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Abstract 

A slight modification of the Norris-Inglehart theory of secularity helps explain why Californians 
voted to ban same-sex marriage in November 2008. Despite overwhelmingly supporting Barack 
Obama and a majority of Democratic legislators, California voters amended the state's constitution 
to limit marriage to a union between a man and a woman. Many proponents of the measure 
perceived same-sex marriage as a threat to their identity, based on their faith, their moral values, 
their cherished institutions, and their way of life. Instead of fearing physical or economic insecurity, 
extreme fundamentalists felt assaulted psychologically. Over the years, throughout the country, 
many fundamentalists have come to believe they are victims of secularism. Further, this siege 
mentality may account for the growth of fundamentalists in the United States with a concurrent 
decline of mainline Christianity and provide the basis for some conjecture about the future of 
American politics. 
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Introduction 

On November 4, 2008, a record number of Californians went to the polls, gave Barack 

Obama 61 percent of the vote for President, elected 34 Democrats to the U.S. House of 

Representatives, returned 51 Democrats to the 80-member lower house of the state legislature, and 

voted 52 percent in favor of eliminating the right of persons of the same sex to marry one another 

(California Secretary of State 2008a; 2008b). Figure 1 shows an inverse relationship between votes 

for Obama and Prop 8 by county, r=-.876. Why? What caused the electorate to support liberal 

candidates on the one hand and adopt a conservative constitutional amendment on the other? A slight 

recasting of Norris's and Ingelhart's secularity theory may help explain. 

Proposition 8 

Proposition 8, a popularly-initiated, California state constitutional amendment, was designed 

to reverse a state supreme court decision earlier in the year. In May, chief justice Roland George, 

writing for a 4-to-3 court, ruled that a popularly-initiated statute, Proposition 22, adopted in 2000 to 

limit marriage to opposite-sex couples, violated two clauses of the state constitution, one on the right 

to privacy and one on equal protection of the laws (George 2008). The language of Proposition 22 

and Proposition 8 was identical. The latter reversed the court decision by preventing the equal 

protection clause from applying to gay and lesbian persons. It placed the definition of marriage into 

the constitution as a union only between a man and a woman. Votes by county on Props 22 and 8 are 

strongly correlated, r=.974 (Figure 2). 

Supporters appealed to religious emotion, while opponents relied on legal abstractions. For 

example, those for Prop 8 claimed that unless it passed, public schools would take pupils on field 

trips to observe same-sex marriages. Those against the measure condemned it as unfairly depriving 

persons of equality. 
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The amendment sponsors argued that their proposal would 

(1) 	 Restore the definition of marriage to what the vast majority of California voters already approved and 
human history has understood marriage to be. 

(2) 	 Overturn the outrageous decision of four activist Supreme Court judges who ignored the will of the people 
by going behind the backs of the voters. 

(3) 	 Protect children from being taught in public schools that "same-sex marriage" is the same as traditional 
marriage (Education Code § 51890). That is an issue for parents to discuss with their children according to 
their own values and beliefs. It shouldn't be forced on us against our will. 

They asserted that the best situation for a child is to be raised by a mother and a father. Gays may 

have rights but they do not have the right to redefine marriage for everyone else. The same folks 

claimed that no-fault divorce has been responsible for out-of-wedlock births, the number of children 

in prison or youth facilities, and the increase in teenage suicide rates. 

A prominent television advertisement sponsored by proponents claimed that traditional 

marriage leads to strong families while same-sex marriage may weaken families. They claimed that 

a no vote would "affirm and embrace the homosexual lifestyle." They played upon fear. If 

Proposition 8 did not pass, they claimed churches would lose their tax-exempt status unless they 

performed same-sex marriages, church adoption agencies would be forced to place children with gay 

parents, and schools would take children on field trips to gay weddings. 

Opponents claimed that 

(1) 	 The state constitution should guarantee the same freedoms and rights to everyone. 
(2) 	 Proposition 8 would deny same-sex couples the same dignity and respect to the lifetime commitment 

enjoyed by opposite-sex couples. Don't take this away. 
(3) 	 We don't need more government in our lives. 
(4) 	 Domestic Partnerships are simply not enough. Only marriage provides the certainty and the security that 

people know they can count on in their times of greatest need. 

