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In recent history, the rights of gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgendered (LGBT) 

persons have been in constant fluctuation. Many states criminalize homosexual 

behavior while other states legally recognize same-sex marriages and same-sex 

adoptions. There are also irregular patterns where LGBT interest groups form across 

the globe. With this research project, I begin to explain why these discrepancies in the 

treatment of homosexuality and the formation of LGBT interest groups occur.  

I develop a theory that the most obvious contrast across the globe occurs when 

analyzing the treatment of homosexuals in OECD member states versus non-OECD 

countries. OECD nations tend to see the gay community struggle for more advanced 

civil rights and government protections, while non-OECD states have to worry about 

fundamental human rights to life and liberty. I find that this specific dichotomization is 

what causes the irregular LGBT interest group formation pattern across the globe; non-

OECD nations tend to have fewer LGBT interest groups than their OECD counterparts. 

When looking at why non-OECD nations and OECD nations suppress the rights 

of their gay citizens, I find that religion plays a critical role in the suppression of the gay 

community. In this analysis, I measure religion several different ways, including the 

institution of an official state religion as well as the levels of religiosity within a nation. 

Regardless of how this variable is manipulated and measured, statistical analysis 

continuously shows that religion’s influence is the single most significant factor in 

leading to a decrease in both human and civil rights for gays and lesbians across the 



globe. Further analysis indicates that Judaism plays the most significant role out the 

three major world religions in the suppression of civil rights for homosexuals in OECD 

nations.  
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION: THE FIRST DAYS OF SPRING 

During his 2nd Inauguration ceremony on January 21st, 2013, President Barack 

Obama spoke the following words: “Our journey is not complete until our gay brothers 

and sisters are treated like anyone else under the law. For if we are truly created equal, 

then surely the love we commit to one another must be equal as well.” While these 

words were pronounced by the executive head of the United States, they reflect a 

continuing struggle in the international community. The legal status of homosexuals 

across the globe has severe variations ranging from death sentences to full equality 

under the law. Little research has been conducted which empirically analyzes the 

causes of these discrepancies, yet a brief overview of the globe allows one to see that 

there are two distinct categories in which states exist regarding the treatment of 

homosexual individuals. These two categories are: states which violate basic human 

rights to life and security and states which have established a fundamental right to life, 

yet have discrepancies in civil rights and civil liberties for lesbian, gay, bisexual and 

transgendered (LGBT) individuals. Even more striking is how this dichotomization of 

LGBT tolerance and equality is divided so that OECD states are more likely to uphold 

fundamental human rights for homosexuals while non-OECD nations continuously 

violate basic human rights for this portion of their population.  

 I argue in the following analyses that these two categories of states cannot be 

analyzed within the same model. It is unfair to analyze the treatment of LGBT persons 

within the United States in an empirical model with states such as Uganda (which 
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recently approved a controversial bill commonly known as the “Kill the Gays” bill). 

Homosexuals within the United States do not have to fear state led imprisonment, 

torture or the death penalty for participating in same-sex relations. Instead, gays and 

lesbians in the United States have frequently faced a denial of civil rights, civil liberties 

and legal protections granted to the rest of the population. The mechanisms for 

discrimination between these two types of countries are unique to the two distinct 

categories which exist in the international community. If one were to test all the states in 

the international system with the various mechanisms which lead to their discriminatory 

practices, we would not be able to properly discern which of these causes is related to a 

specific state or category of states.  

 While there is a dichotomization between the treatments of homosexuals at the 

international level, the two subunits which an LGBT individual finds themselves placed 

in also have variations within themselves. Most notably, the African continent has 

shown a dramatic range amongst the numerous nations regarding the treatment of 

those individuals who self-identify as LGBT. For example, 2012 gave witness to the first 

time the “Mr. Gay World” contest was held on African soil (South Africa to be more 

precise) (Kelto, 2012). However, despite the presence of this contest in Africa, only two 

black, African men competed in this event, one from Namibia, the other from Ethiopia. 

Both men stated that they feared for their safety once they returned home because 

homosexuality is illegal in their home states. 

 These discrepancies also exist between OECD member countries. In 2013, the 

United States Supreme Court heard oral arguments for its first time on the legality of 

controversial laws out of California (Proposition 8) and the federal government (the 
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Defense of Marriage Act) which restricted marriage rights and benefits to only 

heterosexual couples. Yet, other OECD nations, such as Denmark, had already fully 

recognized same-sex marriage rights, as well as adoption rights by the year 2010.  

 Various LGBT interest groups have been formed locally, regionally and 

internationally to address issues which specifically impact the gay community. They 

specialize in areas of focus ranging from HIV and AIDS awareness to equal 

employment opportunities for homosexuals. While these groups are numerous and vast 

in scope, they are unequally distributed across the globe. Naturally, one would simply 

assume that these groups would form where homosexuality as an identity is 

criminalized in order to protect the fundamental right to life that has been established in 

the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The struggle to exist free from persecution 

arguable should be prioritized over added rights and liberties like same-sex marriage. 

Despite these astounding puzzles, little attention has been given to these topics. In the 

analyses that follow I will attempt to answer the following three questions: First, what 

explains the discrepancies in the criminalization of homosexual activity in non-OECD 

nations? Second, what causes the disparity in LGBT interest group formation? And 

finally, what leads to the inconsistency in civil rights law for gays and lesbians in OECD 

member states?  

 The lack of in-depth empirical research on these topics is also puzzling. 

Arguably, research related to the treatment of homosexuals could be identified as a 

contemporary issue which is just now coming to the forefront of policy maker’s attention. 

However, gay rights movements in the United States have been growing since the 

period immediately after World War II (Cory, 1951). If these movements were sufficient 
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enough to draw attention to the rights of homosexuals, then empirical research on the 

status of homosexuality should be well developed by this point in time. Yet, a brief 

overview of the international community shows that these early movements were 

necessary, but not sufficient, to draw attention to the disparity in the treatment of gays. If 

such movements had been successful, they would not have been subjected to major 

international setbacks such as Tennessee’s “Don’t Say Gay” bill (Bennett-Smith, 2013) 

or Russia’s recent “Anti-Gay” bill (Associated Press, 2013). 

 What then is a sufficient mechanism to initiating an international interest to the 

struggle of homosexuals? In modern culture, pop icons have arguably played a critical 

role in the development of gay rights in the Western World. For example, pop-singer 

Madonna was a part of a potential lawsuit in Russia for openly supporting gay rights 

during a concert she held in St. Petersburg in 2012 (Seddon and Titova, 2012). Another 

pop music singer, Lady Gaga, also attracted attention as she released her 2nd studio 

album in 2011 entitled “Born This Way”, which encouraged listeners to celebrate in their 

own identity regardless of ethnicity, disabilities or sexual orientation.  

 Television shows and animated movies have also progressively introduced 

homosexuality to an increasingly wider range of viewers over time. During the late 

1990’s and early 2000’s, American television sets were home to the comedy series “Will 

and Grace” which focused on the story of roommates Will Truman and Grace Adler, a 

gay male and straight female, as they dealt with life in New York City. Also, in 2012, 

movie script writer, Chris Butler, introduced the first openly gay male character in an 

animated children’s film, “Paranorman” (Bigelow, 2012). While the introduction of this 

character was subject to its own deal of controversy, the progressive growth in the 
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acknowledgement of homosexuality in pop-culture has pushed the topic of civil rights for 

gays and lesbians to an immediate talking point for public policy makers.  

 The growth in acknowledging homosexuality in pop culture has arguably led to a 

progressive change in social policy both regionally and internationally. For example, on 

September 20, 2011, the United States government officially ended its “Don’t Ask, Don’t 

Tell” policy which prohibited gays and lesbians from being open about their sexual 

identity in the military (Tungol, 2012). In 2013, the United States Supreme Court heard 

the cases of Hollingsworth v. Perry and U.S. v. Windsor, the first two cases the Court 

has heard in its history dealing with same-sex marriage rights. Internationally, the topic 

of gay rights was first brought up in a meeting of the United Nations’ Human Rights 

Council in 2012 (Levesque, 2012). While representatives from African and Arab 

countries walked out of the assembly when the topic was formally brought up, this 

critical moment in the history of LGBT rights can be attributed to a growing acceptance 

of homosexuality by key players in the international community which have adapted 

their views of varying sexual orientations due to pop culture’s influence. 

 These events, both within the United States and at the international level, display 

the need for political scientists to begin empirically analyzing the processes related to 

the decriminalization of homosexuality and the progressive movement which leads to 

the institution of policies which forbids governments from discriminating against an 

individual due to sexual orientation. The gay rights movement has grown from being a 

minor fringe movement which often accompanied women’s rights movements to its own 

force worthy of oral arguments before the U.S. Supreme Court and floor debates at the 

United Nation’s Human Rights Council. The decisions by the Supreme Court of the 
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United States could have international ramifications. Currently, the United States does 

little to pressure other international actors to reform their treatment of gays and 

lesbians. This lack of pressure may be due to a sense of hypocrisy on the part of the 

United States; logically, it does not make sense for a country which, until 2003, allowed 

for same-sex sodomy to be restricted to pressure other countries to legalize same-sex 

relationships. If the Supreme Court rules that the discriminatory practices of the State of 

California and the federal government are unconstitutional, major reforms in American 

social policy will begin which will allow for the United States’ government to be a 

powerful voice in the international fight for equal rights and protections for the LGBT 

community.  

 If these reforms occur, public policy makers, activist leaders and researchers 

must all understand what barriers stand in the way of legalizing homosexuality in certain 

countries and instituting civil rights and fundamental protections for gays and lesbians in 

other countries. This same group of individuals with influence over social policy must 

also understand where gay rights movements are more likely to occur in order to avoid 

potentially overlooking states which lack gay rights groups, yet desperately require third-

party help in order to institute effective social policy reforms which improve the status of 

homosexuals within these states own borders. While OECD and non-OECD nations are 

facing different battles for homosexuals, I argue that the causes of these battles are 

identical in nature. Specifically, there are severe cultural barriers to improving the status 

of gays and lesbians within non-OECD nations. In Chapter 2, I show that by instituting 

an official state religion, non-OECD countries are less likely to be tolerant of the LGBT 

community. I also test previously hypothesized barriers to decriminalizing homosexuality 
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in these countries including the prevalence of HIV and AIDS, levels of democracy and 

whether the democracy is a majoritarian of proportional representation system.  

 Chapter 3 deviates from analyzing discriminatory practices by governments and 

focuses on the prevalence of LGBT interest groups and LGBT interest group formation. 

This analysis is built largely off state stability arguments presented by Olson (1982). 

While I use a more fluid and individually based interpretation of state stability, I show 

that LGBT interest groups are more likely to form in OECD member nations, where 

homosexuals do not have to fear potential persecution for their sexual practices. 

Further, these interest groups are more likely to form in OECD nations which deny civil 

rights and basic protections to gays and lesbians. Chapter 4 returns to the analysis of 

discrimination, this time focused exclusively on OECD member states. Through the 

development of a new, ordinal dependent variable which measures civil rights and 

protections for the gay community, I test similar arguments found my analysis of non-

OECD states. The central focus of this analysis rests in the manner in which religiosity 

influences governments to grant civil rights and civil liberties for gays and lesbians.  I 

also analyze the impacts of governments under right-wing party control, the level of 

diversity within a state and the effects of political and fiscal decentralization on granting 

rights and protections to homosexuals at the federal level. 

 My final analysis takes place in Chapter 5, where I delve deeper into the findings 

of Chapter 4 by disaggregating measures of religiosity in to the levels of religiosity for 

the three major world religions (Christianity, Judaism and Islam) in OECD nations. The 

model for the analyses of Chapter 5 are based in the same dependent and independent 

variables employed in Chapter 4, yet distinguish how much of an impact the three major 
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world religions play in diminishing the rights of LGBT persons. Finally, Chapter 6 offers 

an in depth analysis of my findings from the previous models. While religion and levels 

of religiosity throughout play a critical role in the struggle for equality before the law for 

homosexuals, this final explanation of my results will show that the implications of state 

religions and religiosity are not necessarily a “nail in the coffin” for the gay rights 

movement. This chapter will also offer avenues for further scholarly research, as well as 

recommendations for public policy makers seeking to reform social policy for the LGBT 

community. 

 During the following analyses, it is likely that several empirical discoveries will 

prove to be controversial. As researchers, we cannot shy away from such controversial 

findings, but instead embrace them as a natural part of the learning cycle. The results 

from the following models may upset some individuals, yet these models are not 

intended to scorn any class or group of persons. This data simply presents statistical 

evidence for a specific set of phenomena. With this in mind, I will begin the first 

comprehensive study of the treatment of LGBT persons across the globe. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 NO MATTER GAY, STRAIGHT OR BI: QUANTIFYING LGBT RIGHTS IN NON-OECD 

NATIONS 

The year 2013 has yet to conclude, however we have already seen numerous 

examples of just how controversial the topic of gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgendered 

(LGBT) rights has been across various regions of the world. Most notably, non-OECD 

nations have shown a growing reluctance to provide legal protections for the LGBT 

community to ensure that these individuals will not be subjected to criminal punishment 

because of their sexual orientation. For example, 2012 gave witness to the first time the 

“Mr. Gay World” contest was held on African soil (South Africa to be more precise) 

(Kelto, 2012). However, despite the presence of this contest in Africa, only two black, 

African men competed in this event, one from Namibia, the other from Ethiopia. Both 

men stated that they feared for their safety once they returned home because being 

homosexual is illegal in their home states. 

Further examples of the disparity in the treatment of LGBT individuals occurred 

during 2012 when African and Arab members of the United Nations walked out of a 

Human Rights Council meeting when the topic of LGBT rights was to be discussed 

(Levesque, 2012). The treatment of LGBT individuals within the African continent has 

dramatic and violent variations. For example, Uganda recently passed new legislation to 

further restrict the basic right to life in its “Kill the Gays” bill (Badash, 2012). While the 

more controversial provisions of the death penalty for homosexual activity has been 

dropped from this Ugandan law, current punishments for same-sex practices span up to 
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life imprisonment under the “Kill the Gays” bill. In 2013, a unanimous vote in the 

Russian parliament made homosexuality a crime in their nation, and went a step further 

than most laws by outlawing the public defense of homosexuality, regardless of sexual 

orientation (CBS News, 2013). 

 Previous research on the topic of criminalizing homosexuality consists of simple 

case studies of the various treatments of individuals identifying as homosexual inside 

specific African states with little explanation as to why there are stark differences in the 

treatment of this class of individuals in non-OECD nations as a whole (Reddy, 2001; 

Murray and Viljoen, 2007). This branch of the literature is sparse for a variety of 

reasons. First, a general lack of interest in LGBT tolerance within developed 

democracies may have led to an unintended neglect of this class of citizens by scholars. 

Another possibility may be a reflection of the vast differences in LGBT tolerance in the 

United States. Since the United States is often seen as a leader in human rights across 

the globe, the inconsistency of laws relating to the treatment of LGBT individuals within 

the United States may have prohibited the American government from pushing a 

legitimate international campaign to encourage states to practice equal treatment of all 

civilians before the law, regardless of sexual orientation. Without a pressing policy 

interest, international treatment of LGBT persons is potentially seen as unimportant, 

irrelevant or uninteresting in comparison to more immediate international crises like 

conflict management, nuclear deterrence or theories of democratic peace, making this 

branch of human rights literature particularly sparse. However, domestic movements 

within the United States, such as the recent repeal of “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”, have 

shown that the American populace is growing more tolerant and accepting of 
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homosexual individuals. It is seemingly only a matter of time before the United States 

forms a cohesive domestic policy on the rights of the LGBT community and begins to 

address this issue on an international scale. It is therefore important to begin to expand 

the literature on LGBT tolerance so that we may understand why certain regions of the 

world have varying levels of tolerance and the barriers which will have to be overcome 

in order to ensure that fundamental rights to life and freedom from persecution are 

applied equally to all men, regardless of sexual orientation. 

 I seek to build off prior case studies and develop a broader theory of LGBT 

tolerance and then empirically test this theory on a sample of countries which have not 

adopted the rigorous democratic and civil society standards required of an OECD 

member state. Since the current literature on LGBT tolerance is sparse, I will draw 

several parallels between prior literature on religious minority rights and women’s rights 

in relation to the African continent. I hypothesize that there are a range of factors 

affecting LGBT rights across these nations, including regime type, the overall respect 

for a more general definition of human rights, concerns over the spread of HIV and 

AIDS, and varying degrees of religious influence on state legislatures. Previous 

research has treated each of these influences as separate factors on LGBT tolerance. 

However, I also argue that these prior studies are missing the possibility that various 

influences simultaneously restrict the rights of homosexual individuals. The justification 

for each of these policies varies, but each are initiated through laws, regulations and 

actions approved by the national government. Through various models, I will show that 

each of these factors has a direct, empirical effect on the variation of LGBT tolerance 

across the African continent. 
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The paper will proceed with the following layout: First, I will review the 

appropriate literature regarding LGBT tolerance amongst various non-OECD countries. 

At the conclusion of the literature review, I will develop a more robust theory based off 

of the previous scholarship and will present five key hypotheses based on insights 

drawn from the contributions of prior scholars while contributing my own observations 

related to the conditions of the treatment of the LGBT community across the globe. After 

developing my theory on LGBT tolerance, I will introduce a new dependent variable 

which, for the first time in empirical research, quantifies laws regulating homosexuality 

for multiple individual nations from various regions of the international community. In 

order to verify the accuracy of my theory, I run a series of ordered probit analyses to 

quantitatively look into restrictions on LGBT tolerance. Finally, after empirically testing 

my theoretical argument, I evaluate the implications of my findings and offer directions 

for potential future research. 

Literature Review 

 As I have previously stated, most research regarding LGBT tolerance in general 

has been done through a variety of qualitative case studies. Allain and O’Shea (2002), 

by focusing on human rights more broadly and without specifically addressing LGBT 

rights in their research, offer a backing for my assertion that LGBT tolerance varies 

dramatically across the African continent.  Arab countries in the north half of the African 

continent have all subscribed to regional and international treaties of human rights. 

However, as the authors note, these states have reserved the right to break from the 

standards of these treaties if they are not in accordance with local, religious law. For 

example, the treatment of women in these religious states is often a topic of 
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discrepancy between the regional or international charters on women’s rights and their 

actual application in the North African states because of nationally instituted Islamic law. 

Further, Allain and O’Shea suggest that the colonizing experience under the French for 

most of these states have given countries in the north half of Africa a different view to 

negotiating and passing human rights laws. Often, international negotiations are 

handled by the chief executive in these states, and are adapted by the legislature, 

similar to French practice. However, in order to ensure local adaptation, reservations 

are often placed upon these international human rights treaties within state legislatures 

which state that when the international treaty comes in to conflict with religious law, the 

religious law maintains dominance. History has shown that North African states tend to 

violate human rights norms because of these reservations placed on international 

human rights treaties. 

 Religious and moral influences on LGBT rights are also discussed in a qualitative 

fashion within the current literature (Murray and Viljoen, 2007; Reddy, 2001). Individual 

nations in Africa range from maintaining high levels of human rights norms for the LGBT 

community (i.e.: South Africa) to criminalizing homosexual activity on the basis that 

such practices are “un-Biblical, unnatural and definitely un-African” (i.e.: Zimbabwe, 

Namibia, Zambia and Botswana) (Murray and Viljoen, 2007). Parallel literature 

regarding women’s rights (Fox, 1998; Ampofo et al., 2004) and the rights of religious 

minorities (Ghanea-Hercock, 2004) has found similar religious or moral arguments for 

the unequal treatment of minority groups. More specifically, there is an understanding 

that while there is a Universal Islamic Declaration of Human Rights, and that this 

declaration emphasizes the need for religious tolerance and religious freedom in Islamic 
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states, the wording, as emphasized by Ghanea-Hercock (2004), strongly suggests that 

this clause applies only to those religions which are previously accepted in the Quran. 

Ghanea-Hercock further emphasizes this point by stating that there are two distinct 

“non-Muslim” groups in the Quran, which receive different treatment than their Muslim 

counterparts. The first are known as the “People of the Book”. This group consists of 

non-Muslims which are at least tolerated by those practicing the Islamic faith. The other 

group consists of all other non-Muslims, including “pantheists, pagans, and 

nonbelievers”. Consequences for falling into the second group can result in any 

punishment ranging from the depravation of legal rights to the enforcement of the death 

penalty. Homosexual activity falls under the clause of the second category of non-

Muslims, thus allowing them to be subjected to legal discrimination in African states 

which practice Islam as the state religion. 

 Further support for this argument is found by Asal et al. (2013). Asal and his 

colleagues take a groundbreaking approach to analyzing the decriminalization of same-

sex sodomy. Their research returns a consistent result: states which practice Islam as 

the official state religion are far less likely to decriminalize same-sex sodomy than any 

other state. These results are currently the only comprehensive, empirically generated 

results available to researchers to date. They review the policies on homosexuality 

across a wide variety of countries, rather than just focusing their attention exclusively on 

the African continent. However, these researchers do not look in to the cause of 

criminalizing homosexuality in the first place. While their results may yield an interesting 

avenue of research, it cannot be justified as the cause of criminalizing homosexuality 

until a broad test is conducted and their results are verified. 
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 In the south, religion plays a much more minimal role in government than in the 

northern half of the continent (Allain and O’Shea, 2002). Democratic constitutions have 

generally been adopted which attempt to uphold a standard of basic human rights1. 

Most of these nations in the southern portion of Africa were under British colonial rule; 

therefore they have adopted very similar democratic system to their prior colonizer. 

Prior research has examined the effects that colonial legacies have had on the 

likelihood of democracy becoming institutionalized in a state (Bernhard et al., 2004). 

Davenport and Armstrong (2004) and Davenport (1999) theoretically develop the effects 

of democratic institutions on respect for human rights. Simply put, democratic states are 

more likely to respect human rights domestically.  

 It would be easy to leave this previous assertion alone as a blanket term for all 

forms of democracy. However, I cannot assume that all democracies function in a 

similar manner. By ignoring various forms of democratic regimes, it is possible that one 

may miss the potential that different forms of democracy can dramatically alter the 

tolerance for human rights and the inclusion of minority groups. Horowitz (1971, 1993) 

discusses various forms of democracy in ethnically divided societies. Majoritarian 

states, he posits, are less likely to uphold democratic norms, because these electoral 

systems are based on an “In versus Out” group, which parallel the “In versus Out” 

nature of ethnic divisions. Proportional representation (PR) is an instrumental 

mechanism designed to include a wide variety of groups in legislative systems, and 

promotes compromise and coalition building. Lijphart (1969, 2004) also champions the 

method of PR systems so that compromise and coalition building is possible. Also, 

                                                           
1
 The practical application of these constitutions varies, as will be shown during the quantitative analysis. 
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Lijphart (1969) argues that this method to holding elections paints a more representative 

view of the society at large.  

 Outside of the influence of religion, Murray and Viljoen (2007) also emphasize 

the argument made by the leaders of African states regarding the spread of HIV and 

AIDS throughout the continent. It is no surprise that the epidemic of HIV has sparked 

radical health concerns throughout Africa, however, the containment of this disease has 

been used as an argument to justify the criminalization of homosexual activities. Murray 

and Viljoen do highlight the fact that the criminalization of these individuals seemingly 

does more to encourage the spread of HIV rather than reduce its spread. This inverse 

effect is attributed to a fear amongst the populace that the punishment related to coming 

out about such criminalized sexual practices is excessive and severe. However, states 

have continued to use the HIV-AIDS epidemic as a justification for discrimination.  

 While other arguments related to discrimination against the LGBT community 

have been made, these areas of research covered in previous scholarship are the most 

generalizable to a sample of countries outside of the African continent. As previously 

stated and shown through the literature review, prior research has missed the 

importance of empirically testing their theories. Where empirical research has been 

conducted, it has often ignored the initial process or processes which may have led to 

the initial criminalization of homosexuality. It is crucial to hypothesize theoretical 

arguments about the inconsistency of LGBT tolerance across these countries, but a 

dependent variable capturing the variation in the treatment of this class of individuals 

which is subjected to rigorous empirical tests only seeks to back up these pure theory 
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papers. Therefore, I will develop this necessary dependent variable and present an 

empirical model I will use to quantify these theoretical arguments.  

Theory 

 Prior scholarship has presented several arguments which all have some potential 

impact on the laws regulating homosexual activity within various states. What these 

studies lack, outside of empirical evaluations of their claims, is a detailed explanation of 

the causal process which defines how these factors alter levels of tolerance for the 

LGBT community between nations. Here, I will seek to elaborate more fully on the 

assumptions presented in previous research to develop a more comprehensive model 

which can be tested to show the factors most relevant to limiting tolerance for 

homosexuals. 

While a portion of the literature currently focuses on the restrictions and 

influences of Islam on respecting human rights, a broader theme can be developed from 

these works. States which adopt or institute a single state religion are likely to shape 

national law to reflect their understanding of the national religion’s doctrine. Since 

religion has the potential to limit or specify groups that can be protected by human rights 

treaties, it logically follows that state religions have the potential to influence the rights of 

LGBT citizens. Furthermore, those states which place clauses of conditionality on 

international human rights treaties reserve the right to continue various forms of 

repression against specific classes of people. Since these states are willing to publically 

announce that they are willing to restrict the rights of a significant portion of their 

population (ex: women), it is only logical to assume that these states will have no 
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reservation in repressing a relatively small portion of their citizenry, like the homosexual 

community. 

This argument about clauses of conditionality can be extended to a more general 

idea of repression. It has been found that states that are less reliant or accountable to 

their population are more likely to use indiscriminate violent acts as a standard policy 

tool (DeMeritt and Young, 2013). These states which have higher levels of political 

terror should naturally have higher levels of intolerance for LGBT individuals within their 

state because of the indiscriminate nature of the violence which the state utilizes. Often, 

these acts of terror are directed at a minority of the population, or a portion of the 

population which lacks significant control over the political agenda. Because of the 

scarcity of homosexuality, and the even higher scarcity of homosexuals in government, 

there are few barriers for a state to imprison, torture or kill an individual simply based on 

their sexual orientation. Furthermore, an extension of the DeMeritt and Young argument 

would find that a state which has a successful history of violence against its citizenry in 

order to maintain political dominance is more likely to utilize violence in order to achieve 

a political goal. If we assume that regulating homosexuality is a political goal of a state 

which has previously used violence to sustain political power, then it would make sense 

that this state is also more likely to have discriminatory policies against homosexuals in 

order to regulate homosexuality.  

More importantly, the implication that accountability to an electorate alters the 

state’s likelihood to use violence has important implications for homosexual individuals 

within a state. In comparison to the overall population, the LGBT community within 

states is relatively insignificant. The portion of citizens which vote on an LGBT right’s 
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platform within these states is not significantly large enough to make a political 

candidate or the national government accountable to this portion of society. Therefore, if 

these states are indiscriminately repressing their citizens, they may feel an obligation to 

eventually come to respect significant portions of their electorate, such as males of 

voting age, but will not feel pressured to reform their policies towards the LGBT 

community because of a lack of electoral significance. These theoretical developments 

lead to my first two hypotheses: 

H1: States with a declared state religion are less likely to practice LGBT 

tolerance than states without a state instituted religion. 

 H2: States with increased levels of political terror are less likely to practice LGBT

 tolerance than states with lower levels of political terror.  

Accountability to the electorate has important implications for regime type and 

the potential distortion of tolerance for the LGBT community. Democracies have been 

shown to have higher levels of respect for human rights in general. However, without a 

causal mechanism, this previous finding is subject to scrutiny. The addition of 

accountability in to regime type gives the causal mechanism necessary for this 

theoretical development to flourish. Essentially, democratic states are more open to 

public influence through various mechanisms including, but not limited to, voting, 

petitioning and running for public office. Non-democracies are not accountable to their 

potential electorate and are therefore more likely to push political agendas developed by 

a single individual or single class of individuals. While I argued above that the LGBT 

community may not be large enough to exert mass influence over national policy, 
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democratic states are more likely to reform public policy in response to changing 

national views.  

