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ABSTRACT 

Previous analyses of samples of women in the 1950's revealed 

that intentions for further births were affected by the sex of 

previous children. More recent analyses found however that the effect 

of previous childrens' sex on fertility intentions has either diminished 

or disappeared completely, and some writers on the subject concluded 

that the decline in family size norms could account for that finding. 

The research reported herein, using samples of married women inter

viewed in the 1965 and 1970 National Fertility Studies, shows that 

at least among women with two children there has been no change over 

time in the tendency for mothers of similar sex children to be more 

likely to want an additional child than mothers of opposite sex 

children. 

The persistance of that tendency among mothers of two children 

argues strongly for including the sex of previous children as an 

independent variable in models of fertility intentions, since the 

decline in family size norms makes factors which affect the decision 

to have (or not have) a third child increasingly important. 

• • • 

Since Stouffer's pioneering effort to ascertain the public's 

intolerance of various nonconformists, numerous researchers have 

relied on summary measures and scales to investigate intolerance 

x 



xi 

and have stressed the effects of such general processes as aging and 

education on such measures. Parallel analyses of four of Stouffer's 

original items that were recently replicated and of four items 

included in the 1958 and 1971 Detroit Area Studies schedules indi

cates however that the use of such summary measures or scales is 

unjustified and that the processes of education and aging alone are 

inadequate in explaining changes in intolerance over time. While 

a small proportion of both samples are consistently (and perhaps 

ideologically) tolerant or intolerant in their responses to both 

sets of items, most respond situationally to the items and changes 

in tolerant and intolerant responses over time vary according to 

the item considered. Differential change by color in the Detroit 

sample suggests that short term and less predictable period effects 

must be considered (along with such general processes as aging and 

education) in explaining the level of intolerance at any given 

time, and changes in that level over time. 

An analysis of juveniles attending six Arizona high schools 

in the fall of 1975 shows that how homes were disrupted (by death, 

divorce or separation, or some other reason) had little impact on 

delinquent behavior and referrals to court, but whether homes were 

broken had a strong and consistent effect on both. Further, whereas 

it was the absence of a mother or father which affected the juveniles' 

delinquent behavior, it was the absence of a mother (but not a father) 

which affected their being referred to court. 
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SEX OF PREVIOUS CHILDREN AND INTENTIONS 
FOR FURTHER BIRTHS, 1965-1970 

For both theoretical and empirical reasons, students of fer

tility have in the past quarter of a century come increasingly to view 

family formation as a sequential and dynamic process (Mishler and 

Westoff, 1955; Goldberg, 1960; Namboodiri, 1972, 1974; Heckman and 

Willis, 1976; Hout, 1978; Lee and Khan, 1978). Theoretically, they 

have recognized that most couples intend to have more than one child 

and, because it often takes considerable time to fulfill those inten

tions, are able to revise their intentions in the interval between 

successive births. Such revisions occur, proponents of this view

point have reckoned, not only because the addition of each child 

changes the couple's situation in and of itself, but also because the 

social, demographic and economic constraints faced by the couple can 

change drastically throughout the childbearing years. Empirically, 

support for this dynamic process has been shown by the considerable 

instability of desired and expected fertility in panel studies 

(Freedman, Coombs and Bumpass, 1965; Bumpass and Westoff, 1970), 

and by the substantial parity differences in the relation of fertility 

intentions to various socioeconomic and demographic factors, includ

ing wife's religion, education, age, age at marriage and employment 

status; husband's present income, potential income and education; 

and age of the youngest child (Namboodiri, 1974; Lee and Khan, 1978). 

1 
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With the exception of this last mentioned variable however, 

most of the sequential models of fertility offered in recent years 

have failed to consider any characteristics of the children already 

born to couples as factors affecting their intentions for additional 

children. While it is probable that all manner of characteristics 

of previous children — from their general disposition to their 

health to their sleeping habits — might encourage or discourage 

couples about further births, one characteristic of previous children 

in particular that would seem to merit consideration is their sex. 