On July 30 Chuck Colson and others spoke on a satellite television "call" to pastors at 215 

sites in California, Arizona, and Florida. They invoked the language of warfare: raising an army of 

believers, prayer warriors, putting soldiers in the streets, on the front lines of battle, and a blitzkrieg 

moment. Speakers claimed same-sex marriage posed "a dire threat" to "traditional marriage," to 

religious freedom, and to civilization itself. They advocated 40 days of prayer and fasting, plus "a 

massive, highly organized deployment of volunteers in a systematic voter identification and turnout 

campaign" (Armageddon 2008). 
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The least divisive statement was about the "public schools." Only 45 percent of Yes Voters 

agreed with this "Yes Vote" argument. Proponents contended that "If Prop 8 is not approved, the 

public schools could be required to teach kids that same sex marriage is as acceptable as traditional 

marriage in California." Only a third of the survey sample agreed with that statement. Of that one

third, 61 percent reported they planned to vote for Prop 8. Of those who disagreed with the statement 

56 percent said they would vote No. Cramer's Vis only .17 and Lambda .16. 

These statements show three things. First, a number of likely voters agreed with the other 

side's arguments, and, second, more Yes Voters agreed with Vote No arguments than No Voters 

agreed with Vote Yes arguments (Table 3) . Third, most of the proponents' appeals were constructed 

on religious values, and the opponents' appeals were based on secular values (Table 4). Four of the 

five proponent arguments were built on morality, religion, and conservatism. Only one of the five 

opponent arguments was based on religion and that was a negative allusion to a minority faith, 

Mormonism, which was accused of contributing a large share of the funding, let alone volunteering 

to work for Proposition 8. The proponents hit the emotions of the respondents, while the opponents 

asked them to think about the legal issues of equality, constitutionalism, and domestic partnerships 

(Snyder 2006). 

The latter failed to follow the advice of psychologist Drew Westen, who advises politicians to 

frame their arguments in emotional terms (2008; Lakoff 2004). He writes that reason may propose a 

solution to a public problem, but emotion is what motivates most people to support a position; "the 

best predictors of voting behavior are emotional, not cognitive" (2008, 418; Gilbert 1993; Gazziniga 

2005). Further, Westen makes a Durkheimian differentiation between the sacred and the profane. He 

maintains that the brain is hardwired for sanctity. So when the proponents cast their arguments in 

the language of the sacred and the opponents use the language of profanity, the latter were bound to 

fail, especially if they allow the other side "to define what is sacred, holy, and moral" (386). In other 

words religion trumps civil rights (Goldberg-Hiller 2002). 
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Early polls showed Proposition 8 failing by double digits, but by late October the difference 

was almost within the margin of error ( +/-3 .3 percentage points) 44 percent Yes, 49 percent No, 7 

percent Undecided, (DiCamillo and Field 2008). Opponents became complacent, and proponents 

doubled their efforts. Church volunteers canvassed neighborhoods. In addition fundamentalist 

pastors, Mormon leaders, and Catholic priests admonished their followers to vote Yes. 

Differences arose over what contributed to the measure's success, especially between 

journalists and pundits on the one hand and social scientists on the other. Respected Sacramento Bee 

columnist Dan Walters went so far as to claim that the surge of voters for Obama contributed to Prop 

S's majority (2008). Others succumbed to a faulty interpretation of exit polls (Barr 2008; O'Reilly 

2008). For example, Bill O'Reilly of Fox News claimed Black voters, drawn to the polls by Obama, 

actually propelled Prop 8 to victory. These glib comments were based on the responses of 219 blacks 

in a non-random exit poll (National Election Pool 2008). When Cramer's V is calculated for the exit 

poll data, it reveals a high level of association between ideology and the vote on Prop 8 (V= .48), a 

moderate associations with region (V= .22) and party (V= .20), a low association with ethnicity (V= 

.12), and no association with gender. 

Egan and Sherrill conducted a multivariate probit analysis, controlling for religiosity, 

partisanship, and ideology on data from a DBR survey taken November 6-16, 2008 (2009). The 

respondents were a 1,066-person random sample, including an over-sampling of ethnic minorities, 

who voted in the election. They concluded that the apparent relationship between high African

American support for Proposition 8 is explained by the high religiosity of African-Americans. Those 

who attend church weekly strongly favored Proposition 8: Latinos 74 percent, whites 70 percent, 

Asians 68 percent, and African-Americans 66 percent. Those who attend worship less than once a 

week opposed Proposition 8: Asians 67 percent, whites 64 percent, Latinos 54 percent, and African

Americans 52 percent. The characteristics most closely related to voter choice on Proposition 8 were 

party, ideology, religiosity, age, and perhaps region (2009; Figures 1 and 2). 
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Clearly, those who contributed to the Prop 8 campaign were religiously motivated (Hertzberg 

2008). The New York Times called Mormons the final spice "in an unusual stew that included 

Catholics, evangelical Christians, conservative black and Latino pastors, and myriad smaller ethnic 

groups with strong religious ties" (McKinley and Johnson 2008). Mormon leaders asked all their 

congregations to read a statement, which said, "the formation of families is central to the Creator's 

plan," and urged them to work for Prop 8. Perhaps 80 to 90 percent of the volunteers who canvassed 

the state were Mormons. The sophisticated campaign included assigned tasks for walkers, sellers, 

and election-day closers. They used alternative scripts based on initial contacts. Still trailing in the 

polls on October 28, Prop 8 received a major infusion of cash, $1 million from Alan Ashton, co

founder of Word-Perfect and grandson of former LDS President David 0. McKay. The Protect 

Marriage organization estimates that probably half the $40 million they raised came from Mormons. 