Under this assumption, I argue that the electorate within a democratic system 

values a basic level of human rights for all individuals within their state. Furthermore, 

the electorate has the ability to discern when the state is implementing discriminatory 

policy towards a group of individuals and is willing to punish the government for such 

discriminatory policy. In order to achieve continued electoral success, politicians will 

naturally uphold a minimum level of human rights for all citizens within their state, 

regardless of sexual orientation or other distinct features. Therefore, my third hypothesis 

states that: 

H3: Democratic states are more likely to practice LGBT tolerance than non-

democratic states. 

 An important influential factor that is left out of prior research is the ability for 

these various factors to interact with each other and dramatically alter laws regulating 

homosexual activity. While democracy is an important factor in instituting a minimum 

level of respect for same-sex relations, one would be naïve to assume that the regime 

type of a state acts as a sole factor regarding this portion of the electorate of a state. 

Because state religions are influential to the types of laws and polices passed, this 

factor must interact in some way with the type of regime in which each nation operates. 

For example, an established democracy which has a state instituted religion should 

operate differently than a non-democracy with a similar state religion. This must be true 

because of the institutions within each regime type and the rules under which these 
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institutions must operate. Under a democracy, certain checks and balances must limit 

the power of specific branches of the government, or various political parties with 

different political views alter the ability for legislation to be passed which always follows 

the state’s instituted religion. In non-democratic states, competing political ideologies 

may not exist, or checks and balances between various institutions may be extremely 

lax. By weakening the ability for the government to regulate itself, these states are more 

likely to pass laws and policy which regulate the behavior and status of homosexual 

individuals. This interactive effect requires another hypothesis: 

H4: Democratic states with a state instituted religion are more likely to practice 

LGBT tolerance than non-democratic states with a state instituted religion. 

As I have previously stated, not all democracies function in a similar manner. 

Electoral institutions alter the ability for competing policy preferences to enter in to the 

government. Following through with the arguments of Horowitz and Lijphart, states 

which institute a majoritarian electoral system make it increasingly more difficult for 

minor parties which may potentially have a party platform calling for tolerance of the 

LGBT community to gain and hold legislative office. Since PR systems potentially allow 

for the inclusion of a greater number of political parties, the natural probability that a 

minor party with a platform encouraging LGBT tolerance is able to enter into legislative 

office should increase.  

These distinct electoral institutions also have an impact on what policy outcomes 

parties’ campaign. In majoritarian systems, high thresholds for entering political office 

narrow down political competition to a two party system. These two parties must 
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achieve a majority of the vote to enter political office, which causes both parties to reach 

towards the median voter for electoral success. While majoritarian systems stress the 

importance of the median voter, PR systems allow parties to concentrate on a narrower 

portion of the electorate due to lower electoral thresholds needed to gain political office.  

These two competing justifications as to why PR or majoritarian systems may be 

better at upholding tolerance for the LGBT community is not a new conflict to this 

research design specifically. However, for the purposes of this study, the argument 

related to the median voter is most important. If we are to apply the prior argument that 

democracy increases accountability, then majoritarian systems which are more 

responsive to the median voter are more accountable to the majority of the electorate. 

PR systems, as argued above, allow for the development of smaller fringe parties which 

may push a pro-LGBT tolerance platform, however, these parties lack political clout to 

have substantial influence over national policy. If we continue to assume that 

democracies value establishing human rights for all, regardless of various individual or 

group characteristics, then the median voter in a majoritarian system will value 

establishing a basic level of tolerance for the LGBT community, thus making LGBT 

tolerance a national policy goal in majoritarian systems. Therefore, I argue that the 

forms of democratic institutions matter with regards to the diversity of LGBT laws within 

Africa. More specifically: 

H5: Majoritarian systems of democracy are more likely to practice LGBT 

tolerance than Proportional Representation systems of democracy. 
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 Public health has also been a topic of concern for previous research. The spread 

of the HIV virus and the development of AIDS within Africa have led several state 

leaders to criminalize homosexual relations because of a fear that these forms of sexual 

relations help spread the HIV virus at a faster rate than heterosexual sex. Laws 

regulating homosexual relations in order to limit the spread of HIV and AIDS have been 

argued to actually increase the spread of these diseases because of a fear that 

punishment will be dealt to those individuals that come out about being carriers of either 

HIV or AIDS. While political elites have used the public health argument to pass 

legislation criminalizing homosexual activity, the actual application of these laws has led 

to a biased selection effect which has potentially caused these states to see a decrease 

in the number of HIV and AIDS cases reported per year.  

Because the passing of legislation regulating same-sex relations has this biased 

effect on reports, I argue that we must look at trends in the reporting of HIV and AIDS 

prior to the passage of legislation regulating homosexual activity to circumvent this 

potential bias. More specifically, political elites should care more about significant 

changes in the number of reported cases per year than the actual number of cases 

reported per year. This conclusion leads to my final hypothesis: 

H6: States with a significant increase in the number of HIV and AIDS cases 

reported per year are more likely to pass laws criminalizing homosexual activity 

than states which do not see a significant increase in the number of HIV and 

AIDS cases reported per year. 
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Previous literature has also treated the aforementioned factors as independent 

influences on the likelihood that elites will criminalize homosexuality. This is inherently 

flawed because it assumes that policymakers only factor in just one argument at a time 

when forming discriminatory laws. The format of prior qualitative research would require 

separate models for each of the 6 hypotheses to test the normative arguments of past 

research. In order to more accurately measure these factors above, I will not only test 

each of these arguments in their own models (as per the assumptions of previous 

research) but will combine each factor in one model to test for the fact that leaders must 

weight multiple influential factors for the same decision.  

Research Design 

  Before attempting to measure LGBT tolerance in non-OECD nations, it is 

important to emphasize that this is a very early attempt at a research question with little 

comparable data. The formation and coding of variables are based upon an early 

understanding of the discrepancies which exist between non-OECD nations and their 

treatment of the LGBT community. With that, I argue that the dependent variable, LGBT 

tolerance, should be an ordinal measure with a range which captures the varying types 

of treatment2 an individual in the LGBT community could face. This scale ranges from 0 

to 4, where 4 is the most tolerant level of LGBT citizens, and 0 is the most severe 

punishment against this community. More specifically, a score of 4 signals a state 

                                                           
2
 Treatment of the LGBT community for the purposes of this study is limited only to the ability for an 

individual to identify as homosexual and receive no government led opposition to their basic right to 
practice homosexual activities. This study does not consider rights to adoption, marriage or other cases 
which may classify as a basic “civil right” under common law when coding for LGBT treatment. While 
some civil rights and civil liberties are granted in a rare number of cases in the sample population, these 
states are the clear exception, not the norm. Therefore, we need to analyze discrepancies in the basic 
right to exist as an individual before expanding research to the full inclusion of civil rights and civil 
liberties. 
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where both de facto (in practice) and de jure (in law) tolerance exist; a score of 3 codes 

for states where de jure tolerance is the norm, however de facto levels of tolerance are 

inconsistent with the law3. A state receiving a score of 2 is coded as being indifferent; in 

other words, laws do not advocate for either discrimination or tolerance of LGBT 

individuals4. A 1 on this scale indicates nations which designate a prison sentence, or 

any other form of criminalization of LGBT individuals, while a 0 requires the death 

penalty, the most severe punishment, for citizens accused of homosexual activity5.  

National laws and scholarly research related to domestic incidents of violence 

against LGBT individuals have been used to code each nation according to the scale 

presented above (Ottosson, 2010). Specifically, reports developed by “Queer Amnesty”, 

a branch of Amnesty International, detail the current status of homosexual activity within 

each state in the international community. The report includes the relevant text from the 

nation’s civil and criminal codes regulating homosexual behavior, as well as a brief 

summary of each geographic region in the world and the individual countries which 

meet specific standards of human rights, civil rights and civil liberties. Table 2.1 

presents the laws each individual country has related to LGBT tolerance and their 

respective code.  

Debates about the subjectivity of this new dependent variable are warranted. 

When observing punishments for homosexual activity within a state, it becomes 

increasingly difficult to distinguish between punishments which warrant jail time versus 

                                                           
3
 For the purposes of this study, de facto discrimination occurs when the state actively criminalizes an 

individual for homosexual behavior. 
4
 De facto discrimination is still possible at this level, however the emphasis for states with a score of 2 is 

that there are now laws either criminalizing or protecting homosexual behavior. 
5
 I assume that de facto and de jure discrimination plays no crucial role in states which criminalize the 

LGBT status, since discriminatory law blankets actions of the federal government. 
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other forms of criminalization which results in physical harm, yet falls short of the death 

penalty. This bodily harm could be classified as torture, and therefore places a burden 

on scholars to decide whether this torture is as bad as or worse than imprisonment or 

death.  

I treat cases where any punishment short of a death sentence is an equally 

severe form of punishment for a variety of reasons. First, I assume that individuals’ 

value survival over death because of their ability to continue surviving, regardless of the 

conditions under which an LGBT individual is forced to live. Second, while whippings 

and boot camps are severe forms of punishment for any person to endure, the laws 

regulating homosexuality within non-OECD nations suggest these punishments legally 

only occur at one time. Prison sentences also are set with limited terms, and most fail to 

exceed 10 years as punishment for partaking in homosexual behavior. These penalties 

for having an attraction to a member of the same sex are therefore only temporary. 

While they provide an interruption to an individual’s daily lifestyle, they do not 

permanently prohibit the ability for a homosexual to continue living with their sexual 

identity which they held prior to the issuance of their punishment. Laws which institute 

mandatory death sentences to LGBT persons remove the possibility that one may 

continue with their life at the end of their punishment. By limiting the scope and duration 

of punishments during periods of imprisonment or torture, these laws do not, and 

cannot, fall into a similar or “worse” category than laws which sentence gays and 

lesbians to death. 

 Further arguments can be made on the coding of states with a score of a 2 or a 

3. The coding presented makes it seem as if no laws regarding the treatment of the 
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LGBT community are always better than de jure legality with de facto discrimination. 

While I concede to arguments that discrimination, whether it is de jure or de facto, can 

potentially be worse than simple ignorance or a passive attitude towards a class of 

individuals, I justify the ranking of these two categories based entirely on an individual’s 

potential ability to seek legal retributions for de facto discrimination when national laws 

state that homosexuality is entirely legal. When states make LGBT practice de jure 

legal, yet practice de facto discrimination, I assume that there remains the possibility 

that legal remedies exist for a homosexual individual to address the states 

discriminatory practices. Furthermore, when gays and lesbians are subject to 

persecution within these sorts of states, it is likely that the discrimination is occurring 

either in one specific region of the country or is being championed by a small segment 

of the government. This theory that violence against homosexuals is either local or not 

sponsored entirely by the state must be true because states which have a true political 

agenda calling for the elimination of homosexuality from their society would actively 

seek to criminalize homosexuality at the national level rather than allow unchecked 

violence to occur against the LGBT community. 

 However, when a state has no laws protecting or discriminating against 

homosexuals within the society, the possibility for legal redress dramatically decreases 

if the state were to de facto criminalize this class. Courts, legislatures and executives at 

all levels of government would be unable to offer interpretations of antidiscrimination 

and criminalization laws because they would not exist. In these instances, de facto 

discriminatory practices by the state would be allowed to continue unchecked until laws 

specifying the status of homosexuality within the state are passed and approved at all 
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levels of government. It is also true that states which receive a score of a 2 for 

indifference are simply passing between receiving a score from 0-1 or a score of 4. 

These states that ignore the gay community have often simply not addressed the issue 

of gay rights in their borders. By leaving this issue unsolved, not only are courts and 

legislatures unsure of the proper way to handle cases of discrimination against 

homosexuals, but the actual individuals subject to potential discrimination have no 

ability to know whether their complaints would prove to be valid arguments in front of a 

governing body. 

Because of a wide range of explanations for LGBT tolerance, I have several 

independent variables related to this study. For the measure of democracy, I employ 

data from Polity IV and use their standard Polity2 scale (-10 to +10) to determine a 

state’s regime type (PolityIV). I code that a democratic state exists at a score of at least 

+7 or greater. This measures is then transformed into a dummy variable, DemDum 

(non-democracy=0, democracy=1). While conventional methods of utilizing Polity 

scores for measures of democracy would suggest that the model includes only the 

Polity2 score, the nature of my hypothesis regarding the treatment of homosexuals 

suggests that the Polity scores be translated in to a dichotomous measure. This 

analysis does not look at whether “more democratic” states are more tolerant of the 

LGBT community; this analysis and the theory behind it simply state that a democracy, 

regardless of its polity score, is more tolerant of homosexuality than a non-democratic 

state. In order to address concerns that this dichotomization of my democracy variable 

may alter potential results, I continue to use the Polity2 raw score in robustness checks 

conducted after the initial model results are analyzed. 
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From there, I code whether or not the democratic state is a majoritarian or PR 

system based on data obtained from Golder (2007). This again will be coded simply as 

a dummy variable, SystemDum (majoritarian=0, PR=1).To account for the presence of 

an institutionalized state religion, I employ the RAS Constitution data set developed by 

Fox (2012). This variable is also dichotomous. If a state has laws which institutionalize 

one specific religion, I code const_rel=1; if there is no officially declared state religion, 

then the variable const_rel=0. For the test of Hypothesis 4, I create an interaction term 

between the variable measuring a state instituted religion and the dummy variable on 

democracy (Dem_Rel).  

 With regards to the argument that states are simply concerned about a rising 

number of individuals infected with HIV and AIDS, I aggregate data on the percentage 

of HIV and AIDS cases reported per year for each nation through the World Bank’s 

Health Nutrition and Population Statistics (HNPS) (2011) data set (HIV_rate). With 

regards to states that are seemingly more inclined to human rights violations, I use data 

from the Political Terror Scale (Gibney, Cornett, and Wood, 2012) which measures 

violent political actions taken by the state or state actors on a range from 1 to 5, with 5 

being the most repressive form of political terror possible. This data reports both 

measures from the United States’ State Department, as well as information from 

Amnesty International for each country year. However, for the sake of precision and to 

eliminate any potential bias, I use the average of these two scores to decipher prior 

human rights violations (PTS_Avg). 

 Specific control variables are also important to understanding repression in a 

more general sense. I control for both education, using a proxy measure of literacy rates 
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(Lit_rate) of the adult population (15+ years old), as well as the level of economic 

development of a state, using the logged value of GDP per capita, measured using the 

constant US dollar from the year 2000. The measure for literacy rate can be found in the 

HNPS (World Bank, 2011) data set, while the information for GDP per capita comes 

from the World Development Indicators and Global Development Finance data set 

(World Bank, 2011). Arguably, a more educated society has an increased likelihood of 

upholding rights amongst all citizens, regardless of sexual orientation (Herdt, 1995; 

Howard-Hassman, 2001) .While the work of Herdt and Howard-Hassman focus largely 

on the impacts of urban development on granting civil rights to homosexuals in OECD 

states, the underlying idea that more developed areas respect the rights of gays and 

lesbians can be generalized to show that areas of wealth in non-OECD states may be 

more tolerant of this same group of people  

Finally, the overwhelming concentration of literature on the African continent’s 

treatment of the LGBT community suggests that this may not necessarily be a global 

phenomenon. In order to control for potential regional effects, I run the full model using 

regional dummies as defined by Polity IV. While my study would ideally start in the 

1940’s, during the era of decolonization and the formation of modern day human rights 

laws, data limitations make this impractical. Specifically, data related to GDP per capita, 

state religions and HIV/AIDS rates are sparse for African countries. Multiple nations 

have little to no data reported on their HIV and AIDS rates, which could be caused by a 

lack of technological development to measure and report HIV and AIDS cases or by 

poor record keeping on the part of the national government. Because of the lack of 

cohesive reporting across the globe, this study analyzes only 74 countries from 1990-
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2010 which contain the best coverage of available data across the several independent 

and control variables used in this empirical analysis. A simple OLS regression is not 

adequate for this study since I have developed an ordinal dependent variable. 

Therefore, I will utilize an ordered probit model to more accurately test my theoretical 

argument.  

Results and Analysis 

To start my analysis, I first run each of my independent variables in their own 

separate models along with my two control variables for literacy rates and GDP per 

capita. Because of endogneity issues, I do not utilize regional dummy variables as 

controls in these original models. The purpose of this individual analysis is to simply test 

prior theoretical arguments on an individual basis. Prior scholarship has implicitly 

assumed that each of my independent variables acts independently from the others by 

focusing their qualitative explanations on only one factor at a time. While these prior 

explanations have a solid foundation for their argument, they fail to account for the fact 

that multiple levels of information are all used during a law-maker’s decision making 

process. Therefore, an individual analysis of each independent variable will not 

accurately measure the true ground scenario and can potentially cause omitted variable 

bias within the analysis. To correct for this potential bias, I also run a separate analysis 

which combines the multiple independent variables under the assumption that laws 

regulating homosexual behavior are based on an equal combination of all the various 

factors previously discussed. This full analysis employs all control variables, including 

regional dummy variables. Table 2.2 presents the results from these initial tests, as well 

as the overall effects when all independent variables are run simultaneously. 
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In the first five models, which only measure the individual impacts of the five key 

dependent variables, all but political terror achieve statistical significance at some level. 

Specifically, Models 1, 2 and 4 seem to confirm the previously developed literature 

regarding the tolerance of homosexuality. Democratic states, specifically PR systems, 

are more likely to respect the LGBT community’s right to life than non-democracies or 

majoritarian versions of democratic states. Furthermore, the variable on religion in 

Model 4 behaves in the expected manner, showing that instituting an official state 

religion leads to a decreased level of tolerance for the LGBT community. While the HIV 

rate achieves a high level of statistical significance in its own analysis, this variable acts 

in the opposite direction than what was previously hypothesized. Finally, levels of 

political terror seem to act in the hypothesized direction, however the confidence in 

these results in low due to a low z-score. All these results must be taken with a hint of 

doubt because of the potential for omitted variable bias in the first five models. As has 

been stated previously, these pure tests of prior theory exclude the potential that a 

multitude of variables has a direct impact on the criminalization of homosexuality. 

Model 6 and Model 7 show the effects of simultaneous influences on LGBT 

tolerance levels and are crucial to this analysis to avoid the potential for omitted variable 

bias, which was discussed previously. It is interesting to note in Model 6 that PTSAvg 

now gains significance at the p<.01 level, while the significance of HIV_rate decrease 

slightly to p<.05. Both of these variables also switch directionality from their own 

individual model to support H6, yet provide some doubt to H2. These changes in the 

directionality of these variables shows that previous literatures suffered from severe 

omitted variable bias by suggesting that only one factor was contributing to the 
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continued persecution of homosexuals in non-OECD nations. In order to ensure model 

accuracy, I checked the potential for correlation between my variables by employing a 

variance-covariance matrix of the estimators (VCE). While the VCE test shows that 

there is slight correlation between my dummy variables in Model 6 between Asia, North 

Africa and the Middle East and Sub-Saharan Africa (    =.847), the variables fail to 

achieve perfect serial correlation. Further checks on this model were performed to show 

that the correlation between these three regional variables does not yield a significant 

change in results for any of the independent variables. 

Instituted state religion in this model maintains significance at p<.001. The 

influence of state instituted religions grows significantly in Model 6, which seems to 

suggest that religion plays a major role in the criminalization of homosexuality in the 

countries in this sample. While this may seem to show that religion is always harmful to 

the rights of gays and lesbians, the variable which measures the interaction of 

democracy and religion shows that democratic states which institute an official state 

religion are actually likely to perform better than non-democracies with state religions or 

non-democracies in general. This is further supported by the fact that the variable for 

democracy continues to show significant support for the argument that democracies are 

more likely to be tolerant of the LGBT community than non-democracies. 

The inclusion of regional control variables also point to interesting results. Model 

6 utilizes Europe as the base region to correct for the potential of serial correlation 

between the independent variables. Based on these results, the only area of the world 

which seems to be willing to partake in tolerance of the LGBT community is North 

America (and Europe, through further checks of Model 6). Even though there seems to 
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be a positive impact of being a North American nation, these results are to be taken with 

some skepticism due to the extremely large standard error associate with this variable. 

Multiple checks of these regional variables seem to indicate that African and Middle 

Eastern nations are the least likely to tolerate homosexuality within their nations. These 

variables remain significantly negative across multiple variations of this test as will be 

shown in further models. 

Model 7 is designed to specifically analyze the effects of PR versus majoritarian 

democratic systems on the levels of LGBT tolerance. During the analysis, the variable 

capturing state instituted religion changes directionality, but also losses statistical 

significance and receives a value for its standard error that should force us as scholars 

to question the validity of this model as a whole. When measured with other significant 

variables, the direction of the coefficient for the system dummy remains the same, 

showing that PR systems tend to increase respect for LGBT rights. Model 7, while 

useful in theory, has many intrinsic issues that make it impossible to accurately confirm 

or disprove the hypothesis that PR systems are more likely to have tolerance for the 

LGBT community than majoritarian systems. First, multiple independent variables in this 

mode lose or change statistical significance. Second, key variables, such as state 

instituted religions, change directionality in a significant manner. This could be caused 

by the decreased sample size since Model 7 only looks exclusively at states which are 

considered democratic from Model 6. Data limitations on HIV rates, GDP per capita or 

Literacy rates could also be causing this error in Model 7, since a vast majority of this 

sample represents less developed nations where reporting of these topics are often 

overlooked for several years at a time. These holes in the data have led to a significant 
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drop in the sample size between previous models, meaning these results should only be 

considered accurate or valid until the data holes are filled in or the sample size is 

expanded to offset the potential biased reporting of data. A potential expansion of this 

data could lead to very different results, which would allow a conclusive analysis on the 

effects of various forms of democratic electoral institutions to occur.  

This issue of missing data is not exclusive to just Model 7. Across Models 1 

through 6, there is a constant fluctuation in the sample size. Unfortunately, the issues 

which plague Model 7 are also present in the previous tests. However, while I 

recommend caution in accepting the validity of the results in the final test, I remain 

confident that the results from the prior tests will uphold more strict scrutiny due to their 

larger sample size in general. While it is not ideal to see such dramatic variation in the N 

of a study, the reality of data reporting in many of these nations makes it almost 

impossible to maintain a perfectly consistent N through all models in this test. Again, 

only further test with a larger sample size and more data will be able to confirm or deny 

these results, yet this initial support suggests strength in the current research agenda. 

In order to accurately observe the results of Model 6, Table 2.3 presents the 

predicted probabilities for countries in the study for the years 1990, 2000 and 2010. The 

importance of showing these results over time is to discern the behavior and pattern of 

each of these nations’ treatment of the LGBT community as the issue of gay rights 

becomes more prevalent in the international community over an extended period of 

time. The issue of missing data continues to plague the reporting in Table 2.3. Not every 

country in this sample reports predicted probabilities during the years in question, and 

therefore have been removed from this table. The countries and years for which there is 
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data seem to suggest direct support for a regional argument. Most nations which fall on 

the African continent or in the Middle East are more likely to land in either the 0 or 1 

category of the dependent variable across all three years used in Table 2.3. Unlike the 

African and Middle Eastern nations, European states are considerably more likely to 

receive a score of 2 or higher.  

This regional distinction can be attributed to the other variables which have been 

used to test the discriminatory practices of states in this analysis. African and Middle 

Eastern states are more likely to have higher levels of state terror, are more likely to 

institute an official state religion and are less likely to score a 7 or higher on the Polity2 

index of democracy. While one may be quick to jump to calling for an end to official 

state religions, Model 6 seems to suggest that religion does not always indicate a nail in 

the head for LGBT tolerance. In fact, it shows that if a state is a democracy with an 

official state religion, it is more tolerant of gays and lesbians. Democracy seems to have 

a moderating effect on the ability for the heterosexual majority to institute criminal 

punishment for a same-sex attraction. These results provide a compelling extension of 

previous studies by Asal et al. (2013) and the qualitative literature conducted to date. 

Next, I will perform a series of robustness checks in order to verify that the results 

presented above are accurate under a variety of measurements for these same 

variables. 

Checks for Robustness 

In order to accurately report on my findings, it is necessary to substitute various 

measures for my independent variables. In the original models, I utilized various 
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unconventional means to measure my independent variables. For example, rather than 

testing a straight Polity2 score, I employed a dummy variable for democracy where the 

minimum score for a democratic state was a +7. The results confirmed my hypothesis 

that democratic states are more likely to be more tolerant of the LGBT community, yet 

this variable treats a state which receives a score of +6 at the same level as a state 

which receives a score of -10. This wide range may result in inaccurate results in my 

original models. This issue could also persist in utilizing the Political Terror Scale (PTS) 

over other measures of state terror, such as CIRI data. The PTS scale is often tested 

against CIRI data in most human rights literature to provide a confirmation of results, so 

I utilize this similar method so that I avoid any potential bias in reporting of my results.  

While it would be ideal to substitute different measures for my dependent 

variable, the originality of this study makes it extremely hard to test the accuracy of my 

newly developed, ordinal variable. The quickest way to discern the accuracy of this 

measure empirically is to treat each level (0-4) as its own dummy variable. From there, I 

will run individual probit analyses on each individual dummy variable. If my theoretical 

development holds true, the trends shown in Model 6 should become apparent through 

each individual analysis. Table 2.4 reports these results. 

These results from the individual probit analyses are mixed. For example, the 

measures of democracy and state religion generally behave consistent to expectations 

throughout the available model, yet inconsistency is found in the HIV rate and literacy 

rate measures. This data seems to suggest that areas with higher HIV rates are not 

likely to take steps towards eliminating the gay and lesbian community entirely, but are 

likely to at least practice discrimination and criminalization for homosexuality. The 
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inclusion of an interaction term between religion and democracy provides the most 

consistent argument aligned with the theoretical development from above. Democracies 

with an official state religion are likely to be much more tolerant towards gays and 

lesbians as shown in the tests on the states which criminalize homosexuality and those 

which treat homosexuals as equal before the law. While the results in general are 

mixed, these individual tests show that it is important to understand that multiple factors 

have various levels of influence at various times. It is impossible to tell the true impact of 

these multiple factors from a basic probit analysis, therefore, challenges to the newly 

developed dependent variable must rely entirely upon qualitative evidence or a strong 

theoretical argument to counter my basic assumptions.  

After testing the validity of my dependent variable, it is also necessary to check 

the various methods I used to code data on my independent variables. Multiple methods 

exist to quantify democracy and political terror, which should be employed here to 

guarantee that my findings are not simply a result of careful selection of my variables. 

That being said, Table 2.5 presents the various robustness checks with substituted 

independent variables. 

In Model 8, I address the potential issue that may arise from coding democracy 

as a simple dichotomous variable. In order to check for potential errors this may cause, I 

employ the straight measure of Polity IV’s Polity2 variable. While coefficients change 

value, this model mirrors Model 6 almost perfectly. The directionality of each coefficient 

is similar to the earlier tests, and the levels of statistical significance are maintained for 

each variable. Most importantly, the variable PolityIV  behaves in a similar fashion to my 

dichotomous measure utilized in the original tests. While the effects of the coefficient in 
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my robustness check are diminished, the intended direction holds, and the level of 

statistical significance is maintained. The cause of this diminished effect when 

employing the Polity2 scores can be attributed to an argument I presented earlier: my 

simply democracy dummy variable treated any state which was not at least a +7 as 

equally intolerant of gays and lesbians, regardless of whether they were a +6 or   -10. 

This dichotomization created a stark contrast between systems which were very similar 

to their democratic counterparts and suggested a very clear contrast between 

democracies and non-democracies. The Polity2 score shows that the transition to 

tolerance is much more gradual than was previously suggested. However, it is possible 

to state that dichotomizing democracy yields only minimal statistical difference in the 

respect for LGBT rights. 

Also related to changing the measurement for democracy is the variable which 

interacted democratic systems with state instituted religions. In order to maintain model 

accuracy, I created a new interaction term between the Polity2 score and my original 

religion dummy variable. As discovered in the previous analysis, the directionality and 

significance of this variable holds in all three robustness models, however its overall 

impact has diminished. This is a direct cause of the discussion above, where the 

dichotomization of my democracy variable created stark contrasts that were not 

necessarily present in the data. This new model suggests that democracies with an 

official state religion are more likely to be tolerant of LGBT rights, yet this growth in 

tolerance is much more gradual than prior models may suggest. 

