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ABSTRACT 

Public opinion on same-sex marriage seems to have a complexity beyond its relevance. How the 
simple recognition in law of that which essentially exists in practice can be likened to Armageddon – 
with an intensity of moral concern and political fury – is perplexing, yet expected all the same. Just 
fifty years ago a similar debate took place around inter-racial marriage. This now ordinary practice 
assaulted social barriers with a tide of political and public discourse demanding equality on one hand 
while voicing hegemonic oppression and prejudice on the other.  
 
Although society seems to have embraced a new level of diversity and egalitarianism, many of its 
members still give rise to similar opinions, attitudes, and voices in their discussions of homosexual 
marriage. Moralistic traditional viewpoints and feelings towards a stigmatized minority seem to remain 
as powerful forces entangled within public opinion and socio-political policy. The current study 
examines some of these factors and their influence on public opinion to the legalization of 
homosexual marriage through rigorous statistical analyses of the 1997 Canadian Election Survey.  
 
The study’s findings indicate that moral traditionalism, affect towards homosexuals, and age, have 
strong correlations to public opinion; while religiosity, prejudice, education, and to a lesser extent 
proximity to a gay-lesbian community, are also influential, directly or indirectly. Composite respondent 
regressive dispositional ‘attitude’ towards same-sex marriage is found to be polarized between broad 
positive and concentrated negative cohorts. Causative foundations of the relationships between 
opinion, moral traditionalism, and affect towards homosexuals, are seen to be interactive/reciprocal in 
nature and the socio-political roots for this dynamic are explored.  
 
Public opinion on same-sex marriage has recently and radically (at least in socio-political terms), 
changed. For the first time, surveys indicate a majority of Canadians support legalization. As public 
opinion continues to transform, it is the intention that this study will provide a statistical benchmark 
for further development of longitudinal analyses, while adding evidence and a Canadian perspective to 
the growing body of American social research in this area.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Recent consideration to legalize homosexual marriage has caused substantial political debate and 

public controversy. Proponents proclaim it is simply recognition in law of that which exists in practice. 

Opponents claim it is the end of social order and the start of an irreversible fall into an abyss of 

societal decay. The arguments are intense but they are not new. Just fifty years ago the same debate 

took place around inter-racial marriage. This now ordinary practice assaulted social barriers with a tide 

of political and public discourse – a discourse that demanded equality on one hand and voiced 

hegemonic oppression and prejudice on the other, 

‘Negroes are socially inferior and have so been judicially recognized… Marriage between Caucasians and non-
Caucasians is socially undesirable because of the physical disabilities of the latter.’ (State of California, 1948)  

Perhaps society has embraced a new level of diversity and egalitarianism, yet many of its members still 

give rise to similar opinions, attitudes and voices in their discussion of homosexual marriage. 

Moralistic traditional viewpoints and feelings towards a stigmatized minority remain powerful forces 

entangled within public opinion and socio-political policy.  

 

This study seeks to unravel these issues through a statistical analysis of the 1997 Canadian Election 

Survey. Correlative factors and relationships that seem to beleaguer social, if not political, histrionic 

patterns are reconsidered. If moral traditionalism drives opinion on homosexual marriages, what 

drives moral traditionalism? What contributes positive affect towards gays and lesbians or to prejudice, 

hatred and homophobia? Do established gay and lesbian communities advance or detract to the 

publics’ approval of homosexuals and their marriages? How do education, age and religion play a role?  

 

Recent although limited research has found that public opinion to the legalization of homosexual 

marriages may have strong correlation with moral traditionalism, feelings towards gays and lesbians 

(affect), one’s urban/rural proximity, the importance of religion in one’s life (religiosity), prejudice, age 

and education.1 The findings suggest that moral traditionalism and affect towards gays and lesbians are 

the two core factors most correlative to public opinions on homosexual marriage. These early findings 

are re-considered in the current study while causative factors that may contribute to the formation of 

public opinion on the legalization of homosexual marriage are explored.   
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CONTEXT 

Whether or not same-sex marriage is indeed the signal of the decline of humanity and social order or 

simply an attempt to update an antiquated exclusivity of a hegemonic tradition, an improved 

understanding of these correlations and relationships can offer an improved understanding of the 

current social-political process. To better understand these relationships and the formation of public 

opinion the issues, some background on the gay-lesbian socio-political movement and its development 

and impact in regards to an emerging homosexual-marriage agenda can offer contextual framing, albeit 

recent and thus limited. It was only since the late 1960’s that gay-lesbian communities dared to emerge 

and seek a public, and political, voice.  

 

June 27th 1969 was a pivotal day in history for homosexuals. A gay bar in New York City, ‘Stonewall’, 

was raided by the local police and for the first time in history the gay community resisted oppression 

en mass. The Stonewall Riots became a turning point in the gay liberation movement that ignited a 

bonfire of social and political change. Within months the Trudeau government quickly passed 

amendments to the Canadian Criminal Code permitting consenting sexual acts between same-sex 

adults in private. The American Psychiatric Association declassified homosexuality as a disease. Gay 

‘ghettos’ 2 emerged in New York City and San Francisco and Canadian gay men began to construct 

similar socio-eco-political entities locally. This birth of Gay Pride continues today as an annually 

celebrated reminder of the distance the community has come and the distance it still has to go, in its 

struggle for acceptance, equality and egalitarianism.  

 

By 1980, gay-‘ghetto’ driven socio-political mobilization was underway and openly gay politicians 

(Alderman George Hislop, Toronto; Harvey Milk, San Francisco) were running on platforms 

representing community interests. The following year another explosive event precipitated a second 

turning point, this time in Toronto. The local gay community was rocked by a coordinated police raid 

on four of Toronto’s five gay bathhouses. The attack resulted in massive riots and the arrest of 286 

gay men – the largest single mass arrest in Canadian history since invocation of the War Measures Act.  

 

Canada’s Stonewall.  
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The community immediately organized a protest that drew 4,000 people to the corner of Wellesley 

and Yonge.3 Gay-lesbian communities in Italy, Holland, Denmark, Bonn, Tel Aviv, Australia, Finland, 

Austria, Belgium, Ireland, America and most of their respective governments demanded Ottawa 

investigate the atrocity and assault to civil rights. Under siege, the City of Toronto quickly produced 

and released the Bruner Report calling for recognition of gays and lesbians as a ‘legitimate part of our 

community.’  

 

Shortly after, another massive and unexpected assault on the community erupted – AIDS. Now 

organized, the community rapidly constructed a cohesive and systemic set of services and support. 

With political savvy, gays and lesbians engaged our not-too-distant collective conscience of both black 

civil rights and women’s liberation movements4 in the positioning of their demands for social 

acknowledgement, funding for AIDS, and equal rights legislation.5 A decade of gay rights, deaths, 

liberations, and socio-political change followed and gay-lesbian communities began to experience an 

increasing ‘mainstream’ complacency – at least for a moment.  

 

In December 1990, three same-sex couples happened (individually) to apply to the Hawaii State 

Health Department for marriage licenses. The event was picked-up by the press and snowballed across 

the media landscape. The congruency of the issue with a changing gay-lesbian agenda found quick 

support, 6 

“[AIDS’] most apparent effect has been to scare gay and bisexual men into safer sex with fewer partners, but its 
deeper consequences are more important for the marriage issue. Commitment to another partner became a more 
attractive norm [then the free-swinging sexuality of gay subculture in the 70’s & 80’s.]” 7 

Over the next decade, American legal battles and a flurry of anti-gay marriage legislative activity at 

both the national and sub-national level placed the issue of same-sex marriage at the forefront of both 

government and gay-lesbian agendas. Recent advocacy and court challenges in Canada now mirror this 

process. The legalization of homosexual marriage has finally been put on the table and politicians have 

been left to play musical chairs – to what seems as a less than harmonious concert of public opinion, 

yet an all too familiar tune.  
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LITERARY REVIEW 

MORAL TRADITIONALISM 
The political scramble in the United States following the same-sex marriage legal challenge in Hawaii 

resulted in tabling of the Defense Of Marriage Act (DOMA). As the Act went through the Senate and 

House it became obvious the item had a significant difference to previous homo-political issues. Past 

gay-lesbian legislative battles had primarily been those of civil liberty – equal rights in employment, 

medical benefits, housing, etc. However, the politics of same-sex marriage was evoking a discourse 

much more tightly interwoven with morality. Considered by some to be an attack on the larger social 

order, voices in Washington began to echo this emerging traditionalistic, moralistic, opinion.   

“…for traditionalists, marriage exclusively between male and female is a non-negotiable truth the rejection of 
which is a fundamental challenge to moral authority.” 8  

The Senate and House libraries became filled with volumes of such rhetoric that suggested same-sex 

marriage was the epitomic signal of social decay. 9 The very future of humanity seemed almost to rest 

on the direction we took. Jean Bethke Elshtain (1997) summarized the ‘New Right’ position taken in 

Congress, 

“Marriage is not, and never has been primarily about two people – it is and always has been about the possibility 
of generativity… …the symbolism of marriage-family as social regenesis is fused in our centuries-old experience 
with marriage ritual, regulation, and persistence.” 10  

Meanwhile less lofty rebuttals on the opposite side of the House remained rather sagacious, 

“…If marriage is at risk in this country, and it may be – there are other more real factors at the heart of this 
problem. May I suggest that alcohol abuse, spousal abuse, and even Sunday football are more likely to destroy 
marriage.” 11 

The moral traditionalist dialogue on same-sex marriage had found grounding in notions of family and 

children. Opponents seemed to realize that even the simple juxtaposition of the words ‘homosexual’ 

and ‘children’ in the same sentence could provide a powerful weapon in attacks to progressive 

viewpoints.12 Perhaps playing on socially historical fears and mythomania of homosexuals as 

pedophiles, the relationship of homosexuality and children was negatively, and effectively, intertwined 

by the New Right as justification of opinion, policy, and legislation.  

 



  – 5 –

 

 

 
Although the American Psychological Association concluded that ‘not a single study has found children of 

gay and lesbian parents to be disadvantaged in any significant respect relative to the children of heterosexual parents,’ 

even the State of Hawaii attempted to deconstruct the equal rights footing of the legal challenge 

through argument that the potential damage to children raised in same-sex households constituted a 

compelling State interest to not permit same-sex marriage (later ruled unconstitutional).  

 

This intertwining of same-sex marriage to themes of equal rights on the one hand and morality, social 

values and societal decline on the other, soon became the body-politic. Congressional debate over the 

DOMA found civil rights invoked as central justification for progay platforms and its relevance denied 

by antigay advocacy. Themes of morality and social decline were invoked in the antigay package and 

rejected in progay one. The dialectic successfully has imbued arguments politically, in the media, social 

discourse and perhaps public opinion. Social researchers have begun to deconstruct the dynamic and 

provide an analytic lens from which to view its construction and foundation.  

 

The correlation of moral traditionalism and negative opinions to the legalization of homosexual 

marriage has established an empirical background in social research. Numerous researchers and 

studies have recently began to consider the topic, including Gallagher and Bull, 1996, Cabaj and 

Purcell, 1998, Wilcox, Wolpert and Rimmerman; 2000, and Wilcox and Norrander, 2001. Perhaps 

most notably the research includes a longitudinal study of the American National Election Survey 

(NES) by Wilcox and Wolpert (2000) that examines a number of factors and their correlative influence 

to homosexuals and gay rights issues and concluded that moral traditionalism was a ‘strong predictor’ 

of public opinion to the domestic issues surrounding homosexual couples including adoption rights 

and ‘presumably marriage.’  

 

To establish a thermometer scale of respondents’ moral traditionalistic attitudes, Nevitte (et al.) 

constructed an index measuring respondents’ moral traditionalism in his work on the Canadian 

Election Survey (CES) of 1997.13  In an acclaimed work on the NES survey, Laura Stoker constructed 

a comprehensive index of general moralistic attitudes composed of eight variables - broadly  
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STOKER MORALITY INDEX 

V7102 There is too much sexual freedom and loose living today. 

V7103 Changes in lifestyles, such as divorce and men and women living together without being 
married, are signs of increasing moral decay. 

V8101 The newer lifestyles are contributing to the breakdown of our society. 

V8105  This country would be better off if there were more emphasis on traditional family ties. 

V8102 The world is always changing and we should accommodate our view of moral behavior to 
those changes 

V7101 We should be more tolerant of people who choose to live according to their own moral 
standards, even if they are very different from our own. 

V8103  There will always be some people who think and act differently and there is nothing wrong 
with that. 

V8104  Society should be more accepting of people whose values are very different from most. 

representing contemporary moral indicators of social change, alternative lifestyles, tolerance of others, 

family values, and sexual freedom. Stoker suggested these questions ‘reference a broad view of morality’ that 

can ‘capture the contemporary concerns of the “New Right.”’ Stoker considers the measure one of ‘predisposition 

capable of explaining contemporary moral evaluations of changing social practices.’ 14  

RELIGIOSITY 

Although social research has not considered the direct relationship between religiosity and opinions on 

the legalization of homosexual marriage, Wilcox and Wolpert did established a correlation between 

attitudes to homosexuals and one’s level of ‘devotion.’ Their findings indicated ‘that younger Americans 

are more positive toward gays and lesbians because they are better educated and slightly less likely to attend church 

regularly.’ (Wilcox and Wolpert, 2000, p. 417). 

 

It is likely that the relationship between religiosity and opinions on homosexual marriage is distinct 

and dependent to the nature and fundamental beliefs embedded within differing denominations and 

religious beliefs. The current study considers a broader and more accessible lens of correlative analysis: 

between the importance of religion in one’s life (Religiosity) and opinions on same-sex marriage, one’s 

level of moral traditionalism, and one’s feelings (Affect) towards gays and lesbians.  
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AFFECT TOWARDS GAYS & LESBIANS 

Consideration of what contributes to opinions on the legalization of homosexual marriage cannot 

proceed in isolation from consideration of what contributes to opinions on homosexuals. Numerous 

studies (Button, Rienzo & Wald, 2000; Eskridge, 1996; Herek, 1998; Wilcox and Wolpert, 2000) 

suggest that negative affect towards gays/lesbians is strongly correlative to negative opinions to the 

legalization of homosexual marriages.15  

“…much opposition to same-sex marriage is that the culture at large is inspired by anti-homosexual emotions. 
People who dislike homosexuals or their imagined conduct are likely to oppose same-sex marriage.”16 

 “…substantial numbers of Americans are newly aware that someone they care deeply about is gay or lesbian. 
This is likely to increase support for gay and lesbian equality because contacts with openly gay individuals 
reduces negative stereotypes and ignorance.” 17 

Wilcox and Wolperts’ (2000) comprehensive statistical regressive analysis of NES surveys from 1992, 

1993 and 1996 found that  

“…attitudes toward gays and lesbians… play a central role… …Research has demonstrated that feelings 
about groups influence both the policy positions that individuals hold and the way they structure those positions. 
Individuals are less willing to extend civil liberties protections to members of groups they dislike or fear, and 
are also more likely to oppose policies that they associate with those groups…  

…Thus negative affect toward gays and lesbians is a likely source of opposition to gay rights in all policy 
areas.” 18   

The study concluded that one’s affect to gays/lesbians was statistically the most influential factor in 

the formation of public opinion to a number of issues regarding gay partnerships, followed by moral 

traditionalism, level of education, religious devotion and one’s rural/urban proximity – itself possibly 

contributing directly to affect towards gays and lesbians. 
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PROXIMITY TO GAYS, LESBIANS & THEIR COMMUNITIES 

“The concentration of a disadvantaged group within a concentrated area has been seen to assist in 
mobilizing both political will and social approval.” 19  

Several social researchers (Purcel and Herek) have recently found a correlation between one’s 

proximity to gays, lesbians and their communities and support to gay/lesbian social-political agendas. 

The concentration of an outgroup has long been established from a sociological perspective as a 

means to overcome oppression and stigmatization. Park’s work concluded that the ‘ghetto’ actually 

performed a social function that assisted segregated or marginalized peoples to preserve their 

particular cultural form (Park, 1952, p.99).  

 

Kinsman in his later work on gay/lesbian ‘ghettos’ found that “(g)hettos and communities [are] two 

interrelated fronts for the struggle for lesbian/gay liberation… [including] struggles for the transformation of social norms 

and State regulations”(Kinsmann, 1987, p. 223). Certainly as many closet doors opened, young gay men 

and lesbians migrated to neighborhoods where they were embraced and found new ‘families’ of 

support. As the communities grew in size and stature their surrounding populations became more 

aware, if not supportive, of homosexuals and their struggles.  

 

As previously mentioned, Wilcox and Wolperts' research on factors influencing various feelings about 

gays, lesbians and their agenda concluded that affect towards gays and lesbians was the most 

significant factor in the formation of opinions regarding supportive (gay-lesbian) policies. Their 

research also concluded that one’s (residential) location can play an important part in establishing 

these feelings.   

“… Those born in rural areas are significantly cooler than those who grew up in cosmopolitan urban 
environments…” (Wilcox, Wolpert & Rimmerman, 2000, p. 418) 

Although to date no empirical research has examined effects of proximity to gays/lesbians and their 

communities in the formation of opinions specifically regarding the legalization of homosexual 

marriages, literature does acknowledge an apparent correlation between proximity of outgroup 

concentration and policy change (Donovan, Wenzel & Bowler, 2000;  Button, Rienzo & Walk, 2000 ).  
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“Mass movements of disadvantaged groups were once viewed as irrational crusades by malcontents that created 
much disorder but little policy change. Urban race riots and social movements of the poor were sometimes 
explained in this manner…    

…More recently, however, social scientists have developed a more credible theory of mass movements that has been 
marked by rational styles and well-organized constituents. Known as resource mobilization theory, this approach 
emphasized the important role of political and organization resources of disadvantaged groups in the process of 
public policy. According to this theory, the size and degree of mobilization of the out-group are significant 
requirements…  

…Other than sheer numbers of gays, most other characteristics of a politically mobilized constituency also affected 
policies supportive of homosexuals. Thus it mattered greatly if gays were organized politically, if there were openly 
gay candidates for office and elected officials, and if lesbians and gay participated actively in politics.” 20 

Donovan, Wenzel and Bowlers’ (2000) research suggests that urban social heterogeneity is a 

contributing factor,21 while Button, Rienzo and Wald (2000) find the size and strength of urban gay-

lesbian communities was correlative to positive gay-lesbian policy and legislative change,  

“Urbanism, and the social diversity that accompanies it, have been linked to innovative policies affecting gays… 
…According to [resource mobilization theory] the size and degree of mobilization of the out group are significant 
requirements…[groups emphasizing tradition] are not able to stem the tide of gay rights legislation in larger, 
diverse communities where gays and their allies are organized in sizable numbers.” 22  

Such change, however, is often slow. The acceptance, legalization, and practice of inter-racial marriage 

throughout the 1940’s, 50’s and 60’s required several generations to become socially and politically 

embodied and embraced. Prejudice and oppression slowly eroded as community heterogeneity and 

diversity expanded, as youth ‘replaced’ elders, and as society continued to hear emerging voices that 

were increasingly congealed and challenging. As the discourse developed, younger generations have 

grown-up hearing and experiencing it in their classrooms, neighborhoods and televisions.    
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PREJUDICE 

Another factor examined as potentially correlative to public opinion on the legalization of homosexual 

marriage, as well as to affect towards gays and lesbians, was prejudice. Although past research has 

been limited in this regard, two more recent studies provide some foundation for extrapolation and 

further analysis.  