Michael Otterson, Mormon public affairs director, called it a fundamental moral issue. He said, "It 

was a matter of standing up for what the church believes is right" (McKinley and Johnson 2008). 

Another Mormon, who contributed only $100 to the Yes-on-8 campaign, felt the social and 

economic consequences. Marjorie Christoffersen resigned as manager of her family-owned, 71-year

old Mexican restaurant, El Coyote, in West Hollywood when her action sparked threats of a boycott 

against the restaurant from gay activists. The restaurant had been considered Hollywood kitsch and 

gay friendly. Christoffersen said she supported Prop 8 from loyalty to her faith (Derrick 2008). 

The preceding narrative described what Proposition 8 was and how it passed. Now we need 

to address why it passed. Why did some people of faith vote for Prop 8 more that other folks? In 

order to fully understand Proposition 8, we must explain its success. This is the realm of theory. 

A Slight Modification of the Norris-Inglehart Theory 

Classical sociological theory and Norris-Inglehart's new theory help explain the same-sex 

marriage controversy to some degree. But a slight modification of the latter leads to the best 

understanding of why some person's of faith opposed marriage between couples of the same sex and 



7 

why they voted to deny equal marriage rights to persons they might otherwise be wiling to accept as 

neighbors, friends, and relatives (Hetcher 1999). 

Classical theory explains that secularization is caused by industrialization and increased 

rationality, freeing folks from religious institutions and from the emotions of faith. In 1893 Emile 

Durkheim published The Division of Labor in Society in which he argued that as societies industri

alize their social institutions become more functionally differentiated. From this he concluded that 

religion loses its preeminence in people's lives, that industrialization causes the growth of other 

institutions to take the place of many of religion's functions. This infers that an industrialized soci

ety like the United States would be secularized, that religious institutions would be less prominent 

than secular ones. 

This may be the case for some functions such as providing education and welfare. But when 

the functions are institutions, like celebrating births, marriages, and deaths that have been strongly 

associated with religion for centuries, they are not so easily secularized. Marriage in the U.S. may be 

viewed as a dual institution. On the one hand couples need to obtain a state license to marry, while 

on the other hand, they often solemnize the union in a religious ceremony. This leads to a simplistic 

solution that the state should grant a license to any consenting couple of appropriate age and familial 

distance. If a religious community allows a couple to wed in its church, synagogue, or ashram, that 

is its prerogative. Otherwise a judge or other person designated by the state may perform a civil 

ceremony. But this simple view overlooks the emotional attachment that couples have to their union. 

According to Right Wing Watch, some religious leaders have exploited this confusion between civil 

and religious marriage by claiming that granting same-sex couples equal access to civil marriage 

would somehow also redefine the religious institution of marriage. 

This blurring ... falsely frames marriage equality as a threat to churches' freedom, independence, and integrity, 
and it encourages voters to think they must choose between religious liberty and the constitutional principle of 
equality under the law" (Right Wing Watch 2009). 
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In 1922 Max Weber wrote The Sociology of Religion, claiming the influence of religion 

would decline in societies where the Enlightenment replaced Supernaturalism and reason prevailed 

over emotion. Certainly the Enlightenment left its mark on the United States. The strong contrast 

between the natural-law Declaration of Independence (1776) and the secular Constitution (1787) is 

apparent. 

But Wills notes the continuing ambivalence Americans have between reason and emotion in 

their religion (2007). From Puritanism, through the Great Awakening (1730-1750), the Second 

Great Awakening (1800-1840), to what today might be called the Third Great Awakening (1970

present), he describes how the arguments over human virtue have used both the head and the heart. 

Despite the popularity in some quarters of a rise in New Atheism (Aronson 2008; Dennett 2006; 

Dawkins 2006; Harris 2004; Hitchens 2007; Steinfels 2009) the hold of religious arguments on 

moral issues remains strong. 

In 2004 Pipa Norris and Ronald Inglehart developed an explanation of Sacred and Secular, 

contending that insecurity keeps people religious and secularization occurs because economic 

development increases societies' physical security, overcoming the threats of disease and natural 

disaster, leading to longer life and better education. Critics claim this notion adds little to the ancient 

Roman Titus Lucretius Carns, who revived Epicurianism in the first century BCE, claiming that fear 

caused folks to comfort themselves with supernatural explanations. Thus as science explains 

mysteries of nature there is less need to rely on religion. Further, Lucretius wrote that when folks 

rely on religion they abandon reason: 

. . . When they feign 

That gods have stablished all things but for man, 

They seem in all ways mightily to lapse 

From reason's truth .... 


