
Narcotics of Politics: The Electoral Behavior of 

Marijuana Users in the United States 

Aybars Arda Kılıçer* 

Koç University, Graduate School of Social Sciences and Humanities 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

Many heated political discussions in the United States have been sparked by the results of the 

2016 presidential election, with much attention paid to the causes of Donald Trump's 

surprisingly strong electoral showing. Even more intense disputes on the probable causes for the 

election conduct of American voters ensued four years later, during the 2020 Presidential 

Elections. Among the most heated of these debates was a potential constitutional amendment to 

legalize marijuana use on a national level. Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to provide an 

empirical and quantitative examination of the possible relationship between the rate of marijuana 

users in each state and the electoral behavior observed in that state during the 2016 and 2020 

Presidential Elections. This article seeks to provide a substantial empirical study to the debate 

over whether or not there is a correlation between the prevalence of marijuana usage and voting 

patterns in American politics. 
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It is common knowledge that drug trafficking is one of the most important concerns in US 

politics, affecting both internal politics from the standpoint of public health and foreign politics 

from the perspective of international policy making. Even though narcotic substances have only 

lately come on the worldwide arena as an issue of both domestic health and international 

relations in the post-World War II era, the financial expansion of its market and the expanding 

demand for its use have made it one of the most important factors in determining U.S. policy.  

The initial goal of the U.S. government was to completely eliminate drug trafficking and usage 

within the country. After failing to accomplish these goals, attention has switched to a more 

moderate strategy, one that even attempts to decriminalize drug usage to a certain extent. This 

shift in policy merits examination from both a domestic and an international lens. The worldwide 

environment of the drug problem has changed, and the United States' reaction to the problem has 

evolved from a radical to a moderate posture. Even though the worldwide use and legalization 

attempts of different major drug substances, including marijuana, seems to be an exciting topic 

for further study, the extent to which drug use can impact the overall decision-making of 

individuals in terms of their electoral behavior, appears to be a hot debate to what this article 

aims to contribute significantly. With this purpose in mind, the paper asks the existence and the 

extent of influence, a state’s prevalence of marijuana has over the electoral behavior observed 

there during the 2016 and 2020 American Presidency Elections. 

 

Methodology 

The purpose of this article is to conduct an empirical analysis of the available data on the 

prevalence of marijuana use in each state in relation to the voting patterns that emerged there in 

the 2016 and 2020 Presidential Elections. To this end, a large-scale quantitative regression will 

be used in conjunction with two crucial databases to give a convincing explanation for this issue. 

Results from the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH), conducted by the 

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMSHA) every year, will serve 

as the databases needed for the empirical analysis of the prevalence of marijuana users on a state 

basis over the time period of this study. Since SAMSHA only discloses such data a long time 

after the calendar year it corresponds to, we will use the 2014-2015 and 2018-2019 datasets to 

investigate whether there is a correlation between a state's rate of marijuana consumption and the 

electoral choice that prevailed there in the most recent two American presidential elections. 

On the other hand, we will be utilizing the reports that were made public by the Federal Election 

Commission (FEC) for the data pertaining to the outcomes of the presidential elections that took 

place in the United States respectively in 2016 and 2020. Because the American electoral system 

does not include every state when voting for the Senate, and since it is rather difficult to compile 

data regarding the electoral outcomes for places in the House of Representatives, the Presidential 

Elections will serve as the electoral ground on which this research will be conducted. 

This study has three main expectations. First is to observe a positive correlation between the 

prevalence of marijuana consumption in a state with its level of electoral support for the 

presidential candidate of Democrat Party. Second is to observe a negative correlation between 

the prevalence of marijuana consumption in a state with its level of electoral support for the 

presidential candidate of Democrat Party. Based on these two goals, the third and last is to 

observe a negative correlation between the prevalence of marijuana consumption in a state with 
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the successful candidate there in the presidential elections. The following comparative analysis 

of the findings of 2016 and 2020 Presidential Elections respectively will allow us to identify the 

changing impact of our independent variable over three dependent variables of this study. 

