.623 .000 3 .673 .000 

Social class  (lower) 18.591 .000 3 .610 .000 

% state pop. rural 16.305 .001 3 .571 .001 

% state pop. urban 16.742 .001 3 .579 .001 

Same-sex Marriage 2012 

% state pop. Evangelical Protestant 15.354 .002 3 .554 .002 

% state pop.  Very Religious 19.128 .000 3 .619 .000 

State Per Capita Income 12.682 .005 3 .504 .005 

% state pop. with a BA/BS or higher 20.585 .000 3 .642 .000 

Social class (lower) 14.213 .003 3 .533 .003 

% state pop. rural 7.003 .072 3 .374 .072 

% state pop. urban 10.291 .016 3 .454 .016 

Whether a State Allows Medical 

Marijuana 

% state pop. Evangelical Protestant 21.885 .000 3 .662 .000 

% state pop.  Very Religious 29.283 .000 3 .765 .000 

State Per Capita Income 10.222 .017 3 .452 .017 

% state pop. with a bachelor degree 
or higher 

10.183 .017 3 .451 .017 

Social class (lower) 12.480 .006 3 .500 .006 

% state pop. rural 11.283 .010 3 .475 .010 

% state pop. urban 12.045 .007 3 .491 .007 

TABLE 3.2 Chi-square and Cramer’s V 

While the Chi-square test does help to support rejecting the null hypothesis, it also shows 

support for each independent variable at a high level. This makes it necessary to distinguish 
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variable relations. Based on the chi-squared test of independence outcome, a correlation 

matrix was analyzed for collinearity. Table 3 provides a concise summary of correlations. 

Based on the analysis of the correlation matrix is was determined that running two 

separate logistic regressions for each dependent variable, in order to separate some of the 

variables that were moderately or strongly correlated, would provide additional support 

for this study’s conclusions. The logistic regressions were run in blocks so that each step 

could be compared to the next in order to determine the best model and to determine 

which variable has the largest effect on the dependent variable. Tables 4-6 provide a 

concise summary of the analysis. 

% pop. 

Evangelical 

Protestant 

BA or 

Higher 

Per capita 

income 

% pop. 

Urban 

% pop. 

Rural 

% pop. 

Very 

religious 

Social 

class 

(lower) 

% pop. 

Evangelical 

Protestant 

Pearson 

Sig. (2-

Tailed) 

N 

1 

50 

-.607** 

.000 

50 

-.600** 

.000 

50 

-.371** 

.008 

50 

.371** 

.008 

50 

.746** 

.000 

50 

.692** 

.000 

50 

BA or 

Higher 

Pearson 

Sig. (2-

Tailed) 

N 

-.607** 

.000 

50 

1 

50 

.862** 

.000 

50 

.452** 

.001 

50 

-.452** 

.001 

50 

-.582** 

.000 

50 

-.959** 

.000 

50 

Per capita 

income 2012 

Pearson 

Sig. (2-

Tailed) 

N 

-.600** 

.000 

50 

.862** 

.000 

50 

1 

50 

.463** 

.001 

50 

-.463** 

.001 

50 

-.641** 

.000 

50 

-.890** 

.000 

50 

% pop. 

Urban 

Pearson 

Sig. (2-

Tailed) 

N 

-.371** 

.008 

50 

.452** 

.001 

50 

.463** 

.001 

50 

1 

50 

-1.000** 

.000 

50 

-.193 

.180 

50 

-.378** 

.007 

50 

% pop. Rural 

Pearson 

Sig. (2-

Tailed) 

N 

.371** 

.008 

50 

-.452** 

.001 

50 

-.463** 

.001 

50 

-1.000** 

.000 

50 

1 

50 

.193 

.180 

50 

.378** 

.007 

50 

% pop. Very 

religious 

Pearson 

Sig. (2-

Tailed) 

N 

.746** 

.000 

50 

-.582** 

.000 

50 

-.641** 

.000 

50 

-.193 

.180 

50 

.193 

.180 

50 

1 

50 

.641** 

.000 

50 

Social class 

(lower) 

Pearson 

Sig. (2-

Tailed) 

N 

.692** 

.000 

50 

-.959** 

.000 

50 

-.890** 

.000 

50 

-.378** 

.007 

50 

.378** 

.007 

50 

.641** 

.000 

50 

1 

50 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

TABLE 3.3 Correlations 
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 TABLE 3.4 Logistic Analysis: State approved same-sex marriage policy 