But there is more to Norris and Inglehart than the Lucretian aphorism that "fear created the 

gods" (Harris n.d.). They develop the notion of existential threat, which maintains that folks are 
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strongly motivated to resist those forces that threaten their very existence. While Norris and 

Ingelhart consider physical threat, the notion may be extended to psychological assault. 

By including threats to one's psychic persona we go a long way toward explaining why some 

fundamentalists believe their Christian values, to a large degree the very definition of themselves, are 

under attack from same-sex marriage (Stark 2001; Blake 2005). A fundamentalist is one who 

upholds the tenets of the 1878 Niagara Creed, which was labeled "the fundamentals of Christianity" 

in 12 pamphlets published in 1909, by two Union Oil Company executives in California (Niagara 

Bible Conference 1878). They went beyond the so/a scriptura and so/a fides of the Protestant 

Reformation and selected certain tenets from evangelicalism (Noll 2007). As Hankins writes, 

"Fundamentalists today make up the right wing of evangelicalism. All fundamentalists are 

evangelicals, but not all evangelicals are fundamentalists" (2008; Cromartie 1992; Balmer 1993). 

Whether one is a fundamentalist or a modernist may be more closely related to one's political 

opinions than whether one is a member of one denomination or another (Kohut, Green, Keeter, and 

Toth (2000). 

From 1925 to 1976 American fundamentalists stayed out of politics (Barr 1977; Wilcox and 

Larson 2006). They perceived society as the "other," an oppressor, but instead of fighting back they 

withdrew, waiting for Jesus' coming again . Their devotion was to the inerrancy of scripture, 

individual salvation, and personal witness, not to social justice or political reform. 

They argue that unions of two men or of two women are harmful not only to those who join 

together but to those in traditional marriages as well, because it degrades the institution of marriage. 

It threatens the foundation of their own heterosexual union. Further, they see it as an attack on the 

very fabric of family life , which they maintain is the basis for all social order. For them same-sex 

marriage is the slippery slope to social ruin. 

Fundamentalist Christians perceive they have suffered at the hands of the predominant 

culture in the United States (Fackre 1982). For years they believe they have been besieged by what 



10 

they consider to be the secularization of America. They often regard themselves as helpless victims, 

persecuted and threatened by surrounding hostile forces. They contend they have endured abuse and 

must defend against the assault. While this attitude instills fear and mistrust of others who are 

believed malevolent or evil, it defines themselves and the others in simple manageable terms. Their 

symbols, rituals, and community avoid cognitive ambiguities and provide a sense of self-identity 

(Geertz 1966; Greeley 1991; Steering Committee 2008). 

Although they technically won the famous Scopes Trial battle, they lost the war against 

preventing the teaching of evolution in public schools and retreated from politics for decades. A 

number of writers have lamented the absence of religious values in public debate. In 1951 William F. 

Buckley, who was to found the conservative National Review, described how his alma mater, Yale 

University, ignored religion. Later Father Richard John Neuhaus complained that secularists rule out 

religious values in public debate (1956). More recently Professor Stephen L. Carter has argued that 

excluding religious values from political argument impoverishes p_olitical debate. The public is 

deprived of hearing sincere and, often, strongly held positions on important issues, and it silences 

those who are barred from debate and makes them feel mistreated, and even abused, by the political 

sphere (1993). They believe their values based on faith are trivialized and their political opinions 

marginalized (Feldman 2005; Faith Communities 2009). Many are strongly resentful, and some seek 

vengeance (Heclo and McClay 2003). 

On the other hand, most democratic theorists argue that political discourse must be conducted 

rationally , that arguments based on faith , by definition , are not rational and do not belong in secular 

politics (Dryzek 2000; Dionne, Elshtain, and Drogosz 2004; Benhabib 2003; Eisenstein 2008; Kim 

2008). Further, in June 2006, then-Senator Obama spoke to a group of evangelicals on his faith , 

religion, and politics. He urged them that when they enter political debate they should translate their 

religious values into universal principles. This does not mean that their position cannot be based on 

faith, only that they should use reason to persuade others to agree with that position (Gore 2007). 
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Moreover, they perceive much of the threat has come from an unelected, "activist" judicial 

system rather than from a majority of voters at the ballot box (Egan, Persily, and Wallsten 2008). 