Another variable worth addressing is utilizing the Political Terror Scale (PTS) as 

an accurate measure for repression. Other data sets exist which attempt to capture 
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similar incidences of repression within states. To check the accuracy of the results 

relating to the Political Terror Scale, I employ a variable developed by Cingranelli and 

Richards (2010) known as CIRI. While the data from PTS is an ordinal ranking of 1-5, 

where 1 equals the lowest level of political terror and 5 equals extreme levels of political 

terror, CIRI reverses this information on an aggregated 0-8 scale. The advantage of 

utilizing CIRI over PTS is due to CIRI’s ability to disaggregate forms of violations on a 0-

2 scale, including extrajudicial killings, torture, disappearances and imprisonment, while 

PTS data reports only one aggregated total for all four instances of political terror. Since 

the scale for CIRI is reversed from PTS, the analysis should yield opposite directionality 

for CIRI over PTS.  

However, Model 9 and Model 10 provide interesting results in comparison to their 

original counterparts. The new measure for state terror, CIRI, behaves counter to what 

is expected. These results seem to confirm H2; states with more respect for human 

rights are more likely to practice equality for the gay community. While Model 9 seems 

to disprove the original findings, the lack of statistical significance on the CIRI data 

leads me to conclude that CIRI is not capturing similar instances of political terror that is 

being found through PTS.  

 Results from Model 106 also seem to follow in accordance to what Model 9 

suggests. When substituting Polity scores for my dummy variable for democracy, CIRI’s 

coefficient maintains directionality, which offers further support for arguments that there 

may be a significant discrepancy regarding the reporting and data collection methods 

                                                           
6
 Further robustness checks were run including the effects of a one year lag of both PTS and CIRI data. 

The results are not reported here because the results hold consistent with the current empirical findings. 
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between the PTS and CIRI data sets. The measure for democracy employed by Polity 

behaves similarly to Model 8, which also utilized Polity scores with PTS data. This 

measure, along with CIRI data, lacks statistical significance so the practical implications 

of these results must be taken with a grain of salt. One important constant influential 

factor in all models is the variable capturing institutionalized religion. This measure is 

consistently negative at roughly the same level of influence and is consistently 

significant at the p<.001 level.  Religion seems to be the most accurate and influential 

variable in the process of tolerating the LGBT community. 

The discrepancy between CIRI and PTS results can be attributed to the 

differences in the means of obtaining the data used to code for political terror. While 

PTS publishes adequate reports justifying their codification of political terror, CIRI often 

lacks the transparency of the PTS data (Wood and Gibney, 2010). Also, I utilized an 

average measure of PTS data from both Amnesty International and the State 

Department to measure political terror, whereas the data from CIRI originates from only 

one central location. The potential for error between these two measures is interesting, 

yet should be addressed in scholarship not related to LGBT tolerance. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 While the consistency of the data is rough, this initial test of the tolerance 

towards the LGBT community across non-OECD nations has finally quantified 

previously untested theories. It appears that while HIV and political terror arguments act 

counter to previously developed theories, institutionalized religions and democracies act 

as expected to theoretical developments. More significantly, the negative effects of 
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religion are consistent across a variety of robustness checks, and this negative effect of 

religion seemingly has a more significant pull on LGBT tolerance than several other 

variables. While religion consistently behaved in a negative manner, these affects have 

the potential to be moderated by the powers of democratic institutions. Consistently, 

democracies with an official state religion were more likely to be tolerant of the LGBT 

community than non-democracies with or without a state religion.  

 The future for this literature is ripe with potential new discoveries. First, the 

obvious next step to improving this study would be to expand this analysis over time. As 

was discussed in my research design, this data only begins with an analysis from 1990 

until 2011. As world religions data becomes more developed, the potential for a retest of 

this data with information spanning into the 1980’s and beyond should be pursued 

vigorously. Also, the issue of gay rights has slowly been coming to the forefront on the 

international stage. Local backlash against homosexuality has sprung up in various 

nations across the globe and such a backlash will require further analysis to understand 

the change over time regarding domestic policies on the treatment of gays and lesbians. 

I expect that these results should hold over time, yet there is no merit to my 

expectations until a proper test of this theory is complete. 

 Also, this test only spurs more questions which scholars need to answer. To 

start, the consistently significant negative pull of state religions on LGBT tolerance 

introduces another empirical question: Which religions are more likely to repress the 

LGBT community versus others? My simple dichotomous variable on the presence of a 

state institutionalized religion does not give any variation to understanding the true 

effects of various religions on similar public policy issues. Next, while collecting data, it 
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was intriguing to note that there was a consistent difference in laws regulating 

homosexual activity between males and females. In several cases, male on male 

homosexual activity was condemned, while lesbianism was often either overlooked or 

stated as legal. In the cases where both sexes were discriminated against equally, their 

punishment was applied differently. Women in homosexual relations were often 

subjected to less severe forms of punishment than their male counterparts. Several 

cultural explanations could be posited for this discrepancy in the application of laws 

regulating LGBT behavior. Future studies should focus on this inconsistency of laws 

aimed at the LGBT community. 

 Another avenue of future study could look at various forms of civil rights that can 

be granted to citizens within states. This study only looks directly at the ability for these 

individuals to “exist” without punishment. It neglects issues of marriage equality, 

adoption rights and other economic benefits granted to individuals within a specific 

country. While these issues are all imperative to study from a civil rights perspective, I 

would like to encourage scholars to continue to develop the current pathway of this 

research project. The foundation of studying the basic human right to life must be 

established before looking at specific civil rights beyond the right to exist. If we can 

develop stronger theoretical arguments with quantitative backing regarding the reasons 

why states do or do not tolerate the LGBT community, we will also develop a stronger 

“spring board” of theories to propel future research which seeks to measure the 

discrepancies of applying civil rights to this segment of the population. 

 Additional variables could also be employed to measure the public policy towards 

the LGBT community. For example, this initial study ignored the effects that NGO’s can 
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play in policy formation. While there is a lack of data available for pro-LGBT rights 

NGO’s in Africa, their influence has been seen throughout history. In South Africa, 

during the formation of their interim 1993 Constitution and their Constitution of the 

Republic of South Africa in 1996, LGBT NGO’s played a significant role in the formation 

of both constitutions and successfully secured constitutional protections for the LGBT 

community. While South Africa represents a positive influence of NGO’s on social 

policy, in 2013, the Russian parliament essentially outlawed the formation of any LGBT 

rights group. As researchers, we do not presently know the impact that this prohibition 

will have for gays and lesbians in Russia. Future scholars could use a simple count of 

NGO’s which push a more tolerant agenda for the LGBT community within a state as an 

adequate first measure into the laws relating to homosexual practices within a state. 

Future developments along this study could also look into resources within these NGO’s 

to determine their likelihood of successfully influencing public policy and the long term 

effects that prohibition laws, like the one currently instituted in Russia, may have on 

gays and lesbians with a specific nation. 

One final avenue for the future of these studies worth noting is related to the form 

which the argument for LGBT rights is framed. Mertus (2007) has shown that in the 

United States, arguments regarding rights for individuals with varying sexual 

orientations have evolved over time. The crux of the evolution stems from the rights to 

privacy, which was spearheaded by the decision of Lawrence v. Texas (2003), in which 

the Supreme Court of the United States declared a Texas statute banning sodomy 

unconstitutional on the grounds that there is an implicit right to privacy guaranteed in the 

United States’ Bill of Rights. Mertus also claims that reframing issues regarding LGBT 
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rights should focus more on “sexual rights” rather than “sexual orientation rights”. By 

framing the argument that individuals should have the right to consensual sex with 

whomever they chose the homosexual element of “sexual orientation rights” is removed. 

Theoretically, this should give rights based groups an easier mode of argument towards 

pressing for LGBT tolerance. However, these evolutionary approaches were not 

practical to measure in this study because of the difficulty and subjectivity associated 

with coding arguments for sexual rights. Further, Mertus offers more postulations for 

future methods to reframing rights, rather than a study of the application of her theories. 

These will be interesting postulations for future research, if and when the LGBT rights 

movement adopts these various approaches. Beyond this specific argument, the 

literature on LGBT rights has unlimited potential in its youth. I encourage scholars to 

expand this field to their specific research interests. 
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Tables 

Table 2.1 

International LGBT Laws  

Country Laws Year Penalty Code 

Albania Legal 1995  4 

Algeria Illegal 1966 Imprisonment and Fine 1 

Angola Illegal 1954 Labor Camp 1 

Argentina Legal 1887  4 

Bosnia and Herzegovina Legal 1998  4 

Botswana Illegal 1966 Imprisonment 1 

Brazil Legal 1831  4 

Bulgaria Legal 1968  4 

Burkina Faso Legal 
  

4 

Burundi Illegal 2009 Imprisonment and Fine 1 

Cameroon Illegal 1972 Imprisonment and Fine 1 

Cape Verde Legal 2004 
 

4 

Central African Republic Legal 
  

4 

Chad Legal 
  

4 

China Legal 1997  4 

Comoros Illegal 1995 Imprisonment 1 

Congo, Republic of Legal 
  

4 

Costa Rica Legal 1971  4 

Croatia Legal 1977  4 

Cuba Legal 1979  4 

Cyprus Legal 1998  4 
Congo, Democratic 

Republic of Legal   4 

Cote d'Ivoire Legal 
  

4 
Djibouti 

 
De jure legal 

De facto illegal 
  

3 

Ecuador Legal 1997  4 
Egypt 

 
De jure legal 

De facto illegal 1961 Imprisonment 3 

Equatorial Guinea Legal 1931 
 

4 

Eritrea Illegal 1957 Imprisonment 1 

Estonia Legal 1992  4 

Ethiopia Illegal 2004 Imprisonment 1 

Gabon Legal 
  

4 

Guinea Illegal 1998 Imprisonment 1 

Guinea-Bissau Legal 
  

4 

Guyana Illegal  Imprisonment 1 
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Table 2.1 Continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

International LGBT Laws 

Country Laws Year Penalty Code 

India Legal 2009  4 

Iran Illegal 1991 Death Penalty 0 

Iraq De jure legal  
De facto illegal 

2003 Potential death penalty 3 

Kenya Male Illegal 2003 Imprisonment 1 

Lebanon Illegal 1943 Imprisonment 1 

Lesotho     

Liberia Illegal 1976 Imprisonment 1 

Libya Illegal 1953 Imprisonment 1 

Madagascar Legal 
  

4 

Malawi Male Illegal 1968 
Imprisonment and/or 

Whippings 1 

Malaysia Illegal 1998 
Imprisonment and/or 

Whippings 1 

Mali Legal 
  

4 

Mauritania Illegal 1984 Death Penalty 0 

Mauritius Male Illegal 1938 Imprisonment 1 

Morocco Illegal 1962 Imprisonment 1 

Mozambique Legal 1954 
 

4 
Namibia 

 
De jure legal 

De facto illegal 1996 Imprisonment 3 

Nepal Legal 2007  4 

Nigeria Illegal 1990 
Imprisonment and/or Death 

Penalty 0 

Pakistan Illegal 1860 Imprisonment and/or Fine 1 

Philippines Legal   4 

Romania Legal 1996  4 

Russia Legal 1993  4 

Rwanda Legal 
  

4 
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Table 2.1 Continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

International LGBT Laws 

Country Laws Year Penalty Code 

Senegal Illegal 1965 Imprisonment 1 

Serbia Legal 1994  4 

Sierra Leone Male Illegal 1861 Imprisonment 1 

Singapore Illegal 2008 Imprisonment 1 
Somalia Illegal 1964 Imprisonment 1 

South Africa Legal 1994  4 

Sudan Illegal 1991 
Imprisonment and/or Death 

Penalty 0 

Swaziland Male Illegal 1968 Imprisonment 1 

Syria Illegal 1949 Imprisonment 1 

Tanzania Illegal 1998 Imprisonment 1 
Togo Illegal 1980 Imprisonment and Fine 1 

Tunisia Illegal 1913 Imprisonment and Fine 1 

Uganda Illegal 1950 Imprisonment 1 
Vietnam Legal   4 

Zambia Male Illegal 1995 Imprisonment 1 

Zimbabwe Male Illegal 2006 Imprisonment and Fine 1 
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Table 2.2 

Note: Z-score in parentheses *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001 

 

 

 
LGBT Tolerance in non-OECD Nations 

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 

DemDum 
0.537*** 
(0.083) 

---- ---- ---- ---- 
0.258* 
(0.115) 

---- 

SystemDum ---- 
1.110*** 
(0.228) 

---- ---- ---- ---- 
1.230*** 
(0.378) 

PTSAvg ---- ---- 
-0.009 
(0.037) 

---- ---- 
0.130** 
(0.049) 

0.768*** 
(0.226) 

const_rel ---- ---- ---- 
-0.823*** 
(0.087) 

---- 
-1.616*** 
(0.156) 

5.134 
(241.845) 

HIV_rate ---- ---- ---- ---- 
-0.026*** 
(0.006) 

0.016* 
(0.008) 

0.710 
(0.522) 

logGDP 
-0.026 
(0.036) 

-0.064 
(0.154) 

-0.028 
(0.037) 

0.094* 
(0.038) 

 
-0.029 
(0.041) 

0.065 
(0.048) 

-0.384 
(0.283) 

Lit_rate 
0.004 

(0.002) 
0.010 

(0.007) 
0.007*** 
(0.002) 

0.004 
(0.002) 

0.006** 
(0.002) 

-0.019*** 
(0.003) 

0.014 
(0.018) 

Dem_Rel ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
2.021*** 
(0.511) 

---- 

Asia ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
-1.274*** 
(0.297) 

---- 

N. America ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
3.467 

(96.462) 
---- 

S. America ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
-0.782* 
(0.357) 

---- 

N. 
Africa/Middle 
East 

---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
-2.171*** 
(0.321) 

---- 

Sub-
Saharan 
Africa 

---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 
-2.754*** 
(0.288) 

---- 

        
N 1119 186 1114 1137 929 914 129 

Psuedo R² 0.022 0.155 0.007 0.041 0.011 0.173 0.326 
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Table 2.3 

Predicted Probabilities of Non-OECD Nations 

Country Year DV=0 DV=1 DV=2 DV=3 DV=4 

Algeria 1990 0.119 0.639 0.099 0.033 0.108 

Algeria 2000 0.120 0.640 0.099 0.033 0.108 

Argentina 2000 0.000 0.031 0.036 0.024 0.909 

Botswana 2000 0.017 0.390 0.146 0.064 0.383 

Brazil 2000 0.000 0.036 0.041 0.026 0.897 

Brazil 2010 0.000 0.036 0.040 0.026 0.898 

Bulgaria 2010 0.000 0.016 0.022 0.016 0.945 

Burkina Faso 1990 0.004 0.225 0.126 0.062 0.583 

Burkina Faso 2000 0.006 0.251 0.131 0.064 0.548 

Burundi 1990 0.021 0.420 0.146 0.062 0.350 

Burundi 2000 0.053 0.551 0.133 0.050 0.213 

Cameroon 1990 0.017 0.388 0.146 0.064 0.385 

Cameroon 2000 0.046 0.531 0.136 0.053 0.233 

Central African Republic 1990 0.009 0.303 0.140 0.065 0.483 

Central African Republic 2000 0.027 0.453 0.145 0.060 0.315 

Chad 2000 0.001 0.104 0.083 0.047 0.765 

Comoros 1990 0.030 0.468 0.144 0.059 0.299 

Comoros 2000 0.067 0.583 0.125 0.046 0.179 

Croatia 2000 0.000 0.019 0.025 0.018 0.938 

Croatia 2010 0.000 0.020 0.026 0.018 0.935 

Cuba 2010 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 

Ecuador 1990 0.000 0.052 0.053 0.033 0.862 

Ecuador 2000 0.001 0.085 0.073 0.043 0.798 

Ecuador 2010 0.001 0.116 0.089 0.049 0.745 

Egypt 1990 0.162 0.653 0.082 0.026 0.077 

Egypt 2000 0.178 0.653 0.077 0.024 0.068 

Equatorial Guinea 2000 0.077 0.599 0.120 0.043 0.161 

Gabon 2000 0.055 0.556 0.132 0.050 0.208 
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Table 2.3 Continued 

Predicted Probabilities of Non-OECD Nations 

Country Year DV=0 DV=1 DV=2 DV=3 DV=4 

Guinea 2000 0.008 0.288 0.138 0.065 0.501 

Guinea-Bissau 1990 0.011 0.329 0.143 0.065 0.453 

Guinea-Bissau 2000 0.028 0.458 0.145 0.060 0.310 

Iran 2000 0.274 0.626 0.051 0.015 0.035 

Ivory Coast 1990 0.011 0.335 0.143 0.065 0.446 

Ivory Coast 2000 0.026 0.449 0.145 0.060 0.319 

Kenya 2000 0.053 0.551 0.133 0.050 0.213 

Lebanon 2010 0.017 0.385 0.146 0.064 0.389 

Lesotho 2000 0.067 0.582 0.125 0.046 0.180 

Liberia 1990 0.016 0.383 0.146 0.064 0.391 

Liberia 2000 0.024 0.440 0.146 0.061 0.329 

Madagascar 2000 0.052 0.549 0.133 0.051 0.215 

Malawi 1990 0.032 0.479 0.143 0.058 0.287 

Malawi 2000 0.046 0.532 0.136 0.053 0.233 

Malaysia 2000 0.141 0.649 0.090 0.030 0.091 

Malaysia 2010 0.156 0.652 0.085 0.027 0.080 

Mali 1990 0.001 0.092 0.077 0.044 0.786 

Mali 2000 0.001 0.119 0.090 0.050 0.740 

Mauritania 2000 0.208 0.649 0.067 0.021 0.055 

Mauritius 1990 0.055 0.555 0.132 0.050 0.209 

Mauritius 2000 0.061 0.569 0.128 0.048 0.194 

Morocco 1990 0.002 0.160 0.107 0.056 0.675 

Morocco 2000 0.148 0.650 0.088 0.029 0.086 

Mozambique 1990 0.011 0.325 0.142 0.065 0.457 

Mozambique 2000 0.008 0.287 0.138 0.065 0.502 

Namibia 2000 0.024 0.438 0.146 0.061 0.331 

Nepal 2000 0.014 0.365 0.145 0.064 0.411 

Nepal 2010 0.052 0.549 0.133 0.051 0.215 
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Table 2.3 Continued 

Predicted Probabilities of Non-OECD Nations 

Country Year DV=0 DV=1 DV=2 DV=3 DV=4 

Nigeria 2000 0.023 0.431 0.146 0.061 0.338 

Pakistan 2000 0.023 0.432 0.146 0.061 0.337 

Pakistan 2010 0.024 0.438 0.146 0.061 0.331 

Philippines 1990 0.001 0.125 0.093 0.051 0.729 

Philippines 2000 0.001 0.121 0.091 0.050 0.737 

Philippines 2010 0.001 0.128 0.094 0.052 0.725 

Romania 2000 0.000 0.014 0.020 0.014 0.952 

Romania 2010 0.000 0.016 0.022 0.016 0.946 

Rwanda 1990 0.015 0.368 0.146 0.064 0.407 

Rwanda 2000 0.064 0.576 0.127 0.047 0.187 

Senegal 1990 0.011 0.330 0.143 0.065 0.451 

Senegal 2000 0.006 0.264 0.134 0.064 0.531 

Serbia 2010 0.000 0.018 0.024 0.017 0.940 

Singapore 1990 0.003 0.184 0.115 0.059 0.639 

Singapore 2000 0.004 0.212 0.123 0.061 0.600 

Singapore 2010 0.004 0.224 0.125 0.062 0.584 

South Africa 1990 0.059 0.565 0.129 0.049 0.198 

South Africa 2000 0.019 0.401 0.146 0.063 0.371 

Swaziland 1990 0.051 0.545 0.134 0.051 0.219 

Swaziland 2000 0.041 0.515 0.139 0.055 0.250 

Tanzania 1990 0.042 0.517 0.139 0.054 0.248 

Tanzania 2000 0.038 0.504 0.140 0.056 0.261 

Togo 2000 0.034 0.490 0.142 0.057 0.276 

Tunisia 1990 0.158 0.652 0.084 0.027 0.079 

Tunisia 2000 0.207 0.649 0.068 0.021 0.055 

Uganda 2000 0.026 0.447 0.146 0.060 0.321 

Vietnam 2000 0.005 0.237 0.129 0.063 0.566 

Vietnam 2010 0.005 0.242 0.129 0.063 0.561 

Zambia 1990 0.033 0.486 0.143 0.057 0.281 

Zambia 2000 0.456 0.506 0.022 0.006 0.011 

Zimbabwe 1990 0.066 0.579 0.126 0.046 0.183 

Zimbabwe 2000 0.038 0.506 0.140 0.056 0.260 
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Table 2.4 

Individual Levels Analyses on the Dependent Variable 

Variable 
LGBT Laws 

= 0 

LGBT Laws 

= 1 

LGBT Laws 

= 2 

LGBT Laws 

= 3 

LGBT Laws 

= 4 

 
DemDum 
 

---- 

 

-0.074 

(0.121) 

-0.779*** 

(0.180) 

-0.171 

(0.262) 

0.501*** 

(0.120) 

PTSAvg 
 

0.060 

(0.094) 

-0.127 

(0.053) 

-0.095 

(0.071) 

0.244* 

(0.106) 

0.172** 

(0.056) 

const_rel 
 

0.841*** 

(0.200) 

0.753*** 

(0.126) 

-0.145 

(0.157) 

1.214*** 

(0.235) 

-2.167*** 

(0.230) 

HIV_rate 
 

-0.076** 

(0.027) 

0.054*** 

(0.008) 

-0.062*** 

(0.016) 

0.090*** 

(0.014) 

-0.065*** 

(0.009) 

logGDP 
 

-0.367** 

(0.120) 

-0.020 

(0.053) 

-0.049 

(0.066) 

0.256* 

(0.110) 

0.037 

(0.055) 

Lit_rate 
 

0.019*** 

(0.006) 

-0.005 

(0.003) 

0.008* 

(0.004) 

0.002 

(0.007) 

-0.003 

(0.003) 

Dem_Rel 
---- 

-1.545** 

(0.509) 
----- ---- 

3.243*** 

(0.522) 

Constant 

-0.506 

(0.693) 

0.184 

(0.331) 

-0.741 

(0.432) 

-5.232*** 

(0.862) 

-0.433 

(0.345) 

 
     

N 
690 914 896 896 914 

Psuedo R² 
0.139 0.083 0.063 0.239 0.224 

Note: Z-score in parentheses *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001 
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Table 2.5 

Note: Z-score in parentheses *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001 

 

 

 

LGBT Tolerance in African States 

Variable Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 

DemDum ---- 
0.231* 
(0.116) 

---- 

PTSAvg 
0.124* 
(0.049) 

---- ---- 

const_rel 
-1.505*** 
(0.145) 

-1.547*** 
(0.156) 

-1.428*** 
(0.144) 

HIV_rate 
0.016* 
(0.008) 

0.010 
(0.008) 

0.010 
(0.008) 

logGDP 
0.102* 
(0.048) 

-0.004 
(0.049) 

0.032 
(0.049) 

Lit_rate 
-0.019*** 
(0.003) 

-0.017*** 
(0.003) 

-0.017*** 
(0.003) 

PolityIV 
0.014* 
(0.008) 

---- 
0.013 

(0.008) 

CIRI ---- 
0.026 

(0.023) 
0.020 

(0.024) 
Dem_Rel or 
Polity_Rel 

0.052* 
(0.002) 

1.623*** 
(0.428) 

0.045* 
(0.022) 

Asia 
-1.410*** 
(0.292) 

-1.135*** 
(0.298) 

-1.285*** 
(0.293) 

N. America 
3.780 

(85.299) 
3.772 

(132.313) 
4.398 

(131.743) 

S. America 
-0.249 
(0.344) 

-0.549 
(0.352) 

-0.139 
(0.342) 

N. Africa/Middle 
East 

-2.062*** 
(0.326) 

-1.966*** 
(0.321) 

-1.906*** 
(0.325) 

Sub-Saharan 
Africa 

-2.729*** 
(0.284) 

-2.628*** 
(0.290) 

-2.615*** 
(0.286) 

    
N 914 898 898 

Psuedo R² 0.167 0.179 0.173 
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CHAPTER 3 

SHORT OF THEIR IDENTITY: INTERNATIONAL VARIATIONS IN LGBT GROUP 

FORMATION 

When looking at the international community, the treatment of homosexual 

individuals has wide and dramatic variations. Laws regulating homosexual behavior 

range from pure criminalization of homosexual activity to allowing full equality with 

regards to civil rights and civil liberties. Various qualitative works have been written 

which attribute discrepancies between similar states to specific cultural or health 

arguments ranging from state religions to a concern over the spread of HIV and AIDS. 

Quantitative works have been conducted which analyze specific countries and the 

motivations behind laws regulating lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgendered (LGBT) 

individuals, but no study has looked comprehensively on the effect that these laws have 

on forming an LGBT group identity. It is imperative to understand group formation within 

the LGBT community in order to comprehend discrepancies between states which have 

similar struggles instituting either basic human rights or basic civil rights and civil 

liberties for the LGBT community. 

The international community has a very distinct division of treatment for 

homosexual activity. In non-OECD countries, most homosexual individuals struggle to 

achieve a basic right to exist and practice sexual activities characteristic to same-sex 

couples without potential criminalization of these same-sex relations. However, in all 

OECD countries, outlawing same-sex relations is no longer a contemporaneous issue. 

Instead, the focus in these states has been on attaining a minimum level of civil rights 
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and civil liberties for the LGBT community. While it would be easy to state that these are 

simply two distinct categories of states that must be studied separately, a detailed 

understanding of the transition between fighting for the right to exist without persecution 

and the fight for social and civil equality is imperative from a public policy standpoint.  

Internationally, the disparity in the treatment of LGBT individuals is receiving 

much more attention than in previous years. For example, in 2012 the United Nations 

held a meeting for the Human Rights Council which focused on the treatment of LGBT 

individuals in the international community. However, when the issue of LGBT rights was 

brought to the floor, several African and Arab members of the meeting walked out in 

protest (Levesque, 2012). It is interesting to note that these states have strict laws 

criminalizing homosexual behavior. Furthermore, these states also lack a strong LGBT 

group identity to push for comprehensive policy reform which would decriminalize their 

sexual orientation. 

OECD states are also struggling with the status of homosexuals within their 

borders, but this struggle no longer deals with punishing persons for same-sex relations. 

The focus in OECD states has transformed to granting basic civil rights and civil liberties 

for this group of the population. For example, in late 2012 the Supreme Court of the 

United States agreed to decide on a case, Hollingsworth v. Perry, which restricted 

marriage rights to only heterosexual couples by popular vote in the State of California 

(The Oyez Project, 2013). During the same time period, the neighboring state of 

Washington voted to approve of same-sex marriage (Eckholm, 2012). By 2012, 

Canadian residents had legally secured same-sex marriage rights for seven years after 

the Civil Marriage Act of 2005 (Torregrosa, 2012).The difference in the number of LGBT 
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rights groups between these two nations is quite large, and this inconsistency in the 

number of LGBT groups is observable across all OECD countries. Despite these stark 

differences, no explanation for this phenomenon exists.  

Despite the varied struggles between these two groups of nations, there is a 

constant presence of LGBT interest groups fighting for protections and rights that are 

denied to the gay community in each country. However, there is a stark contrast in the 

overall dispersion of these groups across the globe. In countries where one would 

expect to see groups form to fight for the fundamental right to life for gays and lesbians, 

a minimum level of groups have formed; in other nations that are debating the status of 

civil rights and civil liberties for homosexuals, we would expect to see a small, but 

powerful coalition of interest groups, yet these nations are overflowing with rights based 

organizations. Currently, no research exists to explain this unexpected phenomenon. 

Through an empirical analysis, I will show that the number of LGBT groups, or groups 

which seek to promote same-sex practices through public education, grassroots 

campaigns and political influence, will increase as homosexuality as a lifestyle is 

decriminalized and will also increase when civil rights and civil liberties are restricted. 