 

Wilcox and Wolpert employed an index of ‘Equality Values’ to measure respondents’ attitudes towards 

equal rights and found an extremely strong correlation with ‘gay rights issues.’ Nevitte (et al) 

constructed an index of ‘outgroup’ disposition in his analysis of the 1997 CES. Although such 

measurement was not specifically towards homosexuals and the legalization of their marriages, Nevitte 

(et al) considered to what extent prejudicial attitudes to minority groups impact upon public opinion 

and feelings. The measure indicated applicability to the current study and was enhanced to provide a 

similar yet more specific thermometer measure (see Appendix A3, pages 46 – 50).  

AGE & EDUCATION 

The contribution of age and level of education to opinions around same-sex marriage has also been 

examined in research, literature and public opinion polls. Robinson points to a 1999 Angus Reid 

survey that found 18 to 34 year olds with a 66% approval rating to same-sex marriage compared to a 

32% approval rating from those over 54.23 

 

However, Wilcox and Wolpert suggest that the correlation of age and feelings towards homosexuals 

and gay/lesbian rights may lose significance when controlled by education, 

…most of the demographic variables are not significant in the combined model, because these variables influence 
affective components… The exception is education: each additional year of education results in slightly more than 
one degree of extra warmth in the feeling thermometer toward gays and lesbians.” 24  

The current study anticipated that age and education would correlate to opinions on same-sex 

marriage both directly and indirectly primarily through an impact on moral traditionalism and affect 

towards gays and lesbians and, as Wilcox and Wolpert suggest, the impact was expected to be 

mitigated somewhat when controlled by level of education. 
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RESEARCH DESIGN 

THE CES SURVEY 

The 1997 CES was conducted by the Institute for Social Research at York University, Toronto. The 

sample was random, probabilistic, stratified, and polled in three stages over the course of seven 

months through telephone, follow-up telephone and a final mail-back survey. Survey questions probed 

a large variety of respondent demographics, feelings, and opinions including a question regarding the 

legalization of homosexual marriages “Should homosexual couples be allowed to legally marry?” From the 

variable set the correlative relationships of moral traditionalism, affect to gays and lesbians, proximity 

to their communities, age, education, religiosity and prejudice to public opinions on legalization of 

homosexual marriage were selected and subjected to a variety of rigorous SPSS statistical analyses 

including contingency tables, controlled contingency tables, coefficient matrix, and regression analysis.   

VARIABLES AND INDEX COMPOSITION 

Specifically, the dependent CES variable measuring opinion to legalization of homosexual marriage 

(MBSG3) was analyzed for correlation to (a) an index measuring moral traditionalism (‘Morality’ - 

representing feelings about social change, alternative lifestyles, tolerance of others, values, moral 

behavior and minority groups); (b) a thermometer interval variable measuring affect to gays and 

lesbians (‘Affect’ - representing attitudes and feelings towards gays and lesbians; (c) respondent 

proximity to urban centers with well established populations and communities of gays and 

lesbians (‘Poximity’ - a variable representing this geographic proximity as constructed from postal 

codes); and (d) an index measuring prejudice (‘Prejudice’ - representing disposition towards 

minorities and equal rights). Factors of age, level of education, and religiosity (devotion) were also 

analyzed. Gender was excluded from the analysis due to resource limitations and the wealth of 

previous social research establishing that females are more likely to approve of same-sex marriages. 

LIMITATIONS 

Insofar as the study was limited to a quantitative statistical analyses without field/interview supports it 

is likely much of the qualitative aspects regarding how and why these opinions are formed have been 

excluded – including the relevant factors of respondent sexual orientation and exposure to 

homosexuals and their relationships. Furthermore, the statistical findings are limited to the CES 

methodology, variables, and its 1997 time-frame (this is further addressed in the concluding remarks).  
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 HYPOTHESES 

(A) Moralistic traditionalism (‘Morality’) has a strong direct correlation to one’s opinion on the 
legalization of homosexual marriage (‘Opinion’). 

(B) Feelings (‘Affect’) towards gays and lesbians have a strong direct correlation to Opinion. 

(C) The relationship of one’s residence (‘Proximity’) to a gay/lesbian community has a strong direct 
correlation to one’s feelings towards homosexuals (‘Affect’) and thus indirectly to Opinion. 

(D) ‘Age’ has a strong direct correlation to Opinion. This correlation may be somewhat mitigated 
when controlled by level of education (‘Education’). 

(E) The importance of religion in one’s life (‘Religiosity’) has a direct correlation to Opinion. 

(F) Prejudicial attitudes to outgroups (‘Prejudice’) has a direct correlation to Opinion. 

(G) One’s level of education (‘Education’) strongly correlates to Affect, and thus indirectly correlates 
to Opinion. 

CAUSATION 

“…for many [people], support for societal equality and for traditional morality are in conflict. To the extent that 
these [gay] policy issues are framed as essentially matters of fairness, gays and lesbians are more likely to make 
progress. But traditional moral values play an important role on the family-life issues such as adoption and 
presumably marriage, and progress is likely to be much slower on these issues. These conflicting values suggest that 
the struggle to frame gay and lesbian policy issues is a vital one. If the public ultimately comes to see the issue of 
gay marriage as involving equality and fair treatment, then they may come to support that policy. If they see it as 
an assault of traditional families, they may not. 25 

Causative correlations of Morality-Affect-Opinion were also examined. Reflecting on the historical 

intertwining of moral traditionalistic themes of social values/societal decline on one hand and civil and 

equal rights on the other (the body politic surrounding same-sex marriage); a causative correlation was 

anticipated between public opinion and the entangled issues of morality (preservation of traditional 

values) and feelings towards gays and lesbians and their agendas (equal rights).  

 

It was thus hypothesized that the shifting framing of the issue may have generated a correlative 

causative relationship between Opinion and Morality and Affect that would be found as interactive 

and reciprocal in nature.  
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TABLE 1: VARIABLES AND INDICES 
 

DEPENDENT 

MBSG3 ‘Should Homosexual Couples Be Allowed to Legally Marry?’ 

 
INDEPENDENT 
‘MORALITY’ INDEX MEASURING MORAL TRADITIONALISM 

MBSA2 ‘We should be more tolerant of people who choose to live according to 
their own standards, even if they are very different from our own.’ 

MBSA7 ‘Newer lifestyles are contributing to the breakdown of our society.’ 

MBSA8 ‘The world is always changing and we should adapt our view of moral 
behavior to these changes.’

MBSA9 ‘This country would have many fewer problems if there were more emphasis 
on traditional values.’

ABORT Constructed sub-index of compositional responses to pese5a-c questions 
regarding under what circumstances abortions are acceptable 

‘AFFECT’ VARIABLE MEASURING AFFECT TOWARDS GAYS & LESBIANS  

PESF10  ‘How do you feel about gays and lesbians?’ 

‘PREJUDICE’  INDEX MEASURING MINORITY DISPOSITION / PREJUDICE 

CPSF1  ‘How much should be done for racial minorities?’ 

CPSJ18  Canada should admit more immigrants.’ 

PESF3 ‘How do you feel about feminists?’ 

PESF5 ‘How do you feel about people on welfare?’ 

PESF6  ‘How do you feel about Aboriginal peoples?’ 

PESF8  ‘How do you feel about racial minorities?’ 

MBSA1  ‘We have gone too far in pushing equal rights in this country.’ 

MBSA14 ‘Minority groups need special rights.’ 

DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES MEASURING DEMOGRPHIC CHARACTERISTICS  

PROXIMITY Respondent’s (urban/rural) residential proximity to a gay/lesbian community.  

CPSAGE  Respondent’s age (in years). 

CPSM3  Respondent’s highest level of education completed. 

MISC VARIABLE MEASURING IMPORTANCE OF RELIGION IN LIFE 

PESM10B Importance of religion in life in respondent’s life. 
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FINDINGS  
 
The study’s findings are presented in the following five sections representing the statistical analyses 

performed: contingency tables, controlled contingency tables, correlation matrix and regressive 

analysis, composite frequency distribution.  

CONTINGENCY (CROSSTAB) TABLES  

In looking at the relationship of moral traditionalism (‘Morality’) to Opinion, initial contingency table 

analysis indicated a strong direct correlation (Tau-C score of .465), initially confirming Hypothesis A. 

The Morality-Opinion contingency table (Table 1, page 18) illustrates row values across negative 

Opinions to legalization of homosexual marriage to have directional variation and large end-value 

polarity. The percentage of respondents with unfavorable Opinions incrementally increased from 7% 

of respondents with Very Progressive Morality through to 83% of those with Very Traditional 

Morality. This correlation also had a mirroring in those that approve of legalization of homosexual 

marriages: while almost one-third of respondents with Strongly Progressive Morality indicated they 

‘Strongly Agree’ only one in fifty of the Strongly Traditional respondents held a similar viewpoint.  

 

The correlation continued to indicate strength when controlled for Affect. Row value variation across 

Opinion Strongly Agree in all Affect control groups (Table 1A-E, page 18-19) with the exception of 

Affect value (4), discussed shortly.  A similar, although diminished, directional variation indicated the 

direct correlation of Morality to Opinion was only partially enhanced/mitigated by one’s Affect. 

 

This impact was of note, and the relationship between Morality and Affect explored. Initial 

contingency table analysis indicated a strong direct correlation with a Tau-B score of .314. The 

Morality-Affect contingency table (Table 2, page 20) found row values across negative affect to gays 

and lesbians to have directional variation and end-value polarity. The percentage of respondents with 

negative affect incrementally increased from 6% of respondents with Very Progressive Morality to 

39% of those with Very Traditional Morality. This correlation was symmetrically mirrored in favorable 

affect: values. While 7% of Very Traditional Morality respondents ‘Strongly Like’ homosexuals, 35% 

of Very Progressive Morality respondents held this feeling. The patterns remained consistent 

regardless of control for Age (Tables 2A-E, pages 20-21).   
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A contingency analysis of Affect to Opinion indicated strong correlation (Tau-c .447) and initial 

confirmation of Hypothesis B (Table 3, page 22). Row values across Opinion indicated directional 

variation and large end-value distance that incrementally increased from 14% to 79% in the case of 

unfavorable Opinions, and from 2% to 26% in favorable Opinions. Four out of five of respondents 

who ‘Strongly Dislike’ homosexuals also ‘Strongly Disagreed’ with the legalization of same-sex 

marriages while only one in seven of respondents who ‘Strongly Liked’ homosexuals felt the same 

way. Similarly, while more than one in four respondents who ‘Strongly Like’ homosexuals indicated 

they ‘Strongly Agree’ with legalization of same-sex marriage only one in fifty of respondents who 

‘Strongly Dislike’ homosexuals held a similarly view.  

 

The correlation indicated continued strength when controlled for Morality. Row values across 

Opinion ‘Strongly Agree’ in all Morality control groups (excepting Morality control values 3 and 4; 

discussed shortly) continued to have similar, yet diminished, directional variation thus indicating the 

correlation of Affect to Opinion was only partially impacted by Morality (Tables 3A-E, pages 22-23). 

 

The correlation of one’s residential Proximity to a gay/lesbian community and both one’s Affect and 

Opinion lost statistical significance when controlled, and thus did not support Hypothesis C.  

 

Age was found to have a moderately strong direct relationship to Opinion in the contingency table 

analysis with a Tau-C score of .2417, initially supporting Hypothesis D (Table 4, page 24). Younger 

ages were more likely to hold a favorable Opinion to the legalization of homosexual marriages while 

older ages were less likely to. More than four in every five respondents over 60 years in age either 

‘Disagreed’ or ‘Strongly Disagreed’ to legalization compared to only one in three respondents under 

30. The correlation was even more pronounced in the case of favorable Opinions, markedly increasing 

in each younger cohort.  

 

In contradiction to the second statement within Hypothesis D, this correlation was not generally 

enhanced or diminished when controlled by Education (Table 4A-D, pages 24-25). Row values across 

all Education control groups continued to have similar directional variation, with the exception of 
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Education value (0) – only in the case of these respondents with less than a complete High School 

education was the correlation of Age to Opinion altered. 

 

The contingency table analysis of Religiosity to Opinion found a modest correlation, initially 

supporting Hypothesis E (Table 5, page 26). However the finding was rejected in subsequent 

regressive analysis (to be discussed shortly). The contingency table analysis of Prejudice to Opinion 

also indicated a modest correlation initially supporting Hypothesis F (Table 6, page 26). However, 

once again the finding was rejected in subsequent regressive analysis.  

 

Education was found to have a modest direct relationship to Affect (regardless of control for Age). 

Higher education levels were found more likely to have positive feelings towards gays and lesbians 

(Table 7, page 26), thus initially supporting to Hypothesis G. Row values across Opinion indicated 

directional variation and modest end-value distance that incrementally increased from 11% to 36% in 

the case of unfavorable Opinions, and from 7% to 21% in favorable Opinions. A total of 51% of 

those with less than a High School diploma stated they either they ‘Strongly Dislike’ or ‘Dislike’ 

homosexuals while only 14% indicated feelings of ‘ Like’ or ‘Strongly Like’. In the case of University 

Graduates only 22% indicated they ‘Strongly Dislike’ or ‘Dislike’ homosexuals the largest proportion 

(40%) had feelings of ‘Like’ or ‘Strongly Like.’   

 

Subordinate contingency table analyses found a number of additional direct and indirect correlations. 

Education was found to have a modest direct relationship to Opinion, to Morality and to Prejudice 

(Tables 8 – 10, page 27). A total of 60% of those with less than a High School diploma indicated 

either they ‘Strongly Disagree’ or ‘Disagree’ with the legalization of homosexual marriages while 49% 

of University Graduates indicated approval. The majority (52%) of respondents with less than a High 

School diploma were Strongly Traditional or Traditional in Morality, the majority (54%) of University 

Graduates were Strongly Progressive or Progressive.  

 

A weaker relationship was found between Education and Prejudice. While 68% of respondents with 

less than a High School diploma indicated the presence of some prejudicial attitudes towards 

outgroups, less than half of those with a University diploma (47%) held similar feelings. 
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Religiosity was not found to have a correlation to Prejudice (Table 11, page 28) yet there was 

indication of strong correction to Morality. A contingency table analysis found a Tau-C score of .337. 

Row values had directional variation from 1% to 35% in ‘Very Traditional’ respondents as Religiosity 

moved from low to high, and from 6% to 38% in ‘Very Progressive’ respondents as Religiosity moved 

from high to low (Table 12, page 28).   

 

Prejudice indicated strong correlation to Affect with a contingency table Tau-B score of .418. Row 

values had directional variation from 10% to 26% in those respondents who ‘Really Dislike’ 

homosexuals as Prejudice moved from low to high and a substantially larger variation from 4% to 

68% in those who ‘Really Like’ homosexuals, as Prejudice moved from high to low (Table 13, page 

28).  The relationship between Prejudice and Affect was somewhat mitigated or intensified when 

controlled by different values of Morality and Education (Table 15, #44, #54, page 31).  

 

COEFFICIENT CORRELATION MATRIX ANALYSIS 

The coefficient correlation matrix analysis re-confirmed contingency table analyses, finding the 

strongest direct correlations to Opinion from Morality (ß .5593), Affect (ß .5354) and Age (ß -.2997). 

Matrix findings are presented in Table 14, page 29. 

 

The matrix also provided data on colinearity and indirect correlations to Opinion, such as from 

Prejudice through its correlation to Affect (ß .5063) and Religiosity through its correlation to Morality 

(ß .4085). Colinear inter-connectivity emerged in the three factors of Opinion, Affect and Morality. 

The initial contingency table analyses had found (a) Morality with a strong relationship to Opinion 

impacted to some extent when controlled by Affect, and (b) Affect with a strong relationship to 

Opinion impacted to some extent when controlled by Morality. A subordinate contingency table 

analysis had found (c) a strong direct correlation between Morality and Affect. The coefficient matrix 

confirmed these three relationships thus initially establishing an inter-connectivity that suggest a 

potential reciprocal causative foundation, to be discussed shortly.  

 

The full set of contingency (crosstab) tables and analyses and the coefficient matrix are presented in 

the following section. 
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CONTINGENCY TABLE ANALYSIS HYPOTHESIS (A): Morality Correlates to Affect 
Table 1: Opinion by Moral Traditionalism 

MORAL TRADITIONALISM  
OPINION Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 

  
TOTAL 

Strongly Disagree 83% 53% 29% 21%  7%  540 
Disagree 11% 25% 28% 25% 11%  289 
Agree  4% 18% 35% 44% 52%  429 
Strongly Agree  2%  4%  8% 10% 30%  140 
TOTAL 17% 24% 16% 27% 16% 1398 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .46551 

Table 1A: Opinion by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Affect (0) Really Dislike 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

OPINION Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 93% 79% 66% 58% 58% 190 
Disagree   3% 12% 25% 18% 28%  29 
Agree  2%  5%  8% 18% 14%  16 
Strongly Agree  2%  4%  1%  6%    7 
TOTAL 39% 29% 11% 16%  5% 242 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00042   Tau-c: .20253  

Table 1B: Opinion by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Affect (1) Dislike 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

OPINION Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 81% 69% 41% 44% 34% 109 
Disagree 13% 31% 48% 25% 50%  48 
Agree  1%  11% 22% 16%  14 
Strongly Agree  5%   10%    7 
TOTAL 31% 27% 14% 24%  4% 178 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00002   Tau-c: .26961  
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Table 1C: Opinion by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Affect (2) Ambivalent 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

OPINION Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 68% 43% 19% 19%  9% 146 
Disagree 21% 30% 33% 33% 12% 137 
Agree  9% 22% 42% 41% 55% 172 
Strongly Agree  2%  5%  6%  7% 24%  40 
TOTAL 11% 27% 15% 32% 15% 496 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .35490  

Table 1D: Opinion by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Affect (3) Like 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

OPINION Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 80% 31% 33%  3%   32 
Disagree  7% 25% 19% 25%  6%  32 
Agree  7% 39% 37% 63% 72%  96 
Strongly Agree  4%  5% 11%  9% 22%  40 
TOTAL  8% 20% 14% 30% 28% 496 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .41740 

Table 1E: Opinion by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Affect (4) Really Like 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

OPINION Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 68% 26% 13%  6%  1%  28 
Disagree 16% 26% 15%  9%  6%  27 
Agree 16% 44% 55% 67% 46% 124 
Strongly Agree   4% 17% 18% 46%  60 
TOTAL  6% 11% 18% 30% 35% 238 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .39752        
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Table 2: Affect by Moral Traditionalism 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

AFFECT Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Really Dislike 39% 22% 12% 10%  6%  246 
Dislike 23% 15% 14% 12%  4%  196 
Ambivalent 25% 43% 40% 43% 34%  545 
Like  6% 11% 14% 15% 21%  195 
Really Like  7%  8% 22% 20% 35%  258 
TOTAL 17% 24% 15% 28% 17% 1442 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 16): .00000   Tau-b: .31420 

Table 2A: Affect by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Age (0) Over 60 Years Old 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

AFFECT Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Really Dislike 58% 27% 23% 25% 23% 101 
Dislike 25% 25% 20% 19% 10%  67 
Ambivalent 10% 42% 31% 32% 13%  89 
Like  7%  3% 12%  5%  3%  18 
Really Like    4%  15% 18% 51%  38 
TOTAL 39% 29% 11% 16%  5% 242 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 16): .00042   Tau-b: .28708  

Table 2B: Affect by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Age (1) From 47 to 59 Years Old 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

AFFECT Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Really Dislike 37% 24% 14% 11%  3%  65 
Dislike 18%  8% 10% 15%    37 
Ambivalent 27% 43% 42% 43% 42% 127 
Like  9% 17%  9% 14% 29%  47 
Really Like  8%  9% 25% 18% 26%  48 
TOTAL 22% 29% 14% 25% 10% 324 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 16): .00002   Tau-b: .25169  
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Table 2C: Affect by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Age (2) From 38 to 46 Years Old 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

AFFECT Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Really Dislike 32% 15% 11%  7%  6%  40 
Dislike 26% 17% 10% 10%  6%  42 
Ambivalent 31% 43% 50% 44% 43% 133 
Like  6% 12% 10% 20% 15%  44 
Really Like  5% 13% 19% 18% 30%  54 
TOTAL 14% 22% 13% 34% 17% 313 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 16): .00000   Tau-b: .26027  

Table 2D: Affect by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Age (3) From 30 to 38 Years Old 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

AFFECT Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Really Dislike 29% 19%  3%  6%  6%  29 
Dislike 20% 12% 18%  5%  2%  27 
Ambivalent 33% 44% 36% 52% 23% 102 
Like   16% 20% 16% 33%  49 
Really Like 18%  8% 23% 20% 36%  57 
TOTAL 13% 18% 19% 28% 23% 262 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 16): .00000   Tau-b: .29265 

Table 2E: Affect by Moral Traditionalism Controlling for Age (4) From 18 to 29 Years Old 
MORAL TRADITIONALISM  

AFFECT Very Trad. Traditional Center Progressive Very Prog. 
 