They have been dejected by court rulings preventing public schools from instituting prayer (Black 

1962), Bible reading (Clark 1963), or a moment of silence (Stevens 1985) and from prohibiting the 

teaching of evolution (Fortas 1968) and rejecting requirements to teach creationism (Brennan 1987). 

Moreover, courts have upset fundamentalists by preventing states from banning the use of contra

ception (Brennan 1972), by preventing a woman from terminating a pregnancy (Blackmun 1973), 

and from permitting the display of a Christmas creche (Blackmun 1989) and copies of the Ten 

Commandments inside county courthouses (Souter 2005). Although the Court has rendered a number 

of decisions in favor of religious involvement in government and government involvement m 

religion , such as ceremonial prayer in legislatures (Burger 1983) and government assistance to 

religious schools (Rehnquist 2002), it has not satisfied fundamentalist feelings . 

In addition to these various threats to their faith, fundamentalists feel a special assault from 

the Court on matters of homosexuality (Faith Communities n.d.). In 1996 Justice Kennedy and the 

Court assailed fundamentalist belief by invalidating a popularly-enacted amendment to the Colorado 

constitution on grounds that it conflicted with the Equal Protection Clause of the 141h Amendment of 

the U. S. Constitution. The measure attempted to prohibit the State or any of its political subdivisions 

from granting homosexuals protected-class status. The majority dismissed Colorado's assertion that 

Amendment 2 served the interest of "respect[ing] ... other citizens' freedom of association, and in 

particular the liberties of landlords or employers who have personal or religious objections to 

homosexuality." Kennedy concluded that Amendment 2 was so unrelated to this rationale as to 

raise the inevitable inference that the disadvantage imposed is born of animosity toward the class of persons 
affected (634) .. .. We must conclude that Amendment 2 classifies homosexuals not to further/\_ proper 
legislative end but fo make them unequal to everyone else. This Colorado cannot do (635) . .. . Thec;.ciesire to 
harm a politically unpopular group cannot constitute a legitimate governmental interest (636). 

Once again Justice Kennedy wrote an opinion for a 6-3 Court, this time invalidating a Texas 

statute criminalizing homosexual sodomy (2003) . He ruled that since the law proscribing intimate 
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sexual conduct of two consenting adults serves no legitimate state interest it violates the 141h 

Amendment by taking away persons' liberty without due process of law. The case reversed the 

Court's decision in Bowers v. Hardwick (White 1986), a similar case from Georgia, which was criti

cized by the European Court of Human Rights. Kennedy wrote: 

Bowers' rationale does not withstand careful analysis. HI his dissenting opinion in Bowers Justice Stevens 
concluded that (1) the fact a State's governing majority has traditionally viewed a particular practice as immoral 
is not a sufficient reason for upholding a law prohibiting the practice, and (2) individual decisions concerning 
the intimacies of physical relationships, even when not intended to produce offspring, are a form of "liberty" 
protected by due process. That analysis should have controlled Bowers, and it controls here . Bowers was not 
correct when it was decided, is not correct today, and is hereby overruled. This case does not involve minors, 
persons who might be injured or coerced, those who might not easily refuse consent, or public conduct or 
prostitution. It does involve two adults who, with full and mutual consent, engaged in sexual practices common 
to a homosexual lifestyle. Petitioners' right to liberty under the Due Process Clause gives them the full right to 
engage in private conduct without government intervention . The Texas statute furthers no legitimate state 
interest which can justify its intrusion into the individual's personal and private life (17-18). 

Armstrong concludes that a hallmark of fundamentalists worldwide is they "are convinced 

that they are fighting for the survival of their faith in a world that is inherently hostile to religion" 

(2001, vii). Former President Jimmy Carter, himself an evangelical Christian, characterizes 

fundamentalists as angry, militant, rigid, domineering, and exclusive (2005). 

Same-Sex Marriage as Existential Assault 

Norris and Ingelhart claim that most people in developing societies exhibit strong family 

values, that conditions there cause substantial child mortality, so large families are needed to 

increase chances of economic and genetic survival. High fertility rates are desired, a woman's place 

is in the home, and practices like prostitution, divorce, homosexuality, and abortion are often 

proscribed. Religions that place these practices into doctrine are popular, and government, influenced 

by religion, makes them into public policy. Any attempt to change such practices is perceived as an 

existential assault. Political strategists understand this phenomenon and often use any attempt to 

change such practices as a wedge issue, employing religious values to drive a gap in existing party 

alignments (Ornstein 1987). 

According to Westen, marriage is a visceral issue because it implies sexual behavior (2008). 

The terms civil union or domestic partnership do not trigger the same emotional stimulus. Exposure 
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to gay and lesbian persons may gradually rewire the brain, which seems evident in the Field Poll 

question of whether respondents knew such persons. Fifty-one percent of those who knew gay or 

lesbian persons were opposed to Proposition 8, while 50 percent of those who had no acquaintance 

favored the measure (DiCamillo and Field 2008). 