While measuring decriminalization is easy, measuring civil rights and civil liberties is 

extremely difficult. A plethora  of possible combinations of civil rights and civil liberties 

exist which are denied to same-sex couples in OECD states, each with their own 

significance to ending discrimination against the LGBT community. Each right that is 

restricted from this portion of the population would ideally be included in a research 

design geared towards understanding discrimination against homosexual individuals, 

but for the sake of parsimony, I only employ measures of four “basic” rights which are 
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not evenly applied across OECD countries. These four basic rights are: protection from 

violent hate crimes, protection from discrimination in the workplace, the right to marriage 

equality and the right to adopt children. The importance of these specific rights will be 

detailed later, but I argue that these four rights are the minimum expectation of rights for 

citizens in OECD states and are the building blocks for more state specific benefits and 

freedoms given to heterosexual individuals. 

This study will seek to build off prior arguments related to group formation first 

through a brief literature review on the formation of interest groups. From there, I will 

expand upon this previous research with new theoretical developments which relate the 

growth of an LGBT identity to group formation and its pattern of development between 

OECD and non-OECD countries. I will then test this new theory with basic regression 

models using country-year data from 1990-2010 utilizing research conducted by a 

branch of Amnesty International, Queer Amnesty (Ottosson, 2010). Ottosson reports 

country specific laws regulating homosexual activity, which I will use to generate a 

system of dummy variables which classifies if a state is concerned with “human rights” 

(right to life states) or “civil rights”. While this study would ideally span over a wider time 

period to capture more variation, data restrictions in under-developed states makes this 

the only realistically testable period. A formal discussion and review of the findings will 

be presented at the conclusion of the empirical analysis, where I discuss the 

implications of my findings and the impact this new research will have on future studies 

and public policy decisions.  
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Literature Review 

 In order to understand what drives the formation of LGBT groups, we must define 

what exactly constitutes a group. Hardin (1995) defines groups in a very broad manner. 

According to his research, any distinct portion of the population with an “us versus 

them” mentality can be categorized as an “ethnic group”. This broad definition furthers 

prior arguments that ethnicity is formed by a common decent and expands potential 

ethnic groups to groups like religions and regional identities. The crux of Hardin’s 

argument is that there is a set of shared values and a shared culture for these 

individuals which make this class of people distinct from others. The LGBT community 

in both OECD and non-OECD states have a shared set of values and political goals 

which are unique to this portion of the population. In OECD states, the fight for basic 

civil rights and civil liberties that are granted to heterosexual individuals allows an “us 

versus them” mentality for homosexual persons; in non-OECD states, the struggle to 

establish their right to exist defines a dividing line for the population based on sexual 

orientation. Cultural distinctions are also visible in the LGBT community in OECD states. 

For example, in the United States, “Pride” parades are thrown in major cities on an 

annual basis in order to raise public awareness of the homosexual population. These 

cultural practices are suppressed in non-OECD states due to the criminal nature of 

homosexuality, but this forced suppression by the state does not necessarily indicate 

that cultural practices like Pride parades would not occur in the nations.  

Hardin further specifies that the traits which define an “ethnic group” must be 

based in a quality which can be passed through descent along generations. While 

arguments on the origins of an individual’s sexual orientation have not reached a 
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definitive answer, homosexuality as a descent based trait is unlikely. Same-sex couples 

biologically are restricted in their ability to produce offspring, which dramatically reduces 

the likelihood that homosexuality qualifies as an ethnic group as defined by Hardin. 

However, this does not mean that the homosexual community lacks a “group identity” at 

the most basic level. If we simply extract the portion of Hardin’s argument which 

requires descent based characteristics to solidify an ethnic group, we can use this 

minimal definition of groups and group identity presented by Hardin, the LGBT 

community at least meets minimal qualifications for this distinct portion of the population 

to be capable of forming a solid group identity. 

Now that sexual orientation can be classified as a distinct group, we must now 

address the puzzle of why interest groups form. Olson’s (1982) seminal work on interest 

group formation hypothesized that groups form in stable societies with the freedom to 

organize. Olson further argues that the formation of interest groups is accompanied by 

socioeconomic development. While it could be argued that his broad categorization of 

group formation fails to consider the possibility that various groups form for different and 

distinct reasons, the important note is the initial requirements for group development. 

Stability and freedom are both necessary, but not sufficient, conditions which fosters 

group formation. Without state stability and the freedom to organize, segments of 

society which require group formation to publicize group interest would not be able to 

actively seek recognition, regardless of why these groups form in the first place.  

 Olson has traditionally been accepted by most scholars researching the 

consequences of interest groups, however, few studies have been conducted which 

attempt to verify the conclusions of Olson’s research. Murrell (1984) and Bischoff (2003) 
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both attempt to verify the findings of Olson, yet arrive at somewhat conflicting 

conclusions. To start, Murrell’s analysis upholds most of Olson’s argument by 

concluding that stability is a key indicator for the formation of interest groups. Murrell, 

however, does not find any support to indicate that socioeconomic development has a 

significant impact on group formation. Bischoff presents stark contradictory findings to 

Murrell and Olson’s theory of state stability playing a significant role in interest group 

formation and instead argues that the main impact on group formation is positive 

socioeconomic development.  

 These contradictory findings are addressed by Coates et al. (2007).While 

acknowledging the fact that Murrell (1984) and Bischoff (2003) arrive at different 

conclusions, Coates and his colleagues argue that the tests conducted by these two 

scholars are too limited in nature to provide solid proof of one result being more reliable 

than the other. Coates et al. employ the research methods by Murrell and performs a 

retest on both theories with a broader range of nations and conclude that both state 

stability and socioeconomic development are two key contributors to the development of 

interest groups. Furthermore, Coates et al. state that interest group formation can be 

traced to a few “key” instruments, including: state stability, socioeconomic development, 

political system, size and diversity.  

 For the purposes of this study, the research by Coates et al. (2007) is the most 

crucial piece for understanding the development of LGBT interest groups. While this 

piece builds off work from Olson (1982), it empirically tests several arguments which 

have been made since the time of Olson’s original publication, and finds support not 

only for Olson’s theory, but a more broad range of factors influencing interest group 
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formation. This research also holds interesting implications for the formation of LGBT 

groups. By stating that diversity also influences interest group formation, we would 

expect countries with a more diverse population to have more groups pushing for LGBT 

rights. A brief look at the global community seems to support this argument, with multi-

ethnic states, such as the United States, having more interest groups supporting LGBT 

rights than more homogeneous states.  

 The works of Murrell (1984), Bischoff (2003) and Coates et al. (2007) fail to fully 

develop their theories of interest group development by ignoring the fact that similar 

systems of government have varying levels of interest group development. Through the 

implicit assumptions made by previous scholars, we should see similar systems, like 

OECD countries, having similar numbers of LGBT interest groups. These scholars 

seem to assume that simply because an interest group can form, it will form. As I have 

emphasized previously, state stability and other factors which have been found to lead 

to the formation of interest groups are only necessary, but are not sufficient conditions 

for groups to form. When we look within similar systems for the discrepancy in interest 

group formation, we must look at other factors which play an important role in providing 

individuals with incentives to join or form groups. In the next section, I will present an 

argument which states that the discrepancy of interest group formation within similar 

systems is inversely related to the amount of civil rights and civil liberties granted to a 

group of individuals which have been subjected to a history of discrimination.   
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Theory 

 For the purposes of this study, I agree with the prerequisites for group formation 

as presented by Coates et al. (2007). State stability, diversity, state size and 

socioeconomic development are all necessary conditions for groups to form. As I have 

previously stated, this does not answer the question as to why there is a variation in the 

number of groups within similar systems. Here, I argue that once a state meets these 

minimum qualifications, a disparity in civil rights and civil liberties is the leading 

influential factor in determining the number of LGBT groups within a nation.  

 Before we can look at those states which have met the minimum standard 

qualifications from Coates and his colleagues, we must understand why it is unlikely, 

though not impossible, for LGBT groups to form in non-OECD states. The decreased 

odds of LGBT groups forming in this portion of the global community are dependent 

entirely upon the state stability findings from previous scholars. While socioeconomic 

factors have the potential to influence the ability for gay rights groups to form, these are 

secondary to the influence which stability arguments have for multiple reasons. First, 

and most importantly, groups are unlikely to form within a society which criminalizes the 

very activity which defines the group. This rests entirely upon the stability argument; 

homosexual individuals in non-OECD states exist in an unstable environment for their 

lifestyle where they fear persecution for their preferred sexual activities. While this is not 

exactly the “state stability” argument as framed in previous works, it parallels definitions 

previously utilized to characterize stable states. Justification for this expansion of the 

definition of state stability rests on the ability for an individual to perceive stability in their 

community relative to other persons within the same community. If a homosexual 
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person perceives an environment where they are likely to be imprisoned, tortured or 

sentenced to death for partaking in activities which define the individual, they are less 

likely to say that the state in which they exist is stable than a heterosexual individual, 

who’s sexual activity is unregulated, living within the same state.  

 Second, socioeconomic factors in an increasingly globalized international 

economy almost negate the potential influence that these factors may have on LGBT 

group formation. Previous arguments seemingly rest on the idea that groups only form 

when they can help themselves to the necessary expenditures needed to develop and 

thrive as an interest group. However, we have seen a growing international concern for 

the fundamental rights to life and protection of self in the international community. 

Accompanied with this growing international concern is an increased focus for major 

international actors to support policies which improve the lives of persons across the 

globe. Examples of the United Nation’s Human Rights Council and its 2012 meeting 

regarding the treatment of homosexuals in the international community show the 

willingness of international actors to attempt to influence foreign governments’ decisions 

regulating homosexual activity. Such international concern almost entirely negates the 

need for continuing socioeconomic development, as long as the international concern 

remains constant or grows.  

 Furthermore, OECD member states are defined by their willingness to create a 

socio-economic environment conducive to the growth of a capitalist economy, 

democratic norms and civil society groups. By their membership in this international 

agreement, these nations increase the ability of individuals to form a cohesive group 

which can pursue any policy objectives they seek. Because of the very nature of OECD 
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nations, including their levels of democratic norms, socio-economic development and 

overall more “stable” environment for gays and lesbians, I hypothesize that: 

 H1: Non-OECD states will have fewer LGBT groups than OECD states. 

 OECD nations have established basic protections from persecution by the state, 

thus rendering a stable environment for LGBT persons in these countries. As previously 

stated, if we operate under the theory of previous scholars, then LGBT group formation 

should be consistent throughout this part of the global community. However, we see 

stark differences between these similar systems. I argue that this discrepancy is a direct 

cause of the amount of civil rights and civil liberties denied to homosexual individuals. In 

the United States alone, there are currently 1,138 rights, benefits and protections which 

are denied to homosexual individuals at the federal level (Human Rights Campaign, 

2011). While it is possible to quantify each of these rights, benefits and protections, the 

impracticality of such a task requires a more parsimonious focus. Due to the vast 

number of civil rights and civil liberties available to a citizen of an OECD state, I have 

chosen to focus on the following four basic rights: protection from violent hate crimes, 

protection from discrimination in the workplace, the right to marriage equality and the 

right to adopt children. 

 These four basic rights may seem arbitrarily selected, but I argue that they are 

representative of a minimum level of expectations that citizens in OECD nations hold 

and encompass access to a significant portion of the previous 1,138 rights and benefits 

mentioned above. Marriages open the door to a couple’s ability to receive preferential 

tax benefits in many nations, and the addition of children further manipulates tax codes 
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in these states. Along with tax benefits, legally recognized marriages provide for the 

transfer of healthcare benefits, social security benefits and employee benefits for federal 

employees in several OECD countries. Furthermore, citizens in these developed 

nations have grown to expect a minimum right to “life, liberty and property”, or “life, 

liberty and the pursuit of happiness”. The ability for a person to marry, start a family and 

not fear for his or her physical well-being as well as his or her job security satisfies 

these two fundamental interpretations of basic civil rights. Without guarantees or 

protections for these civil rights and civil liberties, interest groups will form in order to 

pressure policy makers to pass legislation ensuring equal applicability of such rights, 

benefits and protections. 

 I also argue that each of these four rights above carry equal weight when 

determining interest group formation. Marriage equality is no more likely to lead to 

LGBT groups than protection in employment or protection from hate crimes. Instead, the 

denial of any of the rights mentioned above is equally likely to influence individuals to 

form interest groups pushing for maintaining equality before the law. While certain key 

events in the struggle for full equality may highlight one or more of these causes at a 

specific point in time, such as the United States’ Supreme Court’s recent hearings on 

marriage discrimination cases (United States v. Windsor, 2013; Hollingsworth v. Perry, 

2013), the formation of interest groups will not cease if only one portion of the four rights 

and protections is satisfied. Instead, the satisfaction of only one or two of these key 

issues would only lead to the development of specialized interest groups intent on 

manipulating the social system on the remaining benefits and protections not yet 

guaranteed to the LGBT community. My argument that these rights are additive rather 
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than weighted means the guaranteeing of one or multiple combinations of these rights 

should reduce the overall number of LGBT interest groups within a nation. This leads 

me to my next hypothesis: 

H2: The number of LGBT groups in all states decreases as protections for 

employment, protections from hate crimes, marriage rights and adoption rights 

are ensured for the LGBT community.  

Finally, previous literature suggests that LGBT interest group formation should be 

similar across all OECD and non-OECD states because these states have similar levels 

of state stability. However, we know that this is not necessarily always true. The causes 

of group formation are focused around the need for ensuring the benefits and 

protections mentioned above, yet not all states have addressed the issue of protecting 

civil rights for all individuals, regardless of sexual orientation, in a similar manner. For 

example, the United States has largely ignored issues of rights and protections for 

same-sex couples at the national level and has often labeled the regulating of 

homosexual activity as a “state’s rights” issue (Lawrence and Garner v. Texas, 2003). In 

stark contrast, Spain has ensured marriage equality for all citizens, regardless of sexual 

orientation, since 2005 (Wagstaff, 2013), despite legal challenges as recent as 2012. 

The difference in these two approaches can be attributed to the federal nature of the 

United States’ government, whereas Spain’s government acts as a unitary system. The 

consequence of making issues of LGBT rights and protections a state’s rights issue is a 

disproportionate application of civil rights and protections for the community across a 

federal system.  
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In these federal nations, basic human rights are protected at the federal and 

state level; however, the unequal application of laws ensuring civil rights and basic 

protections requires groups to form to pressure both national and local governments to 

reform public policy for the LGBT community. In order to have a substantive effect at the 

local level, groups must have a specialized knowledge of the subunit of government 

which they are attempting to manipulate. The necessity for specialization thus leads to 

subunit specific LGBT rights groups. This does not necessarily indicate that federal 

systems operate purely through subunit rights groups; it is often the case that these 

specialized groups form and attempt to manipulate local laws with the support of a 

larger, national interest group. For example, the Human Rights Campaign (HRC), an 

LGBT rights interest group in the United States dedicated to manipulating laws to 

benefit homosexual individuals through public education and grassroots campaigns, 

works at the national level to influence public policy. The HRC also funds and works 

alongside state specific interest groups in order to have a direct impact on public policy 

from state to state. Since federal systems are capable of having subunit specific LGBT 

rights groups as well as interest groups at the national level, I am able to present one 

final hypothesis regarding the distinct differences in LGBT group formation: 

H3: States with federal systems that deny protections for employment, 

protections from hate crimes, marriage rights or adoption rights for the LGBT 

community will have more LGBT rights groups than states without a federal 

system.  

The expansion of previous scholars’ work on group formation through the 

previous hypotheses suggests that interest group formation based on a specific identity 
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is conditional upon several varying processes which have not yet been formally 

considered. An empirical test is necessary to verify the theories developed in the 

previous discussion. In the next section, I will detail the data and methodology which will 

be employed to test the previous hypotheses.  

Research Design 

The contemporaneous nature of rights for individuals with varying sexual 

orientations dramatically limits the scope of the current research agenda. Due to data 

restrictions, the analysis to follow will span from 1990-2010. I analyze 68 countries from 

across the globe. These countries include all 34 OECD nations as of December 14th, 

2010, plus a random sample of 34 non-OECD nations from across the globe. The 

selection of December 14th, 2010 as the cut-off date to qualify for the sample of OECD 

nations reflects the date of entrance for the most recent OECD nation, the Slovak 

Republic. A random sample of non-OECD nations is necessary to capture countries 

with varying laws, regulations and protections directed towards the LGBT community. 

For example, the sample has included countries like Uganda, where homosexuality is 

criminalized and severely punished as well as other countries like South Africa, which 

has had constitutional protection for homosexuals since 1996. The laws used for the 

empirical analysis in this section are found in Ottosson’s (2010) report on country 

specific laws directed towards homosexual activity. Using Ottosson’s report is 

advantageous because the exact text of the laws relating to homosexuals is reported in 

detail, as well as summarized by region. His report fails to code the laws into any form 

or scale which could be employed for empirical analysis, however I translate these laws 
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into an ordinal variable (the details of which will be discussed at a later point) in order to 

test the effects of these laws on LGBT group formation. 

For my dependent variable, LGBT groups, I use a simple count of the number of 

groups at both the national and subnational level. I obtain this data from the directory of 

LGBT organizations developed by the International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and 

Intersex Association (ILGA, 2013). The ILGA directory is ideal because it provides 

detailed information on contact information, date the interest group was formed, links to 

individual interest groups’ websites and contact information for several groups across 

the globe. Despite the benefits of the ILGA’s directory, bias is possible in the coding of 

groups from this directory. For example, the ILGA does not actively seek to register 

groups to its webpage; individual organizations are allowed to register through the 

website and are not required to report all information related to the interest group. This 

naturally selects out any smaller group which may not have the resources to afford 

creating a public webpage to report activity and the inconsistency of information through 

ILGA’s directory creates an issue when groups do not report the year their specific 

foundation was formed. While these issues can cause biased results, the dispersion of 

these inconsistencies across OECD and non-OECD nations, plus the large number of 

groups with accurate reporting, should eliminate any potential distortion of results. In 

order to address these issues empirically, I employed two separate models to account 

for the potential influence that over-reporting from wealthier nations could create. The 

first model tests all 68 countries in the data set, while the second analyzes all countries 

with the exception of the United States, France, Mexico, Argentina and India. These five 

nations have anywhere from 30 to 40 more LGBT interest groups than the average 
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country in the sample and therefore are considerable outliers in the original model and 

could reflect reporting errors of the ILGA data.  

For the purposes of this study, I define an LGBT group as any group which seeks 

to influence public policy and or public opinion for the LGBT community through 

grassroots mobilization, case law, public education or active lobbying of government 

officials. The requirement that there is an active attempt to change public policy or 

public opinion is necessary in order to weed out potential LGBT groups that simply act 

as social groups for the homosexual community. For example, several film festivals 

geared towards the LGBT community are reported in the ILGA directory, yet these 

organizations do not seek to directly influence public policy makers’ ideas on rights and 

benefits for individuals of varying sexual orientations. These groups offer homosexuals 

the ability to socialize with other individuals with similar values and interests, but would 

bias the data by over representing the effects of LGBT group formation within various 

countries. 

The main independent variable, labeled OECD, distinguishes whether or not a 

country is an OECD country. This is measured simply as a dummy variable where 

OECD nations are given a value of 1, and the remaining states are given a value of 0. 

This dummy variable is enough to measure the expected results from my first 

hypothesis that OECD states have more state stability and are therefore more likely to 

allow for the development of LGBT groups, but this dummy variable will not accurately 

measure results for my second and third hypotheses. For my second hypothesis, I have 

generated a new ordinal variable, LGBT Rights, on a 0-4 scale which captures the 

number of the four basic rights and protections I stated are minimally expected in OECD 
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nation. This variable is simply an additive variable, where the addition of one of the four 

rights and protections previously mentioned shifts one point up on the scale. No right or 

protection outweighs another in influence; allowing same-sex couples to marry will only 

grant a one point increase on the scale the same way criminalizing hate crimes against 

homosexual individuals will only lead to a one point increase on this scale. 

My third hypothesis requires the addition of a variable which measures which 

OECD states are based in federal versus unitary systems. For this data, I am most 

interested in federal systems which emphasize political decentralization over fiscal 

autonomy. The importance of emphasizing political control in national subunits is based 

on the ability for politically autonomous regions to manipulate social policy. This 

freedom to alter regional social policy may be possible in fiscally autonomous regions, 

but is not necessarily guaranteed. Therefore, political decentralization as a measure of 

federalism is ideal. International data on clear cut politically decentralized states is hard 

to come by; therefore a proxy measure must be used to quantify federalist states. I 

utilize the variable POLCONV  from the Political Constraint Index data set (Henisz, 

2000) to capture the level of political decentralization in this study. The POLCONV 

variable is a continuous variable from 0 to 1 and measures the potential number of veto 

players at the national and subnational level. States which increase the number of 

potential veto points on legislation receive scores closer to 1, while states with more 

centralized autonomy receive scores closer to zero. The POLCONV  data takes in to 

account both horizontal and vertical federalism by classifying subnational governments 

as well as judicial systems, the executive and multiple chambers of the legislative 

branch as potential veto players, which makes it a statistically superior source than 
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other measures which only analyze political decentralization between the federal and 

subnational governments. 

My third hypothesis relies heavily on the assumption that federal systems are 

able to directly impact the depth of rights and protections offered to LGBT persons. In 

order to properly gauge this potential affect, I generated an interaction term between my 

ordinal variable capturing the four basic rights and protections listed previously and the 

POLCONV  data. This variable, labeled Federal_Rights, is used exclusively in tests for 

my third hypothesis because no other test assumes that the type of governing system 

has any impact on other independent variables within the same model. 

 Previous research on group formation in general has also found that 

socioeconomic development, state size and diversity are key factors which influence 

group formation. Specifically, Coates et al. (2007) emphasize the importance of a 

multitude of factors influencing group formation. In order to control for the effects that 

socioeconomic development, state size and diversity may play for interest group 

formation in general, I employ similar measures for each of these three key variables 

used in Coates et al.’s research. For socioeconomic development, the log of a nation’s 

GDP (measured with the constant U.S. dollar from the year 2000) is used from the 

World Bank’s World Development Indicators (2012) data set. State size is measured 

through the log of a nation’s population. This data is also obtained from the World Bank 

through their Health Nutrition and Population Statistics (2013) database. Finally, 

diversity is measured through Roeder’s (2001) measurement of ethnolinguistic 

fractionalization. The specific measure used treats racial distinctions within similar 

ethnolinguistic groups as a distinct ethnic group. Arguably, each of these factors in their 
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own way may manipulate the findings by altering the state stability argument presented 

by Olson (1982). 

For the purposes of this study, I employ an OLS regression analysis. It is 

possible that the research design I have presented may be excluding important 

determinants of LGBT interest group formation. For example, there may be underlying 

cultural norms which influence a populations’ likelihood to form interest groups for 

homosexual individuals which are not related to the stability of the state. Underlying 

homophobia, despite the legality of homosexuality, may drive down the number of 

interest groups which form in various states. While homophobia may manifest itself in 

the denial of basic rights and protections, we cannot be certain that heteroskedasticity is 

a non-issue in this research. Therefore, I report the results using robust standard errors. 

Results and Analysis 

The following analysis begins with a look at basic foundations for LGBT group 

formation in Model 1. Once these results have been established and analyzed, more 

nuanced and specific analyses from Model 2 through Model 5 will detail specific causes 

of LGBT group formation which has not necessarily been addressed in previous 

literature. The results of these tests are reported in both Table 3.1 and Table 3.2. 

Model 1 tests my first hypothesis, that OECD states have more LGBT groups 

than non-OECD states. In this test, I have assumed that homosexual individuals are 

able to perceive the state to be more stable in attitudes towards their sexual orientation. 

The analysis lends statistical support to my hypothesis; OECD states tend to have more 

LGBT groups than their non-OECD counterparts. In fact, OECD nations have about 2 
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more LGBT groups on average than other states. These results are significant at the 

p<.001 level. The variables utilized as controls from previous arguments by Coates et 

al. (2007) all behave as would be expected from prior theoretical development, and 

these variables are also all significant at the p<.001 level.  

While it would be easy to say that this test provides undeniable proof that my first 

hypothesis is accurate, a detailed analysis of the data makes the results from Model 1 

questionable. Specifically, when analyzing the number of groups in specific states, there 

are clear outliers in the global community. As stated previously, these nations (France, 

Mexico, India, Argentina and the United States) have a considerably higher number of 

LGBT interest groups compared to the rest of the countries in this study and therefore 

could be showing inaccurate directionality and statistical significance in the original 

model. In order to state that the results from the first test are accurate, I retest the 

original hypothesis without the five countries listed as outliers. The results are reported 

in Model 2.  

Despite the fear of potential bias in the results, Model 2 gives further statistical 

support for the first hypothesis. Each of the coefficients maintains the same 

directionality and statistical significance as in Model 1. The one notable difference when 

omitting the outlying states is the decreased impact of the coefficients for each of the 

variables. Specifically, the three control variables show the most dramatic reduction in 

impact on LGBT group formation. This drastic change can be attributed to the pull that 

considerably more developed and populated countries, like the United States, have on 

the overall analysis. Regardless of the dramatic reduction, the retest in Model 2 
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confirms that the five outliers from Model 1 were not enough to skew results in a 

significant fashion. 

Hypothesis 2 requires a more specific understanding of LGBT group formation 

that stretches beyond basic foundations of interest group formation in general. Model 3 

measures the effects of decreased rights on LGBT group formation in the entire 68 

country sample in order to gauge a general trend across the globe. The coefficient on 

the variable for LGBT rights does not have the expected, yet this variable in the model 

fails to achieve statistical significance, meaning these results are not statistically 

distinguishable from zero. It is impossible to state that nations with fewer rights tend to 

have a greater number of LGBT interest groups because of the lack of statistical 

significance in this model. The results of Model 3 lead me to conclude that the 

perception of stability argument presented above currently holds the most validity out of 

the hypotheses tested thus far. This evidence is further supported by the fact that the 

standard control variables from prior experiments continue to behave as expected. 

Taken all together, these results show that while we cannot accurately describe the 

impact of civil rights and civil liberties on the potential for LGBT group formation, we can 

continue to state the groups of persons are capable of identifying stable environments 

which will allow them to prosper and raise awareness of their existence and their needs. 

The tests for the final hypothesis are reported first under a basic assumption that 

rights and federal systems have no influence upon one another. I first test the random 

sample to see if federal states have more LGBT interest groups in general, and then 

add the interaction term in a separate model to track the changes that my assumption in 

Hypothesis 3 creates. Model 5 shows the results from the general test. During this 
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analysis, there is statistical support for hypothesis three; federal states do indeed have 

more LGBT interest groups than non-federal states. These results are statistically 

significant at the p<.001 level and the addition of the federal system variable does not 

dramatically alter the directionality, nor the statistical significance of GDP per capita, 

Population or Ethnolinguistic Fractionalization. These results on the control variables 

continue to hold when we add the interaction term required by the language of 

Hypothesis 3. The overall impact of all but the LGBT Rights variable continues to act in 

the same manner as before; the LGBT Rights variable continues to remain statistically 

insignificant. However, the most critical variable for testing Hypothesis 3, the Federal 

Rights variable, fails to achieve statistical significance, meaning Hypothesis 3 does not 

receive confident statistical support. Between the two models below, we can confidently 

conclude that federal systems as a whole have an increased number of LGBT interest 

groups. Yet, these results do not indicate that federal systems with fewer rights for the 

LGBT population will have an increased number of interest groups. 

This counterintuitive result deserves some careful attention. Intuition would lead 

one to believe that a more federal state with fewer rights would see an increased 

number of LGBT interest groups in order to influence all the various veto players at both 

the national and subnational level to garnish more rights for this minority population. 

The results in Table 3.2 show that this is not necessarily the case. Explaining this 

disconnect in the formation of interest groups may be more likely a function of individual 

interest groups and their political strategies rather than the political environment in 

which they exist. This essentially means that LGBT interest groups do not form at the 

subnational level where fewer protections and benefits are given to gays and lesbians 
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because they make a calculated decision that the ideal political strategy would be to 

influence national governments directly and force change from the top down rather than 

to work at the subnational level and influence policy from the bottom up. This strategy 

streamlines the public policy formation process by forcing federal governments to 

change the formation of homosexual rights and protections from a “state issue” to a 

national government concern. 