Model 

1 

Model 

2 Block 0 a Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 
Block 

5b 
Block 6 Block 7c 

Very religious 
Log 

Odds ratio 

-.282** 

.754 

-.245* 

.782 

-.246* 

.782 

-.233* 

.792 
-.231* 

.794 

-.324 

.723 

Evangelical 

Protestant 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.296** 

.744 

-.220* 

.802 

-.251* 

.778 

-.258* 

.772 

-.247* 

.781 

-.270* 

.763 

-.257* 

.773 

Social Class 

(lower) 
log 

Odds ratio 

 -.235* 

.790 

-.252* 

.777 

-.265* 

.768 

 -.267* 

.766 

 -.188 

.829 

Bachelor or 

higher 
log 

Odds ratio 

.299* 

1.348 

.094 

1.098 

.143 

1.153 

.140 

1.150 

.178 

1.195 

.124 

1.132 

Per Capita 

Income 
log 

Odds ratio 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

Rural 
log 

Odds ratio 

.018 

1.018 

.016 

1.016 

.023 

1.023 

.099 

1.104 

Urban 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.060 

.942 

-.054 

.947 

-.083 

9.20 

-.118 

.888 

Older (65+) 
log 

Odds ratio 

 .166 

1.181 
.174 

1.191 

-.449 

.638 

Younger (-34) 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.053 

.949 

-.047 

.954 

.126 

1.134 

Caucasian 
log 

Odds ratio 
-.008 

.992 

-.040 

.961 

Other 
log 

Odds ratio 

.033 

1.034 

.048 

1.049 

Female 
log 

Odds ratio 

1.805 

6.082 

Male 
 log 

Odds ratio 

-.794 

.452 

Constant 
log 

Odds ratio 

-1.266*** 

.282

9.269** 

10600.3

1 

26.50** 

3.231E+

11 

27.468** 

8.493E+1

1 

25.794* 

1.592E+1

1 

26.183* 

2.351E+ 

-58.966 

.000 

28.257 

1.870E+ 

Constant 
log 

Odds ratio 
-1.266*** 

.282

1.915* 

6.786 

-7.821 

.000 

-10.884* 

.000 

-9.236 

.000 

-6.947 

.001 

-5.504 

.004 

Nagelkerke R2 .529 .643 .647 .651 .652 .705 

Nagelkerke R2  .477 .601 .640 .688 .689 .698 .709 

-2 Log likelihood 31.565 25.552 25.317 25.077 25.038 21.925 

-2 Log likelihood 34.103 27.860 25.739 22.982 22.910 22.378 21.697 

Homer & 

Lemeshow 

Chi-

Square 

Sig. 

4.345 

.825 

9.407 

.309 

6.846 

.553 

5.478 

.705 
5.414 

.713 

18.715 

.016 

Homer & 

Lemeshow 

Chi-

Square 

Sig. 

6.368 

.497 

9.856 

.275 

8.959 

.346 

5.380 

.716 

1.760 

.988 

2.162 

.976 

2.485 

.962 

 Note: All models are estimated using binary logistic regression with 1 denoting a state has approved same-sex marriage 

and 0 denoting a state has not approved same-sex marriage.  

a. Null Model

b. Best Block Model 1

c. Best Block Model 2

*p< .05  ** p<.01  ***p< .001  (two-tailed tests)
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 TABLE 3.5 Logistic Analysis: State approved medical marijuana policy 