In 1941 Maslow recognized psychological threat as an assault upon one's feelings of 

security. Recently John Hibbing and colleagues have reported experiments in which they discovered 

that the degree to which individuals are physiologically responsive to threat appears to indicate the 

degree to which they advocate policies that protect the existing social structure from both external 

(outgroup) and internal (norm-violator) threats (2008). In other words, those who are more sensitive 

to physical threat exhibit conservative opinions and vice versa for those more tolerant to threat. 

Hibbing notes thM physical and psychological threats trigger the same brain chemistry. 

In 1950 T. W. Adorno and others developed the concept of "the authoritarian personality" 

and concluded that one of its major characteristics was to hate persons different from oneself. 

Hastings and Shaffer argue that threat is a primary contributor to increased manifestations of the 

authoritarian personality (2008). 

An analysis of the 2006 General Social Survey clearly shows that the threat of same-sex 

marriage has a stronger relationship to religion than it does to economic security (National Opinion 

Research Center 2007). For example, 32 percent of the respondents who said they were not at all 

satisfied with their financial situation strongly disagreed with a right to same-sex marriage, and 

similarly 39 percent of those who were satisfied with their financial situation strongly disagreed. 

There was practically no association between economic security and opinion on same-sex marriage 

(Phi=.11, V=.06). 

On the other hand, various measures related to religion are significantly associated with 

opinion on same-sex marriage. For example, 70 percent of those who attend worship more than once 

a week strongly disagreed, but only 22 percent of those who never attend strongly disagreed with a 
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right of same-sex couples to marry (Phi=.37, V=.17). Similarly, 49 percent of those who pray several 

times a day strongly disagreed, while only 24 percent of those who never pray strongly disagreed 

(Phi-.34, V=.15). Fifty-five percent of those who believe the Bible is the word of God strongly 

disagreed, but only 15 percent of those who say the Bible is a book of fables strongly disagreed 

(Phi=.41, V=.20). Measures of both belief (biblical inerrancy) and religiosity (attendance and prayer) 

are related to opinion on same-sex marriage. Thus religion trumps econom~-egarding same-sex 

mamage. 

If marriage brings to mind an underlying issue of sexual relations, the relationship to religion 

is even stronger. The relationship between one's financial situation and homosexual sexual relations 

is practically zero (Phi=.07, V=.04) and with one's job security nearly the same. But religious 

measures are significantly related. When asked whether homosexual sex is always wrong, 81 

percent of those who believe the Bible is the word of God said it is, but only 25 percent of those who 

call the Bible a book of fables say so (Phi=.45, V=.23). Eighty-eight percent of those who attend 

worship more than once a week say it is always wrong, compared to 36 percent of the those who 

never attend (Phi =.36, V=.18). Seventy percent of those who pray several times a day but 41 percent 

of those who never pray say it is always wrong (Phi=.34, V=.17). 

Since Californians and Americans are generally more secure materially than those in the 

developing world, Inglehart might contend that it is a culture of postmaterialism that led to the 

passage of Prop 8 (lngelhart and Abrahamson 1994). In fact it could be argued that the psychological 

suffering of religious fundamentalists is the angst of postmaterialism (Layman and Carmines 1997). 

But few scholars have used the Inglehart theory to explain cultural differences between materialists 

and postmaterialists. Layman and Carmines conclude that a better explanation is related to a measure 

of religious traditionalism (1997). They wrote, "What may be missing from the postmaterialism 

perspective is a recognition of the powerful role that religion and religion-based cultural differences 

play in contemporary American politics (752-753). Others hypothesize that political conflict in 
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postmaterial societies is often based on differences between those who hold progressive values and 

those who hold traditional values, e.g., fundamentalists (Flanagan 1980; 1987; and Savage 1985). 

Wheelis reminds us that beliefs are shaped either by traditional values and conformity to first 

principles or by observation, cognition, reason, and science. This is a good distinction between 

fundamentalism and modernism. · 

Researchers have concluded that the more persons adhere to fundamentalism the less likely 

they are to display complex cognitive thought on existential matters (Batson and Raynor-Prince 

1983; Altmeyer 1988; and Hunsberger, Pratt, and Pancer 1994). For example, Altmeyer claims that 

threats to the status quo arouse fear, and fear contributes to simplistic thinking (343). It is this 

psychological insecurity that made some folks in California vote for Prop 8. 