The article will analyze each election separately to provide a comprehensive evaluation of the 

relevant data and findings. The data analysis is conducted through STATA following the 

combination of data acquired from the studies of SAMSHA and FEC. The independent and 

dependent variables of this study are identified as the following: 

Table 1. Independent and Dependent Variables of This Study 

Abb. Variable Variable Type Explanation and Data Source 

PM Prevalence of Marijuana 

Consumption  

Independent Variable Marijuana Use in the Past Year, by 

State: Percentages, 2014-2015 and 

2018-2019 NSDUHs 

ESDC Electoral Support for 

Democratic Candidate 

Dependent Variable Electoral support for the Democratic 

candidate by State: 2016 and 2020 

Federal Election Commission Data  

ESRC Electoral Support for 

Republican Candidate 

Dependent Variable Electoral support for the Republican 

candidate by State: 2016 and 2020 

Federal Election Commission Data 

SC Successful Candidate Dependent Variable The electoral winner by State: 2016 

and 2020 Federal Election 

Commission Data – 

 0 “Democrat” 1 “Republican” 

Considering both Democratic and Republican candidates will reflect the party's policy stances on 

marijuana consumption legalization, it is instructive to investigate the foundational beliefs held 

by each political group. Furthermore, the exploration of the existing literature is required to 

create a more robust analytical framework. As a means of accomplishing both of these goals, we 

will analyze some of the existing material from two vantage points: voter preferences and how 

political movements conduct their decision-making processes. 

 

Voting Preferences 

One of the most common ideas about voting preferences is that every vote is strategic and has a 

hidden goal, and that each vote is meant to affect more than just one option (Buchanan and 

Yoon, 2006: 162). This method is intriguing because it offers a plausible rationale for analyses 

like ours, which seek to determine how much effect certain agendas actually have on the 

outcomes that are ultimately made. 

On the other hand, many prominent academics who have studied voting preferences have 

claimed that the act of voting is not so detachable from the decision-making processes of any 

specific political candidate or parties in elections (Downs, 1957; Riker and Ordeshook, 1968; 

McKelvey and Ordeshook, 1972). Because of this, voters may be viewed as rational agents 

whose goal is to maximize their expected utilities by casting a ballot for a candidate or political 
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party that they believe would increase the likelihood that their utilities will be maximized (Black, 

1978: 620).  

This idea is also applicable to the Presidential elections in the United States of America. It is 

logical to assume that voters indicate a preference for one of the Democratic or Republican 

candidates, as most elections boil down to a choice between the two major parties' nominees. In 

this instance, the only intriguing question is which of these two candidates will be better 

equipped to maximize usefulness, for instance for those who consume marijuana substances and 

support a prospective legalization of it (Aldrich, Blais and Stephenson, 2018: 6). 

Strategic voting research in the field of political science may ostensibly be traced back to the 

fundamental works of Duverger and Cox. Duverger maintained that the polarization of interest 

groups in Anglo-American nations was the result of these two primary factors (Duverger, 1954: 

70-80): 

1) Mechanical Effect, which means that the party which holds the plurality of votes will 

also win a higher proportion in representation than its electoral success, 

2) Psychological Effect, which leads voters to get affected from the idea of not wasting 

the vote will go and vote for a candidate that seems to have a relatively higher chance 

to be elected.  

In fact, Broh (1974) went a step further and suggested that this rational-choice outcome may be 

better understood by looking at Duverger's Law from the game-theoretical underpinnings. One 

major finding from applying these ideas to actual US presidential elections is that voters are 

extraordinarily sensitive to a spatial logic designed to help them maximize the benefits of the 

parties and candidates they support. In addition, there is widespread agreement among academics 

that preferences of voters are strongly influenced by the policies put out by each candidate 

(Joesten and Stone, 2014: 740). Similarly, based on this widespread agreement, it seems logical 

to expect that marijuana users in the United States will vote for politicians from the political 

parties they identify with the most. 

 

Political Organization’s Decision-Making Processes 

An extensive number of studies focus on the importance of the dynamics behind an institutional 

decision-making process over the respective electoral behavior of individuals. Among these 

studies, some argue that the structural restrictions and contextual capabilities play a significant 

role in constructing the emergence of political organizations’ extensive decision-making 

processes (Kılıçer, 2022a). On the other hand, several studies aim to further clarify the 

conditions and factors behind this phenomenon and argue that the decision-making process of 

any given political organization, party or candidate relies on several important factors including 

regionalism and representation of the regional interests (LeDuc, 1971: 1).  