Further, the results above can make sense if we also understand that funding 

these non-profit groups are reliant upon private donations, fundraising and 

sponsorships. Expenses for local LGBT groups may be difficult to support in the long 

run, and thus smaller, more regional LGBT interest groups may merge in order to 

survive, especially if these groups exist in a more socially conservative portion of the 

nation. Those groups which cannot support their constant expenditures and do not 

successfully merge with other groups are likely to cease to exist in the long run. The 

constant merging of groups from various regional groups changes the context in which 

these interest groups operate from a subunit system to a more inclusive, national 

context. Either way, the results of Model 6 in Table 3.3 are puzzling and deserve further 

detailed analysis. 

Checks for Robustness 

While the results above have provided important empirical support for LGBT 

interest group formation, there are potential downfalls in the simple OLS analysis. For 

example, the results in Model 6 raise a question of the validity of the measure of 

federalism used in the original analysis. As previously stated, the POLCONV  data 
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measures veto players at the national and subnational level. This unique approach may 

overstate the amount of influence that subnational governments have over public policy 

and therefore may be giving us inaccurate results of federalism’s influence on LGBT 

group formation. In order to test the validity of this measure, I created a new dummy 

variable where states with a federal system of government are given a score of 1 and 

non-federal systems are scored with a 0. This data is collected from Armingeon et al. 

(2011) which reports states with a trichotomous variable where non-federal states are 

scored with a 0, weak federal systems are scored with a 1 and strong federal states are 

given a score of 2. For this study, I collapsed states receive a 1 or a 2 into a general 

“federalism” category. Armingeon et al.’s data is restrictive in comparison the original 

measures simply because it does not have a complete set of information for all 

countries in this original study. This shortcoming in inclusive data led to this model 

failing to provide consistent results amongst several key variables, including the critical 

control variables. Therefore, results are not reported in this study. However, these 

results show that federal states do not have as many LGBT interest groups as non-

federal states. The fact that federalism’s impact is significant at the p<.001 level, 

combined with the reduced number of observations from Model 4 to Model 6 make the 

generalizability of the new variable difficult, however, this discrepancy between the 

results of all the models including the multiple federalist variables only furthers the need 

for future research to investigate the patterns and behavior of federal states towards 

their own homosexual population. 

Potential inaccuracies of this model also exist due to an endogeneity problem 

between LGBT groups and LGBT rights. In my theoretical development, I argued that 
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limiting rights, protections and benefits to a segment of society would naturally increase 

the number of groups within a state that pushed for the institutionalization of these 

rights. It could also be the case that increasing the number of groups fighting for the 

change in public policy leads to an increased number of rights and protections garnered 

for these individuals. To check for potential issues of endogeneity, I developed a one 

year lag variable for the independent variable measuring the number of rights granted to 

the LGBT community. I then utilized this new one year lag variable in models which 

tested for the impact of the number of rights granted to the LGBT community on the 

number of LGBT interest groups which develop in individual nations. If any of these 

models show that the rights and protections granted to the LGBT community the 

preceding year has a statistically significant impact upon the number of LGBT interest 

groups that form, then I should not expect endogeneity to be an issue in the tests 

above. Endogeneity could not exist under this scenario because there is no possible 

way that the number of groups this year could impact the granting of rights and 

protections from last year. Conversely, if the results for the new lag variable lacks 

statistical significance then I may have issues of endogeneity. 

Model’s 7 and 8 in Table 3.4 present the results for the analysis described above. 

The results show that the new lagged independent variable lacks statistical significance 

upon the number of LGBT interest groups formed this year. Therefore, I cannot 

confidently say that endogeneity is not an issue in the previous models. In order to 

clarify that endogeneity does not exist, further tests must be conducted. For these more 

detailed tests, I run two separate regression models where I use LGBT groups as a 

dependent variable in one and LGBT rights as a dependent variable in the other. In the 
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model where LGBT interest groups are used as the dependent variable, I utilize LGBT 

rights as an independent variable in the model, along with the standard controls which 

have been employed throughout the previous analyses. In similar fashion, the model 

with LGBT rights as the dependent variable has LGBT interest groups as one of the 

independent variables, which is also run along with the standard control variables. If 

both of these two critical variables have a statistically significant impact upon the other, 

then I should expect endogeneity to be an issue in the tests above. Similarly, if the 

variable for LGBT groups has a statistically significant impact on LGBT rights, while the 

variable for LGBT rights continues to remain statistically insignificant, I may also have 

issues of endogeneity. 

Table 3.5 lists the results for the analysis described above. The results show that 

the two critical variables both lack statistical significance upon the other. Therefore, 

endogeneity does not appear to be an issue in the model. Neither variables for LGBT 

rights nor LGBT groups has a statistically significant impact on the other model. In fact, 

when LGBT Rights are used as the dependent variable, the control variables 

dramatically alter statistical significance and overall impact and influence in the model. 

While the method used to check for endogeneity may not be ideal, this dramatic change 

in Model 10 is enough to conclude that the variables for interest groups and rights are 

not interchangeable.   

Discussion and Conclusion 

Several attempts have previously been made to understand and explain interest 

group formation. However, none of these studies have been as nuanced as the study 
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conducted here. The research above has allowed us to understand not only the 

formation of LGBT interest groups, but also the impact of different forms of government 

on the formation of these groups. I have also found a more nuanced definition of “state 

stability” than previous scholars; stability can be “group specific” as is shown by the fact 

that homosexuals in OECD nations are more likely to form LGBT interest groups than in 

non-OECD nations. This is caused by the fact that OECD states do not have anti-

sodomy laws, and therefore the society is considerably more “stable” than in non-OECD 

states where homosexuals face persecution for their sexual attractions. 

I have also shown that denying rights and protections to LGBT individuals 

increases the potential for LGBT groups to form. While this lacked statistical 

significance, the tests showed that this argument deserves some further empirical 

investigation. Federal systems were shown to be less likely to have LGBT interest 

groups form than non-federal systems. While this can be attributed to a variety of 

reasons, no true test currently exists for these potential explanations. Future scholarship 

should investigate the unexpected results by analyzing subnational LGBT group 

merges, as well as levels of funding for non-profit groups for the LGBT community. It is 

quite likely that the difficulty in receiving adequate funds to operate eliminates the ability 

for subnational groups to form and thus requires federal systems to have a few large 

national LGBT interest groups, rather than several local groups. 

Another interesting implication developed from this research is the impact of 

religiosity on rights granted to the LGBT community. This study used an aggregate 

measure of religiosity, but did not look at specific religions. The data from Maoz and 

Henderson has disaggregated data which could be used to analyze specific religions 
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which may impact the willingness of nations to grant basic rights and protections to 

homosexuals. Also, this study only looked at a specific combination of four rights and 

protections out of a possible 1,138 rights that are currently denied to homosexuals in 

specific nations. This study treated these four rights and protections with equal 

importance, however it is possible for the importance of one or a combination of these 

variables to spike and remain dominant for a period of time. Further research could 

define specific weights to these rights which represent the level of importance this right 

maintains throughout the homosexual community. These weights are likely to change 

over time and could therefore alter the formation of LGBT groups within states over time 

as more pressing issues come and go from public policy platforms. For now, this initial 

study makes a compelling argument that LGBT group formation is nuanced on 

perceived stability, rights and protections and the form of government across the globe.  
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Tables 

Table 3.1 

Patterns of LGBT Interest Group Formation 

LGBT Groups Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

OECD 
2.188*** 
(0.448) 

2.058*** 
(0.255) 

---- 

Population 
2.202*** 
(0.198) 

0.492*** 
(0.060) 

2.335*** 
(0.199) 

ELF 
8.007*** 
(0.943) 

3.135*** 
(0.362) 

7.572*** 
(0.987) 

GDP per capita 
2.276*** 
(0.254) 

0.749*** 
(0.091) 

2.779*** 
(0.263) 

Civil Rights ---- ---- 
0.103 

(0.323) 

Constant 
-55.487*** 

(5.322) 
-13.876*** 

(1.475) 
-60.923*** 

(5.428) 
N 1423 1322 1423 
R-Squared 0.297 0.240 0.290 

Robust SE reported; *p<.01 **p<.005 ***p<.001 
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Table 3.2 

Robust SE reported; *p<.01 **p<.005 ***p<.001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Patterns of LGBT Interest Group Formation 

LGBT Groups Model 4 Model 5 

Population 
2.337*** 
(0.199) 

2.334*** 
(0.200) 

ELF 
7.323*** 
(0.964) 

7.337*** 
(0.970) 

GDP per capita 
2.509*** 
(0.263) 

2.509*** 
(0.264) 

Civil Rights 
-0.024 
(0.326) 

-0.613 
(2.068) 

Federalist 
2.777*** 
(.644) 

2.720*** 
(0.603) 

Rights in Federal Systems ---- 
0.772 

(2.750) 

Constant 
-60.095*** 

(5.413) 
-60.012*** 

(5.435) 

N 1386 1386 

R-Squared 0.295 0.295 
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Table 3.3 

Robust SE reported; *p<.01 **p<.005 ***p<.001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Patterns of LGBT Interest Group Formation 

LGBT Groups Model 6 

Population 
3.659*** 
(0.400) 

ELF 
15.838*** 
(2.500) 

GDP per capita 
7.412*** 
(1.223) 

Civil Rights 
-1.320*** 
(0.376) 

Federalism  
(Dummy) 

-3.340*** 
(0.974) 

Constant 
-128.846*** 

(17.443) 
N 462 
R-Squared 0.371 
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Table 3.4 

Check for Endogeneity in LGBT Interest Group Formation 

LGBT Groups Model 7 Model 8 

Lagged Civil Rights 
-0.052 
(0.355) 

-0.573 
(0.981) 

Population 
2.390*** 
(0.205) 

2.392*** 
(0.205) 

ELF 
7.773*** 
(1.028) 

7.510*** 
(1.004) 

GDP per Capita 
2.865*** 
(0.273) 

2.586*** 
(0.274) 

Federalist ---- 
2.823*** 
(0.660) 

Rights in Federal States ---- 
0.513 

(1.225) 

Constant 
-62.486*** 

(5.613) 
-61.627*** 

(5.610) 
N 1358 1324 
R-Squared 0.293 0.299 

Robust SE reported; *p<.01 **p<.005 ***p<.001 
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Table 3.5 

Check for Endogeneity in LGBT Interest Group Formation 

LGBT Groups Model 9 Civil Rights Model 10 

Civil Rights 
0.103 

(0.323) 
LGBT Groups 

0.001 
(0.003) 

Population 
2.335*** 
(0.199) 

Population 
0.012 

(0.014) 

ELF 
7.572*** 
(0.987) 

ELF 
0.386*** 
(.158) 

GDP per Capita 
2.779*** 
(0.263) 

GDP per Capita 
0.221*** 
(0.017) 

Constant 
-60.923*** 

(5.428) 
Constant 

-1.8324*** 
(0.332) 

N 1423 N 1423 
R-Squared 0.290 R-Squared**** 0.135 

Robust SE reported; *p<.01 **p<.005 ***p<.001 

****Adjusted R-Squared reported 
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CHAPTER 4 

 UNDERNEATH, IT’S ALL THE SAME LOVE: DISCREPANCIES IN CIVIL RIGHTS 

AND CIVIL LIBERTIES FOR THE LGBT COMMUNITY IN OECD NATIONS 

 In 2003, the Supreme Court of the United States overturned a controversial law 

out of Texas which strictly prohibited same-sex sodomy in the case of Lawrence v. 

Texas. Until that decision, the United States Supreme Court operated under the 

precedent of Bowers v. Hardwick (1986) which allowed states to ban acts of sodomy 

under the condition that the law was not narrowly tailored to directly discriminate only 

against same-sex partners. While the United States did not successfully end 

discrimination against homosexuals with this case, the Supreme Court finally 

established that gays and lesbians could not be subject to criminal punishment for 

partaking in an activity which defines homosexuality.  

 At the same time, other OECD member nations, such as the United Kingdom, 

Canada and Belgium, were facing different struggles than the United States. Anti-

sodomy laws were not in dispute within these three countries; the governments for each 

of these nations tackled legislation making hate crimes against homosexuals illegal in 

the United Kingdom while Canada and Belgium began allowing same-sex marriages. 

Historically, the United States has been seen as an international leader in human rights 

policy, yet the year 2003 shows how far behind the United States is in comparison to 

other OECD member nations when one focuses on the treatment of gay and lesbian 

citizens within its own borders.  
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 The question we must answer is what explains this discrepancy in the treatment 

of gays and lesbians between OECD states? Currently, there are no comprehensive, 

quantitative attempts to answer this important question. Previous research has either 

focused on qualitative case studies of the effects of discriminatory laws against 

homosexuals in OECD states or quantitatively analyzed the decriminalization of same-

sex sodomy (Asal et al., 2013). With the Supreme Court of the United States hearing 

their first same-sex marriage cases during the 2013 term, the need for research which 

attempts to understand the motivating factors for restricting access to basic civil rights 

and civil liberties will grow so that researchers, public policy makers and ordinary 

citizens whose daily lives are altered because of these restrictions can understand what 

must be done to ensure that this class of people is no longer forced to live in a constant 

state of dissatisfaction. The following empirical work will attempt to provide such 

answers for these individuals. 

 As discussed previously, the Human Rights Campaign claims that there are 

currently 1,138 rights, protections and benefits which are denied to LGBT persons in the 

United States alone. These rights range from marriage rights to veterans benefits. An 

ideal study would attempt to measure the effects on the denial of each of these 1,138 

rights, yet there are two key reasons why we cannot generalize these rights to all OECD 

member states. First, there is the limit of practicality. Collecting data on all 1,138 rights 

for 34 countries, while certainly doable, requires many hours and may not result in a 

complete data set due to inconsistencies between nations in collecting and reporting 

data. Second, while the United States offers at least 1,138 rights, protections and 

benefits to its citizens which are denied to homosexuals, these may not be uniformly 
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offered to all citizens within OECD member states. For example, the United States 

offers tax benefits to married couples and individuals raising children which are denied 

at the national level to same-sex couples, yet in the Netherlands, marriages do not lead 

to tax benefits like in the United States (Andersson et al., 2006).  

 Since we cannot state that these rights are applied uniformly, I argue that there 

must be a general level of “basic civil rights” which citizens of OECD nations have come 

to expect. I have utilized four “basic” rights in previous research on the formation of 

LGBT interest groups and will continue to utilize these four basic rights during the 

analysis conducted on OECD member states. These rights are: protection from violent 

hate crimes, protection from discrimination in the workplace and employment, the right 

to marriage equality and the right to adopt children. I will show that the denial of these 

rights is based on the religiosity of a nation’s population, the institutional make-up of 

each nation and the level of urban development within a country. More specifically, 

more religious nations will deny more rights to homosexuals than less religious nations 

while states with more urban development will grant more rights and liberties to the 

LGBT community. Finally, I will show that nations under right wing party control will 

deny more rights and protections than nations where left wing parties control the 

government. 

 This final exploration into the behavior of states towards gays and lesbians living 

within their borders will synthesize years of previous qualitative and specialized 

research into a more comprehensive, empirically sound understanding of what causes 

developed states to employ discriminatory social policies. In order to answer the main 

research question previously asked, I will first review the research which has been 
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conducted to this day regarding discrimination against homosexuals in employment, 

marriage opportunities, adoption rights and protections from hate crimes. At the 

conclusion of my literature review, I will develop a new theory which will attempt to 

aggregate the previous literature’s argument into one comprehensive understanding of 

the causes of discrimination against gays and lesbians in OECD member states. Next, I 

will test this theory by using a newly developed ordered dependent variable against a 

set of independent variables ranging from a nation’s religiosity to the political make-up 

of these OECD states. Finally, I will conclude with an explanation of the results as well 

as a discussion of future research possibilities related to discrimination against the 

LGBT community. 

Literature Review 

 Similar to previous topics related to the treatment of the LGBT community in non-

OECD nations, current research on OECD member states has focused its attention 

largely to qualitative analyses related to discriminatory practices related to civil rights 

and civil liberties. The most comprehensive empirical work available only explores the 

decriminalization process of same-sex sodomy (Asal et al., 2013). A brief overview of 

the state of LGBT research also shows that there are distinct classes of scholarly work 

which concentrate their attention to one specific civil right or civil liberty rather than 

attempt to analyze the practices of discrimination as a whole. When general overviews 

of civil rights violations occur, they tend to discuss processes to ending discrimination 

without actually addressing what initiates discriminatory practices in the first place 

(Mertus, 2007; Nicholson-Crotty, 2006). Specifically, Mertus attempts to show the 

history of LGBT civil rights movements and argues that future work by LGBT NGO’s 
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should frame civil rights and civil liberties as a human rights argument. Nicholson-Crotty 

delves deep into political theory and argues that Madisonian views on the ability of 

diversity of a population to control the tyranny of the majority should lead to a 

moderation of public policy towards the gay and lesbian community in more diverse 

countries.  

Theoretically, Madison’s views channeled through Nicholson-Crotty make for a 

sound argument when controlling for general majority rule, but this diversity argument 

may not necessarily apply to civil rights and liberties issues for homosexuals. When 

arguing that diversity directly restricts the ability of a majority to practice tyrannical rule, 

it naturally assumes that diversity in various topics such as age, gender, ethnic or 

religious backgrounds should moderate a very topic specific issue such as same-sex 

marriage rights or adoption rights for same-sex couples. Nicholson-Crotty incorrectly 

assumes that various groups based along the factions above will yield differing views of 

homosexuality. A contrary argument could be made that sexual orientation and gender 

identity plays a less critical role within specific factions. Research by Mertus seems to 

back up this argument. Early LGBT rights movements found strong support in women’s 

rights organizations, yet if we were to follow the argument of Nicholson-Crotty further, 

we should expect to see several more groups align with the growing movement 

pressuring for protections for homosexuals. Since most pro-gay rights movements have 

been restricted in scope to focus specifically on gays and lesbians (with the clear 

exception of groups such as the Gay-Straight Alliance), we cannot safely say that 

diversity itself will lead to a more moderate policy for homosexuals. 
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Scholarship directly addressing issues of same-sex marriage rights has varied 

dramatically in scope and methodology employed to analyze the causes of 

discrimination against gays and lesbians. Feldmeier (1995) and Hohengarten (1994) 

began their early analyses of marriage rights with differing approaches. By utilizing 

precedent established through years of judicial review in the United States, 

Hohengarten argues that an inherent right to privacy necessitates the right to marriage. 

His justification for such an argument is founded upon the idea that marriages are an 

exclusively committed relationship which binds two individuals for life. He removes legal 

and religious understandings of the concept of marriage to focus on the core 

understanding of the commitment of marriage, and thus arrives at the conclusion that 

marriages have an inherent privacy element associated with these ceremonies.  

Feldmeier focuses his research on the implications of federalism on the ability for 

same-sex couples to marry. While largely focused on the United States and the Full-

Faith and Credit Clause of the Constitution, Feldmeier offers a three-part explanation as 

to the long-term effects of subnational discrepancies in marriage laws. The three end 

solutions he finds are that states could be allowed to operate under a home-rule system 

so that a state could legally invalidate same-sex marriages if it so wished. States could 

also follow a traditional approach where they honor same-sex marriages conducted in 

other states, even if they chose not to perform the marriages within their own borders. 

Finally, a balanced interest approach could be used where federal courts decide the 

legality of same-sex marriages. Feldmeier largely restricts the significance of this theory 

by first failing to empirically test his theory regarding each of these three approaches 

and finally by making his argument hard to generalize by focusing only on the United 
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States. The argument that federal systems fundamentally behave differently than non-

federal systems with regards to recognizing marriages could also be stretched to apply 

to other civil rights, such as adoption rights, protection from employment discrimination 

and the criminalization of hate crimes against homosexuals.  

While these prior pieces of research focus largely on domestic influences on the 

right to marriage for same-sex couples, other scholars have argued that international 

pressures have a generally positive influence on granting gays and lesbians the right to 

marry. Kollman (2007) finds that joining the European Community has a strong, positive 

influence on the probability that same-sex marriages will be granted domestically. 

Outside pressure in international regimes provide a compelling argument for why 

European nations have experienced a rapid transition in legalizing same-sex marriages, 

yet this transnational argument by Kollman lacks external validity. For this argument to 

remain valid, research must be conducted to show that transnational networks, no 

matter what states join, have a positive influence on granting same-sex couples the 

right to marry. 

In an innovative article, Helfer and Voeten expand upon the issue of the influence 

of transnational networks by introducing the impact of international court (IC) decisions. 

Their research analysis shows that IC decisions do in fact alter domestic policy towards 

same-sex couples when the national courts decide to abide by the IC decision or when 

local leaders face strong political opposition. While Helfer and Voeten’s research 

provides stronger, more specific support for the theory of Kollman, the influence of IC 

decisions on same-sex marriage rights is also limited in generalizability because Helfer 

and Voeten center their analysis on European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) rather 
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than an international analysis. Also, a previous study conducted by Keck (2009) found 

that “proactive” judicial decisions with regards to LGBT rights in the United States tend 

to lead to conservative backlash to further restrict the rights of gays and lesbians. It may 

be possible that IC’s have more political power than local and national courts, but for 

Helfer and Voeten’s argument to reign supreme, an analysis of the impact of IC 

decisions on countries outside of ECtHR member states must be conducted. 

Further research regarding adoption rights for homosexuals models very similar 

patterns of methodology and scope as the literature on same-sex marriage. Meezan 

and Rauch (2005) provide a brief overview of the potential costs and benefits to families 

with same-sex parents. These researchers also stress that any quantitative analysis of 

adoption rights for homosexuals is extremely hard because there is currently no set 

sample. Despite the lack of a defined sample, Howard-Hassman (2001) attempts to 

analyze a distinct change in Canadian social values which led to same-sex couples 

gaining the right to adopt children. Howard-Hassman concludes that a growing liberal 

ideology of individualism and the right to privacy shifted cultural values within Canada 

so that homosexuals were slowly granted the legal right of adoption. States which have 

fallen behind Canada are subject to an ideology of “collective identity”, which stresses 

the importance of heterosexual relations so that the community can continue to 

procreate. Through the theoretical development of his argument, it seems that Howard-

Hassman sees individualism and the right to privacy combined as the key to achieving 

rights for same-sex couples. There may seem to be some support for this argument 

when briefly looking at the United States. A collective identity plays an important role in 

American culture, yet the United States has an inherent right to privacy founded through 
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several decisions handed down from the Supreme Court. With this emphasis on a 

collective identity, yet an understanding that a right to privacy must be maintained, the 

United States has seemed to lag behind its other OECD member states by meeting a 

minimum level of respect for same-sex sexual practices, but not recognizing civil rights 

and civil liberties for homosexuals at the national level. 

 While research on same-sex adoption and marriage rights are abundant, 

literature on the impact of hate crimes against homosexuals is sparse. Currently, no 

truly relevant literature exists which reviews the impact of hate crimes on gays and 

lesbians or the lack of laws criminalizing such acts of violence. However, discrimination 

in employment opportunities for the LGBT community has been studied in several 

different ways. To start, Badgett (1995) finds that discrimination in hiring processes 

leads to an inequality in revenue between homosexuals and their heterosexual 

counterparts by nearly 7% for gay men and 18% for lesbian women. Research by 

Petersen and Saporta (2004) and Pager (2007) further argue that discrimination in 

hiring against homosexuals leads to a natural inequality between LGBT individuals and 

the rest of the population. Despite these consistent findings, Hoye and Lievens (2003) 

argue that there is no empirical support for discrimination in the hiring of LGBT persons. 

One must question the generalizability of the results from the study by Hoye and 

Lievens again because of the sample used to generate the empirical results. In their 

analysis, Hoye and his coauthor only analyze hiring processes in Flanders, Belgium. 

While the data used for the study comes from a time period prior to large social change 

across the European continent, homosexuality has been legally accepted in Belgium 

since 1795 (Ottosson, 2010). It is possible that nations in this portion of the world are 
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considerably more progressive regarding social policy than nations such as the United 

States, and are therefore less likely to see discrimination against homosexuals in hiring 

processes.  

 Tilcsik (2011) further supports arguments that there is a bias in the hiring 

processes of major companies. By focusing on companies in the United States, Tilcsik 

finds that there are distinct regional differences within the nation as to the discrimination 

in hiring LGBT persons. Specifically, southern and western states are much less likely 

than their northeastern counterparts to hire an openly gay male. Tilcsik adds that jobs 

where the descriptions of ideal candidates are more “masculine”, such as “aggressive”, 

“assertive” or “decisive”, openly gay men are less likely to receive consideration for 

employment. This, Tilcsik argues, is attributed to the fact that gay men are often 

characterized as “effeminate, sensitive, emotional, gentle, affectionate and passive” 

(see also Gurwitz and Marcus 1978; Page and Yee 1986; Jackson and Sullivan 1989; 

Madon 1997). This research design hints strongly that characterizations of gay males 

can lead to discrimination in employment, yet no literature has analyzed the effects of 

what happens when an individual “comes out of the closet” about their sexuality in the 

workplace and the ways to end potential employer backlash for revealing one’s own 

sexual orientation. 

 It should also be noted that despite the large range of analyses on rights for the 

LGBT community, little has been done to combine these multiple understandings of 

discrimination and empirically test multiple causes for these discriminatory practices. 

While the literature has offered very distinct mechanisms for discrimination based upon 

the civil right, civil liberty or protection not being granted to homosexuals, in the next 
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section, I will argue that a few key mechanisms, such as religiosity and the institutional 

make-up of the state, will have a consistent influence on the likelihood that a country will 

craft social policy in a way that will exclude sexual minorities.  

Theory 

 Because the literature from previous scholars offers several varying explanations 

as to the effects of discrimination or whether or not discrimination actually occurs, it is 

difficult to base this study off of one cohesive explanation on discrimination against gays 

and lesbians. However, a combination of key pieces of literature allow one to begin 

building a new theory to explain what causes the differences in discrimination towards 

gays and lesbians in OECD nations. When using the findings of Asal et al. (2013) and 

Howard-Hassman (2001) we can uncover a potential influencing factor which allows for 

discriminatory social policy in OECD member states. While Asal et al. focus on the 

decriminalization of same-sex sodomy, his findings that religion has a negative impact 

on the likelihood that a state will decriminalize same-sex sodomy can be stretched to 

apply to the restriction of civil rights and civil liberties. 

Denying an individual the right to life is supported by a class of social values 

distinct from those which would lead a nation to deny a group basic civil rights and civil 

liberties. These classes of social value can be bridged under certain circumstances, 

such as those posed by Howard-Hassman. A distinct culture of collective identity, 

combined with a highly religious citizenry is likely to lead to a nation which emphasizes 

that individuals should behave in accordance to the religious values of the collective 

identity. In order to ensure that the collective religious identity is being maintained, 
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policy makers in OECD states will attempt to restrict the rights to groups whose social 

practices are seen to violate the religious doctrine of the majority of the collective 

identity. These policies in OECD states do not lead to punishment for same-sex 

relations due to the progressive evolution of thought that all individuals within these 

democracies have the fundamental right to life, liberty and happiness, but will manifest 

themselves in restrictions of basic civil rights and liberties and the denial of fundamental 

protections from discrimination in employment and hate crimes. This understanding of 

the previous literature leads to my first hypothesis: 

H1: OECD states with higher levels of religiosity are less likely to allow same-sex 

couples marriage and adoption rights and protections from discrimination in 

employment and hate crimes than OECD states with lower levels of religiosity. 

Outside of cultural influences on LGBT rights, the institutional design of the 

government should also play a role in determining which OECD nations are likely to 

restrict civil rights and civil liberties for homosexuals. Turning to Feldmeier (1995), we 

see that the United States has faced conflicts granting marriage licenses to same-sex 

couples between states because the federal system of government in the United States 

allows each individual state to decide marriage laws for same-sex couples. This method 

of government could also cause delays from the national government in instituting a 

variety of civil rights and civil liberties for gays and lesbians because of a fear that an 

increased number of veto players at the subnational unit would attempt to overturn any 

progressive social policy for this community.  
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Such a phenomenon is not simply restricted to the United States. All federal 

systems are likely to be subject to such restrictions in civil rights and civil liberties 

because of the three various approaches Feldmeier posits in his attempt to understand 

marriage rights in the United States. Subnational governments with any form of 

autonomy are likely to direct social policy in a way which benefits their direct 

constituency. This autonomy applies both to political and fiscal federalism. Politically 

federal systems fit most logically here because they have local control over their own 

laws, however fiscally federal systems’ ability to alter civil rights and civil liberties laws 

for the LGBT community requires some explanation. While fiscal decentralization may 

at times include the ability to alter specific local laws, the ability of a subnational 

government to regulate its own expenditures can work against minority groups. 