Summary, Conclusion, and the Future 

California is not plagued by widespread poverty, disease, disorder, disaster, or premature 

death. As a whole its people are not generally deprived of material necessities, but a significant 

group feels its existence is threatened. This psychological threat motivated them to become 

politically active to protect their faith, their immortal souls, and the social order from same-sex 

marriage. The campaign over Proposition 8 in 2008 was not an economic issue. It was a conflict of 

values related to religion, age, and education, manifest in ideology and partisanship. It revealed a 

significant political gap between some extreme fundamentalist Christians on the one hand and 

modem Christianity and secularists on the other. Many fundamentalists voted for Proposition 8 

because they believed single-sex marriage threatened their existence 

Furthermore, fundamentalism's appeal to those threatened today may contribute. to the 

growth of nondenominational megachurches and the decline of mainline, modernist Catholicism and 

Protestantism. If this trend continues, fundamentalists may grow beyond their current 20 percent of 

the population, and if they keep participating at a higher rate than average, their influence in politics 

may increase. 



16 

Since it is highly unlikely that fundamentalists will feel less threatened in the near future, the 

most equal rights advocates might expect soon is a compromise (Wilson 1996). But perhaps religious 

fundamentalists and gay rights activists may find some narrow, common ground. Two authors with 

differing values propose returning the issue to the legislatures (Blankenhorn and Rauch 2009). Their 

idea is for Congress to pass a national civil unions law for same-sex couples that would guarantee 

Social Security survivor benefits, tax-free inheritance, immigration rights, and protections against 

incrimination, all rights enjoyed now by opposite-sex married couples, This law would apply to 

those states that adopt laws providing religious-conscience exceptions, so that religious communities 

would not be required to accept civil unions in their internal affairs. This would protect religious 

organizations from lawsuits from such things as refusing to solemnize same-sex unions, from 

refusing to place adopted children in a same-sex family, and from being required to grant spousal 

benefits to their employees who might be in same-sex unions. This would prevent the state from 

requiring fundamentalists to assist persons in same-sex relationships and reduce fundamentalist's 

fears that they might be forced to enable what they consider to be sinful behavior. 
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Figures and Tables 

Figure 1. Regression of Percentages of Votes for Proposition 8 and Obama by County, 2008. 
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Table 1. Opinion on Proposition 8 by Position on Statements 
Used by Proponents of the Proposition 

a. Prop 8 restores the institution of traditional marriage between a man and a woman, while not 
Removing any domestic partnership rights that had previously been granted to gay or lesbian 

couples. 

Opinion on 	 Percent of Position on Statement a. Used by Proponents 
Prop 8 Agree No Opinion Disagree Total 

Yes 71 30 11 44 
Undecided 8 8 5 7 

No 21 62 81 49 
Total 99 100 97 100 

n= 494 125 347 966 
p< .0001 

V=.42 
Lambda=.49. Increase from .49 to .74 

b. 	 Prop 8 reverses the flawed legal reasoning of activist judges who overturned the state's previous 
voter-approved law defining marriage as between a man and a woman. 

Opinion on Percent of Position on Statement b. Used by Proponents 
Prop 8 Agree No Opinion Disagree Total 

Yes 69 51 8 44 
Undecided 3 16 8 7 

No 28 33 84 49 

Total 99 100 100 100 
n= 447 172 347 966 

p< .0001 
V=.42 

Lambda=.43. Increase from .49 to .71 

c. The institution of traditional marriage between a man and a woman is one of the cornerstones of 
our country's Judea-Christian heritage. 

Opinion on Percent of Position on Statement c. Used by Proponents 
Prop 8 Agree No Opinion Disagree Total 

Yes 62 20 10 44 
Undecided 8 16 4 7 

No 30 64 86 49 
Total 99 100 100 100 

n= 618 50 298 966 

p< .0001 
V=.38 

Lambda=.41. Increase from .49 to .70 

http:Lambda=.41
http:Lambda=.43
http:Lambda=.49
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Table 1 (continued}. Opinion on Proposition 8 by Position on Statements 
Used by Proponents of the Proposition 

d. 	Gay rights leaders in California are moving too fast in their efforts to win 
new rights and legal protections for gays and lesbians. 

Opinion on Percent of Position on Statement e. Used by Proponents 
Prop 8 Agree No Opinion Disagree Total 

Yes 53 41 24 44 
Undecided 5 9 9 7 

No 30 50 67 49 
Total 99 100 100 100 

n= 415 116 435 966 
p< .0001 

V= .27 
Lambda=.30 Increase from .49 to .64 

e. If Prop 8 is not approved, the public schools could be required to teach kids 
that same sex marriage is as acceptable as traditional marriage in California. 