Model 

1 

Model 

2 Block 0 a Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4b Block 5 Block 6 Block 7c 

Very religious 
Log 

Odds ratio 

-.305*** 

.737 

-.300** 

.741 

-.294** 

.746 
-.320** 

.726 

-.331* 

.718 

-.318** 

.728 

Evangelical 

Protestant log 

Odds ratio 

-.211** 

.810 

-.179* 

.836 

-.176* 

.839 

-.179* 

.836 

-.171* 

.843 

-.285** 

.752 

-.336** 

.714 

Social Class 

(lower) 
log 

Odds ratio 

 -.010 

.990 

.027 

.864 

.059 

.768 

 .010 

1.010 

 -.021 

.979 

Bachelor or 

higher 
log 

Odds ratio 

.112 

1.118 

.072 

1.075 

.067 

1.069 

.092 

1.096 

.204 

1.226 

.427 

1.533 

Per Capita 

Income 
log 

Odds ratio 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

Rural 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.052 

.949 
-.053 

.948 

.011 

1.011 

.005 

1.005 

Urban 
log 

Odds ratio 

.002 

1.022 

.035 

1.035 

-.071 

.931 
-.020 

.980 

Older (65+) 
log 

Odds ratio 

 -.265 

.767 

-.073 

.930 

.121 

1.129 

Younger (-34) log 

Odds ratio 

-.134 

.875 

-.161 

.851 
-.548* 

.578 

Caucasian 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.087 

.917 

-.096 

.909 

Other 
log 

Odds ratio 

.152* 

1.164 
.181* 

1.199 

Female 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.551 

.576 

Male 
 log 

Odds ratio 
2.201* 

9.034 

Constant 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.490 

.613

11.574** 

106341.7

7 

12.178* 

3.231E+

11 

10.097 

24271.4

8 

12.139 

187061.9

1 

18.531 

1116893

33.2 

46.601 

1.733E+

20 

Constant log 

Odds ratio 

-.490 

.613

2.237 

9.363 

-1.332 

.264 

-2.016 

.133 

-2.888 

.056 

2.914 

18.422 

10.737 

46016.2

5 

-84.176* 

.000 

Nagelkerke R2 .610 .610 .645 .661 .704 .709 

Nagelkerke R2  .434 .463 .465 .478 .498 .646 .734 

-2 Log likelihood 36.657 36.641 34.263 33.118 29.980 29.572 

-2 Log likelihood 47.213 45.631 45.498 44.769 43.616 34.226 27.655 

Homer & 

Lemeshow 

Chi-

Square 

Sig. 

12.236 

.141 

5.289 

.726 

5.051 

.752 

4.757 

.783 

7.693 

.464 

7.715 

.462 

Homer & 

Lemeshow 

Chi-

Square 

Sig. 

7.788 

.352 

10.046 

.262 

4.432 

.816 

8.593 

.378 

3.656 

.887 

10.534 

.230 

1.917 

.983 

 Note: All models are estimated using binary logistic regression with 1 denoting a state has approved marijuana policy 

and 0 denoting a state has not approved marijuana policy.  

a. Null Model

b. Best Block Model 1

c. Best Block Model 2

*p< .05  ** p<.01  ***p< .001  (two-tailed tests)
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Model 

1 

Model 

2 Block 0 a Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4
Block 

5c Block 6b Block 7 

Very religious Log 

Odds ratio 

-.339*** 

.713 

-.294** 

.746 

-.277** 

.758 

-.320** 

.726 

-.266* 

.767 

-.598* 

.550 

Evangelical 

Protestant 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.242** 

.785 

-.211* 

.810 

-.208* 

.812 

-.179* 

.836 

-.287 

.751 

-.371 

.690 
-9.051 

.000 

Social Class 

(lower) 
log 

Odds ratio 

 -.142 

.868 

-.221 

.802 

.059 

.768 

 -.265 

.767 

 -.350 

.705 

Bachelor or 

higher 
log 

Odds ratio 

.259* 

1.295 

.085 

1.089 

.067 

1.069 
.164 

1.179 

.126 

1.134 

-4.086 

.017 

Per Capita 

Income 
log 

Odds ratio 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.000 

1.000 

.001 

1.001 
.032 

1.032 

Rural 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.099* 

.906 

-.137* 

.872 

-.108 

.898 

.027 

1.027 

Urban 
log 

Odds ratio 

.046 

1.048 

.190* 

1.210 

.118 

1.125 
-2.437 

.087 

Older (65+) 
log 

Odds ratio 

 .898 

2.456 

1.082 

2.950 

.041 

1.041 

Younger (-34) log 

Odds ratio 

-1.189* 

.305 

-1.808 

.164 

-2.622 

.073 

Caucasian 
log 

Odds ratio 

-.047 

.954 

-.056 

.945 

Other 
log 

Odds ratio 

.132 

1.141 
2.436 

11.427 

Female 
log 

Odds ratio 
4.264 

71.115 

Male 
 log 

Odds ratio 
-98.394 

.000 

Constant 
log 

Odds ratio 

.080 

1.083 

14.140**

* 

1383577.