TOTAL 
Really Dislike 17% 19%     1%  1%  11 
Dislike 34%  9%  6% 14%  2%  24 
Ambivalent 40% 43% 41% 42% 39%  91 
Like   17% 23% 17% 20%  38 
Really Like 10% 12% 30% 26% 38%  60 
TOTAL 10% 13% 10% 34% 33% 223 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 16): .00000   Tau-b: .28413        
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CONTINGENCY TABLE ANALYSIS HYPOTHESIS (B): Affect Correlates to Opinion  
Contingency table analyses indicated a direct correlation of Affect to Opinion (Tau-C .447), confirming Hypothesis (B). The relationship was 
weakened when controlled by Morality (0) Very Traditional (Tau-C score of .142).  
Table 3: Opinion by Affect 

AFFECT  
OPINION Really Dis. Dislike Ambivalent Like Really Like 

 
TOTAL 

Strongly Disagree 79% 60% 30% 17% 14%  608 
Disagree 12% 29% 28% 17% 11%  329 
Agree  7%  8% 35% 56% 50%  515 
Strongly Agree  2%  3%  8% 10% 26%  154 
TOTAL 19% 13% 36% 15% 17% 1606 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000     Tau-c: .44749        

Table 3A: Opinion by Affect Controlling for Moral Traditionalism (0) Very Traditional 
AFFECT  

OPINION Really Dis. Dislike Ambivalent Like Really Like 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 93% 81% 68% 80% 68%  189 
Disagree  3% 13% 21%  7% 16%   24 
Agree  2%  1%  8%  7% 15%   10 
Strongly Agree  2%  5%  3%  5%     6 
TOTAL 41% 24% 23%  6%  6%  230 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .01539     Tau-c: .14279        

Table 3B: Opinion by Affect Controlling for Moral Traditionalism (1) Traditional 
AFFECT  

OPINION Really Dis. Dislike Ambivalent Like Really Like 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 79% 69% 43% 31% 26%  166 
Disagree 12% 31% 30% 25% 26%   80 
Agree  5%  22% 39% 44%   59 
Strongly Agree  4%   5%  6%  5%   13 
TOTAL 22% 15% 43% 12%  9%  318 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000     Tau-c: .31057        
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Table 3C: Opinion by Affect Controlling for Moral Traditionalism (2) Center 
AFFECT  

OPINION Really Dis. Dislike Ambivalent Like Really Like 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 66% 41% 19% 33% 13%  56 
Disagree 25% 48% 33% 19% 15%  55 
Agree  8% 11% 42% 37% 55%  70 
Strongly Agree  1%   6% 11% 17%  15 
TOTAL 13% 13% 38% 13% 22% 195 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000     Tau-c: .36113  

Table 3D: Opinion by Affect Controlling for Moral Traditionalism (3) Progressive 
AFFECT  

OPINION Really Dis. Dislike Ambivalent Like Really Like 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 57% 44% 19%  3%  6%  77 
Disagree 18% 25% 33% 25%  9%  90 
Agree 18% 22% 41% 63% 67% 164 
Strongly Agree  6%  9%  6%  9% 18%  34 
TOTAL 11% 12% 43% 15% 20% 365 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .34908       

Table 3E: Opinion by Affect Controlling for Moral Traditionalism (4) Very Progressive 
AFFECT  

OPINION Really Dis. Dislike Ambivalent Like Really Like 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 59% 34% 9%   1%  18 
Disagree 28% 50% 12%  6%  6%  24 
Agree 14% 15% 55% 72% 46% 118 
Strongly Agree   24% 22% 46%  67 
TOTAL 11% 12% 43% 15% 20% 227 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000  Tau-c: .32790 
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CONTINGENCY TABLE ANALYSIS HYPOTHESIS (C): Proximity Correlates to Affect  
Contingency table analyses indicated that the correlation of Proximity to Affect was very weak and lost significance when controlled by a 
number of variables in the study, thus not supporting Hypothesis C.  

   

CONTINGENCY TABLE ANALYSIS HYPOTHESIS (D): Age Correlates to Opinion  
Contingency table analyses indicated direct correlation of Age to Opinion (Tau-C .241), initially confirming Hypothesis (D). The relationship 
was weakened somewhat when controlled by Education (0) Some Elementary/High School (Tau-C score of .174). Of note, while 41% of all 
respondents (all age groups regardless of Education) approve of the legalization of homosexual marriages, only 29% of those with Education 
value (0) approved of the legalization of homosexual marriages, compared to 50% of those with Education value (3) University Graduates.   

 

Table 4: Opinion by Age 
AGE  

OPINION Over 60 47 to 59 38 to 46 30 to 37 18 to 29 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 58% 42% 34% 30% 24%  647 
Disagree 24% 23% 20% 22% 13%  347 
Agree 13% 30% 36% 35% 46%  523 
Strongly Agree  5%  5% 10% 13% 18%  161 
TOTAL 21% 23% 21% 20% 15% 1606 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000     Tau-c: .24177        

Table 4A: Opinion by Age Controlling for Education (0) Some Elementary/High School 
AGE  

OPINION Over 60 47 to 59 38 to 46 30 to 37 18 to 29 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 64% 55% 39% 40% 41%  162 
Disagree 21% 13% 15% 33%     52 
Agree 10% 27% 32% 23% 51%   68 
Strongly Agree  6%  5% 15%  4%  8%    21 
TOTAL 40% 29% 16%  9%  6%  303 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .01539     Tau-c: .17439        
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Table 4B: Opinion by Age Controlling for Education (1) High school Graduates 

AGE  
OPINION Over 60 47 to 59 38 to 46 30 to 37 18 to 29 

 
TOTAL 

Strongly Disagree 64% 45% 35% 41% 34%  180 
Disagree 26% 27% 21% 17% 16%   88 
Agree  9% 24% 35% 33% 37%  102 
Strongly Agree  1%   4%  8% 10% 14%   24 
TOTAL 25% 24% 23% 17% 11%  394 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000     Tau-c: .22146        

Table 4C: Opinion by Age Controlling for Education (2) Some College/University 
AGE   

OPINION Over 60 47 to 59 38 to 46 30 to 37 18 to 29 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 56% 38% 33% 25% 20% 133 
Disagree 23% 28% 26% 24% 16%  98 
Agree 15% 29% 34% 40% 47% 148 
Strongly Agree  6%  5%  7% 11% 18%  41 
TOTAL 12% 18% 22% 27% 21% 419 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000     Tau-c: .23856  

Table 4D: Opinion by Age Controlling for Education (3) University (including Post-) Graduates 
AGE   

OPINION Over 60 47 to 59 38 to 46 30 to 37 18 to 29 
 

TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 45% 33% 32% 26% 19% 171 
Disagree 27% 23% 17% 21% 11% 109 
Agree 22% 36% 40% 33% 49% 204 
Strongly Agree  6%  8% 11% 20% 21%  75 
TOTAL 15% 22% 23% 21% 19% 359 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .20232       
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CONTINGENCY TABLE ANALYSES HYPOTHESES (E-G): Religiosity and Prejudice Correlate to Opinion, Education to Affect 
Religiosity and Prejudice indicated modest correlation to Opinion, Education a modest correlation to Affect; confirming the hypotheses.  

Table 5: Opinion by Religiosity 
RELIGIOSITY  

OPINION Very Important Important Not Important Very Not Imp. 
    

  TOTAL 
Strongly Disagree 55% 34% 30% 23%     649 
Disagree 20% 23% 20% 15%     347 
Agree 19% 36% 36% 44%     524 
Strongly Agree  6%  8% 14% 18%     160 
TOTAL 32% 40% 17% 11%    1681 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 9): .00000    Tau-b: .22365   

Table 6: Opinion by Prejudice 
PREJUDICE  

OPINION Really Dis. Dislike Ambivalent Like Really Like 
 

TOTAL 

Strongly Disagree 46% 37% 31% 27% 25%  455 
Disagree 25% 20% 25% 18%  9%  264 
Agree 23% 31% 38% 44% 43%  399 
Strongly Agree  6% 12%  6% 12% 24%  124 
TOTAL  6% 12%  6% 12% 24% 1241 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .19320  

Table 7: Affect by Education 
EDUCATION  

AFFECT Some Ele/H.S. H.S. Grad. Some Univ. Univ. Grad. 
 

TOTAL 

Really Dislike 36% 20% 13% 11%  544 
Dislike 15% 14% 11% 11%  365 
Ambivalent 35% 40% 44% 38% 1149 
Like  7% 12% 15% 19%  407 
Really Like  7% 15% 19% 21%  469 
TOTAL 21% 24% 25% 31% 2934 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .21609        
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SUBORDINATE CONTINGENCY TABLE ANALYSES 
Table 8: Opinion by Education 

EDUCATION  
OPINION Some Ele/H.S. H.S. Grad. Some Univ. Univ. Grad. 

 
TOTAL 

Strongly Disagree 53% 46% 32% 31%  648 
Disagree 17% 23% 23% 20%  350 
Agree 22% 26% 35% 36%  522 
Strongly Agree  7%  6% 10% 13%  161 
TOTAL 18% 23% 25% 34% 1680 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 9): .00000    Tau-b: .16343      

 Table 9: Morality by Education 
EDUCATION  

MORALITY Some Ele/H.S. H.S. Grad. Some Univ. Univ. Grad. 
 

TOTAL 

Very Traditional 22% 21% 13% 13%  252 
Traditional 30% 28% 22% 18%  354 
Center 16% 16% 18% 13%  233 
Progressive 25% 25% 33% 27%  420 
Very Progressive  7% 10% 14% 27%  247 
TOTAL 17% 24% 25% 34% 1507 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .18406   

Table 10: Prejudice by Education    
EDUCATION  

PREJUDICE Some Ele/H.S. H.S. Grad. Some Univ. Univ. Grad. 
 

TOTAL 

Really Dislike 48% 42% 36% 27%  487 
Dislike 20% 29% 26% 20%  321 
Ambivalent 14% 10% 14% 23%  212 
Like  8% 13% 17% 15%  186 
Really Like 10%  7%  7% 15%  136 
TOTAL 15% 24% 26% 35% 1342 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000   Tau-c: .15095        
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SUBORDINATE CONTINGENCY TABLE ANALYSES 
Table 11: Prejudice by Religiosity 

RELIGIOSITY  
PREJUDICE Very Important Important Not Important Very Not Imp. 

 
  TOTAL 

Really Dislike 34% 37% 38% 36%     485 
Dislike 22% 23% 28% 25%     321 
Ambivalent 17% 16% 15% 13%     213 
Like 16% 13% 12% 15%     188 
Really Like 11% 11%  8% 12%     137 
TOTAL 30% 40% 18% 11%    1342 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 9): .55822   (Not Significant) Tau-c:.-.03266   

Table 12: Morality by Religiosity 
RELIGIOSITY  

MORALITY Very Important Important Not Important Very Not Imp. 
  

  TOTAL 
Very Traditional 35% 11%  7%  1%     252 
Traditional 30% 22% 18% 19%     355 
Center 13% 18% 16% 12%     233 
Progressive 15% 34% 35% 30%     419 
Very Progressive  6% 15% 24% 38%     246 
TOTAL 32% 39% 18% 11%    1506 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 12): .00000    Tau-c: .33726 

Table 13: Affect by Prejudice 
PREJUDICE  

AFFECT Really Dis. Dislike Ambivalent Like Really Like 
 

TOTAL 

Really Dislike 26% 12% 10%  4% 10%  206 
Dislike 22% 10%  9%  7%  3%  174 
Ambivalent 42% 51% 43% 24%  4%  499 
Like  6% 16% 22% 32% 14%  202 
Really Like  4% 11% 16% 32% 68%  239 
TOTAL 36% 24% 16% 14% 10% 1320 
Chi-Square Pearson (DF 16): .00000   Tau-b: .41833  
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COEFFICIENT CORRELATION MATRIX ANALYSIS 
In the matrix, Morality (ß .5593) and Affect (ß .5354) indicated very strong correlation to Opinion and Age (ß -.2997) a moderate correlation. 
Prejudice (ß .2641), Religiosity (ß .2509) and Education (ß .1819) also indicated strength while Proximity (ß .0976) almost none. All relationships 
had significance. The colinearity of Morality-Affect (ß .4162), Affect-Prejudice (ß .5063), and Morality-Religiosity (ß .4085) were the strongest. 
Weaker colinearity also existed with Morality-Prejudice and several variables to Age and Education. 

Table 14: Coefficient Matrix 
 

OPINION MORALITY AFFECT PREJUDICE PROXIMITY RELIGOSITY AGE EDUCATION 

OPINION 
1.0000 
(1687) 

P=. 

.5593
(1398)
P=.000

.5354
(1606)
P=.000

.2641
(1241)
P=.000

.0976
(1193)
P=.001

.2509
(1681)
P=.000

-.2997
(1679)
P=.000

.1819 
(1680) 
p=.000 

MORALITY  
1.0000
(1510)

P=.

.4162
(1442)
P=.000

.2901
(1159)
P=.000

.1227
(1062)
P=.000

.4085
(1506)
P=.000

-.2550
(1504)
P=.000

.2121 
(1507) 
P=.000 

AFFECT  
1.0000
(2956)

P=.

.5063
(1320)
P=.000

.1244
(2049)
P=.000

.1812
(2939)
P=.000

-.2446
(2935)
P=.000

.2575 
(2934) 
P=.000 

PREJUDICE  
1.0000
(1346)

P=.

.1189
(943)

P=.000

-.0155
(1342)
P=.570

-.0222
(1342)
P=.417

.2081 
(1342) 
P=.000 

PROXIMITY  
1.0000
(2724)

P=.

.0886
(2166)
P=.000

-.0220
(2709)
P=.253

.2168 
(2707) 
P=.000 

RELIGION  
1.0000
(3132)

P=.

-.2501
(3113)
P-.000

-.1526 
(3110) 
P=.000 

AGE  
1.0000
(3887)

P=.

-.2189 
(3868) 
P=.000 

EDUCATION  
1.0000 
(3895) 

P=. 
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Table 15: Complete Multiple Controlled Contingency (Crosstab) Table Analyses 
# DEPENDENT    INDEPENDENT      CONTROL 

VARIABLE     VARIABLE         VARIABLE 
BASE 
SCORE

CTRL 
(0) 

CTRL 
(1) 

CTRL 
(2) 

CTRL 
(3) 

CTRL 
(4) 

 1 OPINION   BY MORALITY      BY AFFECT .465 .202 .269 .355 .417 .397 

 2 OPINION   BY AFFECT        BY MORALITY .447 .143 .311 .361 .349 .328 

 3 OPINION   BY MORALITY      BY RELIGOSITY .465 .430 .381 .427 .422  

 4 OPINION   BY RELIGOSITY    BY MORALITY .224 NS NS NS NS NS 

 5 OPINION   BY MORALITY      BY PREJUDICE .465 .441 .421 .415 .428 .578 

 6 OPINION   BY PREJUDICE     BY MORALITY .193 NS NS NS NS NS 

 7 OPINION   BY MORALITY      BY AGE .465 .259 .460 .434 .519 .401 

 8 OPINION   BY AGE           BY MORALITY .242 .007 .169 .205 .177 .198 

 9 OPINION   BY MORALITY      BY EDUCATION .465 .310 .430 .406 .520  

10 OPINION   BY EDUCATION     BY MORALITY .163 .003 NS .141 NS NS 

11 OPINION   BY AFFECT        BY RELIGOSITY .447 .414 .476 .394 .415  

12 OPINION   BY RELIGOSITY    BY AFFECT .224 NS .231 .178 .174 .201 

13 OPINION   BY AFFECT        BY PREJUDICE .447 .374 .380 .336 .406 .353 

14 OPINION   BY PREJUDICE     BY AFFECT .193 NS NS NS NS NS 

15 OPINION   BY AFFECT        BY AGE .447 .341 .413 .432 .415 .358 

16 OPINION   BY AGE           BY AFFECT .242 .047 NS .163 .190 .177 

17 OPINION   BY AFFECT        BY EDUCATION .447 .341 .414 .433 .426 .359 

18 OPINION   BY EDUCATION     BY AFFECT .163 .047 NS .163 .190 .177 

19 OPINION   BY AGE           BY EDUCATION .242 .174 .221 .239 .202  

20 OPINION   BY EDUCATION     BY AGE .163 NS NS NS NS NS 

21 OPINION   BY PROXIMITY     BY AGE .083 NS .089 NS NS NS 

22 OPINION   BY RELIGOSITY    BY PROXIMITY .224 .218 NS .158   

23 OPINION   BY PREJUDICE     BY PROXIMITY .193 .198 NS NS   

24 OPINION   BY EDUCATION     BY PROXIMITY .163 .140 NS .213   

25 OPINION   BY AGE           BY PROXIMITY .242 .228 .277 .264   

26 MORALITY  BY AFFECT        BY PREJUDICE .304 .260 .228 .261 .247 .268 

27 MORALITY  BY PREJUDICE     BY AFFECT .184 .177 NS NS NS .190 

28 MORALITY  BY AFFECT        BY RELIGOSITY .304 .300 .259 .334 .295  

29 MORALITY  BY RELIGOSITY    BY AFFECT .337 .228 .309 .321 .289 .315 

30 MORALITY  BY RELIGOSITY    BY PREJUDICE .337 .318 .330 .358 .409 .393 

31 MORALITY  BY PREJUDICE     BY RELIGOSITY .184 .194 .166 .275 .327  

32 MORALITY  BY RELIGOSITY    BY AGE .337 .192 .320 .310 .357 .289 

33 MORALITY  BY AGE           BY RELIGOSITY .206 NS .216 .180 NS  

34 MORALITY  BY EDUCATION     BY AGE .184 NS .147 .144 NS .206 

35 MORALITY  BY AGE           BY EDUCATION .206 .124 NS .204 .194   
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# DEPENDENT      INDEPENDENT    CONTROL 
VARIABLE       VARIABLE       VARIABLE 

BASE 
SCORE 

CTRL 
(0) 

CTRL 
(1) 

CTRL 
(2) 

CTRL 
(3) 

CTRL 
(4) 