Subnational units have the potential to suffer from a reduced level of diversity, which 

has been previously argued to protect gays and lesbians from a tyranny of the majority 

(Nicholson-Crotty, 2006). This concentrated majority of similar points of view at a local 

level can manipulate local expenditures and taxes to provide tougher barriers to same-

sex couples when they attempt to marry or adopt, and may even be used to allow more 

lax punishment of companies which discriminate in employment of homosexuals or of 

individuals who partake in hate crimes against LGBT persons. For example, while 

states may eventually be required by federal law to issue marriage licenses to same-sex 

couples in the United States, continued fiscal decentralization will allow states to set the 

prices for obtaining a marriage license. The possibility exists that this practice of fiscal 

decentralization will lead to unequal pricing between a marriage license for a 

heterosexual versus a homosexual couple. The price of a marriage license for a same-
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sex couple could theoretically be set at a point which limits the number of gay and 

lesbian couples from legally marrying. This understanding of the impact of federal 

systems leads me to my second hypothesis: 

H2: Federal systems are less likely to uphold rights to same-sex marriage, 

adoption, equal employment opportunities and the criminalization of hate crimes 

than non-federal systems. 

Federalist structures of government are not the only ways in which institutional 

structures can alter the ability for gays and lesbians to receive equal treatment under 

the law. Helfer and Voeten (2013) present an argument in their research that right-wing 

political parties tend to delay changing social policy, even if an international court has 

stated that discrimination against LGBT individuals is against international or regional 

law. The research presented in this previous analysis looked exclusively at European 

nations, but provides an interesting point to expand upon for the rest of the OECD 

community. Historically, right-wing parties have been firmly against the legalization of 

same-sex marriage and adoption rights in an attempt to save “traditional values” of 

society. An argument could be made that these parties operate heavily within a religious 

framework, since most conservative parties tend to oppose other social policies 

condemned by most major religions (ie: abortion) or support social policies which are 

also supported by religion (ie: maintaining a strong, traditional family7).  

However, not all right wing parties operate under similar religious frameworks 

across nations. Furthermore, not all conservative political parties attribute their beliefs 

                                                           
7
 A traditional family, in the conservative framework, is defined as a wife, husband and their children. 
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on the status of LGBT rights to their religion; it is common in federal systems to state 

that controlling marriages, adoptions and other basic civil rights are the job of the state, 

not the federal government. These two explanations of the behavior of right-winged 

parties shows that the argument that governments under the control of the right winged 

party are simply influenced more heavily by religious doctrine cannot hold true.  

Parties to the right of center have the potential to influence public policy towards 

the LGBT community in a negative way, but this effect could be magnified in federal 

systems because of the argument presented above. While it is true that most 

conservative arguments against rights for gays and lesbians are framed in a “traditional 

values” sense, there are multiple arguments presented against equal rights for 

homosexuals which should be analyzed. Specifically, if a politically right party is in 

power in a federal system, the issue of “states’ rights” may be used to restrict the 

federal government from making progressive laws which legalize same-sex marriage or 

criminalize hate-crimes against homosexuals. This is fundamentally different than just 

analyzing when a right wing party is in control or when a state is federal because of this 

scenarios ability to slow national laws to a screeching halt. In non-federal states 

controlled by the politically right party, the possibility still exists that a strong, national 

grassroots movement or a judicial ruling could result in the national government altering 

social policy for homosexuals in order to maintain political power during the next 

election cycle. In federal states that are not controlled by a right-winged party, the 

possibility still exists that a “states’ rights” approach to LGBT policies is being utilized, 

however a more moderate or liberal political party in power may decide to alter or ignore 

the previously used approach in order to push a specific campaign promise or achieve 
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another public policy goal. Federalist systems controlled by a right wing party will likely 

be stuck to whatever previous approach had been adopted to deny rights, benefits and 

protections to the gay community and would therefore cause these systems to change 

social policy slowly through each subnational government rather than attempting to 

directly overturn national laws. The arguments above generate two more hypotheses. 

H3: National governments controlled by right-wing parties are less likely to grant 

rights, benefits and protections to the LGBT community than national 

governments that are not controlled by right-wing parties. 

H4: Federal systems controlled by right-wing parties are less likely to grant rights, 

benefits and protections to the LGBT community than non-federal systems 

controlled by right-wing parties. 

Finally, in footnote 39 of his research, Howard-Hassman cites Herdt (1995), 

which discusses the overwhelming concentration of gays and lesbians in urban areas of 

countries. While Howard-Hassman uses this as a discussion for the transformation in 

sexual roles of individuals within a society, he fails to fully discuss the further theoretical 

implications that urbanization may have on rights for homosexuals. I do subscribe to the 

argument that urban societies tend to be more tolerant of LGBT rights because of an 

increased expectation of privacy within the areas, but I also feel that this understanding 

is not sufficient to state that urban areas are more willing to support gay rights. Howard-

Hassman’s argument seems to imply that heterosexual individuals accept rights for 

gays and lesbians simply because they understand that social policy should allow a 

sense of individualism. Yet, areas of urban development are often leaders in liberalizing 
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social policy for homosexuals; Howard-Hassman’s theory does not explain why urban 

areas would actively pursue the liberalizing of social policy if these population centers 

are already content with their local rule of individualism.  

Research has shown that simply knowing a gay or lesbian individual increases 

the likelihood that a person will support same-sex marriage. Specifically, Dolan and 

Garrison (2013) report that nearly 14% of people surveyed in a Pew Research Poll 

changed their view of same-sex marriages after learning that a friend, coworker or 

family member was homosexual. As population density increases in urban areas, the 

likelihood that a heterosexual person encounters a homosexual will naturally increase. 

Further, this increased probability of an encounter with a varying sexual orientation will 

also lead to an increased probability that this interaction will occur in the workplace or in 

a key relationship rather than a simple acquaintance.  

This process of increased potential interactions can be seen as a reinforcing 

cycle where, according to Herdt (1995), LGBT individuals move to urban areas because 

of a more liberal social policy, which thus further increases the likelihood that a 

heterosexual individual will encounter a gay or lesbian person. This in turn may lead to 

further support of liberalizing social policy for individuals of varying sexual orientations, 

which has the potential of increasing the number of LGBT persons moving in to these 

urban areas.  

Even though this cycle may provide potentially conflicting theoretical arguments, 

it is clear that this process originally began with the liberalizing of sexual practices and 

increasing the understanding of individualism within cities. I argue that by focusing on a 



106 
 

right to individual identity, urban areas increasingly became more open to persons of 

varying backgrounds and sexual orientations. This is further supported with the 

argument that increasing diversity within a population moderates public policy, as 

presented by Nicholson-Crotty. The increasingly moderated view of differing sexual 

orientations thus led to the growing concentration of homosexuals within urban areas.  

While this is now a reinforcing mechanism of moderation, at its origins, 

urbanization has the potential to be the cause of liberalizing social policy to increase 

rights and protections for gays and lesbians. An increased respect for privacy combined 

with the increased probability of social interaction with a gay or lesbian individual and 

the ability for diversity to moderate social policy will cause these areas to create a 

sphere of tolerance which is likely to influence other areas adjacent to this urban center. 

Because of these explanations, a fifth and final hypothesis is formed. 

H5: OECD nations with higher levels of urbanization are more likely to respect 

rights same-sex marriage, adoption, equal employment opportunities and the 

criminalization of hate crimes than OECD nations with lower levels of 

urbanization. 

Because it has been discussed in great detail in previous chapters, I will only 

briefly summarize the importance of the four civil rights and protections which I have 

selected to code for this study. These four laws are what citizens of OECD nations have 

come to expect as part of a package deal to fulfill a fundamental right to “life, liberty and 

happiness” or “life, liberty and property”. Without securing rights to equal employment 

opportunities or knowing that hate crimes performed against homosexuals will be 
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punished, LGBT persons will be denied a significant portion of these basic rights. The 

potential for their lives to be a continuous struggle dramatically increases if these 

protections are not secured by the national government. While there are also numerous 

more rights I could focus on, many nations encompass these rights, such as access to 

partner healthcare benefits or tax exemptions, in ceremonies like marriage or having 

children. By measuring these four rights and protections, I will accurately be able to 

summarize a distinct trend in the more general process of discrimination against gays 

and lesbians within OECD nations.  

Research Design 

While OECD nations have been much more progressive than their non-OECD 

counterparts, the issue of LGBT rights has come to a spearhead in the last few decades 

since 1990. Therefore, I will focus on a country-year analysis of all 34 current OECD 

nations (as of December 14th, 2010) from the years 1990-2010. In continuation with 

previous research on the four civil rights and protections used in this study, I gather 

information from Ottosson (2010). This overview of LGBT laws in each individual nation 

gives the year of origin a right or protection was granted to homosexuals as well as 

transgendered persons and is currently the most comprehensive source for laws 

regarding the treatment of homosexuals internationally. 

My dependent variable is an ordinal variable ranging from 0-4 which measures 

how many of the rights and protections mentioned previously are granted within each 

nation. This dependent variable is simply an additive variable; it does not give extra 

weight to a specific right over another. That is to say, if a country grants same-sex 



108 
 

couples the right to marriage, the dependent variable for that year will simply move from 

a 0 to a 1; the same will hold true if instead of granting same-sex marriage rights, a 

country made hate crimes against persons because of sexual identity punishable under 

federal law.  

The first of my independent variables, religiosity, can prove to be difficult to 

measure for any religious based study. Scholars must decide whether religiosity is 

determined by the number of times and individual attends a worship service, serves 

their religion on a mission trip, by simply professing their belief in a specific faith or a 

combination of all these factors and more. I argue that simple survey data are the most 

reliable source of information to determine whether a portion of society has any religious 

affiliation. For the measure of religiosity, I utilize data by Maoz and Henderson in the 

World Religions data, which is a part of the Correlates of War data project. The specific 

data used measures the percentage of the overall population which identifies with any 

religion, not just one specific belief system.  

Religiosity for the purposes of this study was interpreted in a broad manner. 

Maoz and Henderson relied heavily upon census data, which allows individuals to select 

in to a specific religious identity. This primary source of coding may be seen as a stretch 

for interpretation purposes to some scholars; while an individual may identify with a 

specific religion or denomination, this does not necessarily indicate a depth of religiosity. 

For example, one may be considered more religious if they regularly attend church 

services, plus donate time and money to their congregation than an individual that 

simply identifies with the same church, yet attends services on an irregular basis. Maoz 

and Henderson attempt to correct for this discrepancy by using secondary sources to 
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double check their original coding by using data from outside sources which analyzed 

religious adherence. In order to justify this process, these scholars then ran tests to 

ensure reliability of the data across time and observations. 

Using this aggregate measure is superior to focusing in on either one select 

religion or a set of religions for a variety of reasons. First, by only studying one major 

religion, we may be excluding the fact that policy makers which shape discriminatory 

laws towards homosexuals may be of a different religion which we have chosen to 

exclude. Second, if we were to select a subset of religions to study, we would have to 

naturally select religions which we feel would naturally lead to a repressive state for 

gays and lesbians. This falls into the same issue as only selecting one specific religion 

to study; by centering this study on a subset of religions, the possibility exists that there 

is another set of religions present which this study will overlook. By taking a generalized 

view of the population, this study will not be able to exclude any confounding religions 

which may be crucial to understanding why the LGBT community is consistently denied 

fundamental rights and protections. 

My next independent variable, federalism, will seem familiar when used in this 

study. I specifically will be reutilizing the POLCONV measure of federalism from the 

Political Constraint Index data set (Henisz, 2000). As discussed previously, the 

POLCONV measure of federalism is superior to other measures of federalism because 

it takes into account both the horizontal and vertical separation of powers that federalist 

states may experience. When federalism was discussed previously, it was largely 

centered on vertical federalism, where power could be divided between a national and 

subnational government. However, horizontal federalism has the ability to either limit or 
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progress repressive social policy at the national level by allowing different branches of 

government to “check” the policies which are enacted by other branches of the national 

government. If we should study the impact of federalism on any dependent variable, the 

research must include the possibility that the separation of powers at the national level 

also has a significant impact on the ability for social policy to be changed. 

My next independent variable, right-wing, is used to measure whether the party 

in control of the government is a politically right party or not. This variable, obtained 

from Beck et al. (2001), is measured in three different ways for a more complete 

understanding of the impact of right-wing parties based on the branch of government 

which they control. First, I measure whether the chief executive was from the politically 

right party or not using a dummy variable of 1 if they were from a right of center party 

and 0 if otherwise. I also use a dummy variable in similar fashion to measure whether 

the largest party in the legislature was controlled by a right-wing party. Finally, I 

combine the two measures into one aggregate, trichotomous variable where a score of 

0 shows that neither the executive nor the legislature are controlled by the right-wing 

party, a 1 if at least one branch is under the right-wing party’s control and a 2 if both 

branches of government are controlled by a right-wing party. To measure the impact of 

federalist states under right-wing party control on LGBT rights, I simply interact each of 

these three variables with the measurement of federalism previously discussed. 

My final independent variable measures levels of urbanization for each of the 

OECD nations. For this, I utilize the percentage of the population living in urban areas 

from the World Development Indicators data set, developed by the World Bank (2013). 

According to hypothesis five, as this percentage increases, I should see more rights and 
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protections for the LGBT community being passed. Other measures of urban 

development have been used in the past ranging from infrastructure measures to levels 

of GDP per capita, yet this current measure fits my theory best because it attempts to 

capture the idea that gays and lesbians are more accepted in a country with higher 

areas of urbanization due to increased interactions between heterosexuals and 

homosexuals. The larger the overall percentage of the population living within an urban 

area should increase the potential for interaction between individuals with varying 

sexual orientations. 

I also control for other factors which have been shown to influence the treatment 

of homosexuals in various countries. The first of these tests the argument presented by 

Nicholson-Crotty (2006) that diversity should moderate opinions towards rights for gays 

and lesbians. Diversity is measured through Roeder’s (2001) measurement of 

ethnolinguistic fractionalization. The specific measure used treats racial distinctions 

within similar ethnolinguistic groups as a distinct ethnic group. I also control for GDP per 

capita using the logged value of GDP per capita in the constant US dollar for the year 

2000 (World Bank, 2013). I expect that more affluent nations also represent a society 

which has grown to appreciate the notion of individualism over collective identity as 

presented by Howard-Hassman (2001). Affluence at its core symbolizes a potential 

strength in an individual to strive for personal gains. This determination could also be 

translated to an understanding of self-determination in other aspects of a person’s life, 

such as civil equality. This country-year analysis will utilize ordered probit modeling due 

to my ordinal dependent variable. Through the next few models, I will show that 
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institutional, religious and developmental factors play a key role in the treatment of gays 

in OECD countries. 

Results and Analysis 

Unlike previous analyses on the treatment of homosexuals across the globe, a 

study of simply OECD nations provides a much more complete picture of the overall 

status of gays and lesbians due to more complete information across multiple sources. 

Table 4.1 displays a test of the test of the five hypotheses generated through my 

theoretical development.  

Table 4.1 provides for an interesting discussion. Prior arguments about 

urbanization and the control of right wing parties seem to have little statistical value to 

the overall impact of denying or granting civil rights to homosexuals. The lack of 

statistical significance throughout Table 4.1’s analysis on the impact of politically right 

parties leaves one to question whether right wing parties have any statistical influence 

on the rights of gays and lesbians within the countries of this analysis. While it seems 

likely that such parties could be a leading voice against the LGBT community of each 

nation, the results above are inconsistent with this assumption. Because there is no 

statistical significance, we cannot say that their impact is statistically different from 

absolute zero.  

The potential exists that running both variables for the executive and legislative 

branch in the same model may be confounding results in both Model 1 and Model 2. 

Further checks on the behavior of these variables conclude that, while the potential 

impact is dramatically diminished, the overall statistical significance still does not exist. 
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These checks dispel currently dispel any belief that right wing parties may have a 

negative impact on the rights and protections of the gay community within OECD 

countries. 

Surprisingly, a growing urban also fails to have a significant impact on the 

standard of living for gays and lesbians. In Model 1 all OECD nations were included for 

the years which they participated in the economic and political agreements required of 

OECD member states. The variable on urbanization does not hold any statistical 

significance in the first model, therefore, it is impossible to conclude whether or not 

nations with higher urban development are more accepting of the homosexual 

community. However, these results may be caused by potential bias in data. The 

average value of the percent of urban populations is roughly 75%; in order to test to see 

if the lack of statistical significance is just a cause of potential outliers, I dropped all 

observations greater than one standard deviation higher than the average. The results 

are reported in Model 2. While the directionality of a higher urban population is now in 

the expected direction, this model still lacks statistical significance on this variable. 

There may be evidence that outliers are potentially biasing results, however there is not 

enough statistical support to confirm or deny these assumptions. 

Consistent with previous tests, high levels of religiosity seem to indicate that 

nations with more religious adherents will continue to practice discrimination against 

persons with varying sexual orientations. Even in the check for potential outliers of 

urban development, higher levels of religiosity consistently signal a negative pull on the 

number of rights and protections granted to homosexuals. When checking for issues of 

serial correlation, the original model may be subjected to potential inaccuracies in the 
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reporting of data. Specifically, the variables measuring whether the executive or 

legislative branch is controlled by a right wing party are highly correlated with each other 

(          . While this is just shy of perfect collinearity, the high levels of correlation 

necessitate a check on the potential impact this may have on the original model. In 

Model 3, I drop each of the variables related to political party control. While there are 

changes in specific variables, it becomes apparent that each of the variables which 

remain do not change directionality, yet some become more influential than they 

previously were in the full model. Consistently, the variable measuring religiosity 

continues to have a statistically significant, negative impact on the rights of gays and 

lesbians. 

Checks for Robustness 

Two more checks are necessary in order to state that there is strong confidence 

that the behavior of Model 1 is accurate. First, the breakdown of my 0-4 dependent 

variable qualifies for careful critique. I check the accuracy of the results from my 0-4 

scale by transforming this ordered dependent variable in to a dummy variable, where 

states with 2 or fewer rights and protections for the LGBT community receive a score of 

0 and states with 3 or more rights receive a score of 1. From there, I run another 

analysis based on the original model using a basic probit model. The results from this 

analysis are reported in Table 4.2. 

The results of Model 4 continue to confirm the patterns developed in the original 

model. With the exception of urban population and religiosity, the directionality and 

statistical significance of each variable remains the same as Model 1. A growing urban 
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population now seems to distinguish a barrier between only granting 0-2 rights to 

granting 3-4 rights for the gay community, yet this variable is still not statistically 

significant. Religion continues to indicate a barrier to rights for gays and lesbians, 

despite its decreased statistical significance. Patterns of collinearity in this check are 

similar to issues presented in Model 1, yet no correlation reaches levels of perfect 

correlation. Further checks on Model 4 show that the issues of high correlation yield no 

statistically significant impact on these results.  

My current means of measuring the impact of right wing parties controlling the 

government may also be subject to some criticism. Model 5 attempts to address issues 

with measuring the impacts of a right winged executive and a right winged legislature in 

separate variables by transforming these two independent variables in to one 

trichotomous variable where a score of 0 is assigned to states where neither the 

executive nor the legislature are controlled by a right wing party. A score of 1 indicates 

that at least one branch of government is controlled by a politically right party and a 

score of 2 shows a state where both the executive and legislature are simultaneously 

under the right wing party’s control. I also interact this new variable with the previous 

measure of federalism in order to check if the effects of a right wing party in control of 

the government are consistent in federal and non-federal systems. 

Results for this new measure of political control are reported in Table 4.3. The 

new model seems to lend support to previous arguments that an executive which 

belongs to a right wing party tend to increase the rights and protections granted to 

homosexuals, yet they tend to decrease these same rights and protections in federal 

systems. However, this model shows that as the government as a whole unit is 
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controlled by right wing parties, they will increase rights for gays and lesbians, yet 

suppress these rights in federal systems. Again, these variables lack statistical 

significance, so the generalizability and strength of these assumptions is questionable, 

yet the continued trend between models seems to indicate that if a right of center party 

is in control of a federal system, they may be likely to continue a “status quo” argument 

that the rights for gays and lesbians are left up to subnational governments to decide. 

The positive influence of these similar parties in non-federal systems can more than 

likely be attributed to a pull of European nations, where the rights of gays and lesbians 

have been codified in to law for several years. 

Finally, Model 6 combines the two robustness checks performed in Models 4 and 

5 by using the dummy dependent variable on gay rights and protections with the new 

variables measuring the control of government by right wing parties. These results are 

also reported in Table 4.3. Consistency across the various models continues to hold, 

and levels of religiosity still have the most significant impact on granting rights to 

homosexuals. For the previous models, correlation tests show that concerns of 

collinearity are not a significant issue. Therefore, these multiple checks on the original 

model confirm that the results from Model 1 are robust to various different measures 

and that the newly developed dependent variable on LGBT rights accurately captures a 

clear pattern of evolving social policy across multiple countries. 

While the coefficients give a general sense of the directionality of the behavior of 

each independent variable, ordered probit makes generalized assumptions as to cut off 

points between the levels of an ordered dependent variable. Since there is no true 

definition as to why the dependent variable is scored with the pattern it has, ordered 
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probit modeling reports coefficients as trends, rather than set values. In order to gauge 

the true effects of the independent variables from Model 1, I have created a table of 

predicted probabilities for each OECD nation for the years 1990, 2000 and 2010 which 

is reported in Table 4.4. The three years help give a general understanding of the trends 

which are present in each individual nation. Predicted probabilities more accurately 

report results than coefficients from original ordered probit modeling because it takes 

the average effect of each independent variable and gives likelihoods or percentages 

that a certain country will fall in to each specific category of the dependent variable for 

the years requested. Table 4.4 reports these results for OECD nations in this current 

study.  

The results shown from Table 4.4 seem to show that there is a general trend to 

granting more rights and protections for homosexuals as time goes on. This may seem 

to be supported when we look at the variable measuring religiosity. Previous models 

strongly suggest that higher levels of religiosity within a country signal a drop in the 

rights and protections for gays and lesbians, yet the overall levels of religiosity in this 

study have a negative trend so that each country tends to be just slightly less religious 

than the previous year. The results of Table 4.4 seem to further justify the trends which 

were previously discovered; if nations are slowly becoming less religious, then it would 

naturally make sense that the likelihood of these states granting more rights would 

increase.  

The results of Table 4.4 are further supported when looking at the nations which 

currently do have at least one right or protection in place for the gay community. Both 

Luxembourg and the Netherlands are categorized as having a 15% and 13% chance 
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respectively of having all four rights and protections listed in this study. According to 

Ottosson (2010), Luxembourg currently meets two of the four rights while the 

Netherlands have all four rights as of 2010. Luxembourg is listed as having roughly a 

21% chance of maintaining at least two rights in 2010 based on the overall results from 

the independent variables. While these results are not 100% accurate, the general trend 

from the tables, plus the stability of the independent variables to numerous robustness 

checks suggests that these results are reliable enough to make generalizations 

regarding the effects of religion and other factors on the rights of LGBT persons in 

OECD nations. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Throughout previous analyses, including empirical tests of non-OECD nations, a 

trend has developed to show that religion consistently has a negative impact on both 

human and civil rights for LGBT persons. This study of OECD nations has specifically 

shown that a higher level of religiosity within a country works to deny homosexuals the 

right to marriage, adoption, protections from employment discrimination and protections 

from hate crimes. The effects of levels of religiosity are robust to a wide variety of tests. 

Other factors which have some form of an impact on the rights and protections 

for the gay community include higher levels of ethnolinguistic fractionalization and GDP 

per capita. Arguably, the multiplicity of ethno-linguistic groups in OECD nations allows 

for a wide multitude of viewpoints on homosexuality to influence public policy which 

leads to a moderation in the policies of these democratic states. The influence of GDP 

per capita is much harder to discern. One argument for the positive pull of GDP per 



119 
 

capita could be that nations with higher levels of economic growth are also nations with 

higher levels of urban development. Since urban development has been argued to have 

the potential to positively influence the rights of homosexuals, the growth of GDP should 

also be positively correlated with gay rights. However, measures of urbanization in this 

study do not show support that nations with higher concentrations of urban development 

are more likely to respect the civil rights of homosexuals.  

An alternate explanation for GDP’s influence could be attributed to a better 

educated society. While literacy rates were not accounted for in this study, prior tests on 

the impact of education on anti-sodomy laws show that education seems to moderate a 

country’s policies on gays and lesbians. In OECD member states, more educated 

individuals may be more likely to be more accepting of individuals from a wide variety of 

backgrounds, including race, gender and sexual orientation. Those that are more 

educated may also have the potential to believe that one’s sexual orientation is 

genetically predetermined, rather than an individual’s choice. A more educated society 

in OECD nations is likely to achieve higher levels of income than less educated OECD 

nations and could this causal linkage could actually be the cause of the positive 

influence on a nation’s GDP per capita on protections and rights for gays and lesbians.  

One final piece of compelling discovery is attributed to the lack of statistical 

significance of the influence of right wing parties on the rights of gays and lesbians. This 

study seems to suggest that there is no strength in the argument that a right wing party 

is more likely to discriminate against gays and lesbians than their moderate or left wing 

counterparts. Persons living in countries such as the United States may see these 

results and attempt to dispute the data analysis portion of this study. Several different 
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means have been used to measure the potential influence of right wing parties on the 

rights of the gay community, yet none of these results show any sort of support for 

qualitative observations. One cause of this may be the small time period which this 

study is using for analysis. It is possible that right wing parties have moderated policies 

enough within the past two decades to where no statistically significant results appear 

throughout data analyses. An extension of the current data into earlier time periods may 

alter these results to where a consistently negative and statistically significant impact of 

right wing parties on LGBT rights appears. However, data for many of the variables, 

including the levels of religiosity of nations, are scarce prior to the 1990’s which makes 

this extended analysis difficult at this current point in time. 