56 

23.957 

2529642

6792.01 

26.577*

* 

3484361

21260.4 

21.425 

20178766

24.65 

24.845 

6167527

9647.67 

-158.20 

.000 

Constant 
log 

Odds ratio 

.080 

1.083 

3.529** 

34.083 

-4.047 

.017 

-8.149 

.000 

-10.614* 

.000 

30.916 

2.672E

+13 

49.075 

2.057E+

21 

4525.6

8 

.000 

Nagelkerke R2 .666 .703 .764 .817 .824 .880 

Nagelkerke R2  .540 .629 .658 .686 .896 .912 1.000 

-2 Log likelihood 34.629 31.813 26.708 21.800 21.140 15.304 

-2 Log likelihood 43.310 37.331 35.233 33.107 13.525 11.640 .000 

Homer & 

Lemeshow 

Chi-

Square 

Sig. 

15.074 

.058 

17.173 

.028 

1.548 

.992 

4.375 

.822 

14.685 

.066 

4.719 

.787 

Homer & 

Lemeshow 

Chi-

Square 

Sig. 

6.585 

.473 

9.846 

.276 

1.846 

.985 

5.109 

.746 
1.118 

.997 

2.568 

.958 

.000 

1.000 

 Note: All models are estimated using binary logistic regression with 1 denoting a state was “blue” in the 

 Presidential election and 0 denoting a state was “red” in the 2012 Presidential election.  

a. Best Block Model 1

b. Best Block Model 2

*p< .05  ** p<.01  ***p< .001  (two-tailed tests)

TABLE 3.6 Logistic Analysis: State outcome in 2012 Presidential Election
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Findings 

Same-Sex Marriage 

Logistic regressions were run using same-sex marriage as the dependent variable. 

Table 4 shows a concise summary of the two models that were run using this dependent 

variable. While each model uses variables measuring religion, social class, and 

modernization (urban/rural), along with control variables of age, gender, and ethnicity, 

each model measures these using different variables. While both models are similar in 

their findings, which lends support for the variable categories used as indicators of 

tolerance for deviant policy, model 2 indicates the best fit model as indicated in block 7 

(see Nagelkerke R2 = .709 &  Homer and Lemeshow Test =.962). 

Hypothesis 1-4 were not supported regarding same-sex marriage. The one 

significant variable (p< .05) indicated in this model/block is the percent of the population 

that is evangelical protestant denomination. The exponential for percent of population 

that is evangelical protestant population (.773) indicates that a 1% increase in the percent 

of the population identified as evangelical protestant multiplies the odds of a state not 

approving same-sex marriage by .773, or decreases the odds by a factor of .773.This 

indicates that only hypothesis 5 is supported concerning same-sex marriage. 

Medical Marijuana 

The logistic regressions analyzing tolerance of deviance shown through approval 

of medical marijuana policy (Table 5) parallels same-sex marriage in terms of model 

appropriateness. Model 2 block 7 provides the best fit for this dependent variable (see 

Nagelkerke R2 = .734 & Homer and Lemeshow Test =.983). Again, hypothesis 1-4 were 
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not supported regarding medical marijuana. Hypothesis 5 is supported by the finding of 

significance at the p < .01 level. The exponential for percent of population that is 

evangelical protestant population (.714) indicates that a 1% increase in the percent of the 

population identified as evangelical protestant multiplies the odds of a state not approving 

medical marijuana by .714, or decreases the odds by a factor of .714. 

2012 Presidential Election 

The logistic regression analysis for state demographic characteristics and their 

relationship to political outcomes (Table 6) is where the analysis begins to distinguish 

model differences. The logistic regression ran using whether a state was considered blue 

or red in the 2012 presidential election as the dependent variable indicates model 2 as 

being the best fit, however, this is only indicated at block 5 in comparison to the earlier 

regressions fitting at block 7 (see Nagelkerke R2 = .896 &  Homer and Lemeshow Test 

=.997).  Based on these findings, it is block 5 of model 2 that will be used in interpreting 

the relationship between the variable categories and how a state voted in the 2012 

presidential election. 

Using model 2 shows a significant difference in the variables which are found to 

be significant. One of the biggest differences in this model/block is the finding that 

Hypothesis 5 is not supported. The percent of the population that are evangelical 

protestant is not found to be significant. Hypothesis 2-4 also did not find support 

concerning whether a state was blue or red in the 2012 presidential election. However, 

Hypothesis 1 is found to be significant at the p < .05 level concerning whether a state was 

considered blue or red in the 2012 presidential election. The exponential for percent of 
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population who reside in urban areas (1.210) indicates that a 1% increase in the percent 

of the population who live in urban areas multiplies the odds of a state being “blue” in the 

2012 presidential election by 1.210, or increases the odds by a factor of 1.210. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

This study adds to our understanding of social policy and social change by 

beginning to empirically connecting social change to solidarity, deviance, modernization, 

social class, religion, and politics. This study lends support to the notion that religion 

alone matters. While the type of religion (evangelical protestant) matters concerning 

policy approval, how religious (very religious) someone is matters concerning a state’s 

political affiliation. The most significant limitations of this study is the possible need for 

updated information considering the rapid rate of developments concerning same-sex 

marriage and medical marijuana. However, taken together, the findings present some 

interesting implications. 