36 MORALITY    BY EDUCATION   BY PREJUDICE .184 .148 NS NS NS .360 

37 MORALITY    BY PREJUDICE   BY EDUCATION .184 NS NS .137 .189  

38 MORALITY    BY PROXIMITY .088      

39 MORALITY    BY RELIGOSITY  BY PROXIMITY .337 .304 NS .316   

40 MORALITY    BY PREJUDICE   BY PROXIMITY .184 .180 .040 NS   

41 MORALITY    BY EDUCATION   BY PROXIMITY .184 .191 .296 .232   

42 MORALITY    BY AGE         BY PROXIMITY .206 .214 NS .217   

43 AFFECT      BY MORALITY    BY PREJUDICE .314 .260 NS .NS NS .268 

44 AFFECT      BY PREJUDICE   BY MORALITY .418 .437 .284 .238 .462 .527 

45 AFFECT      BY MORALITY    BY RELIGOSITY  .314 .300 .259 .334 .295  

46 AFFECT      BY RELIGOSITY  BY MORALITY .144 NS NS NS NS NS 

47 AFFECT      BY RELIGOSITY  BY PREJUDICE .144 .197 .151 .159 NS .213 

48 AFFECT      BY PREJUDICE   BY RELIGOSITY .418 .391 .408 .530 .478  

49 AFFECT      BY RELIGOSITY  BY AGE .144 .066 .126 .141 .103 NS 

50 AFFECT      BY AGE         BY RELIGOSITY .187 .150 .179 .133 .128  

51 AFFECT      BY EDUCATION   BY AGE .216 .205 .206 NS .200 .168 

52 AFFECT      BY AGE         BY EDUCATION .187 .142 .141 .123 .148  

53 AFFECT      BY EDUCATION   BY PREJUDICE .397 .097 .161 .174 .104 NS 

54 AFFECT      BY PREJUDICE   BY EDUCATION .418 .160 .449 .417 .463  

55 AFFECT      BY PROXIMITY .120      

56 AFFECT      BY RELIGOSITY  BY PROXIMITY .144 .146 NS .110   

57 AFFECT      BY PREJUDICE   BY PROXIMITY .418 .396 .479 .367   

58 AFFECT      BY EDUCATION   BY PROXIMITY .216 .192 NS .194   

59 AFFECT      BY AGE         BY PROXIMITY .187 .192 NS .161   

60 RELIGOSITY  BY AGE         BY PROXIMITY .201 .278 .175 .166   

61 RELIGOSITY  BY PROXIMITY   BY AGE .070 .101 NS NS .088 .007 

62 RELIGOSITY  BY EDUCATION   BY PROXIMITY .130 .148 NS .141   

63 RELIGOSITY  BY PROXIMITY   BY EDUCATION .070 NS NS NS NS  

64 PREJUDICE   BY AGE         BY PROXIMITY NS NS NS NS   

65 PREJUDICE   BY PROXIMITY   BY AGE .072 NS NS NS NS NS 

66 PREJUDICE   BY EDUCATION   BY PROXIMITY .150 .108 NS NS   

67 PREJUDICE   BY PROXIMITY   BY EDUCATION .072 NS NS NS NS  

68 PROXIMITY   BY EDUCATION   BY AGE .168 .159 .135 .158 .214 .185 

69 PROXIMITY   BY AGE         BY EDUCATION NS NS NS NS NS  

    TABLE SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL: P< .05 (NS = SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL P > .05) 
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Graph 1: Correlation of Morality & Affect to Opinion
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AFFECTS OF CONTROL IN CONTINGENCY TABLES  

As seen in the preceding tables the relationship of both Morality to Opinion and Affect to Opinion 

weakened somewhat when controlled by each other. The weakest relationship was found in control 

value (0), strength incrementally rising to mid/higher-range control values, and then tapering. This 

finding was initially somewhat surprising. It had seemed a logical assumption that the more 

progressive one’s morality or more positive one’s affect towards gays and lesbians, the stronger the 

correlation to Opinion would exist: thus higher control values were expected to indicate higher Tau 

scores.  

 

Yet when Morality was controlled by Strongly Like (4) Affect the correlation weakened, and when 

Affect was controlled by both Progressive (3) and Strongly Progressive (4) Morality, the correlation 

also weakened (Graph 1. Hypothetically, it may be that for many of those who Strongly Like 

gays/lesbians the issue of same-sex marriage is negatively viewed. Although the CES survey did not 

poll respondents on their sexual orientation it is likely that the majority of gays/lesbians/bisexuals are 

found in these upper range values of both Affect and Morality.  

Several polls have found a sizable 

number of gays and lesbians resist and 

reject the legalization of same-sex 

marriages. Literature and anecdotal 

experience suggest that the 

embracement of difference, of 

‘queerness,’ is a non-mainstreaming 

and homogenization of gay-lesbian 

culture is of deep importance to many 

gays and lesbians. Similar sentiments 

have also been found in a number of 

separatists that consider the integration 

of Quebec into the broader federation 

as a threat to the loss of their culture.  
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Graph 3: Correlation of Prejudice to Affect
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Graph 2: Correlation of Religiosity to Morality
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As seen in the contingency analysis, 

Religiosity had a strong correlation to 

Morality, however when controlled by 

Age this relationship was significantly 

weakened in the case of control value 

(0), those over 60 years in age (Graph 2). 

This finding may suggest that in older 

ages, regardless of the importance of 

religion in one’s life, Morality and/or 

Affect may have been more strongly 

established and thus play a larger role in 

the formation of Opinions on the 

legalization of homosexual marriage.  

 

Prejudice was seen in the contingency 

analysis to have a strong correlation to 

Affect, however when controlled by 

Education, this correlation weakened in 

the case of control value (0), those with 

less than High School Diploma (Graph 

3).  This finding may suggest that for 

those with less exposure to education, 

Affect towards homosexuals and 

Prejudice are more likely to be distinctly 

separable attitudes. In the case of those 

with more exposure to school and peer-

groups, the relationship of Affect 

towards gays and lesbians and Prejudice 

may be intertwined and ‘non-isolatable.’  
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

Regressive analysis re-confirmed the majority of the contingency table findings. The dependent 

variable Opinion was found to have primary correlation to three factors in the study. A Multiple R .of 

665 and a high R2 of .442 (Adjusted R2 .44) was obtained and accounted for 44% of the publics’ 

Opinion. Significance levels indicated generalizability (Significance F=.0000) from the factors of 

Morality (ß .40), Affect (ß .33), and Age (ß -.12) while the significance of Prejudice, Religiosity, 

Proximity and Education was lost (>.05) when regressively isolated.26 The direct correlation of these 

variables was thus rejected from the analysis and confirmed the controlled contingency table results.  

The analysis also indicated the colinearity of Morality-Affect through a reduced level of tolerance (.8). 

The full regression data set analysis is presented in Table 16, regressive correlation coefficients 

presented in Table 17 (page 36), visually outlined in Diagram One. Results of all correlations are 

presented in Diagram Two (page 37) to illustrate overall inter-connectivity.  

 

Three of the seven original research hypotheses were confirmed in the study’s four statistical analyses. 

Morality was found as strongly correlative to Opinion (Hypothesis A) – in fact this relationship had 

the strongest correlation exceeding Affect in contrary to previous research findings. However, Affect 

was very strongly correlative to Opinion (Hypothesis B) and Age moderately correlative to Opinion 

(Hypothesis D), relatively unchanged by Education. Morality and Affect were also found to have a 

strong correlation to each other and to Age.  

Table 16: Opinion Regressive Data Set 
 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE: OPINION (MBSG3) 
 
Multiple R           .66461 
R Square             .44170 
Adjusted R Square    .43966 
Standard Error       .78868 

------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
MORALITY        .156797     .011261    .404219    .807652  1.238  13.924  .0000 
AFFECT          .012475     .001109    .328951    .795633  1.257  11.246  .0000 
CPSAGE         -.007875     .001885   -.115772    .886300  1.128  -4.177  .0000 
(Constant)     -.357451     .143621                               -2.489  .0130 

------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T    Sig T 
PREJUDICE   -.044884 -.052617    .767248      .657592      1.303  -1.508  .1319 
PROXIMITY   -.014882 -.019701    .978388      .787052      1.022   -.564  .5729 
RELIGIOSITY  .007995  .009738    .828117      .710068      1.208    .279  .7805 
EDUCATION   -.011942 -.015230    .908080      .783101      1.101   -.436  .6630 
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In contradiction to the remaining four hypotheses, the study was unable to confirm that Proximity 

held a direct relationship with Opinion (Hypothesis C), although it did show a weak correlation to 

Prejudice (and thus slight indirect correlation to Opinion was present). Religiosity and Prejudice did not 

indicate correlation to Opinion when regressively isolated (Hypothesis E, F), although strong indirect 

correlation through Morality and Affect (respectively) were found. Finally, Education did not indicate 

a strong correlation to Affect when controlled by Age (in contradiction to Hypothesis G).  

 

To further understand the Morality-Affect relationship two subordinate regressive analyses were 

conducted: Morality and Affect separately as dependent/independent variables (see Appendix B, page 

62).  

 

With Morality as dependent, an overall correlation score (Multiple R) of .555 was obtained with a high 

R2 of .308 (Adjusted R2 of .304), accounting for 30% of public’s position on Morality as a result of 

one’s Religiosity (ß .32), Affect (ß .24), Prejudice (ß .13) and Age (ß -.11). In the regressive analysis 

with Affect as dependent, an overall correlation score (Multiple R) .590 was obtained with a high R2 of 

.349 (Adjusted R2 of .346), accounting for 35% of the public’s feelings towards gays and lesbians as a 

result of one’s Prejudice (ß .39), Morality (ß .24) and Age (ß -.19).   

Diagram 1: Regression Correlation 

                          
                                       LOW MORAL                                
                                TRADITIONALISM                             .40 
                                                                                                                     FAVORABLE                    
                                                                                                                      OPINIONS TO   
                POSITIVE AFFECT TOWARDS                             .33                          LEGALIZATION 
                                GAYS & LESBIANS                                                            OF SAME-SEX  
                                                                                                                      MARRIAGES          
                                                                                       .12                                          
                                    YOUNGER AGE                                                         
  
MULTIPLE R         .66 
 MULTIPLE R2        .44 
 ADJUSTED R2       .44                       Significance F     .0000 
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Table 17: Regressive Coefficients 

The regression equation may thus be stated as: 

OPINION = -.357 + .157(Moral Traditionalism)+ .012(Affect to Gays & Lesbians)- .008(Age)  

MORALITY-AFFECT COLINEARITY / CAUSATION 

The contingency table analyses, colinearity matrix and regressive analysis Beta scores (ß.24) have 

hypothetically suggested that the symbiotic relationship of Morality-Affect and Opinion is not 

unidirectional but tri-directional: Morality-Opinion, Affect-Opinion, and Morality-Affect. Logically 

and anecdotally, moral traditionalism can be seen as correlative to feelings on homosexuality and 

feelings to homosexuals. More puzzling is the question of how Affect may correlate or influence 

Morality. Perhaps one explanation may be that negative affect (which often includes negative past 

experiences with homosexuals and/or homophobia) seeks validation or substantiating rational culled 

from or upon moral traditionalistic values. Certainly society has often seen that hatred loves 

justification and the flag of the crusade. In any event, based on the preliminary results, the causative 

relationship of Morality-Affect-Opinion relationship appears to be interactively correlative and thus 

reciprocal in nature and causation. 

Opinions on Legalization of Same-Sex Marriage 

 Unstandardized 

Coefficient (b) 

Standardized 

Coefficient (Beta) 
t-ratio 

 Demographic Traits 

 Age -.008* -.12 -  4.177 

 Attitudinal Traits: 

 Moral Traditionalism +.157* +.40 +13.924 

 Feeling towards Gays/Lesbians +.012* +.33 +11.246 

 
 Constant                   -.357* 
 R2                               .442 
 Adjusted R2                .440 
 Signif F                     .0000 
 

 *=p<.05 
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Diagram 2: Multiple Regressive Analysis of Factors Influencing Opinion 

 (a)      FAVORABLE OPINIONS TO THE LEGALIZATION OF SAME-SEX MARRIAGES 
     
 

     .40                                                 .12                                                        .33 
                                                             
       

                                                     

     PROGRESSIVE                                                                                      POSITIVE 
       MORALITY                       .24                           .24          AFFECT 
 (b)                                                                          
                                                                       
 
     .32                                   .11                                     .19                            .42   
 
 
         LOW                                            YOUNGER                                    LACK OF 
    RELIGIOSITY             .10                       AGE                      .10             PREJUDICE 
 (c)                                                                                       
        
                                                            .15  
         

                                            .06                                    .09 
                                                
                                              HIGHER EDUCATION LEVEL                                     
                                                                                                                              
    .09                                                   .15                                                       .09 
                  
           
 
 
         PROXIMITY OF ONE’S RESIDENCE TO A GAY AND LESBIAN COMMUNITY 

a) Multiple R .66, R2 .44, Adjusted R2 .44, Sig f .0000 

b) Multiple R .5+, R2 .3+, Adjusted R2 .3+, Sig f .0000 
c) Multiple R .4+, R2 .2+, Adjusted R2 .2+, Sig f .0000
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COMPOSITE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 

In order to further understand the impact of the reciprocal relationship of Opinion-Morality-Affect 

and public opinion on the legalization of homosexual marriage, respondent spatial location within 

frequency distributions were mapped. The majority of respondents were found as slightly progressive 

in Morality with slightly favorable Affect towards gays and lesbians. A secondary and substantively 

smaller nexus is seen in very traditional Morality respondents with more negative Affect (Graph 4).  In 

terms of Opinion and the correlation from Morality (Graph 5) and from Affect (Graph 6), very similar 

frequency distribution patterns are found between the two. In first looking at Affect and Opinion, the 

two nexus found indicate (a) a broadly based large number of respondents with favorable levels of 

Affect that ‘Agree’ with legalization and (b) a similarly large yet more concentrated number of 

respondents that ‘Really Dislike’ homosexuals and ‘Strongly Disagree.’ In the distribution location of 

Opinion-Morality, respondents illustrate a remarkable similarity; however in this case the nexus is 

found in somewhat traditional Morality and thus may indicate that this relationship (the impact of 

traditional Morality to negative Opinions on the legalization of homosexual marriage) is one more 

closely intertwined than the companion relationship of negative Affect-negative Opinion.      

Really
Dislike

Really
Like

Very Traditional

Very Progressive

Affect

Moraltiy

Graph 4: Affect-Morality Respondent Location 
(n = 1445) 
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Very
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Very
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Strongly Agree

Strongly Agree

Morality

Opinion

Graph 5: Opinion-Morality Respondent Location 
(n = 1398) 
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Graph 6: Opinion-Affect Respondent Location 
(n = 1619) 
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Graph 7: Opinion-Disposition Respondent Location  
(n = 1330) 
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To establish a composite respondent frequency distribution, factors of Morality, Affect and Age were combined through computation of 
regressive b-values into a thermometer variable, ‘Disposition.’ This variable, representing 44% of the pubic and their opinions to the legalization 
of homosexual marriage, was spatially mapped to illustrate respondent location and illustrates the polarization of public opinion with two nexus: 
a broadly distributed lower right quadrant representing positive disposition (positive-affect/progressive morality/younger cohort) contrasted by 
a more highly concentrated negative disposition (negative-affect/traditional morality/older cohort) in the upper left quadrant.  
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COMPOSITE CONTINGENCY TABLE 
Table 18: Opinion by ‘Disposition’ 

DISPOSITION 

Strongly 
Negative 

Strongly
Positive

 
 
 
OPINION 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
 
 

TOTAL 

Strongly 
Disagree 

132 
91.3% 

101 
77.5% 

83
61.5%

61
47.5%

48
37.4%

26
20.2%

32
19.8%

8
8.4%

10
6.7%

1
.8%

503 
37.8% 

Disagree 8 
5.4% 

21 
15.8% 

42
31.5%

32
24.6%

38
29.7%

43
33.2%

44
26.6%

17
18.0%

18
12.3%

9
6.9%

272 
20.4% 

Agree 3 
2.2% 

3 
2.5% 

7
5.4%

27
20.6%

37
28.5%

53
40.6%

78
47.7%

58
60.2%

88
61.0%

68
52.7%

422 
31.7% 

Strongly 
Agree 

1 
1.0% 

 5 
4.2% 

 2
1.7%

9
7.3%

6
4.5%

8
5.9%

10
5.8%

13
13.3%

29
20.1%

51
39.7%

134 
10.1% 

TOTAL 144 
10.8% 

130 
9.8% 

135
10.2%

129
9.7%

128
 9.6%

131
 9.8%

164
12.3%

 96
 7.2%

144
10.8%

128
9.7%

1330 
100.0% 

Chi-Square Pearson (DF 27): .00000   Tau-c: .5879 

Thus the distribution of highly correlative factors (Tau C .588) contributing to large portion of the public (44%) and their opinions on the 
legalization of homosexual marriage seem to consist of two substantively distinctive ‘camps’ that, in high probability, are representative of the 
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two competing ideological perspectives that continue to play out in the political framing of the issue: those of traditional social values and equal 
rights.   
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CONCLUDING REMARKS 
The concept of ‘marriage’ is one deeply entrenched within our social fabric, religious beliefs, moral 

perceptions, governmental laws, family traditions and personal histories. It is a ritual that perhaps is 

the most ancient that humanity has continued to embrace – one that transcends culture, language and 

time. And now, perhaps, gender.  

 

The current study has substantiated past research findings and provided further indication that moral 

traditionalism, feelings towards homosexuals and age are strong factors that influence public opinions 

on the legalization of homosexual marriage. Thus, it is likely increasing acceptance of same-sex 

marriage over the past few decades has its roots in shifting public morality, affect and demographics.  

 

The end of the 20th century can be described in many ways as a period of transition, if not of crisis. 

AIDS has had an enormous impact on the homosexual lifestyle and community, on society as a whole, 

and perhaps as well to public opinion on the legalization of homosexual marriage. A large portion of 

the public has become aware of a family member or friend who was gay or lesbian, perhaps one 

affected by the virus. Gay relationships, couples and monogamy seem to have gained value and 

currency as the ‘swinging’ lifestyles of the 1970s and 1980s became perceived as life-threatening and 

irresponsible.  

 

As the infection spread during the late 1980s and early 1990s, it became a global, and heterosexual, 

epidemic. This change, and the profound efforts of the gay-lesbian community, has ultimately 

transformed public perception and associations around AIDS from one of stigmatized high-risk 

populations (homosexuals) to one of stigmatized high-risk behaviors. It may well be that simultaneously 

there has been an impact to moral traditionalism. Not only did ADIS provide the gay-lesbian 

community with a powerful new voice, but ultimately it may have de-stigmatized homosexuality and 

undermined the ‘new right’ through the general public acknowledgement that behavior, not sexuality, 

is at the core of the issue. What has become morally reprehensible is no longer homosexuality but 

promiscuity. As well, AIDS has mobilized the gay-lesbian community, provided it funding, a political 

voice and a new visibility. With this, the public has in a very short time become aware and perhaps 

accustomed to gays and lesbians in their lives. 
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In 1985, a Los Angeles Times survey found that less than one in four respondents knew someone 

who was gay while well over one-half believed that they knew none. In a follow-up survey, just fifteen 

years later, three in four respondents stated they knew someone who was openly gay while only 19% 

believed they did not. Thus, statistically, in fifteen years, during which the growth, visibility and impact 

of both AIDS and the gay-lesbian communities were staggering, over one-half of the American 

population seemingly discovered a gay acquaintance, a gay friend, a gay coworker, or a gay relative. 

The influence such a shift has had in shattering homosexual stereotypes, to the publics’ feelings 

towards the gays and lesbians (those they know if not to those have yet to know), may also have 

contributed to a new acceptance and more positive affect. It is hard to live beside a gay couple, 

borrow sugar, and yet continue to reject the validation of their relationship.   

 

The 2000 Times survey found that while 78% of those who knew a homosexual ‘Strongly-Supported’ 

or ‘Supported’ anti-discrimination laws, only half as many (36%) of those who did not know a 

homosexual held similarly positive viewpoints. If the survey’s results are any indication the past two 

decades of gay-lesbian mobilization and visibility have likely made a significant impact to the publics’ 

affect towards gays and lesbians and opinions on the legalization of their marriages.  