Even though this classification attempts would be useful for applications of utility theory, the 

vast majority of the existing literature in social sciences tend to make more restrictive 

assumptions on the process of decision making (Broh, 1974: 66). Game theory is one of the most 

recognized illustrations of this phenomena. Considering its strong relationship with behavioral 

techniques, game theory is predominantly utilized in electoral and legislative processes (Buchler 

and Nutini, 1969: 256). 

The decision-making processes of the Democratic and Republican parties provide a concrete 

example of the practical application of game theory in the setting of American elections (Kılıçer, 



  

 5 

2020). Important decisions, such as which candidate to nominate in a certain electoral district, 

can benefit greatly from game theory to maximize their chances of winning an election. The 

political leadership is another good example since it is always adapting to changing 

circumstances to increase its chances of electoral success, as seen by the rapid shifts in the tone 

and content of speeches and agendas (Broh, 1974: 68).  

 

Comparative Analysis of Drugs Policies of Political Parties in the United States 

If one wants to get insight into the evolution and differentiation of marijuana policies in the 

United States, it is important to carefully analyze the platforms of the major political parties in 

the nation. Here, we will provide an analyze and comparison of the stances of the Democratic 

Party and the Republican Party in terms of consumption and legalization of marijuana 

substances. 

Agenda of Democrat Party 

One of the mainstays of the Democratic agenda during the Cold War era was the war against 

narcotics and the economic pessimism that drives it. Even though this issue affects a sizable 

section of the population and can spark a wide range of viewpoints, this issue has been a constant 

Democrats were proposing the following measures to combat against rising influence of 

narcotics trafficking: 

We should send a strong message to every child: drugs are wrong & can kill you. We 

need to dry up drug demand, hold up drugs at the border, and break up the drug rings that 

spread poison on our streets. We should open more drug courts, to speed justice for drug-

related crimes; double the number of drug hot spots where we aggressively target our 

enforcement efforts; expand drug treatment for at-risk youth; make sure that all our 

school zones are drug-free; and provide drug treatment upon demand (Democratic 

National Platform, 2000). 

Therefore, it is arguable that the Democratic leadership in the early 2000s was devising strategies 

to vigorously combat drug trafficking in the home market. Another statement from the same 

party bolstered this view by calling for harsher penalties for the international drug gangs 

responsible for drug smuggling into the United States (Democratic Party Platform, 2012).  

An even more robust posture was taken by the Democratic Party in the early 2010s, advocating 

for a more robust response to drug trafficking from both domestic and international viewpoints. 

They advocated for a tougher legal reaction to any drug cartel with ties to the United States and 

for closer ties between the governments of the Caribbean and the United States to combat 

narcotics trafficking networks on both sides of the Atlantic (Democratic Party Platform, 2012). 

It is intriguing to see the Democratic Party oppose federal legalization on principle. To give just 

one example, recent research reveals that around 78% of Democrat voters favor the concept of 

legalizing marijuana usage (Daniller, 2020). When this strategy is really implemented as part of 

the party's political program, however, the figures look very different. Because of this, the 

Democratic National Committee passed a legalization amendment to the party's official 2020 

policy plan by a vote of 106 to 50. (Lekhtman, 2020).  

The Democratic Party's electorate may favor the legalization of drugs, including marijuana, but 

the party's leadership may still choose to ignore their wishes. The most pressing issue that must 
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be discussed is the cause of this phenomena. The ultimate theory of political gains and losses 

may hold the key to answering this crucial question, even if there may be many distinct 

solutions. According to Dovere, for instance, Democrat candidates still choose to oppose any 

federal legalization of narcotics, including marijuana, because they believe “the potential 

negative effects of legalization on the healthcare system will outweigh the potential positive 

effects” on the long run (Dovere, 2020). 