 While none of the previously discussed results hold any statistical significance, it 

is worth noting that these trends may be attributed to arguments that more socially 

conservative parties are likely to allow gay rights to be a “state’s issue” rather than a 

federal issue. Further work can attempt to analyze policy platforms for each of the social 

conservative parties and their statements on the treatment of gays and lesbians. By 

coding for what each parties stance is regarding homosexuality, we can more rigorously 

test the validity of this “state’s rights” argument. A temporal expansion of this study into 

the past may also help to improve the strength behind this study. By garnishing more 

observations through a wider time period, it is likely that we will be able to see a growth 

in the statistical support for this argument. It may also be the case that political parties 

have shifted their policy platforms on the rights of gays and lesbians over time so that 

socially conservative parties of the past are more moderate in current elections or vice 
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versa. Without an in depth analysis on these issues, all scholars can do at this moment 

is speculate on the true influence of such parties. 
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Tables 

Table 4.3 

Civil Rights and Protections for the LGBT Community in OECD Nations 

LGBT Rights Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Federalism 
-3.090 

(0.925) 

-0.045 

(0.928) 

-1.181* 

(0.559) 

ELF 
1.161*** 

(0.278) 

1.042*** 

(0.300) 

0.650* 

(0.258) 

GDP per capita 
0.649*** 

(0.101) 

0.555*** 

(0.104) 

0.519*** 

(0.094) 

Religiosity 
-2.925*** 

(0.459) 

-2.570*** 

(0.472) 

-2.724*** 

(0.409) 

Executive controlled by 

Right Wing 

37.287 

(36.673) 

36.403 

(35.029) 
---- 

Legislature controlled by 

Right Wing 

-36.159 

(36.675) 

-35.435 

(35.028) 
---- 

Executive in federal state 

controlled by Right 

-49.122 

(47.965) 

-48.116 

(45.863) 
---- 

Legislature in federal state 

controlled by Right 

47.717 

(47.968) 

46.969 

(45.862) 
---- 

Urban Population 
-0.010 

(0.006) 

0.003 

(0.007) 

-0.001 

(0.006) 

    

N 569 498 615 

R-Squared 0.071 0.077 0.054 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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Table 4.4 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Civil Rights and Protections for the LGBT Community in OECD Nations 

LGBT Rights Dummy Model 4 

Federalism 
-0.694 

(2.405) 

ELF 
1.830*** 

(0.486) 

GDP per capita 
0.928*** 

(0.247) 

Religiosity 
-2.329* 

(1.047) 

Executive controlled by Right Wing 
66.350 

(49.924) 

Legislature controlled by Right Wing 
-66.025 

(49.916) 

Executive in federal state controlled by Right 
-87.101 

(65.282) 

Legislature in federal state controlled by Right 
86.684 

(65.274) 

Urban Population 
0.027 

(0.014) 

  

N 569 

R-Squared 0.199 
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Table 4.5 

Civil Rights and Protections for the LGBT Community in OECD Nations 

LGBT Rights Model 5 LGBT Dummy Model 6 

Federalism 
-0.317 

(0.923) 
Federalism 

-0.769 

(2.354) 

ELF 
1.095*** 

(0.277) 
ELF 

1.760*** 

(0.481) 

GDP per capita 
0.638*** 

(0.101) 
GDP per capita 

0.902*** 

(0.241) 

Religiosity 
-2.915*** 

(0.458) 
Religiosity 

-2.341* 

(1.023) 

Urban Population 
-0.009 

(0.006) 
Urban Population 

0.027* 

(0.014) 

Government 

controlled by Right 

0.559 

(0.409) 

Government 

controlled by Right 

0.145 

(1.098) 

Federal 

Government 

controlled by Right 

-0.698 

(0.530) 

Federal  

Government 

controlled by Right 

-0.188 

(1.389) 

    

N 569 N 569 

R-Squared 0.066 R-Squared 0.189 

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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Table 4.4 

Predicted Probabilites of OECD Nations 

Country Year DV=0 DV=1 DV=2 DV=3 DV=4 

Australia 1990 0.511124 0.282381 0.125511 0.044911 0.036074 

Australia 2000 0.461167 0.29476 0.142581 0.05431 0.047183 

Australia 2010 0.356275 0.307333 0.178261 0.077657 0.080478 

Austria 1990 0.602392 0.250818 0.095254 0.030351 0.021186 

Austria 2000 0.464474 0.294057 0.141446 0.053654 0.046369 

Austria 2010 0.420627 0.301933 0.156499 0.062734 0.058206 

Belgium 1990 0.558953 0.2672 0.109455 0.036877 0.027517 

Belgium 2000 0.457541 0.295511 0.143826 0.055033 0.048089 

Belgium 2010 0.391703 0.305325 0.166369 0.069201 0.067403 

Canada 1990 0.418522 0.30223 0.157221 0.063191 0.058835 

Canada 2000 0.275558 0.301615 0.20351 0.099162 0.120155 

Canada 2010 0.326551 0.307009 0.187949 0.085214 0.093277 

Chile 1990 0.889364 0.088626 0.017263 0.003368 0.001379 

Chile 2000 0.8341 0.126802 0.029484 0.006549 0.003065 

Chile 2010 0.77836 0.161955 0.043397 0.010698 0.005591 

Czech Republic 2000 0.260754 0.298758 0.207661 0.103437 0.12939 

Denmark 1990 0.618596 0.244108 0.090072 0.028096 0.019128 

Denmark 2000 0.588884 0.256165 0.099624 0.032304 0.023023 

Denmark 2010 0.572085 0.262499 0.105118 0.034828 0.02547 

Finland 1990 0.847771 0.117672 0.026304 0.005676 0.002577 

Finland 2000 0.565749 0.264795 0.107206 0.035808 0.026442 

Finland 2010 0.493552 0.287157 0.131491 0.048097 0.039704 

France 1990 0.486051 0.289059 0.134053 0.049496 0.041341 

France 2000 0.427619 0.300892 0.154102 0.061228 0.056159 

France 2010 0.428166 0.300807 0.153915 0.061111 0.056001 

Germany 1990 0.571044 0.26288 0.10546 0.034988 0.025628 

Germany 2000 0.463517 0.294262 0.171774 0.053843 0.046603 

Germany 2010 0.425845 0.301164 0.154711 0.061608 0.056672 
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Table 4.4 Continued 

Predicted Probabilites of OECD Nations 

Country Year DV=0 DV=1 DV=2 DV=3 DV=4 

Greece 1990 0.783194 0.159037 0.042134 0.0103 0.005335 

Greece 2000 0.751555 0.177684 0.050578 0.013034 0.007149 

Greece 2010 0.750834 0.178097 0.050775 0.0131 0.007194 

Iceland 1990 0.720043 0.195193 0.059387 0.016072 0.009305 

Iceland 2000 0.670766 0.220406 0.073883 0.021473 0.013472 

Ireland 1990 0.757394 0.174323 0.048988 0.012506 0.006789 

Ireland 2000 0.624792 0.24146 0.088108 0.027259 0.018383 

Ireland 2010 0.590219 0.255647 0.09919 0.032108 0.022836 

Italy 1990 0.590613 0.255493 0.099062 0.03205 0.022781 

Italy 2000 0.532475 0.275988 0.118298 0.041212 0.032028 

Italy 2010 0.511105 0.282386 0.125517 0.044915 0.036077 

Japan 1990 0.515003 0.281267 0.124196 0.044225 0.03531 

Japan 2000 0.461572 0.294675 0.142442 0.054229 0.047082 

Korea 2010 0.863507 0.106911 0.022766 0.004741 0.002075 

Korea 2000 0.79504 0.151782 0.039083 0.009357 0.004739 

Luxembourg 1990 0.425387 0.301233 0.154868 0.061707 0.056806 

Luxembourg 2000 0.326593 0.307011 0.187936 0.085203 0.093257 

Luxembourg 2010 0.237354 0.292903 0.213751 0.110385 0.145607 

Mexico 2000 0.861116 0.180564 0.023295 0.004879 0.002148 

Mexico 2010 0.822383 0.134467 0.032286 0.007343 0.003522 

New Zealand 1990 0.61657 0.244964 0.090716 0.028373 0.019377 

New Zealand 2000 0.433997 0.299869 0.151913 0.059874 0.054347 

New Zealand 2010 0.328209 0.307078 0.187417 0.084781 0.092513 

Norway 1990 0.549517 0.270438 0.112591 0.03839 0.029063 

Norway 2000 0.516265 0.2809 0.123768 0.044004 0.035064 

Norway 2010 0.505336 0.284003 0.127476 0.045946 0.037238 

Poland 2000 0.921736 0.064628 0.01098 0.001938 0.000718 

Portugal 1990 0.782733 0.159317 0.042254 0.010338 0.005359 

Portugal 2000 0.765012 0.169883 0.046936 0.011833 0.006337 

Portugal 2010 0.759711 0.172979 0.048362 0.012299 0.006649 
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Table 4.4 Continued 

Predicted Probabilites of OECD Nations 

Country Year DV=0 DV=1 DV=2 DV=3 DV=4 

Slovakia 2010 0.660293 0.225416 0.077068 0.022727 0.014497 

Slovenia 2010 0.608167 0.248463 0.093399 0.029536 0.020435 

Spain 1990 0.696523 0.207561 0.066202 0.018549 0.011164 

Spain 2000 0.654238 0.228255 0.078924 0.023468 0.015114 

Spain 2010 0.561179 0.266418 0.108717 0.036525 0.027161 

Sweden 1990 0.643959 0.232979 0.082102 0.024757 0.016203 

Sweden 2000 0.598688 0.252306 0.096448 0.030879 0.021679 

Sweden 2010 0.554126 0.268871 0.111057 0.037646 0.0283 

The Netherlands 1990 0.380099 0.306252 0.170295 0.071905 0.07145 

The Netherlands 2000 0.30637 0.30565 0.194302 0.090587 0.103091 

The Netherlands 2010 0.257948 0.298145 0.208424 0.104258 0.131226 

Turkey 1990 0.722998 0.193597 0.058545 0.015774 0.009087 

Turkey 2000 0.904626 0.077471 0.01421 0.002653 0.00104 

United Kingdom 1990 0.447576 0.297465 0.147249 0.057052 0.050658 

United Kingdom 2000 0.423046 0.301582 0.15567 0.06221 0.057491 

United Kingdom 2010 0.38903 0.305561 0.167275 0.069818 0.068316 

United States 1990 0.350366 0.307418 0.180213 0.079125 0.082878 

United States 2000 0.285805 0.303234 0.200525 0.096261 0.114175 

United States 2010 0.266291 0.2999 0.206133 0.101827 0.12585 
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CHAPTER 5 

IT’S THE UNKNOWN WE FEAR: RELIGION’S IMPACT ON THE GAY COMMUNITY IN 

OECD NATIONS 

Throughout the several previous analyses, I have consistently shown that religion 

has a negative impact on the gay community across the globe.  In OECD nations, this 

negative influence manifests itself in the form of restricted access to rights and 

protections given to heterosexual persons including marriage rights and protections 

from intentional discrimination; the negative impact seen in non-OECD nations has led 

to a criminalization of homosexuality and homosexual activity which results in 

imprisonment or death. The influence of religion behaves consistently no matter if one is 

analyzing basic human rights or more advanced civil rights. This influence is also 

consistent in the fact that religion negatively affects the gay and lesbian population of a 

nation no matter if we measure its impact from the perspective of a state instituted 

religion or the overall level of religious affiliation of the population in a nation. 

 These previous analyses have treated religion as a very general term. Each of 

these analyses treated each of the potential belief systems in a similar manner. Yet, the 

reality of the situation for persons discriminated against because of their sexual 

orientation may not be attributed to a general concept of religion or religious affiliation. It 

is quite likely that certain religions practice a more or less tolerant doctrine towards 

homosexuality, yet are being incorrectly negatively or positively portrayed in the 

previous studies.  
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 In this chapter, I will take the previous analyses on OECD nations and test the 

same models against the religious affiliation of the three largest world religions: 

Christianity, Judaism and Islam. While there are several variations in each of these 

religions (ex: Protestant vs. Catholic, Orthodox vs. Conservative, Sunni vs. Shia), as a 

whole, they represent their belief system and its core teachings in a similar enough 

manner to group these divisions in one lump sum. Because of the scarcity of 

information in under-developed nations, I continue to proceed with this analysis by 

looking at only OECD member states in order to present the most complete picture of 

the influence of the granting of rights and liberties to homosexuals. 

 This deeper analysis is important because it allows one to see the true impact of 

multiple religions across the globe. Further, this analysis on OECD nations can be 

further generalized to non-OECD states for multiple reasons. First, if a non-OECD state 

does not institute a state religion, yet mirrors similar a religious make-up as an OECD 

nation, then we may be able to better understand the underlying influences of its 

policies towards LGBT persons. Second, for non-OECD states with an official state 

religion, this analysis can show what happens when one of the three major religions has 

a perfect correlation and intermingling with national policy. OECD states with a 

concentration of a specific religion are likely to see a sizeable number of government 

officials elected which publically subscribe to this specific religion. These elected 

officials therefore have the potential to craft public policy regarding gays and lesbians to 

their desired religious preferences. This phenomenon mirrors what would happen in a 

non-OECD state with a declared official religion. Even if a government official in the 
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non-OECD state does not subscribe to the state’s declared religion, public policy will 

naturally reflect the doctrine of the state’s religion.  

 Currently, Asal et al. (2013) contains the only analysis similar to the one 

presented here. Their research shows that Islam consistently prevents states from 

decriminalizing same-sex sodomy across the globe. I expand upon this foundation by 

looking not at sodomy laws, but by analyzing the civil rights policies for gays and 

lesbians. Similar to previous analyses, I utilize a five point scale (0-4) which captures 

the number of basic rights and protections granted to homosexuals during the years 

1990-2010. These four rights and protections are the same as used in previous 

analyses: the right to same-sex marriage, adoption rights, protection from employment 

discrimination and the criminalizing of hate crimes based on sexual orientation.  

 The previous analysis has shown that religiosity in OECD nations has a 

consistently negative impact on the rights for gays and lesbians. Therefore, my first 

hypothesis for this analysis is rather straightforward: 

H1: Christianity, Judaism and Islam all have a negative impact on the rights of 

gays and lesbians in OECD nations. 

 However, in addition to this basic hypothesis, I argue that not all three of these 

religions behave in a similar fashion. In a qualitative analysis on the evolution of rights in 

Canada, Howard-Hassman (2001) shows that the Christian churches in Canada played 

a crucial role in transforming the public’s belief on the legitimacy of homosexuals. While 

this phenomenon may not be universally true for all OECD member nations, there is 

further proof in other predominately Christian nations that more tolerant Christian 
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churches play a key role in shaping the public’s view of the LGBT community. 

Specifically, the United States is experiencing a gradual transformation in the public’s 

view of same-sex marriage rights with a slim majority of individuals now approving of 

same-sex marriage rights as of 2013 (Jones, 2013). The United States has an 

overwhelming number of citizens which publically identify as Christian, yet the shift in 

approval for same-sex marriage has consistently been on the side of the gay 

community.  

When Christianity is brought up during talks of gay rights, most individuals 

immediately have a negative connotation due to a long history of church leaders 

publically condemning the practice of homosexuality. Even today, a brief look at the 

United States alone leads one to conclude that these two core beliefs can almost never 

live in harmony rather than in the current state of discourse. After the United States 

Supreme Court announced that the previous federal law restricting marriage rights to 

just one man and one woman (known as the Defense of Marriage Act or DOMA) was 

unconstitutional, the head of the political action committee “Campaign for Working 

Families”, Gary Bauer, publically stated that the Supreme Court’s decision meant that 

the United States was heading towards the criminalization of Christianity (Tashman, 

2013). Bauer was not the only individual to profess disdain for the Supreme Court 

rulings based on Christian principles. The president of Chick-Fil-A took to the social 

media site, Twitter, to post his disappointment for the end of DOMA (Lobosco, 2013).  

 While these are simply individual beliefs, other Christian organizations have 

made national media for their public denunciations of homosexuality. The Westboro 

Baptist Church, based out of Topeka, Kansas, has been actively demonstrating its 
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views against homosexuality in the form of picketing funerals since 1991 (Westboro 

Baptist Church, 2013). Internationally, the Catholic Church under the direction of Pope 

Francis has discouraged states from performing same-sex marriages, and has 

publically labeled such practices as “fashions and ideas of the moment” (Scherer, 

2013). Other religious organizations, such as the Church of Latter-day Saints, have also 

stated that identifying as homosexual is okay as long as an individual does not act upon 

homosexual urges (Byrd, 1999). The Evangelical Church has also been outspoken in its 

views on homosexuality. Specifically, the President of the Southern Baptist Theological 

Seminary, Albert Mohler Jr., has expressed views on homosexuality which 

characterizes the current push for gay rights in America as a “culture war” for Christians 

attempting to live in accordance with their religious beliefs (Mohler, 2013). Mohler is 

also well known for his public criticism of the Boy Scouts of America considering and 

eventually lifting their ban on homosexual members (Dorell and Grossman, 2013). 

These examples of religious based discrimination on sexual orientation are not 

limited to just these examples from the United States. The Frontline Church based out 

of Liverpool, England recently became subject to harsh criticism for publishing a 

“Homosexuality Fact Sheet” which made claims that homosexual relations are not 

based in love and offered conversion therapy sessions to shape gays and lesbians in to 

heterosexual persons (Buckland, 2011). After passing a law recognizing same-sex 

marriages in 2005, the Constitutional Court of Spain defended the legality of this law 

after conservative groups largely sponsored by the Catholic Church challenged this act 

by stating that the Constitution of Spain restricted marriage to just one man and one 

woman (Wong, 2012). 
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Do these previous examples necessarily force us to accept that Christianity leads 

to a backlash against the growth in the gay rights movement? While there seems to be 

numerous stories about the various denominations of Christianity publically opposing 

progressive public policies for homosexuals, there are also examples of the 

transformation in Christian beliefs on the rights of gays and lesbians. While the act of 

homosexuality is still labeled as a sin, the Church of Latter-Day Saints (LDS) has slowly 

changed its public actions against same-sex marriage rights (Mencimer, 2013). In 1995, 

the LDS Church began an expansive campaign to limit the growth of same-sex 

marriage laws across the globe and is largely credited with preventing such laws from 

passing in both Hawaii and Alaska. Further, LDS members actively petitioned California 

residents to approve of Proposition 8, which restricted marriage rights to only 

heterosexual couples.  

Such active campaigning against same-sex marriage rights has led to a large 

backlash against the Mormon Church, according to Mencimer. After the passage of 

Proposition 8, the approval rating for the LDS Church dropped significantly, from 42% to 

37%. Mencimer also reports that the suicide rate amongst LGBT youth is significantly 

higher for those of the Mormon faith than their non-Mormon counterparts. In more 

recent years, church leaders have acknowledged these troubling statistics and have 

slowly moved to a more inclusive model for gay youth. The Church has actively 

published and distributed handouts for parents in the LDS community on learning to 

accept gay and lesbian children within their family and has also established a website in 

order to encourage more humane treatment of LGBT persons in the Mormon faith. 

While the LDS Church has made progressive steps towards encouraging the growth of 
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rights for homosexuals, they have stopped short of fully endorsing civil rights and 

protections for the gay community. 

The Mormon Church is not the only Christian denomination to make progressive 

steps towards the inclusion of homosexuals. Since 1976, the Episcopal Church has 

operated under a belief that homosexuals are “children of God who have a full and 

equal claim with all other persons upon the love, acceptance, and pastoral concern and 

care of the Church" (The Episcopal Church, 2013). Since this declaration, Episcopalians 

have formally ordained their first openly gay bishop in 2003 and began recognizing 

same-sex marriages in 2012. This specific denomination stands as a unique example in 

the United States because it goes one step further than most other Christian churches 

by formally partnering with Integrity USA, an Episcopalian group dedicated to making 

the inclusion of gays and lesbians in to the church easier for all adherents to the 

Episcopalian doctrine (Integrity USA, 2013).  

Despite its growing acceptance of homosexuality within the church itself, the 

Episcopal Church has played a passive role in the public policy world regarding rights 

and benefits for individuals discriminated against due to their sexual orientation. While 

church leaders often make public acknowledgements of laws which expand the rights of 

the LGBT community, there is little evidence that the church actively lobbies public 

policy makers to alter the laws pertaining to homosexuals. The lack of public activity by 

the church does not necessarily mean that full equality for gays in the United States is 

impossible until such large scale churches actively pursue public policy change. 

Howard-Hassman (2001) has shown that Canada has also experienced a very similar 

transition in religious beliefs on homosexuality to that of the United States.  
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Similar to the Mormon Church in the United States, the Christian Reformed 

Church of Canada began a progressive policy shift on its public views of homosexuality. 

A member of the Reformed Church even said that "It is one of the great failings of the 

Church and Christians generally that they have been lacking in sympathy and concern 

for the plight of the homosexuals among them" (Heynen et al., 1998). While the 

transformation towards more open and accepting policies began in the 1990’s for this 

church, similar sympathies have been expressed by members of the LDS Church during 

the 21st century, as can be seen by the growing encouragement for people of the 

Mormon faith to accept LGBT youth in their families and communities. Canada also 

contained a more progressive Christian church which mirrored the actions of the 

Episcopal Church in the United States. Known as the United Church, this combination 

of Presbyterians, Methodists and Wesleyans has actively encouraged persons to accept 

homosexuality within their community based on the idea that the expression of physical 

love is a key component of a Christian relationship. The United Church, since the early 

1990’s, has emphasized that this love in practice is more important than the gender of 

the two individuals partaking in the physical relationship. Furthermore, the United 

Church has also appointed openly gay persons to positions as ordained ministers, 

similar to the ordaining of gay bishops in the Episcopal Church.  

Howard-Hassman’s argument that the transformations in the church views on 

homosexuality made the passage of equal rights for gays and lesbians an easier 

process at the national level in Canada may further be applicable to the United States. 

According to Gallop Poll surveys, support for same-sex marriage rights in the United 

States has maintained above 50% for three consecutive surveys conducted within the 
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last year (Jones, 2013). The shift in various Christian denominations to a more inclusive 

view for homosexuals may also be showing positive signs of influence according to 

these surveys. An ABC/Washington Post poll seems to confirm that as of March 18, 

2013, over 80% of people in the 18-29 year age group support same-sex marriage 

rights (Langer, 2013). This is up nearly 24 points from a similar study conducted in 

2004. A similar trend has emerged amongst non-evangelical Christians; in the most 

recent ABC/Washington Post survey, 70% of non-evangelical Christians supported 

same-sex marriage rights, up 25 points from a similar survey in 2004. These numbers 

seem to mirror the transformation that the Canadian public underwent during the early 

1990’s as church leaders began to emphasize more tolerant views for the LGBT 

population. While it is impossible to tell whether the parallels between Howard-

Hassman’s observations of Canada and the current analysis of the transformation in the 

United States will lead to similar end results, current numbers seem to suggest that the 

Christian faith may play an important role in future debates over rights for gays and 

lesbians. 

The evolution of the Christian faith has encouraged the growth of several 

churches in European nations to actively seek out gays and lesbians as new members 

of their congregation. The International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex 

Association’s website lists formal LGBT organizations (ILGA, 2013). Several of these 

organizations throughout Europe have stated purposes for encouraging the LGBT 

community to become active members in local churches. The trend amongst OECD 

member states seems to suggest that Christian churches experience three stages in the 

gradual acceptance of LGBT persons in their society: first, churches label these 
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individuals as living in sin and should not be granted legal equality, second, 

homosexuals slowly gain acceptance within the Christian denominations and finally, the 

LGBT community becomes highly encouraged to return to the church as equal 

members of the religious community. 

Such a process of acceptance has slowly led to a change in other Christian 

entities’ policies towards gays and lesbians. A long-time policy which barred openly gay 

youth from being members in the Boy Scouts of America received national media 

attention during 2013 as Boy Scouts leaders reviewed and eventually removed the ban 

on gay members in the early spring months of that same year (Crary and Merchant, 

2013). Further, a group formed in 1976, known as Exodus International, closed its doors 

within weeks of the Boy Scouts of America announcing its reformed policies. Prior to the 

shutdown, Exodus International was considered the leader in offering gay-straight 

conversion therapy for LGBT youth with roughly 260 ministries located across North 

America (Do, Mather and Mozingo, 2013). However, starting in 2012, Exodus 

International began a progressive shift away from its conversion therapy when its 

president, Alan Chambers, stated that homosexuality could not be cured. By June 2013, 

Exodus International officially closed its doors and ended its practices of gay conversion 

therapy. Chambers was quoted as saying that he was “deeply sorry” for the “shame” 

and “trauma” Exodus had put gays and lesbians through since its formation in 1976. Do 

et al. report that changing public opinion played a critical role in the gradual shift in the 

beliefs of Exodus International leaders and that these individuals now highly 

encouraged Christians to accept and welcome the gay community in to their 

communities, regardless of whether they believe homosexuality is or is not a sin. 
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This transformation that has taken root in the Christian community is much 

harder to discern amongst the Jewish and Muslim communities. While the data analysis 

above seems to suggest that Judaism leads to a negative pull on the rights of the gay 

community, the country of Israel, which contains the largest concentration of Jewish 

persons, has recognized homosexuality as a legal activity since 1988 (Ottosson, 2010). 

Arguably, Israel has advanced its public policies for gays and lesbians further than the 

United States, which is an overwhelmingly Christian nation. Since 1992, the federal 

government of Israel has legalized most benefits and rights to marriage for same-sex 

couples, allowed for same-sex couples to conduct joint adoptions and prohibited 

discrimination in the workplace due to sexual orientation.  

Robinson (2000) discusses the progressive policies of Judaism in a brief 

overview of gay and lesbian synagogues which have been formed throughout the 

United States. These places of worship began forming in 1972 when the Beit Chayim 

Chadashim (BCC) synagogue was formed in Los Angeles. To date, there are over a 

dozen LGBT synagogues operating in the United States and these have grown in 

stature to form their own cohesive organization known as The World Congress of Gay 

and Lesbian Jewish Organizations.  

While the growth of these groups should provide encouragement that the 

statistical trends discovered in the prior analysis may just be a fluke, there is evidence 

to suggest that the Jewish community as a whole may be slow to accept equal rights 

and privileges for homosexuals. Rabbi Sharon Kleinbaum, the leader of the largest gay 

and lesbian synagogue, Congregation Beth Simchat Torah, argues that issues which 

affect the gay community are not being addressed in non-gay synagogues (Robinson, 
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2000). While optimistic about the future of gays and lesbians in the Jewish faith, Rabbi 

Kleinbaum states that there will be a continued need for separate places of worship for 

gay and straight adherents to Judaism. 

Conversion therapy groups for sexual orientation through the Jewish faith have 

also received press attention due to growing controversies on the techniques used to 

alter the behavior of Jewish LGBT youth.  In a report for the news station, CNN, reporter 

Alan Duke (2012) discovered that the gay therapy group, Jews Offering New 

Alternatives for Healing, or JONAH, is facing its first potential lawsuit. This upcoming 

lawsuit has been filed by former camp members who claim that the conversion therapy 

instituted by JONAH failed to achieve its stated goals of converting homosexuals into 

heterosexual men. Further investigation by Duke uncovered conversion therapy 

sessions ranging from forcing individuals to beat an effigy of their mothers to cuddling 

with members of the same sex. Members to this suit against JONAH confirmed that 

these sessions often led to intense feelings of depression and suicidal ideation. 

Counselors of the therapy session claim that the lack of results for the filers of the 

lawsuit is due to a lack of these specific young men truly trying to change their sexual 

orientation.  

This controversy surrounding this specific conversion camp matched against the 

growth in gay and lesbian friendly synagogues presents an interesting split in the 

Jewish faith which may be the cause of the overwhelmingly negative results on Judaism 

in the previous analysis. The Jewish faith seems to be at the verge of a gradual 

conversion process towards accepting homosexuality, yet a riff in the religion seems to 

sharply curve any progress that this religion as a whole may make towards fully 
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acknowledging gays and lesbians as equals. This split may be caused by the distinction 

between Orthodox Judaism, Reform Judaism and Conservative Judaism (Mahler, 

2004). The more conservative segment of the Jewish faith, Orthodox, may be the 

leading cause of the negative treatment of homosexuality in the religion as a whole. 

Orthodoxy in the Jewish faith interprets Torah law as divine and patterns of behavior are 

expected to follow in line with the laws dictated by Torah law. Reform and Conservative 

Jews tend to be more liberal in their interpretation of Torah law. Conservative Judaism 

tends to emphasize a more “traditional” view of the Jewish lifestyle, where Reform 

Judaism sees Torah and Jewish law as a set of general guidelines, rather than strict 

laws.  

This dichotomization seems to fit the previous examples of the treatment of 

homosexuality by the Jewish faith across the globe. In the United States, the Reform 

Jews are largely attributed with the growth of the gay and lesbian synagogues; 

Orthodox Judaism largely sponsored the gay therapy camp, JONAH. However, the 

nation of Israel again stands out because of its history regarding the treatment of 

homosexuals within its borders. A majority of laws recognizing the status of the gay 

community were passed during a time when the conservative party, Likud controlled the 

Knesset. During these years, members of the winning coalition in the Israeli Parliament 

consisted of Orthodox and ultra-Orthodox parties (Dowty, 2001). The unexpected rule 

by such conservative parties that granted expanded rights to the gay community may 

show that the United States plays a significant role in the discriminatory results that are 

shown in the statistical analysis conducted below. 
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Islam mirrors the debates which are taking place in the Christian and Jewish 

religions. However, while a similar divide still exists, it seems as if the anti-homosexual 

segment of the Islamic population holds deeper negative sentiments of same-sex 

relationships. The Economist reported in 2012 that three Muslim men were arrested in 

the city of Derby, England on charges of hate crimes after handing out leaflets against 

homosexuality with phrases such as “God Abhors You” and “Turn or Burn” printed on 

the handouts. Officially, Islam condemns homosexuality, yet Muslims are facing a 

difficult test of their religious convictions in the OECD nations in this study. Many 

European nations have ostracized this community by stating that the integration of 

Muslims into European culture requires their full acceptance of homosexuality 

(Vendredi, 2009).  