 

There has also been a shift in public opinion regarding attribution of sexual orientation – from that of 

one seen as a matter of choice to one more significantly perceived as an irreversible trait of birth. As 

recently as 1997, a Gallup poll found that only 13% of the public thought sexual orientation was fixed 

at birth. Four years later, in 2001, a follow-up found that close to 50% of the public now holds this 

belief. Regardless of why this shift occurred and why it has been so rapid, it may be that this new shift 

to biologically-based attributions has, or is, generating a counter-balance to previously morally 

traditionalistic arguments that have stigmatized homosexuality (as a matter of ‘choice’) and provided 

validation to exclusionary legislation.   

 

As the public continues to develop an awareness of the number of gays and lesbians in their lives and 

as it continues to embrace the notion that gays and lesbians cannot change their sexual orientation, it 

becomes far more likely that issue of same-sex marriage will shift from the moral arena to the civil 
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one. The equal rights framing of the issue of same-sex marriage postured by progay advocates will see, 

as it has, an increasing number of the public ready to accept this positioning. If sexual orientation is 

perceived to be fixed at birth it is difficult to justify denying gays and lesbians the equality and ability 

to enter into the ancient tradition of a legal marriage (if not a holy union).  

 

Social researchers have identified several types of agents that cause changes in public opinion.27 One 

of these agents is time: the effects of time resulting in demographic shifts that gradually lead to change 

in social values. For instance, in the 1940s, a number of surveys revealed that only a minority of white 

Americans held favorable opinions towards integration and equal rights for African Americans. Less 

than forty years later, white support was overwhelming (Schuman, Steeh, Bobo and Krysan 2001). 

Public opinion did not change suddenly but rather gradually over time, as youth replaced elders and 

age brought change. Substantive approval of the legalization of same-sex marriage in younger cohorts 

may thus be another indication of the future. In addition to the impact of shifts in morality, affect and 

age, increasing levels of education, urban cultural diversity, exposure to the developing presence of gay 

communities will likely continue to transform public opinions on the topic of same-sex marriage.  

 

Since the CES survey in 1997 this opinion has radically – at least in political terms – changed. For the 

first time, in 2001, surveys indicate the majority of Canadians support the legalization of homosexual 

marriage.28 It is the intention the current study to provide a statistical benchmark for continued 

longitudinal analytic development with the addition of data from the 2000 and 2003/4 CES surveys in 

the exploration of this remarkable transformation.  

 

The tension between moral traditionalism and equal rights often seem as ancient as the institution of 

marriage. Collectively, we gradually adapt and adopt. New traditions and new values such as the 

legalization of homosexual marriage most likely will not create societal decay or decline any more 

previous yet historically unfathomable, changes have in the past. Inter-racial marriage, women who 

vote or have careers or work in politics, and gays and lesbians who live together and raise children do 

not seem to be a source of societal decay. If society is threatened by decay it is far more likely to be 

the result of violence, prejudice, hegemonic oppression, moral panic and crusades in the name of 

religion. Marriage, is essentially a matter of personal choice. For better, or worse.  
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APPENDIX A - VARIABLES AND INDICES USED IN ANALYSIS 
The dependent CES variable measuring opinion to legalization of same-sex marriage (MBSG3) was 
analyzed for correlation to  

(a) an index measuring moral traditionalism (‘Morality’ - representing feelings about social change, 
alternative lifestyles, tolerance of others, values, moral behavior and minority groups);  

(b) a thermometer interval variable measuring affect to gays and lesbians (‘Affect’ - representing 
attitudes and feelings towards gays and lesbians;  

(c) an index measuring prejudice (‘Prejudice’ - representing disposition towards minorities and equal 
rights);  

(d) respondent proximity to urban centers with well established populations and communities of gays 
and lesbians (‘Proximity’ - a variable representing this geographic proximity).  

As well factors of importance of religion in life, age, and education were analyzed. 

The following section details variables and indices used in the analysis. CES responses to the dependent 
variable are found below. 
 
 
DEPENDENT  SUPPORT FOR SAME-SEX MARRIAGE 
 
MESG3  Should Homosexual Couples Be Allowed to Legally Marry 

        Valid      Cum 
Value Label             Value Frequency Percent  Percent Percent 
 
Strongly Agree            1       161      4.1      9.6      9.6 
Agree                     2       524     13.3     31.1     40.6 
Disagree                  3       350      8.9     20.7     61.4 
Strongly Disagree         4       652     16.5     38.6    100.0 
                          .      2093     53.0   Missing 
Not Sure                  8       169      4.3   Missing 
                               -------  -------  ------- 
                      Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
 
Median   3.000  Mode   4.000   Std dev   1.033  Valid cases 1687    
 
Note 1: In 1997 just over 40% of CES respondents supported legalization of same-
sex marriage. However, the central tendency was Strongly Disagree, representing 
38.6% valid percent. 
 
Note 2: Other than the elimination of missing values and directional realignment 
coding to accommodate contingency table analyses, the dependent variable 
remained in its original state.     
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APPENDIX A1: ‘MORALITY’ INDEX MEASURING MORAL TRADITIONALISM 
The original four MBSA variables all reported central tendencies of Median and Mode as (2). Insofar as 
one pair was directionally aligned towards progressive attitudes and the other towards traditional attitudes, 
an inherent balance was present within the index. The number of valid cases was uniform and large (1692 - 
1783). The abortion variables were included in the index (after combining) as one overall variable, ‘Abort.’ 
 
 

A1: MORALITY INDEX - VARIABLE COMPOSITION 
 
MBSA2     Be More Tolerant People Choose Standards       Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Strongly Agree                  1       251      6.3     14.1     14.1 
Agree                           2       915     23.2     51.5     65.6 
Disagree                        3       482     12.2     27.1     92.7 
Strongly Disagree               4       129      3.3      7.3    100.0 
                                .      2097     53.1   Missing 
Not Sure                        8        75      1.9   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median        2.000    Mode        2.000  Std dev        .792   Valid cases  1777       
 
 
MBSA7     Newer Lifestyles Contribute Breakdown Society  Valid     Cum                     
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Strongly Agree                  1       291      7.4     17.2     17.2 
Agree                           2       644     16.3     38.1     55.3 
Disagree                        3       572     14.5     33.8     89.1 
Strongly Disagree               4       185      4.7     10.9    100.0 
                                .      2094     53.0   Missing 
Not Sure                        8       163      4.1   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median        2.000    Mode        2.000  Std dev        .895   Valid cases  1692       
 
 
MBSA8     Change=Adapt Our View Of Moral Behavior        Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Strongly Agree                  1       181      4.6     10.1     10.1 
Agree                           2       712     18.0     39.9     50.1 
Disagree                        3       575     14.6     32.3     82.3 
Strongly Disagree               4       315      8.0     17.7    100.0 
                                .      2095     53.1   Missing 
Not Sure                        8        70      1.8   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median        2.000    Mode        2.000  Std dev        .895   Valid cases  1783       
 
 
MBSA9     Fewer Problems=Traditional Family Values       Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Strongly Agree                  1       591     15.0     33.4     33.4 
Agree                           2       730     18.5     41.2     74.6 
Disagree                        3       368      9.3     20.8     95.3 
Strongly Disagree               4        83      2.1      4.7    100.0 
                                .      2093     53.0   Missing 
Not Sure                        8        84      2.1   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median        2.000    Mode        2.000  Std dev       .853   Valid cases    1772       



  – 52 –

A1: MORALITY INDEX - VARIABLE RECODING/REALIGNMENT 
 
MBSA2     Be More Tolerant People Choose Standards       Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Strongly Disagree               0       129      3.3      7.3      7.3 
Disagree                        1       482     12.2     27.1     34.4 
Agree                           2       915     23.2     51.5     85.9 
Strongly Agree                  3       251      6.3     14.1    100.0 
                                .      2097     53.1   Missing 
                                8        75      1.9   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median        2.000    Mode        2.000  Std dev        .792 Valid cases    1777       
 

MBSA7     Newer Lifestyles Contribute Breakdown Society  Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Strongly Agree                  0       291      7.4     17.2     17.2 
Agree                           1       644     16.3     38.1     55.3 
Disagree                        2       572     14.5     33.8     89.1 
Strongly Disagree               3       185      4.7     10.9    100.0 
                                .      2094     53.0   Missing 
                                8       163      4.1   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median        1.000    Mode        1.000  Std dev        .895 Valid cases    1692       
 

MBSA8     Change=Adapt Our View Of Moral Behavior        Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Strongly Disagree               0       315      8.0     17.7     17.7 
Disagree                        1       575     14.6     32.3     49.9 
Agree                           2       712     18.0     39.9     89.9 
Strongly Agree                  3       181      4.6     10.1    100.0 
                                .      2095     53.1   Missing 
                                8        70      1.8   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median        2.000    Mode        2.000  Std dev        .895  Valid cases   1783       
 

MBSA9     Fewer Problems=Traditional Family Values       Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Strongly Agree                  0       591     15.0     33.4     33.4 
Agree                           1       730     18.5     41.2     74.6 
Disagree                        2       368      9.3     20.8     95.3 
Strongly Disagree               3        83      2.1      4.7    100.0 
                                .      2093     53.0   Missing 
                                8        84      2.1   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median        1.000    Mode        1.000  Std dev        .853  Valid cases   1772       
 

ABORT                                                    Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Never Permitted              1.00       268      6.8      8.7      8.7 
After Need                   2.00       965     24.4     31.4     40.1 
Personal Choice              3.00      1844     46.7     59.9    100.0 
                              .         871     22.1   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median        3.000    Mode        3.000  Std dev        .651  Valid cases   3078       
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A1: MORALITY INDEX - FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 
 
           Valid      Cum              Valid      Cum 
Value   Freq  Percent  Percent  Percent    Value  Freq Percent  Percent  Percent 
                             
 1.00     10     .3        .7       .7    
 2.00     20     .5       1.3      2.0    
 3.00     57    1.4       3.8      5.8   
 4.00     64    1.6       4.3     10.0   
 5.00    101    2.6       6.7     16.7   
 6.00    154    3.9      10.2     26.9   
 7.00    201    5.1      13.3     40.2    
 8.00    233    5.9      15.4     55.7     
 9.00    235    5.9      15.5     71.2   

10.00   187    4.7     12.4       83.6     
11.00   110    2.8      7.3      90.9         
12.00    70    1.8      4.7       95.5 
13.00    38    1.0      2.5       98.0         
14.00    16     .4      1.1       99.1         
15.00    13     .3       .9      100.0  
       2439   61.8             Missing  
             -------  -------  ------- 
Total  3949  100.0    100.0 

Mean         8.036    Median       8.000    Mode      9.000    Std dev       2.661 

The Morality index found Mean and Median scores just over mid-range at a value of 8. Although Mode 
was (9) valid percent was .1% over (8). Overall the index indicated balance in distribution.  

A1: MORALITY INDEX - RELIABILITY ANALYSIS 

The reliability analysis of the Morality index indicated a very strong Alpha (.6482) and similarly 
Standardized Alpha (.6468) confirming reliability. Removal of any single variable would not increase the 
overall Alpha.   
 
N of Cases =      1509.9 
Item Means           Mean    Minimum    Maximum      Range    Max/Min   Variance 
                   1.6072      .9779     2.5410     1.5631     2.5984      .3416 
 
Item Variances       Mean    Minimum    Maximum      Range    Max/Min   Variance 
                    .6817      .4076      .8241      .4166     2.0221      .0296 
Inter-item 
Covariances          Mean    Minimum    Maximum      Range    Max/Min   Variance 
                    .1836      .0624      .3470      .2845     5.5571      .0054 
Inter-item 
Correlations         Mean    Minimum    Maximum      Range    Max/Min   Variance 
                    .2680      .1237      .4475      .3238     3.6174      .0066 
 
Item-total Statistics 
 
               Scale          Scale      Corrected 
               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 
              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 
              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 
 
MBSA2          6.3201         5.3298        .3083         .1091           .6370 
MBSA7          6.6586         4.4435        .4833         .2603           .5526 
MBSA8          6.6124         4.6477        .4109         .1751           .5919 
MBSA9          7.0582         4.6277        .4596         .2527           .5660 
ABORT          5.4951         5.6001        .3549         .1434           .6188 
 
Reliability Coefficients     5 items 

Alpha =   .6482           Standardized item alpha =   .6468 

A1: MORALITY INDEX - CROSSTAB RECODING AND DISTRIBUTION 

The index was recoded for the crosstab contingency tables into a five value scale (including a mid-range 
value for ambivalent responses to have congruency with PESF10.  
 
MORALITY                                                Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Very Traditional             0.00       252      6.4     16.7     16.7 
Traditional                  1.00       355      9.0     23.5     40.2 
Center                       2.00       233      5.9     15.4     55.7 
Progressive                  3.00       421     10.7     27.9     83.6 
Very Progressive             4.00       248      6.3     16.4    100.0 
                              .        2439     61.8   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
 
Mean    2.038    Median   2.000   Mode   3.000   Std dev  1.356  Valid cases 1510       
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APPENDIX A2: ‘AFFECT’ VARIABLE MEASURING FEELINGS TOWARDS GAYS AND LESBIANS 
 
PESF10    Rating> How Feel About Gays & Lesbians 
         
                        Valid      Cum 
Val Lab Fre  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Really  Dislike                  
 0      334      8.5     11.3     11.3 
 1        9       .2       .3     11.6 
 2       12       .3       .4     12.0 
 3        7       .2       .2     12.2 
 5       44      1.1      1.5     13.7 
 6        1       .0       .0     13.7 
 8        6       .2       .2     13.9 
 9        1       .0       .0     14.0 
10      123      3.1      4.2     18.1 
15       15       .4       .5     18.6 
20      137      3.5      4.6     23.3 
25       74      1.9      2.5     25.8 
27        1       .0       .0     25.8 
28        1       .0       .0     25.8 
30      146      3.7      4.9     30.8 
35       20       .5       .7     31.4 
40      164      4.2      5.5     37.0 
45       11       .3       .4     37.3 
 
 
 
 
 

                        Valid      Cum 
Val Lab Fre  Percent  Percent  Percent 
 
50      776     19.7     26.2     63.5 
52        1       .0       .0     63.6 
55       19       .5       .6     64.2 
59        1       .0       .0     64.2 
60      196      5.0      6.6     70.9 
65       44      1.1      1.5     72.3 
70      233      5.9      7.9     80.2 
75      118      3.0      4.0     84.2 
78        1       .0       .0     84.2 
80      191      4.8      6.4     90.7 
85       32       .8      1.1     91.8 
90       87      2.2      2.9     94.7 
95       14       .4       .5     95.2 
98        2       .1       .1     95.2 
99        4       .1       .1     95.4 
100     137      3.5      4.6    100.0 
Really  Like   
 
999     782     19.8   Missing 
D.K.    153      3.9   Missing 
Refused  52      1.3   Missing 
             -------  -------  ------- 
Total  3949    100.0    100.0 

 
Median       50.000   Mode     50.000   Valid cases    2962   Missing cases    987 

Mode and Median values both were (50) – an ‘ambivalent’ response with a significant prevalence 
representing over 25 valid percent. Notable as well was the sizeable choice of the value of (0), indicating 
that a significant valid-percentage (11.6%) of respondents ‘Really Disliked’ gays and lesbians.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A2: AFFECT VARIABLE - CROSSTAB RECODING AND DISTRIBUTION 

The index was recoded for the crosstab contingency tables into a five value scale (including an mid-range 
value for ambivalent responses. 
 
PESF10    Rating> How Feel About Gays & Lesbians 
                                                         Valid      Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Really  Dislike                 0       549     13.9     18.6     18.6 
                                1       369      9.3     12.5     31.0 
                                2      1158     29.3     39.2     70.2 
                                3       409     10.4     13.8     84.0 
Really Like                     4       472     11.9     16.0    100.0 
                                .       794     20.1   Missing 
D.K.                          998       146      3.7   Missing 
Refused                       999        53      1.3   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Mean     1.962    Median    2.000  Mode   2.000  Std dev  1.282  Valid cases  2956   
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APPENDIX A3: ‘PREJUDICE’ INDEX - VARIABLE COMPOSITION 
 
MBSA1     Gone Too Far In Pushing Equal Rights           Valid      Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
 
Strongly Agree                  1       225      5.7     12.2     12.2 
Agree                           2       578     14.6     31.3     43.5 
Disagree                        3       631     16.0     34.2     77.7 
Strongly Disagree               4       281      7.1     15.2     93.0 
Not Sure                        8       130      3.3      7.0    100.0 
                                .      2103     53.3   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median   3.000    Mode    3.000    Std dev       1.647        Valid cases    1846  
 
 
 
 
 
MBSA14    Minority Groups Need Special Rights            Valid      Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
 
Strongly Agree                  1        40      1.0      2.2      2.2 
Agree                           2       243      6.1     13.1     15.3 
Disagree                        3       848     21.5     45.7     61.0 
Strongly Disagree               4       625     15.8     33.7     94.6 
Not Sure                        8        99      2.5      5.4    100.0 
                                .      2094     53.0   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median   3.000    Mode    3.000    Std dev      1.207         Valid cases    1855       
 
 
 
 
 
CPSJ18    Canada Should Admit More Immigrants            Valid      Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
More                            1       331      8.4      8.8      8.8 
Fewer                           3      1836     46.5     48.7     57.5 
About The Same                  5      1603     40.6     42.5    100.0 
D.K.                            8       144      3.7   Missing 
Refused                         9        35       .9   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median  3.000     Mode    3.000   Std dev       1.264         Valid cases    3770  
 
 
 
 
 
CPSF1     How Much Should Be Done For Racial Minorities  Valid      Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
More                            1      1097     27.8     30.0     30.0 
Less                            2       576     14.6     15.7     45.8 
About The Same                  3      1982     50.2     54.2    100.0 
D.K.                            8       264      6.7   Missing 
Refused                         9        31       .8   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median  3.000     Mode    3.000   Std dev       .885          Valid cases    3655 
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A3: PREJUDICE INDEX - VARIABLE RECODING/REALIGNMENT 
 
MBSA1     Gone Too Far In Pushing Equal Rights           Valid      Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
 
Strongly Agree                  1       225      5.7     12.2     12.2 
Agree                           2       578     14.6     31.3     43.5 
Disagree                        3       631     16.0     34.2     77.7 
Strongly Disagree               4       281      7.1     15.2     93.0 
Not Sure                        8       130      3.3      7.0    100.0 
                                .      2103     53.3   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median  3.000     Mode     3.000  Std dev      1.647          Valid cases    1846 
 
 
 
 
 
MBSA14    Minority Groups Need Special Rights            Valid      Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
 
Strongly Disagree               1       625     15.8     33.7     33.7 
Disagree                        2       848     21.5     45.7     79.4 
Agree                           3       243      6.1     13.1     92.5            
Strongly Agree                  4        40      1.0      2.2 
Not Sure                        8        99      2.5      5.4    100.0 
                                .      2094     53.0   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median  2.000     Mode     2.000  Std dev      1.207          Valid cases    1855       
 
 
 
 
 
CPSJ18    Canada Should Admit More Immigrants            Valid      Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Fewer                           1      1836     46.5     48.7     48.7 
About The Same                  2      1603     40.6     42.5     91.2 
More                            3       331      8.4      8.8    100.0 
D.K.                            8       144      3.7   Missing 
Refused                         9        35       .9   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median   2.000      Mode          1.000 Std dev        .645   Valid cases    3770       
 
 
 
 
 