Agenda of Republican Party 

The Republican Party and its supporters are generally in agreement with the Democratic Party on 

the necessity to combat the global drug trade local drug consumption networks, although they are 

more likely to implement these policies with precision. As an illustration of this perspective, 

consider the following, which dates back to the early 2000s: 

In a Republican administration, the Department of Justice will require all federal 

prosecutors to aggressively pursue drug dealers, from the kingpins to the lackeys. We 

renew our support for capital punishment for drug traffickers who take innocent life… 

Still, there is no substitute for presidential leadership, whether internationally or here at 

home, where America’s families cry out for safe, drug-free schools. A Republican 

president will hear those cries and work with parents to protect children. We will bring 

accountability to anti-drug programs, promote those that work, and cease funding for 

those that waste resources (Platform Republican, 2000) 

That's why the Republican Party's program has a more robust and direct response to the issue of 

drugs than the Democratic Party's. The Republican leadership has gone as far as to say, "Drug 

misuse and addiction harm lives, and there must be no debate about legalizing any type of it" 

(Republican View, 2015). Thus, it is arguable that Republicans, like their Democratic colleagues, 

feel that educating the youth against marijuana use is crucial.  

Where they split company with their Democratic colleagues is on the question of how severe a 

penalty should be for individuals involved in the drug trade. While Democrats maintain their 

pledge of punishment, it is milder this time around, the Republican leadership has promised a 

frontal war against all drug traffickers and advocated for a more powerful state figure to fight 

back against the drug sector using more tighter instruments (Republican View, 2015).  

However, the Republican Party's electoral base and its leadership have fundamentally different 

views. Even though it goes against the party's leadership, a majority of Republican voters (55%, 

to be exact) support legalizing marijuana for recreational use, while a majority of Democratic 

people (78%, to be exact) share this view (Daniller, 2020). This is an intriguing data that 

constitutes a space for further studies significantly. 

Therefore, it is arguable that Republican voters are no different than their Democratic 

counterparts, albeit in smaller numbers. The top leaders of the two major parties share a common 

view against the legalization of any narcotics, but their bases of support have different opinions. 

Two-thirds of the current US population may be in favor of federally legalizing marijuana, which 

is five times more than the percentage of people who had this view fifty years ago (Daniller, 

2020). 

After delving into these intriguing details, we can proceed with our election-based discussion of 

measuring and comparing data from the 2016 and 2020 Presidential Elections to determine 
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whether or not there is a correlation between the number of marijuana users in a state and that 

state's voting behavior. 

 

2016 Presidential Elections: Donald Trump (R) vs. Hillary Clinton (D) 

Although it was widely assumed that Democratic nominee Hillary Clinton would triumph 

over her Republican opponent Donald Trump, the actual outcome of the election was everything 

from anticipated. Nevertheless, Clinton did win the popular vote and only fell short of becoming 

president due to the electoral college method used in the United States. The state-based elections 

provide even a more interesting picture, especially when we combine it with the data provided by 

SAMSHA’s annual report on 2014-2015 prevalence of marijuana consumption rates. 

Table 2. Prevalence of Marijuana Use on During the Last Year, At Least Once, by State 

(SAMSHA, 2017) and 2016 Presidential Election Results (FEC, 2017) 

State PM ESDC ESRC SC 

Alabama 0.0959 0.3436 0.6208 1 

Alaska 0.2231 0.3655 0.5128 1 

Arizona 0.1308 0.4513 0.4867 1 

Arkansas 0.1154 0.3365 0.6057 1 

California 0.1536 0.6173 0.3162 0 

Colorado 0.2357 0.4816 0.4325 0 

Connecticut 0.1568 0.5457 0.4093 0 

Delaware 0.1306 0.5309 0.4171 0 

District of Colombia 0.2390 0.9086 0.0409 0 

Florida 0.1251 0.4782 0.4902 1 

Georgia 0.1279 0.4564 0.5077 1 

Hawaii 0.1262 0.6222 0.3004 0 

Idaho 0.1117 0.2749 0.5926 1 

Illinois 0.1256 0.5583 0.3876 0 

Indiana 0.1389 0.3774 0.5694 1 

Iowa 0.0901 0.4174 0.5115 1 

Kansas 0.1237 0.3605 0.5665 1 

Kentucky 0.1234 0.3268 0.6252 1 

Louisiana 0.1135 0.3845 0.5809 1 

Maine 0.1988 0.4783 0.4487 0 

Maryland 0.1520 0.6033 0.3391 0 

Massachusetts 0.1847 0.6001 0.3281 0 

Michigan 0.1521 0.4727 0.4750 1 

Minnesota 0.1282 0.4644 0.4492 0 

Mississippi 0.0857 0.4011 0.5794 1 

Missouri 0.1359 0.3814 0.5677 1 
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Montana 0.1545 0.3575 0.5617 1 