Progressive Muslims are starting to gain traction across the globe in the fight for 

acceptance of homosexuals in the Islamic faith. More liberal Muslim-Americans, 

especially those worshiping in Sufi mosques, are becoming more open to the idea of 

gay Muslims worshipping alongside their heterosexual peers (Kaleem, 2012).  These 

more inclusive mosques are not just limited to the United States. According to reports 

by Bano (2013), Muslims in the United Kingdom have begun an “Inclusive Mosque 

Initiative” (IMI) which encourages equal participation for all Muslims, regardless of 

gender or sexual orientation. These inclusive mosques were opening in Europe as early 

as 2012, when a gay-friendly mosque opened just outside of the city of Paris, France 

(Banerji, 2012).  

Scholars have even begun to debate the validity of Islam’s argument against 

homosexuality and its interpretation of key portions of the Quran. The belief in 
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homosexuality being a sin can be traced back to the story of Lot, a prophet which 

actively preached against homosexuality in the cities of Sodom and Gomorra 

(Kligerman, 2007). Islamic belief holds that these cities were destroyed for their 

excessive practices of same-sex sodomy. However, according to the Economist, there 

is a growing interpretation of the Quran amongst more progressive Muslims that the 

cities of Sodom and Gomorra were destroyed because of the aggravated sexual nature 

in which the same-sex sodomy took place. In other words, the practice of homosexuality 

was not the reason these cities were destroyed. The same-sex relations conducted in 

Sodom and Gomorra are now being seen as acts of sexual assault and rape, which is 

what led to the fate that the persons in these cities met. This new interpretation of the 

Quran seems to be making a small, but growing impact on the Muslim population in 

developed nations. By emphasizing the need for more inclusive mosques, the Muslim 

community is making strides towards a more accepting view of homosexuals within their 

religion. 

These qualitative cases all lead to a comprehensive understanding that progress 

has been made in all three major religions regarding their attitude towards the gay 

community across the globe. Yet, an argument can be made that some of these 

religious groups are not as far along as their counterparts when it comes to fully 

integrating the homosexual community into their faith. Specifically, Christianity has more 

clear and defined examples of church leaders attempting to rectify what they consider 

previous “wrongs” directed at the LGBT community, while Islam and Judaism seem to 

only have a small level of grass root movements attempting to change their religious 

leaders’ views on homosexuality one synagogue or mosque at a time. Furthermore, the 
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various Christian denominations have been making progress towards changing their 

social views on the status of homosexuality in their church for several decades. The 

social adaptation of Islam and Judaism are much more contemporary and therefore 

have yet to have as widespread an influence as the reforms the Christian faith has seen 

over the past few decades. Operating under this historical understanding of the 

evolution of all three major religions, I hypothesize that: 

H2: Christianity is more likely to be more tolerant of rights and protections for the 

LGBT community that Islam and Judaism. 

 As stated previously, the following analysis will build off the empirical test of the 

previous chapter. The data, time period and unit of analysis are the exact same as 

previously, yet rather than aggregate levels of religiosity as one lump sum, I 

disaggregate the measures of religiosity obtained from Maoz and Henderson in to three 

measures of religiosity for Christianity, Judaism and Islam. As stated previously, these 

measures of religiosity are taken from a variety of sources, with census data being the 

primary source of information. Because this method of coding forces scholars to 

assume that simply identifying with a religion holds the same weight as constant service 

and interaction with a church, the results are subject to debate. However, I argue that 

an open identification with a particular religion is enough to justify coding this person as 

a religious adherent. While they may or may not practice a close dedication to their 

place of worship, they have publically identified with a specific institution and I therefore 

assume that this public identification shows support for the religious doctrine, regardless 

of levels of dedication to their religious institution. In instances where this assumption 

may fail, Maoz and Henderson have cross checked their coding with secondary sources 
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to justify and support their coding.  In the analysis that follows, I will present the 

quantitative results as well as a further discussion of the role which religion has played 

in various nations across the globe in granting or denying rights to the LGBT 

community. 

Results and Analysis 

 The following models are the first attempt to disaggregate the effects of various 

religions on the civil rights practices of OECD countries with regards to the gay 

community. The results of initial results, which look at the individual impact of each of 

the three major world religions, are presented in Table 5.1. 

It is first worth noting that this disaggregated model behaves in a similar fashion 

to the full model of the previous chapter. The truly interesting portion of this analysis 

comes when looking at the effects of a growing percentage in the Christian, Jewish and 

Muslim populations within OECD states. According to both the five point, ordinal model 

and the dummy variable model, increasing the percentage of followers to the Jewish 

faith severely decreases the probability that equal protection under the law will be 

granted to the LGBT community. Unfortunately, the results of the impact of Christianity 

lack statistical significance, limiting the ability to confidently say that Christianity has a 

positive influence on public policy for homosexuals. However, it should be noted that 

this model may be inherently bias because of the sample of countries used to conduct 

this study. Many OECD nations in Europe have a considerably high concentration of 

adherents to the Christian faith, yet have also worked for years to ensure equal rights 

and protections for the gay community. Further, the United States has significantly 
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higher levels of Christian adherents than its European counterparts, yet has lagged 

behind other OECD nations in its treatment of gays and lesbians. These European 

countries may not be able to outweigh the potential impact of the large concentration of 

Christian adherents in the United States, thus hiding Christianity’s true impact on the 

rights and protections for gays and lesbians. However, removing observations from the 

United States does not garner any more statistical support for the influence of 

Christianity, therefore we cannot make any accurate conclusions about this religion’s 

true influence on the rights of gays and lesbians. 

 The impact of Islam is worthy of careful critique. Because of a lack of statistical 

significance in Model 1, we cannot make any generalized assumptions about the impact 

of Islam on the rights of gays and lesbians. However, the robustness check in Model 2 

shows that an increased growth in Muslims within a state increases the likelihood that 

these states will have at least 2 rights or protections for homosexuals. This discrepancy 

may also be attributed to a large representation of European countries in this sample. 

According to the Pew Research Center’s Forum on Religion and Public Life (Hackett 

and Grim, 2012), nearly 44 million Muslims live on the European continent, compared to 

roughly 4 million Muslims which live in North America. As previously stated, European 

nations have actively worked to improve the quality and quantity of rights granted to the 

gay community for an extended period of time, therefore the conflicting statistical results 

can be attributed to a continued over-representation of European nations in this sample.  

Other arguments could be made that European nations are more tolerant in 

general and therefore lead to an increased number of Muslims within these countries 

because of a lack of fear from religious discrimination within these nations. However, 
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qualitative analysis shows that this overall level of “more acceptance” may not apply to 

Islamic adherents. For example, Vendredi (2009) has argued that many European 

nations have refused Muslims full integration into many European societies until they 

learn to accept homosexuality as a cultural norm. Further, France has practiced 

discrimination against the Muslim community since 2011 when the French government 

passed laws prohibiting the use of a burqa in public places (Erlanger, 2012). The notion 

that European nations may be more tolerant in general seems ideal, yet this theory 

does not stand up to all forms of tolerance when real world examples from European 

OECD states are analyzed. 

 For us to see the true impacts of specific religious influences, we cannot rely 

exclusively on the coefficients presented in the previous models. Ordered probit 

modeling makes interpreting the coefficients in straightforward models rather 

troublesome. The coefficients show one general effect of the independent variables 

upon the changing scale of my ordered dependent variable, yet they do not give specific 

thresholds for each variable’s impact on the transition between each “cut-point” in the 

model. That is to say, the coefficients in both Model 1 and Model 2 cannot tell me what 

the impact of Judaism is on a state granting only one basic right or no basic rights at all 

to homosexuals. In order to properly measure this, I report predicted probabilities for 

OECD nations in the study at 10 year intervals to show the changing status of 

homosexuality across these developed states in Table 5.2.  

 The results of this predicted probabilities table are peculiar when compared to 

similar data reported in Chapter 4. By forcing the results to focus on a specific cross 

section of religious adherents, the results of Table 5.2 seem to indicate that the three 
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major world religions on their own increase the likelihood that a nation will deny basic 

rights and liberties to the gay community within its own borders. These results may lead 

to a wide variety of interesting research avenues to pursue. For example, when 

comparing the results of the United States between Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, it appears 

that the inclusion of minor religions leads to an increased likelihood that gays and 

lesbians will garner more rights over time. These discrepancies also hold constant when 

observing more liberal nations such as France, where there is nearly a 20% increase 

that France will not grant any rights to the LGBT community when only measuring the 

influence of Islam, Judaism and Christianity. However, these observations do not give 

us a reason as to why this may occur. The inclusion of all world religions and religious 

adherents may indicate throughout the results that other religions promote higher levels 

of tolerance for the whole community, regardless of sexual orientation or other defining 

characteristics. Further research in future literature can address the potential 

discrepancies in the predicted probabilities from Chapter 4 to Chapter 5. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Do these various analyses conducted previously mean that Judaism is always a 

barrier to the rights and liberties of gays and lesbians in developed nations? The 

literature presented in earlier portions of this analysis seem to argue that these results 

are presently accurate, yet may not be constant or reliable in a few years. What may 

appear to be a barrier to civil rights and liberties for gays and lesbians at this moment 

may make a turn very similar to the Christian churches of Canada and many other 

OECD nations in Europe. The initial ground work seems to be in place for the Jewish 

community to begin a transformation in its views on homosexuality, yet no analysis can 
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give a definitive answer as to when this switch in beliefs may be fully accepted by all 

leaders within the Jewish faith.  

The consistent lack of significant results for both Islam and Christianity may also 

support the idea that Judaism has a significant role to play in the process of granting the 

homosexual community equal rights and protections across OECD nations. While 

different tests were run to check if there were potential biases in the data which resulted 

in the lack of statistical significance of these variables, no manipulation of these specific 

variables or models resulted in a confirmation in the statistical accuracy of the 

influences of Christianity or Islam. 

A spatial expansion of this data may lead to a strengthening of these results. As 

previously discussed, the sample consists of OECD nations which are generally more 

tolerant of the gay and lesbian portions of their populations. These trends for each of 

the varying religions may not be consistent in non-OECD nations, where economic 

welfare and the right to civil society may not be a high priority for the national 

governments. In non-OECD nations, religious leaders may have a stronger tie to the 

policies of the government. This could either signal an improvement or deterioration in 

the status of gay rights as these three major religions grow or shrink in relation to their 

nation’s population. Until this test is conducted, scholars must continue to rely on 

qualitative speculation and observation to make generalized assumptions about the 

influences of religion on gays and lesbians across the globe. 
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Tables 

Table 5.6 

The Effects of the Three Major World Religions on LGBT Rights in OECD Nations 

LGBT Rights Model 1 LGBT Dummy Model 2 

Federalism 1.046 

(0.954) 

Federalism 1.756 

(3.090) 

ELF 2.239*** 

(0.368) 

ELF 3.341*** 

(0.667) 

GDP per capita 0.599*** 

(0.100) 

GDP per capita 1.281*** 

(0.275) 

Percent Christian 0.184 

(0.275) 

Percent Christian 0.553 

(0.617) 

Percent Judaism -91.008*** 

(16.915) 

Percent Judaism -106.862*** 

(31.753) 

Percent Islam -0.610 

(0.600) 

Percent Islam 2.349* 

(1.059) 

Executive controlled by Right 38.049 

(35.320) 

Executive controlled by 

Right 

79.406 

(52.569) 

Legislature controlled by Right -36.574 

(35.322) 

Legislature controlled by 

Right 

-77.634 

(52.493) 

Executive in federal state 

controlled by Right 

-50.100 

(46.213) 

Executive in federal state 

controlled by Right 

-104.061 

(68.746) 

Legislature in federal state 

controlled by Right 

48.298 

(46.216) 

Legislature in federal state 

controlled by Right 

102.025 

(68.665) 

Urban Population -0.012* 

(0.006) 

Urban Population 0.007 

(0.014) 

Constant 
---- 

Constant -17.436*** 

(4.026) 

N 569 N 569 

R-squared 0.067 R-squared 0.243 

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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Table 5.7 

Predicted Probabilities of the Three Major World Religions 

Country Year 0 Rights 1 Right 2 Rights 3 Rights 4 Rights 

Australia 1990 0.487 0.286 0.136 0.510 0.040 

Australia 2000 0.489 0.286 0.135 0.051 0.040 

Australia 2010 0.437 0.296 0.153 0.061 0.052 

Austria 1990 0.536 0.273 0.119 0.042 0.308 

Austria 2000 0.430 0.298 0.155 0.063 0.055 

Austria 2010 0.476 0.289 0.139 0.053 0.043 

Belgium 1990 0.375 0.303 0.174 0.755 0.072 

Belgium 2000 0.328 0.304 0.189 0.088 0.091 

Belgium 2010 0.315 0.303 0.193 0.091 0.097 

Canada 1990 0.428 0.298 0.156 0.063 0.551 

Canada 2000 0.310 0.303 0.195 0.093 0.099 

Canada 2010 0.353 0.304 0.181 0.081 0.080 

Chile 1990 0.709 0.200 0.064 0.018 0.010 

Chile 2000 0.587 0.255 0.102 0.034 0.023 

Chile 2010 0.577 0.259 0.105 0.035 0.024 

Czech Republic 2000 0.861 0.108 0.024 0.005 0.002 

Denmark 1990 0.586 0.255 0.102 0.034 0.023 

Denmark 2000 0.633 0.236 0.087 0.027 0.017 

Denmark 2010 0.576 0.259 0.105 0.035 0.024 

Finland 1990 0.806 0.144 0.037 0.009 0.004 

Finland 2000 0.539 0.272 0.118 0.415 0.030 

Finland 2010 0.517 0.278 0.125 0.045 0.034 

France 1990 0.705 0.202 0.065 0.018 0.010 

France 2000 0.698 0.205 0.067 0.019 0.011 

France 2010 0.757 0.173 0.050 0.013 0.007 

Germany 1990 0.570 0.261 0.107 0.036 0.025 

Germany 2000 0.596 0.251 0.099 0.032 0.022 

Germany 2010 0.598 0.250 0.098 0.032 0.021 
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Table 5.2 Continued 

Predicted Probabilities of the Three Major World Religions 

Country Year 0 Rights 1 Right 2 Rights 3 Rights 4 Rights 

Greece 1990 0.806 0.144 0.037 0.009 0.004 

Greece 2000 0.783 0.158 0.043 0.011 0.005 

Greece 2010 0.631 0.237 0.087 0.027 0.017 

Hungary 2000 0.895 0.084 0.016 0.003 0.001 

Hungary 2010 0.863 0.106 0.023 0.005 0.002 

Iceland 1990 0.620 0.242 0.091 0.029 0.019 

Iceland 2000 0.559 0.265 0.111 0.038 0.027 

Ireland 1990 0.633 0.236 0.087 0.027 0.017 

Ireland 2000 0.505 0.282 0.129 0.048 0.037 

Ireland 2010 0.503 0.282 0.130 0.048 0.037 

Italy 1990 0.582 0.257 0.103 0.034 0.023 

Italy 2000 0.545 0.270 0.116 0.040 0.029 

Italy 2010 0.521 0.277 0.124 0.045 0.033 

Japan 1990 0.544 0.270 0.116 0.041 0.029 

Japan 2000 0.533 0.273 0.120 0.042 0.031 

Korea 2000 0.809 0.142 0.036 0.009 0.004 

Korea 2010 0.719 0.194 0.061 0.017 0.009 

Luxembourg 1990 0.263 0.296 0.209 0.106 0.126 

Luxembourg 2000 0.205 0.278 0.223 0.124 0.169 

Luxembourg 2010 0.196 0.275 0.224 0.127 0.177 

Mexico 2000 0.873 0.100 0.021 0.004 0.002 

Mexico 2010 0.687 0.211 0.070 0.020 0.012 

New Zealand 1990 0.522 0.277 0.124 0.044 0.033 

New Zealand 2000 0.508 0.281 0.128 0.047 0.036 

New Zealand 2010 0.427 0.298 0.156 0.063 0.055 

Norway 1990 0.472 0.290 0.141 0.054 0.044 

Norway 2000 0.419 0.299 0.159 0.065 0.058 

Norway 2010 0.460 0.292 0.145 0.056 0.047 
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Table 5.2 Continued 

Predicted Probabilities of the Three Major World Religions 

Country Year 0 Rights 1 Right 2 Rights 3 Rights 4 Rights 

Poland 2000 0.859 0.109 0.024 0.005 0.002 

Portugal 1990 0.658 0.225 0.079 0.024 0.014 

Portugal 2000 0.673 0.218 0.074 0.022 0.013 

Portugal 2010 0.711 0.198 0.063 0.018 0.010 

Slovakia 2010 0.558 0.265 0.111 0.038 0.027 

Slovenia 2010 0.513 0.279 0.126 0.046 0.035 

Spain 1990 0.346 0.304 0.184 0.083 0.083 

Spain 2000 0.364 0.304 0.178 0.078 0.076 

Spain 2010 0.342 0.304 0.185 0.084 0.085 

Sweden 1990 0.598 0.251 0.082 0.025 0.016 

Sweden 2000 0.565 0.263 0.109 0.037 0.026 

Sweden 2010 0.498 0.283 0.132 0.049 0.038 

The Netherlands 1990 0.369 0.304 0.176 0.077 0.074 

The Netherlands 2000 0.385 0.303 0.171 0.073 0.069 

The Netherlands 2010 0.375 0.303 0.174 0.076 0.072 

Turkey 1990 0.850 0.116 0.026 0.006 0.002 

Turkey 2000 0.918 0.067 0.012 0.002 0.001 

United Kingdom 1990 0.476 0.289 0.139 0.053 0.043 

United Kingdom 2000 0.467 0.291 0.143 0.055 0.045 

United Kingdom 2010 0.437 0.297 0.153 0.061 0.053 

United States 1990 0.811 0.141 0.036 0.008 0.004 

United States 2000 0.720 0.194 0.060 0.017 0.009 

United States 2010 0.609 0.246 0.095 0.030 0.020 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION: A HUNDRED OF MY BROTHERS ARE READY FOR THIS JOURNEY 

TO BEGIN 

The struggle for equal rights, whether they are fundamental human rights or 

more progressive civil rights, has defined the gay community across the globe for most 

of modern history. Countless hours, monetary expenditures and lives have been given 

for discrimination based on a person’s sexual orientation to end. Despite the massive 

amount of resources that have been dedicated to a growing movement for the LGBT 

community, scholarship to this day has largely overlooked the causes of discrimination 

for these persons. The preceding chapters represent the first large scale, quantitative 

analysis of the causes of discrimination against an individual based on their sexual 

orientation.  

 Consistently, religion was discovered to be the determining factor in whether or 

not the homosexual population within a specific nation would be subject to 

imprisonment for their sexual activities or if these people would be granted legal equality 

through an expansion of civil rights legislation. These analyses were conducted under 

one key assumption: OECD nations fundamentally behave differently than non-OECD 

nations. The justification for this division in the way nations act towards their respective 

gay communities is based fundamentally on the requirements for OECD membership. 

States subscribing to this organization are subject to increasing the well-being of their 

citizens through economic growth and social consciousness. Members of the OECD 

should be more accepting of social and political discourse on controversial issues, such 
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as the status of homosexuality within their borders. This tolerance of discourse arguably 

allows for homosexuals to fight openly for legal rights to marriage, adoption and a 

variety of other liberties granted to heterosexual persons without fear of imprisonment, 

torture or death for publically expressing their sexual orientation. This global 

dichotomization led to a breakdown of countries and their treatment of gays and 

lesbians within their borders. Non-OECD states were seen as detrimental to 

fundamental human rights for LGBT persons, while OECD member states did not 

struggle for rights to life, but rights to legal equality.  

 In the analysis of non-OECD nations, religion was also measured in conjunction 

with other theories presented in qualitative pieces in anthropology literature. These 

previous arguments range from HIV rates causing increased discriminatory practices 

against gays and lesbians because of a lack of medical technology to handle a potential 

HIV outbreak to democratic states upholding more tolerant views of the gay community 

in non-OECD nations. The influence of religion was measured under the assumption 

that an officially declared state religion would lead to criminalization of homosexuality 

because national governments would have to form social policy which was in 

accordance with the official national religion. Despite various forms of manipulation, 

states which had an instituted state religion consistently had higher chances of 

criminalizing homosexuality. When the analysis was expanded with regional control 

dummy variables, African, Asian and Middle Eastern nations consistently had weaker 

respect for the human rights of the LGBT community. These results are in line with 

qualitative understandings of the ground situation for the gay community; many African 
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and Middle Eastern states have some form of a recognized state religion which has 

dictated the social policy of these governments for numerous years. 

 The negative influence of religion also held in OECD member states. However, 

other causes of discrimination against the LGBT community are not similar to those of 

non-OECD states. For example, HIV rates may not necessarily hold the same influence 

in more developed nations because they have higher levels of medical technology and 

access to public healthcare. Instead, LGBT rights were hypothesized to be strongly 

influenced by levels of urbanization and whether or not the nation operated under a 

federal system of government. While religion was considered to be a crucial factor in the 

rights and protections granted towards the homosexual community, it would not be 

practical to measure religion’s influence in the same way it was coded for the analysis 

on non-OECD states. Levels of religiosity were used instead for OECD states, which 

was coded as a percentage of the population with any form of religious affiliation. This 

analysis, with numerous checks for robustness, led to similar results as the analysis for 

non-OECD nations; higher levels of religiosity led to a decreased level of civil rights and 

protections for gays and lesbians in OECD nations. Further extensions of this study 

found that Judaism was the only one of the three major world religions which 

consistently led to negative implications for the gay community in OECD states.  

 These results were further supported by the analysis of the formation of LGBT 

interest groups. It was hypothesized that OECD nations would likely have more LGBT 

interest groups than non-OECD states because homosexual persons living in OECD 

nations were likely to feel less of a threat to their physical security if they publically 

identified as gay or lesbian. Many nations which are not a member of the OECD often 
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criminally punish LGBT individuals for publically identifying with a different sexual 

orientation outside of heterosexuality. This criminal punishment does not occur on a 

regular basis in OECD states. Because of this relative stability argument, which was 

presented and detailed in Chapter 3, statistical support was found for the argument that 

LGBT interest groups were more likely to form in OECD nations than in non-OECD 

nations.  

 Further contributions of these three analyses include two new dependent 

variables, plus a new introductory data set and definition of LGBT interest groups. The 

first dependent variable was used to measure criminalization and punishment for 

homosexuals in non-OECD states. This variable was scaled from 0-4, where nations 

receiving a score of 0 punished homosexuality with the death penalty, while states 

receiving a score of 4 were nations which legally recognized homosexuals as equal 

individuals in the eyes of the law. The second dependent variable operated in similar 

fashion and was used to measure the basic rights and protections granted to gays and 

lesbians in OECD states. For this variable, I identified 4 key protections (the right to 

marriage, adoption rights, criminalization of hate crimes based on sexual orientation and 

protection from discrimination in the workplace. Any state which granted all four of these 

rights was given a score of a 4, and a state which had any three of these rights was 

given a score of a 3. This pattern continued so that any state which did not grant any 

civil rights or protections was scored with a 0. Both of these dependent variables were 

coded using data from Ottosson’s (2010) report which presented laws and statutes 

regulating homosexuality on all countries across the globe. 
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 The new data set which was developed for Chapter 3 used the database found at 

the International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex Association (ILGA) to 

create a comprehensive dataset on the number of LGBT interest groups in 68 countries 

across the globe. I defined an LGBT interest group as any group which seeks to 

influence public policy and or public opinion for the LGBT community through grassroots 

mobilization, case law, public education or active lobbying of government officials. While 

there were potential issues of bias because smaller interest groups without access to 

technology to report their group’s existence to the ILGA, numerous robustness checks 

throughout the third chapter confirmed that concerns about potential bias against 

smaller groups were not warranted. 

 Now that these results have been presented, future scholarship should expand 

upon each of these studies in various forms. First, in Chapter 2, it was assumed that all 

non-OECD nations criminalize homosexuality, while this may not always be the case. It 

is likely that there are states that were studied in Chapter 2 which are considerably 

progressive in their policies towards persons of varying sexual orientations. This could 

present an interesting new study as to why these states are more progressive than their 

other non-OECD counterparts. It may be likely that there are international or regional 

pressures which are forging progressive policies in states where they are not 

necessarily expected. Second, Chapter 2 begins analyzing a state where homosexuality 

is already criminalized. The analysis does not attempt to figure out what may lead states 

to criminalize same-sex sodomy in the first place. Under the current analysis, we would 

naturally assume that when a government institutes an official religion, homosexuality 

will be criminalized. Yet, the process could be much more complicated than what our 
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current understanding shows. An official state religion may encourage criminalization of 

same-sex relations, but does not necessarily signal a “sufficient” cause for laws 

regulating sexual orientation. An extension of this analysis can look at countries prior to 

laws regulating and criminalizing homosexuality being passed to decipher the true 

motivations for such regulations. 

 Chapter 3, while novel in its theoretical development, also has room for 

improvement. For example, the data set identified five outliers with considerably larger 

amounts of LGBT interest groups. Rather than investigate the origins of this 

discrepancy, the analysis simply took these outliers as an exception, yet future work 

should discern what has caused these five countries to have considerably larger 

amounts of interest groups than their international counterparts. Also, the analysis treats 

all interest groups as equal in capabilities, while this may not necessarily be the case. 

For example, local interest groups may not have the monetary supplies necessary to 

adequately change social policy. With time, scholars can gather more information 

regarding the funding and expenditures of each of these individual interest groups to 

measure their potential impact on social policy at the local, regional and national level. 

Finally, the results of Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 could be reformed, retested and 

expanded in at least two different fashions. First, similar to the analysis in Chapter 2, the 

data set for the last two chapters only includes OECD nations. By doing this, it 

potentially excludes more liberal non-OECD nations that may also have established 

fundamental human rights for the gay community, yet currently struggle to grant equal 

civil rights and protections for this same portion of their population. Second, Chapter 5 

exclusively points to Judaism as the most negative religion of the three major religions 
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for homosexuality. However, Chapter 5 does not tell us why Judaism performs more 

negatively than Islam or Christianity. This result is further confounded when looking at 

the realization that Israel, a largely Jewish state, has multiple rights for the LGBT 

community, yet these rights were granted during a period of conservative governance in 

Israeli history. Scholars should investigate why Judaism differs so dramatically from 

both Islam and Christianity, especially considering the very similar doctrines between 

Judaism and Christianity.  

Before this study can fully conclude, it is important to discuss the implication of 

these results for both policy makers and the homosexual population across the globe. 

Social policy makers who wish to change the current legal status of homosexuality 

towards a higher level of tolerance and acceptance must be careful to balance the rights 

of religious organizations with the social policies they wish to change. Many people may 

be tempted to say that government should legislate religious doctrine and regulate their 

influence in the sphere of public policy, yet this manipulation may cause backlash from 

multiple religious organizations. Recognizing the legal status of homosexuality within a 

country must be pursued in the light of compromise and respect. Should a specific 

religion wish to refuse services towards LGBT persons, government must tread lightly to 

respect the wishes of these private organizations.  

Until this occurs, homosexual persons must choose their battles carefully. In 

some countries, official state religions dictate social policy to extreme measures where 

gays and lesbians face death penalties for coming out of the closet. The possibility still 

exists that these governments will alter their own social policy on their own accord as 

the doctrines of their official religion transform over time. The qualitative case studies of 
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Chapter 5 support the argument that while religion may currently lead to intolerance 

towards homosexuality, time will gradually transform the views of various denominations 

and branches of religious institutions until homosexuality is not condemned to as 

extreme a level as it currently is in some nations. 

While these transformations continue, scholars have an obligation to continue 

pursuing the topic of discrimination against persons based on their sexual orientation. 

By forcing the issue to be a concern of social scientists, those who currently face 

persecution or are denied rights for having relations with a person of their same gender 

may eventually see a growth in tolerance from social policy makers.  
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