CPSF1     How Much Should Be Done For Racial Minorities  Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Less                            1       576     14.6     15.7     15.7 
About The Same                  2      1982     50.2     54.2     70.0 
More                            3      1097     27.8     30.0    100.0 
D.K.                            8       264      6.7   Missing 
Refused                         9        31       .8   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
Median   2.000      Mode          2.000 Std dev        .661   Valid cases    3655       
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APPENDIX A3: PREJUDICE INDEX - VARIABLE COMPOSITION 
 

PESF3     Rating> How Feel About Feminists       
RD 0 182  4.6   6.1    6.1 
   1   7   .2    .2    6.3 
   2  18   .5    .6    6.9 
   3   1   .0    .0    6.9 
   4   1   .0    .0    7.0 
   5  37   .9   1.2    8.2 
   6   1   .0    .0    8.2 
   7   3   .1    .1    8.3 
   8   7   .2    .2    8.5 
   9   2   .1    .1    8.6 
  10 141  3.6   4.7   13.3 
  11   1   .0    .0   13.4   

  12    1   .0    .0  13.4 
  15   16   .4    .5  13.9 
  18    2   .0    .1  14.0 
  20  190  4.8   6.3  20.3 
  25  117  3.0   3.9  24.2 
  30  251  6.3   8.4  32.6 
  32    1   .0    .0  32.6 
  33    1   .0    .0  32.6 
  34    1   .0    .0  32.6 
  35   38  1.0   1.3  33.9 
  38    1   .0    .0  34.0 
  40  309  7.8  10.3  44.3 

  45  33    .8  1.1   45.3 
  48   4    .1   .1   45.5 
  49   2    .0   .1   45.5 
  50 748  18.9 24.9   70.5 
  52   1    .0   .0   70.5 
  55  27    .7   .9   71.4 
  60 276   7.0  9.2   80.7 
  65  69   1.7  2.3   83.0 
  70 156   3.9  5.2   88.2 
  75 118   3.0  4.0   92.1 
  80 107   2.7  3.6   95.7 
  83   1    .0   .0   95.7 

    85   8   .2   .3  96.0 
    87   1   .0   .0  96.0 
    90  39  1.0  1.3  97.3 
    93   0   .0   .0  97.3 
    95   6   .1   .2  97.5 
    98   3   .1   .1  97.6 
    99   1   .0   .0  97.6  
 RL100  71  1.8  2.4 100.0 
    .  794 20.1    Missing 
  998  141  3.6    Missing 
  999   17   .4    Missing 
 Total 3949          100.0   

Mean   44.225   Median   50.000   Mode    50.000  Std dev   23.803    Valid cases  2998 

 
PESF5     Rating>How Feel About People on Welfare       
RD 0 110   2.8  3.7   3.7 
   1   6    .1   .2   3.9 
   2  10    .2   .3   4.3 
   3   3    .1   .1   4.4 
   4   1    .0   .0   4.4 
   5  24    .6   .8   5.2 
   6   1    .0   .0   5.2 
   7   1    .0   .0   5.2 
   8   6    .2   .2   5.5 
   9   2    .1   .1   5.5 
  10 106   2.7  3.6   9.1 
  15  11    .3   .4   9.5 
  19   1    .0   .0   9.5 

 20  166   4.2  5.7  15.2 
 25  101   2.6  3.5  18.6 
 30  216   5.5  7.3  26.0 
 33    2    .1   .1  26.1 
 35   37    .9  1.2  27.3 
 36    2    .0   .1  27.4 
 37    2    .0   .1  27.4 
 38    2    .0   .1  27.5 
 39    1    .0   .0  27.5 
 40  303   7.7 10.3  37.8 
 42    1    .0   .0  37.8 
 45   39   1.0  1.3  39.1 
 46    1    .0   .0  39.2 

 47   1    .0    .0  39.2 
 48   1    .0    .0  39.3 
 49   1    .0    .0  39.3 
 50 975  24.7  33.2  72.5 
 52   2    .0    .1  72.5 
 55  31    .8   1.1  73.6 
 58   1    .0    .0  73.6 
 60 303   7.7  10.3  83.9 
 62   1    .0    .0  84.0 
 65  71   1.8   2.4  86.4 
 66   1    .0    .0  86.4 
 67   1    .0    .0  86.4 
 70 143   3.6   4.9  91.3 

   75  87  2.2  3.0  94.2 
   80  91  2.3  3.1  97.3 
   85   9   .2   .3  97.6 
   88   1   .0   .0  97.6 
   90  26   .7   .9  98.5 
   95   7   .2   .2  98.8 
   98   1   .0   .0  98.8 
   99   2   .0   .1  98.9 
RL100  34   .9  1.1 100.0 
   .  794 20.1    Missing 
 998  181  4.6    Missing 
 999   35   .9    Missing 
Total 3949          100.0

Mean    45.672   Median   50.000   Mode   50.000  Std dev  20.639   Valid cases    2938       

 
PESF6     Rating>How Feel About Aboriginal Peoples  
RD 0  59   1.5  2.0   2.0 
   1   1    .0   .0   2.0 
   2   6    .2   .2   2.2 
   3   2    .0   .1   2.2 
   4   1    .0   .0   2.3 
   5  14    .3   .5   2.7 
   6   1    .0   .0   2.8 
   8   9    .2   .3   3.1 
   9   2    .1   .1   3.1 
  10  61   1.5  2.0   5.2 
  12   1    .0   .0   5.2 

 15   17    .4   .6   5.8 
 18    1    .0   .0   5.8 
 20   68   1.7  2.3   8.1 
 24    1    .0   .0   8.1 
 25   67   1.7  2.2  10.3 
 30  127   3.2  4.3  14.6 
 32    2    .0   .1  14.6 
 33    1    .0   .0  14.7 
 35   22    .6   .7  15.4 
 40  194   4.9  6.5  21.9 
 45   20    .5   .7  22.5 

 48   1    .0    .0  22.6 
 49   1    .0    .0  22.6 
 50 703  17.8  23.5  46.1 
 55  28    .7    .9  47.0 
 60 347   8.8  11.6  58.6 
 65  85   2.2   2.9  61.5 
 68   1    .0    .0  61.5 
 69   1    .0    .0  61.5 
 70 319   8.1  10.7  72.2 
 75 212   5.4   7.1  79.3 
 80 259   6.6   8.7  88.0 

   82   1   .0   .0  88.0 
   85  40  1.0  1.4  89.3 
   87   1   .0   .0  89.4 
   90 113  2.9  3.8  93.2 
   95  18   .5   .6  93.8 
   99   6   .2   .2  94.0 
RL100 180  4.6  6.0 100.0 
   .  794 20.1    Missing 
 998  127  3.2    Missing 
 999   37   .9    Missing 
Total 3949          100.0 

Mean   58.108   Median   60.000   Mode  50.000  Std dev   23.160    Valid cases    2991       

 
PESF8     Rating> How Feel About Racial Minorities                
RD 0  59   1.5   2.0  2.0 
   1   2    .0    .1  2.1 
   2   6    .2    .2  2.3 
   3   2    .0    .1  2.3 
   4   2    .0    .1  2.4 
   5   8    .2    .3  2.7 
   6   2    .0    .1  2.7 
   8   6    .2    .2  2.9 
   9   2    .1    .1  3.0 
  10  50   1.3   1.7  4.7 
  12   2    .0    .1  4.8 
  14   1    .0    .0  4.8 

 15   11    .3    .4  5.2 
 20   66   1.7   2.3  7.5 
 25   48   1.2   1.6  9.1 
 28    1    .0    .0  9.1 
 30   98   2.5   3.4 12.5 
 35   18    .5    .6 13.1 
 38    1    .0    .0 13.1 
 40  156   3.9   5.3 18.5 
 45   17    .4    .6 19.0 
 50  742  18.8  25.4 44.5 
 51    1    .0    .0 44.5 
 55   26    .7    .9 45.4 

 57   1    .0    .0  45.5 
 60 303   7.7  10.4  55.9 
 64   1    .0    .0  55.9 
 65  63   1.6   2.2  58.1 
 68   1    .0    .0  58.1 
 70 319   8.1  10.9  69.0 
 72   1    .0    .0  69.1 
 75 211   5.3   7.2  76.3 
 78   2    .0    .1  76.4 
 79   1    .0    .0  76.4 
 80 296   7.5  10.1 86.5   
 85  50   1.3   1.7 88.2 

   90 141  3.6  4.8  93.1 
   95  22   .6   .7  93.8 
   97   1   .0   .0  93.8 
   98   2   .0   .1  93.9 
   99   5   .1   .2  94.1 
RL100 173  4.4  5.9 100.0 
  .   794 20.1    Missing 
 998  188  4.8    Missing 
 999   52  1.3    Missing 
Total 3949         100.0 

Mean  59.714    Median  60.000    Mode  50.000  Std dev   22.918    Valid cases    2915  
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A3: PREJUDICE INDEX - FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 

  Value Fre V%  C%   
 
REALLY DISLIKE 
  7.33  1 .0  .1    .1 
  7.66  1 .0  .1    .1 
  8.06  1 .0  .1    .2 
  8.26  2 .0  .1    .3 
  8.66  0 .0  .0    .3 
  9.00  2 .0  .1    .5 
  9.13  1 .0  .1    .5 
 10.00  2 .0  .1    .6 
 12.20  2 .0  .1    .7 
 13.00  2 .0  .1    .8 
 14.66  2 .0  .1   1.0 
 15.00  2 .0  .1   1.1 
 15.33  0 .0  .0   1.1 
 16.33  0 .0  .0   1.1 
 16.66  2 .0  .1   1.2 
 17.33  1 .0  .1   1.3 
 17.66  1 .0  .1   1.3 
 18.00  2 .0  .1   1.4 
 18.33  3 .1  .2   1.7 
 19.53  2 .0  .1   1.8 
 20.00  1 .0  .1   1.8 
 21.33  1 .0  .1   1.9 
 21.33  2 .1  .2   2.1 
 21.66  1 .0  .1   2.2 
 22.00  1 .0  .1   2.2 
 22.33  2 .1  .2   2.4 
 22.66  2 .1  .1   2.6 
 23.33  1 .0  .1   2.7 
 24.00  2 .1  .2   2.8 
 24.66  1 .0  .1   2.9 
 25.00  3 .1  .2   3.1 
 25.00  2 .1  .2   3.2 
 25.33  3 .1  .2   3.5 
 25.53  1 .0  .1   3.6 
 25.66  1 .0  .1   3.6 
 26.33  2 .0  .1   3.8 
 26.33  2 .0  .1   3.9 
 26.66  1 .0  .1   3.9 
 26.66  7 .2  .5   4.5 
 27.00  1 .0  .1   4.5 
 27.00  3 .1  .2   4.8 
 27.06  1 .0  .1   4.9 
 27.33  4 .1  .3   5.1 
 28.33  5 .1  .4   5.5 
 28.46  1 .0  .1   5.6 
 28.66  1 .0  .1   5.6 
 29.00  6 .1  .4   6.0 
 29.33  1 .0  .1   6.1 
 29.53  2 .0  .1   6.3 
 29.66  2 .0  .1   6.4 
 29.86  1 .0  .1   6.4 
 30.00  0 .0  .0   6.4 
 30.33  6 .2  .5   6.9 
 30.33  1 .0  .1   7.0 
 30.66  4 .1  .3   7.3 
 31.00  2 .0  .1   7.4 
 31.00  2 .0  .1   7.5 
 31.33  1 .0  .1   7.6 
 31.33  1 .0  .1   7.7 
 31.66  1 .0  .1   7.8 
 31.66  1 .0  .1   7.9 
 32.00  4 .1  .3   8.2 
 32.33  4 .1  .3   8.5 
 32.33  1 .0  .1   8.5 
 32.66  1 .0  .1   8.6 
 32.66  5 .1  .4   9.0 
 32.73  2 .0  .1   9.1 
 33.00  4 .1  .3   9.3 
 33.33  1 .0  .1   9.4 
 33.33  1 .0  .1   9.5 
 33.66  1 .0  .1   9.6 
 34.00  2 .1  .2   9.7 
 34.00  1 .0  .1   9.8 
 34.33  3 .1  .2  10.0 
 34.33  1 .0  .1  10.1 
 34.46  1 .0  .1  10.1 
 34.66  5 .1  .3  10.5 
 34.80  1 .0  .1  10.6 
 35.00  3 .1  .2  10.8 
 35.00  3 .1  .2  11.0 
 35.33  2 .0  .1  11.1 
 35.33  2 .0  .1  11.2 
 35.60  2 .0  .1  11.3 

 35.66  2 .1  .2  11.5 
 36.00  3 .1  .2  11.7 
 36.00  1 .0  .1  11.8 
 36.26  1 .0  .1  11.8 
 36.33  7 .2  .5  12.4 
 36.40  1 .0  .1  12.5 
 36.66 13 .3  .9  13.4 
 37.00  3 .1  .2  13.6 
 37.00  4 .1  .3  13.9 
 37.06  1 .0  .1  14.0 
 37.33  1 .0  .1  14.0 
 37.33  2 .0  .1  14.2 
 37.33  2 .0  .1  14.3 
 37.66  6 .2  .5  14.7 
 37.66  1 .0  .1  14.8 
 37.99  1 .0  .1  14.9 
 38.00  7 .2  .5  15.4 
 38.06  1 .0  .1  15.4 
 38.33  1 .0  .1  15.5 
 38.33  1 .0  .1  15.6 
 38.33  1 .0  .1  15.6 
 38.66  4 .1  .3  15.9 
 38.66  4 .1  .3  16.2 
 39.00  2 .0  .1  16.3 
 39.33  2 .0  .1  16.4 
 39.33  2 .1  .2  16.6 
 39.33  1 .0  .1  16.7 
 39.53  2 .0  .1  16.8 
 39.66  2 .1  .1  17.0 
 39.66  3 .1  .2  17.2 
 40.00  6 .2  .5  17.6 
 40.00  3 .1  .2  17.9 
 40.26  2 .0  .1  18.0 
 40.33 14 .3 1.0  19.0 
 40.66  3 .1  .2  19.2 
 41.00  3 .1  .2  19.4 
 41.00  3 .1  .2  19.6 
 41.33  7 .2  .5  20.1 
 41.33  1 .0  .1  20.2 
 41.33  1 .0  .1  20.2 
 41.66  9 .2  .7  20.9 
 41.66  3 .1  .2  21.1 
 42.00  9 .2  .6  21.8 
 42.00  3 .1  .2  22.0 
 42.26  1 .0  .1  22.1 
 42.33  1 .0  .1  22.2 
 42.33  7 .2  .5  22.7 
 42.66  1 .0  .1  22.8 
 42.66  4 .1  .3  23.1 
 42.99  2 .1  .1  23.3 
 43.00  2 .1  .1  23.4 
 43.00  1 .0  .1  23.5 
 43.33  2 .1  .1  23.6 
 43.33  2 .1  .2  23.8 
 43.33  3 .1  .2  24.0 
 43.66  9 .2  .7  24.7 
 43.66  2 .0  .1  24.8 
 44.00 16 .4 1.2  26.0 
 44.00  1 .0  .1  26.1 
 44.33  1 .0  .1  26.2 
 44.33 13 .3 1.0  27.2 
 44.66  9 .2  .6  27.8 
 44.99  5 .1  .4  28.2 
 45.00  8 .2  .6  28.7 
 45.00  2 .0  .1  28.9 
 45.26  1 .0  .1  28.9 
 45.33  3 .1  .3  29.2 
 45.33  3 .1  .2  29.4 
 45.33  1 .0  .1  29.4 
 45.66  8 .2  .6  30.1 
 46.00  9 .2  .7  30.7 
 46.00  1 .0  .1  30.8 
 46.13  1 .0  .1  30.9 
 46.33  1 .0  .1  31.0 
 46.33 12 .3  .9  31.8 
 46.53  1 .0  .1  31.9 
 46.66  3 .1  .2  32.1 
 46.66 10 .3  .7  32.9 
 47.00  2 .0  .1  33.0 
 47.00  5 .1  .3  33.3 
 47.33  5 .1  .3  33.7 
 47.33  2 .0  .1  33.8 
 47.66  1 .0  .1  33.9 
 47.66  9 .2  .6  34.5 

 47.66  5 .1  .3  34.9 
 48.00 15 .4 1.1  36.0 
 48.00  3 .1  .2  36.2 
 48.33  2 .1  .2  36.3 
 48.33 15 .4 1.1  37.5 
 48.33  2 .0  .1  37.6 
 48.66  1 .0  .1  37.6 
 48.66 11 .3  .8  38.4 
 49.00  2 .0  .1  38.6 
 49.33  7 .2  .5  39.1 
 49.33  1 .0  .1  39.2 
 49.33  0 .0  .0  39.2 
 49.40  1 .0  .1  39.2 
 49.66  6 .2  .5  39.7 
 49.66  4 .1  .3  40.0 
 50.00 21 .5 1.5  41.5 
 50.00  3 .1  .2  41.7 
 50.33 11 .3  .8  42.5 
 50.66  7 .2  .5  43.0 
 50.66 10 .3  .7  43.7 
 50.99  2 .1  .1  43.9 
 51.00  7 .2  .5  44.4 
 51.00  1 .0  .1  44.4 
 51.33  6 .2  .5  44.9 
 51.33  8 .2  .6  45.5 
 51.33  3 .1  .2  45.7 
 51.59  1 .0  .1  45.8 
 51.66 15 .4 1.1  46.9 
 51.66  4 .1  .3  47.2 
 51.99  0 .0  .0  47.2 
 52.00 14 .3 1.0  48.2 
 52.33  0 .0  .0  48.2 
 52.33  7 .2  .5  48.7 
 52.66  8 .2  .6  49.3 
 52.66  7 .2  .5  49.8 
 52.99  1 .0  .1  49.9 
 53.00  5 .1  .4  50.3 
 53.00  3 .1  .2  50.5 
 53.33 20 .5 1.5  52.0 
 53.33  2 .0  .1  52.1 
 53.66  9 .2  .7  52.8 
 53.66  2 .1  .2  52.9 
 54.00 15 .4 1.1  54.1 
 54.00  2 .0  .1  54.2 
 54.06  1 .0  .1  54.2 
 54.33  1 .0  .1  54.3 
 54.33  3 .1  .2  54.5 
 54.66  3 .1  .2  54.7 
 54.66  5 .1  .4  55.1 
 54.66  4 .1  .3  55.4 
 54.99  5 .1  .4  55.8 
 55.00  5 .1  .3  56.1 
 55.00  2 .1  .2  56.3 
 55.33  7 .2  .5  56.8 
 55.33  1 .0  .1  56.9 
 55.33  2 .0  .1  57.1 
 55.66 14 .3 1.0  58.1 
 55.66  2 .0  .1  58.2 
 56.00 12 .3  .9  59.1 
 56.00  3 .1  .2  59.3 
 56.33  2 .1  .2  59.5 
 56.33  7 .2  .6  60.0 
 56.66  1 .0  .1  60.1 
 56.66 11 .3  .8  60.9 
 56.66  3 .1  .2  61.1 
 56.99  2 .1  .2  61.2 
 57.00  1 .0  .1  61.3 
 57.00  1 .0  .1  61.4 
 57.06  1 .0  .1  61.4 
 57.33 11 .3  .8  62.2 
 57.33  1 .0  .1  62.3 
 57.66 11 .3  .8  63.1 
 57.66  1 .0  .1  63.2 
 57.99  1 .0  .1  63.3 
 58.00 15 .4 1.1  64.4 
 58.00  2 .0  .1  64.5 
 58.33  1 .0  .1  64.6 
 58.33  4 .1  .3  64.9 
 58.33 20 .5 1.5  66.3 
 58.66  1 .0  .1  66.4 
 58.66  6 .2  .5  66.9 
 58.66  4 .1  .3  67.2 
 58.99  3 .1  .2  67.4 
 59.00  4 .1  .3  67.7 