Nebraska 0.1081 0.3370 0.5875 1 

Nevada 0.1289 0.4792 0.4550 0 

New Hampshire 0.1744 0.4683 0.4646 0 

New Jersey 0.1181 0.5545 0.4135 0 

New Mexico 0.1467 0.4826 0.4004 0 

New York 0.1521 0.5901 0.3652 0 

North Carolina 0.1182 0.4617 0.4983 1 

North Dakota 0.0972 0.2723 0.6296 1 

Ohio 0.1221 0.4356 0.5169 1 

Oklahoma 0.1123 0.2893 0.6532 1 

Oregon 0.1959 0.5007 0.3909 0 

Pennsylvania 0.1240 0.4746 0.4818 1 

Rhode Island 0.1904 0.5441 0.3890 0 

South Carolina 0.1261 0.4067 0.5494 1 

South Dakota 0.1076 0.3174 0.6153 1 

Tennessee 0.1103 0.3472 0.6072 1 

Texas 0.0990 0.4324 0.5223 1 

Utah 0.0909 0.2746 0.4554 1 

Vermont 0.2080 0.5668 0.3027 0 

Virginia 0.1155 0.4973 0.4441 0 

Washington 0.1768 0.5254 0.3683 0 

West Virginia 0.1097 0.2643 0.6850 1 

Wisconsin 0.1185 0.4645 0.4722 1 

Wyoming 0.1062 0.2188 0.6817 1 

UNITED STATES 0.1341 (Average) 0.4818 0.4609 0 

According to these results, there is a moderate positive correlation between PM and ESDC in the 

context of 2016 Presidential Elections, with a correlation coefficient (r = 0.5838). On the other 

hand, the same data illustrates that there is a moderate negative correlation between PM and 

ESRC in the same elections, with a slightly higher correlation coefficient (r = -0.6380). Finally, 

the correlation between prevalence of marijuana consumption and successful candidate of the 

state seems to be moderately negative, with a correlation coefficient (r = -0.5782) 

Table 3. The Scale of Correlation Between Variables for 2016 U.S. Presidential Elections 
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To see the bigger picture, it is more beneficial to take a closer look at the four different scenarios 

observable in the U.S. states in 2016 Presidential Elections: 

Chart 1. Comparative Situation in the U.S States in 2016 Presidential Elections 

 

Regression Analysis of Data Concerning 2016 Presidential Elections 

Electoral Support for Democratic Candidate and Prevalence of Marijuana Consumption 

Our analysis is based on SAMSHA (2017) provided data on the marijuana consumption of each 

state and the electoral support for Democrat candidate Hillary Clinton as recorded by FEC 

(2017). Through a regression analysis conducted in STATA software, we find the following 

values: 
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Table 4. Regression Analysis of Y (ESDC) & X (PM) 

 

Putting these data into a chart, it is possible to observe the positive correlation between 

marijuana consumption and the electoral support for Democratic candidate: 

 

Dependent Variable (Y) : ESDC; Independent Variable (X): PM 

In other words, the regression analysis provides us an equation through which it is possible to 

measure the extent of influence of marijuana consumption over the electoral support to Democrat 

candidate in the 2016 American Presidential Elections as the following: 

y = 0.186 + 1.889x 

 

Electoral Support for Republican Candidate and Prevalence of Marijuana Consumption 

Our analysis is based on SAMSHA (2017) provided data on the marijuana consumption of each 

state and the electoral support for Republican candidate Donald Trump as recorded by FEC 

(2017). Through a regression analysis conducted in STATA software, we find the following 

values: 
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Table 5. Regression Analysis of Y (ESRC) & X (PM) 

 