Opinion on Percent of Position on Statement e. Used by Proponents 
Prop 8 Agree No Opinion Disagree Total 

Yes 61 37 36 44 

Undecided 3 13 8 7 
No 53 50 56 49 

Total 99 100 100 100 

n= 318 78 570 966 
p<.0001 

V=.17 
Lambda=.16 Increase from .49 to .57 

Source: 	Author's analysis of data from Mark DiCamiilo and Mervin Field. 2008. "Prop 8 Dividing 
49% No-44% Yes," The Field Poll #2292,0ctober 31. 

http:Lambda=.16
http:Lambda=.30
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Table 2. Opinion on Proposition 8 by Position on Statements 
Used by Oppon~!'ts of the Pj9fosition. 261 328 966 

a. Extendirf'g{j~~~~1ghts and legal protections to different peoples and lifestyles, 
suchlas aavs ao {esbians, benefits. Califurnia and the nation in the long run.

amnaa=.2 ncrease rrom .4Y fo .bl 

Percent of Position on Statement a. Used by 
Opinion on Opponents 
Prop 8 Agree No Opinion Disagree Total 

Yes 16 61 82 44 
Undecided 42 26 6 7 

No 81 13 12 49 
Total 99 100 100 100 

n= 520 69 367 966 
p< .0001 

V=.50 
Lambda=.59Increase from .49 to .79 

b. By eliminating the right of gay and lesbian couples to marry, Prop 8 denies 
one class of citizens the right to enjoy the dignity and responsibility of 

marriage. 

Percent of Position on Statement b. Used by 
Opinion on Opponents 
Prop 8 Agree No Opinion Disagree Total 

Yes 24 53 77 44 
Undecided 5 14 9 7 

No 71 33 14 49 
Total 100 100 100 100 

n= 576 57 333 966 
p< .0001 

V= .38 
Lambda=.44Increase from .49 to .72 

c. Followers of the Mormon Church are exerting too much influence on the 
state's 

political process by underwriting an estimated 40 percent of the Yes on 
Proposition B's campaign contributions. 

Percent of Position on Statement c. Used by 
Opinion on Opponents 
Prop 8 Agree No Opinion Disagree Total 

Yes 26 44 65 44 
Undecided 5 15 3 7 

No 69 41 32 49 
Total 99 100 100 100 
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Table 2 (continued). Opinion on Proposition 8 by Position on Statements 
Used by Opponents of the Proposition. 

d. Matters relating to the definition of marriage should not be written 
into the constitution. 

Opinion on 
Prop 8 

Percent of Position on Statement d. Used by Opponents 
Agree No Opinion Disagree 

Yes 
Undecided 

No 
Total 

n= 
p<.0001 

V=.23 

30 
8 

61 
99 

568 
199 

57 
8 

35 
100 

84 

Lambda=.26 Increase from .49 to .62 

65 
4 

31 
100 
314 

Total 
44 
7 

49 
100 
966 

e. Domestic partnership laws by themselves do not give gay and lesbian 
couples the same certainty and security that marriage laws provide. 

Opinion on Percent of Position on Statement e. Used by Opponents 
Prop 8 Agree 

Yes 

Undecided 


No 

Total 


n= 

p<.0001 


V= .20 

Lambda = .20 Increase from .49 to .59 

No Opinion Disagree Total 
34 50 62 44 

6 14 6 7 
60 36 33 49 

100 100 100 100 
568 115 283 966 

Source: Author's analysis of data Camilo, Mark and Mervin Field. 2008. "Prop 8 Dividing 49% No-44% Yes, 
The Field Poll #2292,0ctober 31. 
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Table 3. Five Major Argument For the Proponents and Opponents of Proposition 8 in 
Order of Their Degree of Conflict with the Basis of Their Appeal. 

Proponents 
Argument No. Summary Title 

la. Traditional Marriage 
lb. Activist Judges 
le. Judea-Christian Heritage 
ld. Too Fast 
le. Public Schools 

2a. New Rights 
2b. Unequal Treatment 
2c. Mormons 
2d. Constitution 
2e. Domestic Partnerships 

Opponents 

Basis of Appeal 
Moral (religious) Conservatism 
Political, Religious, Moral 
Religious 
Political, Conservatism 
Religious, Parental Control 

Legal 
Legal 
Religious, Political 
Legal 
Legal 

Table 4. Agreement with the Opposite Side's Major Arguments 

a. Percentage of Yes Voters' Agreements with "Vote No" Arguments 

Percent Agreement Argument 

45 2e. Domestic Partnerships 

41 2d. Constitution 

33 2b. Unequal Treatment 

22 2c. Mormons 

19 2a. New Rights 


b. Percentage of No Voters Agreements with "Vote Yes" Arguments 

Percent Agreement Argument 

39 le. Judea-Christian Heritage 
26 lb. Activist Judges 
24 le Public Schools 
23 la. Traditional Marriage 
10 ld. Too Fast 
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