 59.00  2 .0  .1  67.8 
 59.33  7 .2  .6  68.4 
 59.33  1 .0  .1  68.4 
 59.66  1 .0  .1  68.5 
 59.66 12 .3  .9  69.4 
 59.66  1 .0  .1  69.4 
 59.73  1 .0  .1  69.5 
 59.99  2 .1  .2  69.6 
 60.00 11 .3  .8  70.5 
 60.00  2 .0  .1  70.6 
 60.33  3 .1  .2  70.8 
 60.33 13 .3 1.0  71.8 
 60.60  0 .0  .0  71.8 
 60.66  1 .0  .1  71.9 
 60.66  5 .1  .3  72.2 
 60.99  2 .0  .1  72.3 
 61.00  2 .1  .2  72.5 
 61.33 10 .3  .8  73.3 
 61.33  1 .0  .1  73.4 
 61.60  2 .0  .1  73.5 
 61.66  1 .0  .1  73.5 
 61.66 12 .3  .9  74.4 
 61.66  1 .0  .1  74.5 
 61.99  1 .0  .1  74.6 
 62.00  6 .2  .5  75.0 
 62.33  4 .1  .3  75.3 
 62.33  4 .1  .3  75.6 
 62.66  1 .0  .1  75.7 
 62.66  1 .0  .1  75.8 
 62.93  1 .0  .1  75.8 
 62.99  7 .2  .6  76.4 
 63.00  5 .1  .4  76.7 
 63.33  1 .0  .1  76.8 
 63.33  7 .2  .5  77.4 
 63.66 10 .3  .7  78.1 
 63.99  2 .1  .2  78.3 
 64.00  7 .2  .5  78.8 
 64.00  1 .0  .1  78.8 
 64.33  4 .1  .3  79.1 
 64.33  6 .2  .5  79.6 
 64.66  1 .0  .1  79.7 
 64.66  3 .1  .2  79.9 
 64.99  4 .1  .3  80.1 
 65.00  4 .1  .3  80.4 
 65.33  9 .2  .7  81.1 
 65.33  3 .1  .2  81.4 
 65.53  2 .0  .1  81.5 
 65.66  1 .0  .1  81.5 
 65.66  3 .1  .2  81.8 
 65.66  2 .0  .1  81.9 
 65.73  2 .0  .1  82.0 
 65.99  1 .0  .1  82.1 
 66.00  9 .2  .6  82.7 
 66.33  3 .1  .2  82.9 
 66.33  0 .0  .0  82.9 
 66.66  1 .0  .1  83.0 
 66.66  3 .1  .2  83.3 
 66.66  1 .0  .1  83.3 
 66.99  3 .1  .2  83.6 
 67.00  4 .1  .3  83.9 
 67.33 10 .3  .8  84.7 
 67.33  1 .0  .1  84.7 
 67.46  1 .0  .1  84.8 
 67.66  2 .0  .1  84.9 
 67.66 12 .3  .9  85.8 
 67.99  1 .0  .1  85.8 
 68.00  3 .1  .2  86.1 
 68.33  5 .1  .3  86.4 
 68.33  6 .2  .5  86.9 
 68.66  8 .2  .6  87.5 
 68.66  2 .0  .1  87.6 
 68.99  5 .1  .4  87.9 
 69.00  1 .0  .1  88.0 
 69.33  1 .0  .1  88.1 
 69.33  6 .2  .5  88.5 
 69.33  2 .1  .2  88.7 
 69.66  1 .0  .1  88.8 
 69.66  3 .1  .2  89.0 
 69.99  1 .0  .1  89.1 
 70.00  2 .1  .2  89.3 
 70.33  2 .1  .2  89.4 
 70.33  1 .0  .1  89.5 
 70.66  4 .1  .3  89.8 
 70.66  1 .0  .1  89.8 

 70.99  3 .1  .2  90.0 
 71.33  2 .0  .1  90.2 
 71.33  7 .2  .5  90.7 
 71.66  2 .0  .1  90.8 
 71.66  4 .1  .3  91.1 
 71.66  1 .0  .1  91.1 
 71.93  1 .0  .1  91.2 
 71.99  1 .0  .1  91.3 
 72.00  3 .1  .2  91.5 
 72.33  2 .0  .1  91.7 
 72.33  2 .0  .1  91.8 
 72.66  5 .1  .4  92.1 
 72.66  1 .0  .1  92.2 
 72.99  1 .0  .1  92.2 
 73.00  4 .1  .3  92.5 
 73.13  1 .0  .1  92.6 
 73.33  1 .0  .1  92.7 
 73.33  2 .1  .2  92.8 
 73.33  1 .0  .1  92.9 
 73.66  2 .1  .1  93.0 
 73.66  2 .0  .1  93.2 
 73.99  1 .0  .1  93.2 
 74.33  1 .0  .1  93.3 
 74.33  2 .0  .1  93.4 
 74.33  2 .0  .1  93.5 
 74.66  6 .1  .4  94.0 
 74.66  2 .0  .1  94.1 
 74.99  2 .0  .1  94.2 
 75.00  1 .0  .1  94.3 
 75.66  1 .0  .1  94.3 
 75.66  1 .0  .1  94.4 
 76.00  2 .0  .1  94.5 
 76.33  3 .1  .2  94.7 
 76.66  3 .1  .2  94.9 
 76.66  1 .0  .1  94.9 
 76.99  1 .0  .1  95.0 
 77.33  2 .0  .1  95.1 
 77.33  2 .0  .1  95.2 
 77.66  3 .1  .2  95.5 
 77.93  2 .0  .1  95.6 
 77.99  2 .0  .1  95.7 
 78.00  2 .0  .1  95.8 
 78.33  2 .1  .2  96.0 
 78.53  1 .0  .1  96.0 
 78.66  5 .1  .3  96.4 
 78.99  0 .0  .0  96.4 
 79.06  1 .0  .1  96.5 
 79.66  1 .0  .1  96.5 
 79.66  2 .1  .2  96.7 
 80.00  2 .0  .1  96.8 
 80.33  1 .0  .1  96.9 
 80.66  3 .1  .2  97.1 
 81.00  2 .0  .1  97.2 
 81.66  2 .0  .1  97.3 
 81.66  2 .0  .1  97.5 
 82.06  1 .0  .1  97.5 
 82.33  3 .1  .2  97.7 
 82.66  1 .0  .1  97.8 
 82.66  1 .0  .1  97.9 
 82.99  2 .0  .1  98.0 
 83.33  2 .0  .1  98.1 
 84.00  2 .0  .1  98.2 
 84.66  2 .1  .2  98.4 
 85.66  2 .1  .2  98.6 
 86.33  0 .0  .0  98.6 
 86.99  3 .1  .2  98.8 
 88.33  1 .0  .1  98.8 
 88.99  2 .0  .1  98.9 
 89.33  5 .1  .3  99.3 
 89.66  1 .0  .1  99.3 
 90.33  0 .0  .0  99.3 
 90.66  2 .0  .1  99.4 
 91.33  1 .0  .1  99.5 
 91.66  1 .0  .1  99.6 
 92.66  1 .0  .1  99.6 
 96.66  1 .0  .1  99.7 
 98.33  2 .0  .1  99.8 
 99.99  2 .1  .2 100.0 
REALLY LIKE  
2603  65. 9   Missing 
  

 
Mean        52.805      Median      52.996    Mode       49.996      Std dev      14.701 
 
 
Valid cases    1346      Missing cases   2603
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A3: PREJUDICE INDEX - RELIABILITY ANALYSIS 
 
The reliability analysis of the Prejudice index indicated a very strong Alpha (.6318) and similarly  a very strong 
Standardized Alpha (.7307) confirming its reliability. Removal of any of the eight variables would not have 
increased the overall Alpha substantially (>.01). 
   
 
N of Cases =      1345.6 
 
Item Means           Mean    Minimum    Maximum      Range    Max/Min   Variance 
                  27.3474      .8402    61.3281    60.4879    72.9910   792.5443 
 
Item Variances       Mean    Minimum    Maximum      Range    Max/Min   Variance 
                 244.0617      .4088   538.4338   538.0250  1317.0255 69242.3339 
 
Inter-item 
Covariances          Mean    Minimum    Maximum      Range    Max/Min   Variance 
                  43.1089      .0969   286.5120   286.4151  2957.6367  6657.8550 
 
Inter-item 
Correlations         Mean    Minimum    Maximum      Range    Max/Min   Variance 
                    .2533      .1063      .5687      .4624     5.3493      .0106 
 
 
Item-total Statistics 
 
 
               Scale          Scale      Corrected 
               Mean         Variance       Item-         Squared          Alpha 
              if Item        if Item       Total         Multiple        if Item 
              Deleted        Deleted    Correlation    Correlation       Deleted 
 
MBSA1        217.2211      4328.5348        .3107         .1721           .6406 
MBSA14       217.9392      4343.2688        .2304         .1496           .6423 
CPSF1        216.6586      4335.2369        .3588         .2235           .6413 
CPSJ18       217.1260      4348.4932        .2098         .1131           .6429 
PESF8        157.4513      2537.7363        .5752         .3981           .5056 
PESF3        173.9090      2841.6322        .3988         .2148           .5861 
PESF5        172.0814      2833.7049        .5276         .2938           .5291 
PESF6        159.0692      2583.4411        .5712         .4001           .5078 
 
 
Reliability Coefficients     8 items 
 
Alpha =   .6318           Standardized item alpha =   .7307 
 

A3: PREJUDICE INDEX - CROSSTAB RECODING AND DISTRIBUTION 

The index was recoded for the contingency tables into a five value scale (including an mid-range value for 
ambivalent responses. 
 
                                                         Valid      Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
 
Really Dislike Minorities    0.00       264      6.7     19.6     19.6 
                             1.00       274      6.9     20.3     40.0 
                             2.00       270      6.8     20.1     60.0 
                             3.00       265      6.7     19.7     79.7 
Really Like Minorities       4.00       274      6.9     20.3    100.0 
                              .        2603     65.9   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
 
Mean     2.008     Median    2.000    Mode    1.000   Std dev    1.414 
 
Valid cases    1346      Missing cases   2603 
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APPENDIX A4:  ‘PROXIMITY’ - VARIABLE MEASURING RESIDENTIAL LOCATION TO G/L COMMUNITY  

Construction of ‘Proximity’ required a subset of the original CES survey that included the populations of Quebec, 
Ontario and British Columbia - as currently only Montreal, Toronto and Vancouver contain well-developed gay-
lesbian communities/ neighborhoods suitable for analyzing effects of proximity. Location was derived from 
householder postal codes recorded in the CES and their cross-comparison to Canada Post’s web site. Two alpha 
variables were created representing Province (PX) and specific areas within the province (P). 
 
A0  36  .9  .9   .9 
A1  28  .7  .7  1.6 
A2   1  .0  .0  1.7 
B0  57 1.4 1.4  3.1 
B1   3  .1  .1  3.2 
B2  35  .9  .9  4.1 
B3  22  .5  .5  4.6 
B4   8  .2  .2  4.8 
C0   9  .2  .2  5.0 
C1   8  .2  .2  5.2 
E0  44 1.1 1.1  6.4 
E1  29  .7  .7  7.1 
E2  17  .4  .4  7.5 
E3   3  .1  .1  7.6 
E7   1  .0  .0  7.6 
E9   1  .0  .0  7.6 
G0 119 3.0 3.0 10.6 
G1  67 1.7 1.7 12.3 
G2  23  .6  .6 12.9 
G3   7  .2  .2 13.1 
G4   8  .2  .2 13.3 
G5   9  .2  .2 13.5 
G6  41 1.0 1.0 14.6 
G7  16  .4  .4 15.0 
G8  43 1.1 1.1 16.1 
G9   7  .2  .2 16.3 
H1  70 1.8 1.8 18.0 
H2  47 1.2 1.2 19.2 
H3  33  .8  .8 20.1 
H4  33  .8  .8 20.9 
H7  32  .8  .8 21.7 
H8  18  .5  .5 22.2 
H9  10  .3  .3 22.4 
J0 130 3.3 3.3 25.7 

J1  23  .6  .6 26.3 
J2  51 1.3 1.3 27.6 
J3  37  .9  .9 28.5 
J4  38 1.0 1.0 29.5 
J5  22  .6  .6 30.1 
J6  26  .7  .7 30.7 
J7  45 1.1 1.1 31.9 
J8  48 1.2 1.2 33.1 
J9  10  .3  .3 33.3 
K0  92 2.3 2.3 35.7 
K1  54 1.4 1.4 37.1 
K2  23  .6  .6 37.6 
K4   3  .1  .1 37.7 
K6  15  .4  .4 38.1 
K7  39 1.0 1.0 39.1 
K8  23  .6  .6 39.6 
K9  24  .6  .6 40.3 
L0  57 1.5 1.5 41.7 
L1  42 1.1 1.1 42.8 
L2  53 1.3 1.3 44.1 
L3  41 1.0 1.0 45.1 
L4  53 1.3 1.3 46.5 
L5  38 1.0 1.0 47.4 
L6  51 1.3 1.3 48.7 
L7  14  .3  .3 49.1 
L8  42 1.1 1.1 50.2 
L9  45 1.1 1.1 51.3 
M0   2  .0  .0 51.3 
M1  57 1.5 1.5 52.8 
M2  11  .3  .3 53.1 
M3  26  .6  .6 53.7 
M4  68 1.7 1.7 55.4 
M5  26  .6  .6 56.1 
M6  23  .6  .6 56.6 

M8   3  .1  .1 56.7 
M9  39 1.0 1.0 57.7 
N0  65 1.6 1.6 59.4 
N1  44 1.1 1.1 60.5 
N2  24  .6  .6 61.1 
N3  27  .7  .7 61.8 
N4  23  .6  .6 62.3 
N5  35  .9  .9 63.2 
N6  21  .5  .5 63.7 
N7  33  .8  .8 64.6 
N8  20  .5  .5 65.1 
N9  27  .7  .7 65.8 
P0  32  .8  .8 66.6 
P1  14  .3  .3 66.9 
P2   6  .2  .2 67.1 
P3  29  .7  .7 67.8 
P4   2  .0  .0 67.8 
P5   6  .2  .2 68.0 
P6  14  .3  .3 68.3 
P7   8  .2  .2 68.5 
P8   2  .0  .0 68.6 
P9   2  .0  .0 68.6 
R0  53 1.3 1.3 69.9 
R1   8  .2  .2 70.1 
R2  46 1.2 1.2 71.3 
R3  39 1.0 1.0 72.3 
R5   1  .0  .0 72.3 
R6   1  .0  .0 72.3 
R7   3  .1  .1 72.4 
R9   2  .0  .0 72.5 
S0  66 1.7 1.7 74.1 
S3   1  .0  .0 74.2 
S4  35  .9  .9 75.1 
S6   9  .2  .2 75.3 

S7  24  .6  .6 75.9 
S9   4  .1  .1 76.0 
T0  81 2.0 2.0 78.0 
T1  34  .9  .9 78.9 
T2  48 1.2 1.2 80.1 
T3  36  .9  .9 81.0 
T4  13  .3  .3 81.4 
T5  38 1.0 1.0 82.3 
T6  33  .8  .8 83.2 
T7  10  .3  .3 83.4 
T8  32  .8  .8 84.3 
T9  19  .5  .5 84.7 
V0  30  .8  .8 85.5 
V1  36  .9  .9 86.4 
V2  66 1.7 1.7 88.1 
V3  79 2.0 2.0 90.1 
V4  37  .9  .9 91.0 
V5  45 1.1 1.1 92.2 
V6  49 1.2 1.2 93.4 
V7  40 1.0 1.0 94.4 
V8  46 1.2 1.2 95.6 
V9  45 1.1 1.1 96.7 
X0   3  .1  .1 96.8 
X1   3  .1  .1 96.9 
Y0   1  .0  .0 96.9 
Y1   3  .1  .1 97.0 
Y3   0  .0  .0 97.0 
Y9   0  .0  .0 97.0 
re 120 3.0 3.0100.0 
---- ----  --- ---- 
Total 3949    100.

 

Using Canada Post FSA maps and data, the three city centers with established gay-lesbian communities (Toronto, 
Montreal and Vancouver) were coded as Proximity (2) ‘Established’; the four areas with developing gay-lesbian 
communities: Ottawa-Hull -K1,K2, Quebec City -G1,G2, Hamilton -L8, and Victoria-V8 were coded as Proximity 
(1) ‘Developing’. The rest of the three provinces were coded as Proximity (0) ‘Province/Rural. 
 

A4: PROXIMITY VARIABLE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 
 
PROXIMITY 
                                                        Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
 
Province (Rural)             0.00      1830     46.3     67.2     67.2 
Developing G/L Community     1.00       303      7.7     11.1     78.3 
Established G/L Community    2.00       591     15.0     21.7    100.0 
                              .        1225     31.0   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 
 
Valid cases    2724      Missing cases   1225 
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APPENDIX A5: MISC VARIABLES 
 
AGE: Respondent's Age in Years    

 
Val  Fre    Val%   Cum% 
 18     7     .2     .2 
 19    54    1.4    1.6 
 20    62    1.6    3.2 
 21    59    1.5    4.7 
 22    71    1.8    6.5 
 23    68    1.8    8.3 
 24    58    1.5    9.8 
 25    65    1.7   11.4 
 26    72    1.8   13.3 
 27    93    2.4   15.7 
 28    68    1.8   17.4 
 29    73    1.9   19.3 
 30    72    1.9   21.2 
 31    74    1.9   23.1 
 32    79    2.0   25.1 
 33    99    2.5   27.6 
 34    94    2.4   30.1 
 35    95    2.4   32.5 
 36   126    3.2   35.7 
 37   113    2.9   38.7 
 38   100    2.6   41.2 
 39   110    2.8   44.1 
 40    94    2.4   46.5 
 41    78    2.0   48.5 
 42    99    2.5   51.0 

 43    95    2.4   53.5 
 44    82    2.1   55.6 
 45    77    2.0   57.6 
 46    80    2.1   59.6 
 47    84    2.2   61.8 
 48    73    1.9   63.7 
 49    72    1.9   65.5 
 50    66    1.7   67.3 
 51    76    2.0   69.2 
 52    57    1.5   70.7 
 53    63    1.6   72.3 
 54    58    1.5   73.8 
 55    43    1.1   74.9 
 56    44    1.1   76.0 
 57    46    1.2   77.2 
 58    52    1.3   78.5 
 59    49    1.3   79.8 
 60    31     .8   80.6 
 61    47    1.2   81.8 
 62    48    1.2   83.0 
 63    31     .8   83.8 
 64    33     .9   84.7 
 65    50    1.3   86.0 
 66    43    1.1   87.1 
 67    33     .9   87.9 
 68    29     .7   88.7 

 69    40   1.0    89.7 
 70    48   1.2    90.9 
 71    34    .9    91.8 
 72    30    .8    92.6 
 73    29    .7    93.3 
 74    21    .5    93.9 
 76    26    .7    95.3 
 79    23    .6    97.1 
 80    15    .4    97.5 
 81    17    .4    97.9 
 82    17    .4    98.4 
 83    13    .3    98.7 
 84    10    .3    99.0 
 85     9    .2    99.2 
 86     7    .2    99.4 
 87     5    .1    99.6 
 88     3    .1    99.6 
 89     5    .1    99.7 
 90     5    .1    99.9 
 91     2    .0    99.9 
 94     1    .0    99.9 
 95     2    .0   100.0 
 97     1    .0   100.0 
101     1    .0   100.0  
  .    62   1.6 Missing 
Total  3949       100.0        