Putting these data into a chart, it is possible to observe the negative correlation between 

marijuana consumption and the electoral support for Republican candidate: 

 

Dependent Variable (Y) : ESRC; Independent Variable (X): PM 

In other words, the regression analysis provides us an equation through which it is possible to 

measure the extent of influence of marijuana consumption over the electoral support to 

Republican candidate in the 2016 American Presidential Elections as the following: 

y = 0.763 - 2.026x 

Before discussing the findings of a regression analysis of SC and PM, it is possible to argue that 

Republican voting during 2016 Presidential Elections had a stronger connection – albeit negative 

– with the consumption rates of marijuana. Considering this, one can argue that on the statistical 

level, the consumption of marijuana was more determinantal in pursuing voters to support 

Republican candidate Donald Trump during 2016 Presidential Elections than those who 

supported the Democrat nominee Hilary Clinton. 

 

Successful Candidate and Prevalence of Marijuana Consumption 

Our analysis is based on SAMSHA (2017) provided data on the marijuana consumption of each 

state and the successful candidate of the state during 2016 U.S. Presidential Elections as recorded 

by FEC (2017). Through a regression analysis conducted in STATA software, we find the 

following values: 
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Table 6. Regression Analysis of Y (SC) & X (PM) 

 

Putting these data into a chart, it is possible to observe the negative correlation between 

marijuana consumption and the successful candidate in the given state: 

 

 

Dependent Variable (Y) : SC; Independent Variable (X): PM 

In other words, the regression analysis provides us an equation through which it is possible to 

measure the extent of influence of marijuana consumption over the successful candidate in the 

2016 American Presidential Elections as the following: 

y = 1.642 - 7.636x 

These findings prove that, statistically, the lower rates of marijuana consumption increase the 

chances for a state to vote proportionally more for the Republican candidate Donald Trump 

during 2016 American Presidential Elections. When y = 0 (Democratic Candidate Wins), we 

observe a higher rate of marijuana consumption in that state, although there are several 

exceptional states including Alaska from the Republican perspective and Virginia from the 

Democrat perspective respectively that provide an intriguing ground for the prospective research. 

 

2020 Presidential Elections: Donald Trump (R) vs. Joe Biden (D) 

In 2020, Republicans nominated Donald Trump whereas Democratic candidate was Joe Biden. 

Joe Biden won both the elections and the popular vote, although the transition process was quite 

stressful. To understand the extent of marijuana consumption in a given state over the electoral 

behavior observed there during the presidential elections, we can combine the data SAMSHA’s 

annual report on 2018-2019 with FEC’s official results for 2020 Presidential Elections. 
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Table 7. Prevalence of Marijuana Use on During the Last Year, At Least Once, by State 

(SAMSHA, 2020) and 2020 Presidential Election Results (FEC, 2022) 