First, it is important to discuss what this study shows in regards to solidarity. The 

findings seem to implicate that there is, in fact, a high degree of solidarity on these issues. 

Durkheim’s views did not call for complete consensus for there to be solidarity. What a 

modern society does need is a rational or individualized morality, which to increase 

solidarity must be collectively shared. The findings that the one hypothesis that was 

supported was the effects of religion on policy decisions helps us to see that as a society 

we have formed some solidarity around the fact that, in general, there is an organic 

solidarity concerning these policies. There is also solidarity evidenced between those who 

support these policies (secular and liberal religions) and those who unify against these 

types of polices (conservative religious). 
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The second point of discussion concerns the change we are seeing in the 

definition of these policies as deviant. One possible explanation for the finding that social 

class and urbanization are not significant in determining whether a state will approve 

same-sex marriage or medical marijuana is the fact that these policies have been in effect 

in some states since the late 1990’s.  Twenty or twenty-five years may have been long 

enough for the normalization by way of social policies on these issues. More and more 

people from different backgrounds have had time and potential of being exposed to these 

polices, directly or indirectly, and individuals from different classes and regions may 

have begun to see these policies as more normative than in the past.  

 The third point of discussion has to do with the seeming differences in urban and 

rural populations. While Durkheim viewed urbanization as an outcome or consequence of 

modernization, the one thing that may make a difference, which Durkheim could not 

have predicted, was how technology would play into the differences between urban and 

rural populations. An individual no longer has to go to an urban setting to be introduced 

and exposed to new ideas and concepts. While TV and print media can transfuse selected 

ideas, the internet can openly transfuse any idea. The rural population in modern times is 

not as rural as it was in the past and could be considered to have much more solidarity 

with their counterparts in the urban locations than assumed. With access to the internet, 

individuals in rural populations have as much assess to any information they would like 

to find, and many times information they were not looking for. Considering the societal 

reliance on the internet today, it seems likely that individuals in rural locations are 

exposed to much more diverse information today than ever before. 
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On the political side, the finding that a higher percent of a state’s population 

living in urban areas is associated with higher odds of a state having been blue in the 

2012 presidential election seems consistent with the notion of organic solidarity 

promoting increased tolerance of deviance resulting in solidarity. Modernization, shown 

through urbanization, is one of the key characteristics in an organic society which moves 

from a traditional morality to a more individualized morality. This in implicated in the 

fact that urban populations tend to be more politically democrat and democrats tend to be 

more liberal in their views of social policy in general. Most liberal social policy calls for 

acceptance of individual worth and dignity and promotes tolerance. 

The next point of discussion relates to social class. While social class would seem 

to be an important point of difference for individuals, when looking at the two policies 

analyzed in this study this was not supported. Same-sex relations are not confined to one 

class or the other. While lower social class may be seen as less tolerant of same-sex 

marriage, it is not isolated from it. With a general shift in the over-all culture of the U.S. 

concerning same-sex relationships, as evidenced by the more general acceptance to those 

“coming out,” and homosexuality in general it seems likely that the tolerance of the 

middle or higher classes would help to begin the process of normalization for all classes. 

The same points can be made for medical marijuana. Marijuana is among the most 

widely used illegal drugs. This is true regardless of class and so would seem compatible 

with more acceptance by all classes. 
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 These implications are interesting, however, the most significant implication of 

this study’s findings have to do with how the percent of evangelical protestant population 

of a state affects both policies, but not how a state voted in the 2012 presidential election. 

With regards to state demographic characteristics and approval of same-sex marriage and 

medical marijuana, it is clear that the percent of the population that is evangelical 

protestant has an effect on whether a state approves a pro same-sex marriage policy or 

medical marijuana policy. The higher the percent of evangelical protestant population, 

the less chance a state has of approving these policies. The opposite is also true; the lower 

the percent of evangelical protestant population, the better odds a state has for approving 

same-sex marriage and medical marijuana. This seems to support that if a state has a 

lower percent of evangelical protestant population then there is a higher percent of less 

traditional or even secular beliefs which is known to have higher rates of tolerance for 

deviance. This in and of itself is not necessarily the interesting finding.  