 
Mean    44.823  Median  42.000   Mode  36.000  Std dev  16.496  Valid cases   3887  
 
 
 
 

EDUCATION: Highest Level Of Education Completed       
   Valid     Cum 

Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
No Schooling                    1        11       .3       .3       .3 
Some Elementary                 2        83      2.1      2.1      2.4 
Complete Elem.                  3       148      3.7      3.8      6.2 
Some Sec/High School            4       640     16.2     16.4     22.6 
Complete Sec/High School        5       945     23.9     24.3     46.9 
Some Tech/CAAT                  6       312      7.9      8.0     54.9 
Complete Tech/CAAT              7       629     15.9     16.1     71.1 
Some University                 8       291      7.4      7.5     78.5 
B.A.                            9       624     15.8     16.0     94.6 
M.A.                           10       139      3.5      3.6     98.1 
Professional/PhD               11        73      1.8      1.9    100.0 
                                .         1       .0   Missing 
D.K.                           98         8       .2   Missing 
Refused                        99        45      1.1   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 

Mean   6.244   Median    6.000   Mode    5.000  Std dev   2.129  Valid cases  3895
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A5: MISC VARIABLES - CROSSTAB RECODING/REALIGNMENT AND DISTRIBUTION 
 

AGE: Respondent's Age in Years              

         Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Over  60                        0       785     19.9     20.2     20.2 
47 to 59                        1       783     19.8     20.2     40.4 
38 to 46                        2       816     20.7     21.0     61.3 
30 to 37                        3       752     19.0     19.4     80.7 
18 to 29                        4       751     19.0     19.3    100.0 
                                .        62      1.6   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 

Mean   1.974   Median   2.000   Mode  2.000  Std dev   1.405   Valid cases    3887       
 
 
 
 
EDUCATION: Highest Level Of Education Completed 

               Valid     Cum 
Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
Low Education                   0       882     22.3     22.6     22.6 
Moderate Education              1       945     23.9     24.3     46.9 
High Education                  2       941     23.8     24.2     71.1 
Completed Education             3      1127     28.5     28.9    100.0 
                                .         1       .0   Missing 
D.K.                           98         8       .2   Missing 
Refused                        99        45      1.1   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 

Mean   1.594   Median  2.000    Mode  3.000   Std dev   1.128  Valid cases    3895       
 
 
 
 

RELIGIOSITY: In Your Life, Importance Of Religion 
               Valid     Cum 

Value Label                 Value  Frequency  Percent  Percent  Percent 
                                0       988     25.0     31.5     31.5 
Very Important                  1      1242     31.5     39.7     71.2 
                                2       564     14.3     18.0     89.2 
Somewhat                        3       338      8.6     10.8    100.0 
                                .       798     20.2   Missing 
D.K.                            8        11       .3   Missing 
Refused                         9         7       .2   Missing 
                                     -------  -------  ------- 
                            Total      3949    100.0    100.0 

Mean   1.081   Median  1.000    Mode  1.000   Std dev    .960  Valid cases    3132  
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APPENDIX B – SUBORDINATE REGRESSION ANALYSES 

 

Equation Number 2: Dependent Variable MORALITY (Index)  
Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 1: AFFECT How Feel About Gays & Lesbians 
Multiple R           .40632  
R Square             .16509 
Adjusted R Square    .16413 
Standard Error      2.45236 
 
------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
AFFECT          .039478     .003010    .406317   1.000000  1.000  13.116  .0000 
(Constant)     6.276259     .173273                               36.222  .0000 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T    Sig T 
RELIGIOSITY  .336011  .361804    .968006      .968006      1.033  11.440  .0000 
PREJUDICE    .089281  .086222    .778669      .778669      1.284   2.551  .0109 
PROXIMITY    .055835  .060672    .985836      .985836      1.014   1.792  .0735 
AGE         -.162613 -.170696    .919971      .919971      1.087  -5.107  .0000 
EDUCATION    .151212  .161239    .949296      .949296      1.053   4.816  .0000 

 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 2: RELIGIOSIITY Importance Of Religion  
Multiple R           .52382 
R Square             .27438 
Adjusted R Square    .27271 
Standard Error      2.28754 
 
------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
AFFECT          .033639     .002854    .346215    .968006  1.03   11.788  .0000 
RELIGIOSITY     .907514     .079326    .336011    .968006  1.03   11.440  .0000 
(Constant)     5.503427     .175176                               31.416  .0000 
 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T    Sig T 
PREJUDICE    .128021  .131954    .770884      .746225      1.297   3.922  .0001 
PROXIMITY    .025204  .029252    .977375      .958077      1.023    .862  .3888 
AGE         -.107457 -.119256    .893720      .893720      1.119  -3.539  .0004 
EDUCATION    .119851  .136457    .940609      .926656      1.063   4.058  .0001 

 
Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 3: EDUCAITON Highest Level Of Education  
Multiple R           .53656 
R Square             .28790 
Adjusted R Square    .28543 
Standard Error      2.26745 
 

------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
AFFECT          .031214     .002891    .321258    .926656  1.079  10.797  .0000 
RELIGIOSITY     .876850     .078992    .324658    .959148  1.043  11.101  .0000 
EDUCATION       .155998     .038441    .119851    .940609  1.063   4.058  .0001 
(Constant)     4.614176     .279585                               16.504  .0000 
 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T    Sig T 
PREJUDICE    .117070  .121313    .764659      .731264      1.308   3.599  .0003 
PROXIMITY    .011556  .013444    .963895      .921354      1.037    .396  .6923 
AGE         -.092586 -.102779    .877532      .877532      1.140  -3.042  .0024 
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Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 4: PREJUDICE 
Multiple R           .54624 
R Square             .29838 
Adjusted R Square    .29514 
Standard Error      2.25200 
 

------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
AFFECT          .025873     .003232    .266287    .731264  1.367   8.004  .0000 
RELIGIOSITY     .907643     .078919    .336059    .947872  1.055  11.501  .0000 
PREJUDICE       .022283     .006192    .117070    .764659  1.308   3.599  .0003 
EDUCATION       .143602     .038334    .110328    .933014  1.072   3.746  .0002 
(Constant)     3.620069     .391693                                9.242  .0000 
 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T    Sig T 
PROXIMITY    .002995  .003499    .957367      .730620      1.045    .103  .9180 
AGE         -.105847 -.117660    .866973      .685511      1.153  -3.487  .0005 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 5: AGE Respondent's Year Of Birth 
Multiple R           .55506 
R Square             .30809 
Adjusted R Square    .30409 
Standard Error      2.23765 
 

------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
AFFECT          .022980     .003317    .236512    .685511  1.459   6.928  .0000 
RELIGIOSITY     .867390     .079261    .321155    .927762  1.078  10.943  .0000 
PREJUDICE       .024651     .006190    .129508    .755458  1.324   3.982  .0001 
AGE            -.018340     .005260   -.105847    .866973  1.153  -3.487  .0005 
EDUCATION       .124211     .038494    .095430    .913538  1.095   3.227  .0013 
(Constant)     4.629707     .485107                                9.544  .0000 
 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T    Sig T 
PROXIMITY    .007308  .008589    .955623      .684445      1.046    .253  .8006 
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Equation Number 3: Dependent Variable Affect (PESF10) 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 1: PREJUDICE 
Multiple R           .51063 
R Square             .26074 
Adjusted R Square    .26009 
Standard Error     23.74687 
 

------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
OUTGROUP        .969533     .048546    .510630   1.000000  1.000  19.972  .0000 
(Constant)    -3.700035    3.545619                               - .863  .3884 
 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T  Sig T 
MORALITY     .264238  .293849    .914229      .914229      1.094  10.333  .0000 
RELIGIOSITY  .210553  .210553    .999999      .999999      1.000   7.240  .0000 
PROXIMITY    .059920  .067348    .983697      .983697      1.017   1.990  .0469 
AGE         -.293029 -.293029    .998905      .998905      1.001 -10.302  .0000 
EDUCATION    .142772  .142772    .957087      .957087      1.045   4.849  .0000 
 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 2: MORALITY 
Multiple R           .56972 
R Square             .32458 
Adjusted R Square    .32338 
Standard Error     22.70853 
 
------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
MORALITY       2.714328     .262673    .264238    .914229  1.094  10.333  .0000 
PREJUDICE       .822599     .048552    .433243    .914229  1.094  16.943  .0000 
(Constant)   -20.464466    3.712649                               -5.587  .0000 
 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF         T  Sig T 
RELIGIOSITY  .089045  .097875    .816016      .746026      1.225   3.304  .0010 
PROXIMITY    .038432  .045687    .978422      .921792      1.022   1.347  .1782 
AGE         -.200455 -.235630    .933264      .854152      1.072  -8.146  .0000 
EDUCATION    .087348  .102707    .936837      .891753      1.071   3.469  .0005 

 

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 3: AGE Respondent's Age in Years 
Multiple R           .60173 
R Square             .36208 
Adjusted R Square    .36038 
Standard Error     22.07889 
 
------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
MORALITY       2.162574     .264218    .210525    .854152  1.171   8.185  .0000 
PREJUDICE       .839875     .047253    .442342    .912387  1.096  17.774  .0000 
AGE            -.355173     .043600   -.200455    .933264  1.072  -8.146  .0000 
(Constant)     3.119208    3.734130                                 .835  .4037 
 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T    Sig T 
RELIGIOSITY  .065589  .073704    .805532      .719451      1.241   2.482  .0132 
PROXIMITY    .040073  .048989    .978354      .862638      1.022   1.444  .1491 
EDUCATION    .056105  .066969    .908909      .843544      1.100   2.254  .0244 
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Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 4: RELIGIOSITY Importance Of Religion 

Multiple R           .60460 
R Square             .36554 
Adjusted R Square    .36329 
Standard Error     22.02860 
 
------------------------- Variables in the Equation -------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T   Sig T 
MORALITY       1.879462     .287237    .182964    .719451  1.390   6.543 .0000 
PREJUDICE       .855530     .047566    .450587    .896343  1.116  17.986 .0000 
RELIGIOSITY    1.849271     .745074    .065589    .805532  1.241   2.482 .0132 
AGE            -.342856     .043783   -.193503    .921274  1.085  -7.831 .0000 
(Constant)     1.922170    3.756711                                 .512 .6090 
 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T    Sig T 
EDUCATION    .056105  .066969    .908909      .843544      1.100   2.254  .0244 
PROXIMITY    .033382  .040626    .964381      .843790      1.037   1.196  .2318 
 
 
Variable(s) Entered on Step Number 5: EDUCATION Highest Level Of Education 
Multiple R           .60680 
R Square             .36821 
Adjusted R Square    .36540 
Standard Error     22.99205 
 
------------------------- Variables in the Equation --------------------------- 
Variable              B        SE B       Beta  Tolerance  VIF       T    Sig T 
MORALITY       1.823094     .287923    .177477    .713648  1.401   6.332  .0000 
PREJUDICE       .837822     .048176    .441260    .840858  1.148  17.391  .0000 
RELIGIOSITY    1.796997     .744224    .063735    .804696  1.243   2.415  .0159 
AGE            -.327517     .044224   -.184846    .898004  1.114  -7.398  .0000 
EDUCATION       .735180     .337242    .054171    .907965  1.101   2.180  .0295 
(Constant)    -2.195886    4.199349                                -.523  .6011 
------------------------ Variables not in the Equation ------------------------ 
Variable     Beta In  Partial  Tolerance    Min Toler      VIF       T    Sig T 
PROXIMITY    .033382  .040626    .964381      .843790      1.037   1.196  .2318 
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ENDNOTES 
                                                 

1“…for traditionalists, marriage exclusively between male and female is a non-negotiable truth the 
rejection of which is a fundamental challenge to moral authority.” (Gallagher, p.24)   

“We expect that attitudes toward gays and lesbians themselves will play a central role… …Research has 
demonstrated that feelings about groups influence both the policy positions that individuals hold and the 
way they structure those positions. Individuals are less willing to extend civil liberties protections to 
members of groups they dislike or fear, and are also more likely to oppose policies that they associate with 
those groups. Thus negative affect toward gays and lesbians is a likely source of opposition to gay rights in 
all policy areas.”  

“…data suggest that younger Americans are more positive toward gays and lesbians because they are 
better educated and slightly less likely to attend church regularly. … Those born in rural areas are 
significantly cooler than those who grew up in cosmopolitan urban environments. Women are much 
warmer towards gays and lesbians than men, a finding that is common in the literature… …most of the 
demographic variables are not significant in the combined model, because these variables influence 
affective components, which are more important. The exception is education: each additional year of 
education results in slightly more than one degree of extra warmth in the feeling thermometer toward gays 
and lesbians.” (Wilcox, Wolpert & Rimmerman, pp.417-418) 

“Urbanism, and the social diversity that accompanies it, have been linked to innovative policies affecting 
gays… …According to [resource mobilization theory] the size and degree of mobilization of the out group 
are significant requirements…[groups emphasizing tradition] are not able to stem the tide of gay rights 
legislation in larger, diverse communities where gays and their allies are organized in sizable numbers.” 
(Button, J., Rienzo, B., and Walk, K, in Wilcox, Wolpert & Rimmerman, pp.281-282) 

2 The word ghetto originated in Italy as a term for the enclosed area where Jews were required not only to 
live but after a particular hour to be, as a means to prevent sexual intercourse with Christians. The gay 
community’s choice for the name of their urban locations of ‘gay ghetto’ historically suggests the very 
forces of alienation, segregation, oppression and discrimination that generated the cohesive formation of 
their communities.  

3 First indication of mobilization as well as the centralization of the community close to its current 
location of Church-Wellesley. 
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4 Same-sex marriage is as odd a concept now as mixed-race marriages was in the 1940s and 1950s. It takes 
time for people to get used to new kinds of marriage. Some argue that the very definition of marriage is 
that between a man and a woman, forgetting that the very definition of marriage used to be a relationship 
between to members of the same race. (Tong in Cabaj, p. 126-127) 

“A basic respect for human dignity – which give us the strength to reject racial, gender and religious 
intolerance – dictates that in America we also eliminate discrimination against homosexuals. I believe that 
ending this discrimination is the last frontier in the ultimate fight for civil and human rights (S10122) 
…until 1967, 15 States, including my own State of Virginia, had laws banning couples from different races 
to marry… Today, we know that the moral discomfort – even revulsion – that citizens felt about legalizing 
interracial marriage did not give them the right to discriminate 30 years ago. Just as discomfort over sexual 
orientation does not give us the right to discriminate against a class of Americans today.” (S10123) Senator 
Robb in DOMA debate 

5 “An examination of current trends regarding same-sex marriage must be place in a context that 
recognized the meteoric rise in visibility experienced by gay men and lesbians in the 1980s and 1990s. 
Fueled partly by the AIDS epidemic, this visibility has translated into an increase in societal 
acknowledgement…” (Purcell in Cabaj, p.29) 

6 “…[gays] were discouraged from giving same-sex marriage a high priority because of the free-swinging 
sexuality of the gay sub-culture [in the 1970’s]… Nonetheless, the 1980’s saw a stealthy revival of the gay 
marriage issue. The revival was a product of several forces. One was the success of the gay rights 
movement in reducing discrimination …success in that area bred dissatisfaction in another (Eskridge, 
p.57) 

7 ibid, p.57-58 

8 Gallagher, p.24 

9 “…definition of marriage is not created by politicians and judges, and it cannot be changed by them. It is 
rooted in our history, in our laws and our deepest moral and religious conviction, and in our nature as 
human beings. It is the union of one man and one woman. This fact can be respected or it can be 
resented, but it cannot be altered.” (S10113) Senator Coats in DOMA debate 

“…the marriage relationship provides children with the best environment in which to grow and learn. We 
need to work to restore marriage, and it is vital that we protect marriage against attempts to redefine it in a 
way that causes the family to lose its special meaning” (H7493) Representative Weldon in DOMA debate 
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10 Cabaj, p.59 

11  Representative Gunderson, H7493 

12 “Perhaps the greatest concern to those who do not view homosexuality as morally wrong but who are 
skeptical of same-sex marriage centers around issues related to children: Isn’t it harmful to children, they 
ask, to be raised by a homosexual parent or by a same-sex couple?” (Wald, p.3)  

13 Nevitte, pp. 153-154 

14 Stoker, p.74-78 

15 “As heterosexual Americans continue to learn more about gay men and lesbians, attitudes toward gay 
rights tend to change in a supportive direction. For example, as Americans have learned that gay men and 
lesbians can be fired in most states solely based on their sexual orientation, support for antidiscrimination 
legislation has soared above 70 percent. Similarly, since 1993, support for same-sex marriage has increased, 
although opposition is still above 50 percent in every poll. A post-election survey in late 1996 found 
support for recognizing same-sex relationships in the following situations: 46 percent for Social Security 
benefits, 52 percent for health care benefits, 62 percent for inheritance rights, 82 percent for visitation 
rights. As the gay and lesbian community continues to educate friends, relatives, and co-workers about the 
reality of our lives, we more further down the road toward the full recognition of same-sex relationships.” 
(Purcell in Cabaj, p.38-39) 

“People who oppose same-sex marriage asset that marriage is one of society’s more fundamental 
institutions; it is precisely for this reason that prohibiting same-sex marriage is so unfair. It deprives a 
whole group of people of access to this important societal institution.” (Cabaj, p.194) 

“While the majority of citizens support employment protection for lesbians and gay men, only about one-
third of all Americans currently support same-sex relationships. Seemingly, at this point, the majority of 
Americans can support gay men and lesbians as individuals but not as couples. Societal legitimization of 
same-sex marriage challenges on of the primary myths about gay relationships – that they are not as 
important, deep, meaningful, or long-lasting as heterosexual relationships.” (ibid, p. 194) 

16 Eskridge, p.84 

17 Herek, in Gallagher, p. 8 

18 Wilcox and Wolpert in Wilcox, Wolpert & Rimmerman, p. 421 

19 Button, Rienzo & Wald in Wilcox, Wolpert & Rimmerman, p.281 
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20 ibid, p. 281 

21 “It has been demonstrated that progay rights measures are more likely to be adopted in larger political 
jurisdictions in part because minorities such as gays and lesbians are less likely to be victims of majority 
tyranny in larger, more socially heterogeneous, jurisdictions.”(Donovan, Wenzel & Bowler in Wilcox, 
Wolpert & Rimmerman,  p.170) 

22 Button, Rienzo & Walk in Wilcox, Wolpert & Rimmerman, pp.281-282 

23 Robinson p. 3 

24 Wilcox and Wolpert in Wilcox, Wolpert & Rimmerman, pp. 417-418 

25 Wilcox and Wolpert in Wilcox, Wolpert & Rimmerman, p. 428 

26 Coefficient values were somewhat reduced from those found in the matrix reflecting the regressive 

isolation from matrix multi-variable colinearity.  

27 Period effects are those where public opinion is altered in relatively short-term swings or shifts,  
sometimes in response to a particular event(s) –e.g. AIDS. Attitudes that change over a longer period of 
time can do so simply by the process of generational replacement, older generations die off and are 
replaced by younger generations who have different experiences, values and attitudes. Life-cycle change 
occurs over the course of growing older and the personal change that accompanies one’s life-span – such 
as is occurring as many heterosexuals become familiar with homosexual friends and relatives and received 
continued positive imagery through the main-stream media.  

28 In 2001 Environics Research Group survey, for the first time the majority (55%) of Canadians 
(‘strongly’ 29% or ‘somewhat’ 26%) supported marriages between same-sex couples. This approval rating 
is double that measured by another Environics survey in 1997 (National Post, May 10, 2001) and 
significantly higher that the MBSG3 approval of 41.3% in the CES. It is not clear however if the 
Environics poll specified approval of legal homosexual marriages. 

 