State PM ESDC ESRC SC 

Alabama 0.1524 0.3657 0.6203 1 

Alaska 0.2575 0.4277 0.5283 1 

Arizona 0.1635 0.4936 0.4906 0 

Arkansas 0.1378 0.3478 0.6240 1 

California 0.2048 0.6348 0.3432 0 

Colorado 0.2719 0.5540 0.4190 0 

Connecticut 0.1953 0.5926 0.3919 0 

Delaware 0.1853 0.5874 0.3977 0 

District of Colombia 0.2795 0.9215 0.0540 0 

Florida 0.1503 0.4786 0.5122 1 

Georgia 0.1542 0.4947 0.4924 0 

Hawaii 0.1612 0.6373 0.3427 0 

Idaho 0.1427 0.3307 0.6384 1 

Illinois 0.1667 0.5754 0.4055 0 

Indiana 0.1706 0.4096 0.5703 1 

Iowa 0.1251 0.4489 0.5309 1 

Kansas 0.1498 0.4151 0.5614 1 

Kentucky 0.1522 0.3615 0.6209 1 

Louisiana 0.1253 0.3985 0.5846 1 

Maine 0.2537 0.5309 0.4402 0 

Maryland 0.1645 0.6536 0.3215 0 

Massachusetts 0.2269 0.6560 0.3214 0 

Michigan 0.2152 0.5062 0.4784 0 

Minnesota 0.1702 0.5240 0.4528 0 

Mississippi 0.1233 0.4106 0.5760 1 

Missouri 0.1527 0.4141 0.5680 1 

Montana 0.2044 0.4055 0.5692 1 

Nebraska 0.1441 0.3917 0.5822 1 

Nevada 0.2465 0.5006 0.4767 0 

New Hampshire 0.2188 0.5271 0.4536 0 

New Jersey 0.1395 0.5733 0.4140 0 

New Mexico 0.2067 0.5429 0.4350 0 

New York 0.1770 0.6087 0.3774 0 

North Carolina 0.1531 0.4859 0.4993 1 

North Dakota 0.1295 0.3178 0.6512 1 

Ohio 0.1624 0.4524 0.5327 1 
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Oklahoma 0.1583 0.3229 0.6537 1 

Oregon 0.2774 0.5645 0.4037 0 

Pennsylvania 0.1648 0.4985 0.4869 0 

Rhode Island 0.2392 0.5939 0.3861 0 

South Carolina 0.1477 0.4343 0.5511 1 

South Dakota 0.1122 0.3561 0.6177 1 

Tennessee 0.1398 0.3745 0.6066 1 

Texas 0.1235 0.4648 0.5206 1 

Utah 0.1266 0.3765 0.5813 1 

Vermont 0.2752 0.6609 0.3067 0 

Virginia 0.1248 0.5411 0.4400 0 

Washington 0.2645 0.5797 0.3877 0 

West Virginia 0.1428 0.2969 0.6862 1 

Wisconsin 0.1488 0.4945 0.4882 0 

Wyoming 0.1281 0.2655 0.6994 1 

UNITED STATES 0.1710 (Average) 0.5131 0.4685 0 

To see the bigger picture, it is more beneficial to take a closer look at the four different scenarios 

observable in the U.S. states in 2020 Presidential Elections: 

Chart 2. Comparative Situation in the U.S States in 2020 Presidential Elections 
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According to these results, there is a moderate positive correlation between PM and ESDC in the 

context of 2020 Presidential Elections, with a correlation coefficient (r = 0.6169). On the other 

hand, the same data illustrates that there is a moderate negative correlation between PM and 

ESRC in the same elections, with a slightly higher correlation coefficient (r = -0.6414). Lastly, 

the correlation between prevalence of marijuana consumption and successful candidate of the 

state seems to be moderately negative, with a correlation coefficient (r = -0.5688). 

Table 8. The Scale of Correlation Between Variables for 2020 U.S. Presidential Elections 

 

Regression Analysis of Data Concerning 2020 Presidential Elections 

Electoral Support for Democratic Candidate and Prevalence of Marijuana Consumption 

Our analysis is based on SAMSHA (2020) provided data on the marijuana consumption of each 

state and the electoral support for Democrat candidate Joe Biden as recorded by FEC (2022). 

Through a regression analysis conducted in STATA software, we find the following values: 

Table 9. Regression Analysis of Y (ESDC) & X (PM) 

 

Putting these data into a chart, it is possible to observe the positive correlation between 

marijuana consumption and the electoral support for Democratic candidate: 
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Dependent Variable (Y) : ESDC; Independent Variable (X): PM 

In other words, the regression analysis provides us an equation through which it is possible to 

measure the extent of influence of marijuana consumption over the electoral support to Democrat 

candidate in the 2020 American Presidential Elections as the following: 

y = 0.214 + 1.539x 

These results imply that in 2020, the rates of marijuana consumption played a relatively weaker 

role in determining the level of electoral support for the Democrat candidate in the U.S 

Presidency Election, in comparison to the extent of influence it had during 2016 Presidential 

Election. 