The interesting point is that the percent of evangelical protestant population is not 

found to be significant when considering whether a state went blue in the 2012 

presidential election. It has been found in previous research that religion does affect 

political affiliation (Tedin, 1978; Wilcox, 1990). The implication of this, in conjunction 

with this study, is that there is something going on within the political system. One 

possible implication could be that the political system of Democrats vs. Republicans is 

not playing out on the issue of same-sex marriage and medical marijuana in the way one 

might think it is.  
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It is possible that same-sex marriage and medical marijuana are being driven by 

the public in a way that the public has not done in some time. Both same-sex marriage 

and medical marijuana policies are being affected by referendums and popular ballots. 

The interesting thing is that they are being affected in opposite ways. While same-sex 

marriage is being vote against by the general population, medical marijuana is being 

voted for by the general population. The opposite goes for the actual political parties. 

While politicians are the ones that are voting for same-sex marriage in legislation, which 

is overturning the popular ballot for bans on same-sex marriage, politicians are the ones 

who are voting against medical marijuana which is being passed in states by the people 

through popular ballots, not by the politicians. In this way we can see that the population 

is showing solidarity on these issues, but not with the political system. 

The question now should be “what will it mean in the future to live in a society 

which allows religion to play such a large part in policy decisions.” Religion has many 

consequences for society, both positive and negative. On the one hand, religion provides 

for a society both solidarity and social control. It allows individuals to connect to the 

larger society in a meaningful way; to identify what is expected of them and what to 

expect of others based on some shared beliefs. On the other hand, in a culture which 

proclaims freedom of religion, there is an inherent problem with the finding that one type 

of religion, evangelical Protestants, could have so much influence over the daily lives of a 

much larger and diverse population. This becomes even more important in light of the 

finding that urbanization and social class are not significant factors in these decisions. 
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It is important for us to understand what the effects of religious influence on 

policy can mean for an organic society, such as the U.S. is seen to be. Future research 

should analyze if evangelical protestant (right) religion is gaining influence and in what 

different ways it is influencing policy. Is the percent of evangelical protestant population 

found to be significant concerning other social policies in the U.S. such as immigration or 

gun control? What about economic or foreign policy? How and why is such a large and 

diverse culture as the U.S. being disproportionally influenced by one religion? 

Beyond the significant religious aspect found in this study the implications of this 

research leads to a diverse number of areas which future research could and should focus 

on. First, it is important for us to look at the changing meaning of deviance shown 

through normalization by implemented social policies. The changes at the state level 

which have happened concerning same-sex marriage and medical marijuana have been 

tremendous in the last few years. With elections coming up soon, it is important for us to 

understand how the effects of the changes already seen with these policies will contribute 

to other states voting. Will the fact that other states have approved these policies lead 

neighboring states to see these policies as normal and begin to increase the rate at which 

states are approving these policies. Are there geographical effects? The other side of the 

coin calls for a revisit to state demographics in light of the outcome of future election. 

Will we see that state demographic characteristics, especially the percent of evangelical 

protestant population will continue to have a significant impact on how states vote for 

these policies in the future? 
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Another areas concerns the mediating influence of internet/social media/all access 

information on the beliefs and attitudes of urban vs. rural populations. It is important to 

understand why urbanization was not found to be significant concerning whether a state 

approved “deviant” social policies. Understanding why this is can help us to understand 

more about modern society and what increases a population’s solidarity in lieu of 

religion. It can also help us to understand more about how religion is functioning both in 

an urban and rural setting. 

Lastly, it is important for future research to examine what implications can be 

addressed in regards to the U.S. population not recognizing these rights/policies at a 

federal level, but recognizing them at a state level. Will an increasing number of states 

approving same-sex marriage and medical marijuana have a normalizing and solidifying 

effect on federal approval of these issues; or will we continue to see these issues decided 

at the state level in the same manner as the ERA. Will alternate policies be put in place at 

the federal level concerning these policies, thereby making approval at the federal level a 

moot point? This remains to be seen. Future research in the mentioned areas is important 

if we are to increase our understanding of social change and solidarity in the modern 

world. 
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