 

Electoral Support for Republican Candidate and Prevalence of Marijuana Consumption 

Our analysis is based on SAMSHA (2020) provided data on the marijuana consumption of each 

state and the electoral support for Republican candidate Donald Trump as recorded by FEC 

(2022). Through a regression analysis conducted in STATA software, we find the following 

values: 

Table 10. Regression Analysis of Y (ESRC) & X (PM) 

 

Putting these data into a chart, it is possible to observe the negative correlation between 

marijuana consumption and the electoral support for Republican candidate: 
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Dependent Variable (Y) : ESRC; Independent Variable (X): PM 

In other words, the regression analysis provides us an equation through which it is possible to 

measure the extent of influence of marijuana consumption over the electoral support to 

Republican candidate in the 2020 American Presidential Elections as the following: 

y = 0.773 - 1.592x 

Before discussing the findings of a regression analysis of SC and PM, it is possible to argue that 

Republican voting during 2020 Presidential Elections had a slightly stronger connection – albeit 

negative – with the consumption rates of marijuana. Considering this, one can argue that on the 

statistical level, the consumption of marijuana was more determinantal in pursuing voters to 

support Republican candidate Donald Trump during 2020 Presidential Elections than those who 

supported the Democrat nominee Joe Biden. Nevertheless, the gap between the influence of 

these two equations seems to be much lower, in comparison to the situation we observed 

concerning the 2016 Presidential Elections. 

 

Successful Candidate and Prevalence of Marijuana Consumption 

Our analysis is based on SAMSHA (2020) provided data on the marijuana consumption of each 

state and the successful candidate of the state during 2020 U.S. Presidential Elections as recorded 

by FEC (2022). Through a regression analysis conducted in STATA software, we find the 

following values: 

Table 11. Regression Analysis of Y (SC) & X (PM) 

 

Putting these data into a chart, it is possible to observe the negative correlation between 

marijuana consumption and the successful candidate in the given state: 
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Dependent Variable (Y) : SC; Independent Variable (X): PM 

In other words, the regression analysis provides us an equation through which it is possible to 

measure the extent of influence of marijuana consumption over the successful candidate in the 

2020 American Presidential Elections as the following: 

y = 1.553 - 6.017x 

These findings prove that, statistically, the lower rates of marijuana consumption increase the 

chances for a state to vote proportionally more for the Republican candidate Donald Trump 

during 2020 American Presidential Elections. On the other hand, when y = 0 (Democratic 

Candidate Wins), we observe a higher rate of marijuana consumption in that state. Nevertheless, 

there are several exceptional states including Montana from the Republican perspective and 

Wisconsin from the Democrat perspective respectively that provide an intriguing ground for the 

prospective research. 

 

Conclusions and Interpretations of Findings 

Our quantitative analysis illustrates us there is a moderate and positive correlation between the 

prevalence of marijuana consumption in an U.S. state and the electoral support for the Democrat 

candidate in both 2016 and 2020 Presidential Elections. Nonetheless, the extent of influence our 

independent variable (PM) has over this dependent variable or outcome (ESDC) is relatively 

weaker in 2020 Presidential Elections in comparison to 2016 Presidential Elections. These 

results imply there might be more important and robust dynamics or reasons behind the electoral 

support for Democrat candidate during 2020 Presidential Elections that needs to be identified. 

On the other hand, our analysis shows us there is a moderate and negative correlation between 

the prevalence of marijuana consumption in an U.S. state and the electoral support for the 

Republican candidate in both 2016 and 2020 Presidential Elections. Our independent variable, 

(PM), has a smaller effect on our dependent variable (ESRC) in the 2020 Presidential Elections 

than it did in the 2016 Presidential Elections. These findings suggest that there may be more, 

more substantial dynamics or causes driving voter support for the Republican candidate in the 

2020 Presidential Elections. 

Finally, yet importantly, our analysis concerning the relationship between SC and PM gives an 

opportunity to test expectations and make the necessary comments regarding this essential 

perspective of this paper. Similar to the relationships we found between our other dependent 

variables and PM, the negative correlation we identified between SC and PM was in the same 
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direction for both presidential elections, although it differed substantially. Our results imply that 

the prevalence of marijuana use was a statistically more relevant factor in identifying the 

winning candidate in a given U.S. state during the 2016 presidential elections than it would be 

during the 2020 presidential elections. Although these findings are intriguing and meaningful, 

further research seems fundamental in identifying more robust independent variables that play 

even a more robust role in determining the dynamics of electoral behavior. 

 

Funding 

This paper is part of the research project "The Electoral Behavior of Far-Right Political 

Movements in the West," which is being conducted by me, Aybars Arda Kılıçer, without any 
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