The literature on sex preferences for children is quite exten

sive, dating back at least as far as Winston (1931) and including 

since then reports from Harper (1936) , Strunk (1947-1948), Clare and 

Kiser (1951), Dinitz, Dynes and Clark (1954), Westoff et al. (1961), 

Rainwater (1965), Markle (1969), Coombs, Coombs and McClelland (1975), 

and Williamson (1976). Though the lack of comparability in the mea

sures used to elicit such preferences and paucity of replications 

using any one of the diverse measures makes it difficult to summarize 

the nature of those preferences or their variation over time, most 

of the investigations indicate that at the very least there remains 

some tendency for both men and women to prefer boys as first or only 

children, and to prefer at least one child of each sex or a predomi-

nace of boys when multiple children are planned. 

Despite these findings there has been sparse evidence in 

recent years that the sex of children, already born to couples has any 

impact on their desire for further births. While analyses of samples 
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of women in the 1950's by Freedman, Freedman and Whelpton (1960) and 

by Bumpass and Westoff (1970) showed that in the middle and late 

1950's women at parities two, three and four were more likely to 

intend to have additional births if their previous children were all 

of the same sex, more recent analyses showed such an effect to be 

present only among parity two women (Coombs, 1973; using 1965 National 

Fertility Study data), or to have disappeared completely. This later 

finding was reported by Cutright, Belt and Scanzoni (1974), who 

analysed a 1971 sample of white wives from five North Central States 

and concluded that "... the decline in family size norms after 

1965 may account for the difference between our 1971 results and 

those from earlier studies (p. 247)." Preferences for a small number 

of children, they argue, have overwhelmed sex preferences, and those 

whose first two or three children were all of the same sex are no 

longer willing to continue to try for more in hopes of attaining an 

opposite sex child. 

Though such a conclusion is not untenable, it should remain 

tentative for a number of reasons. First, the samples of women used 

in these four studies of the effect of sex of previous children on 

fertility intentions lack comparability, with respondents varying 

by region, religion, age and urbanity. Secondly, the sample used by 

Cutright et al. in particular is quite small (N=273), making the use 

of tests of significance to discern the presence of the effects they 

are interested in problematic. Third, none of the studies considered 

separately respondents who were uncertain about their intentions for 
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additional children. In every study the dependent variable was 

dichotomized to contrast women who intended another child with those 

who did not, and it was unclear in each of the studies whether those 

women who expressed uncertainty about their intentions were included 

in one category or the other or simply omitted. Finally, whether 

the effect of sex preferences on fertility intentions involves a pre

ference for boys or for girls or simply for one of each sex has never 

been rigorously tested in any of previous studies, as all have assumed 

(at least at every parity but the second) that women are motivated 

only to have at least one of each. 

Because of these problems, the questions of whether the sex 

of previous children has an effect on intentions of further births 

at any parity, and whether that effect has changed over time, are 

open to debate. They should not remain so, however, because in the 

absense of sex preselection technology, the sex of previous children 

at any given parity is unrelated to any other factor which effects 

fertility intentions. As such, sequential (i.e., parity specific) 

models may be missing not only an important predictive variable 

by excluding sex of previous children, but one which could not be 

accounted for no matter how many other factors were included in such 

models. 

Further, it is important to know whether the effect of sex 

of previous children has declined or disappeared at all parities, or 

only at some. If, as Cutright et al. have suggested, it has disap

peared at all parities, there is ample justification for ignoring 



it in models of fertility. On the other hand, if it has disappeared 

at higher parities but remained persistent, say, at the second 

parity, it has not become less important, but rather more important. 

Since family size norms have declined in the past two decades to 

center on two and three child families, factors which effect the 

decision of women with two children to continue or discontinue child-

bearing are all the more critical. 

The purpose of the present report then, is to further investi

gate the relationship between the sex of previous children and inten

tions for further births, using data which make it possible to 

evaluate that relation both over time and across parities. 

The Data and Method 

The investigation herein makes use of data from national proba

bility samples of married women interviewed as a part of the 1965 and 

1970 National Fertility Studies (for details regarding those samples, 

see Ryder and Westoff, 1971; and Westoff and Ryder, 1977). In parti

cular, the analysis involves currently married, non-pregnant and 

presumably fecund white women between the ages of 18 and 35 who were 

living with their husbands at the time the interviews were conducted, 

and who had previously given birth to between one and four children. 

Blacks were excluded .from consideration because their small number did 

not permit the necessary cross-classification. Women who were older 

than 35 or who had more than four children were not included for the 

same reason, and because preliminary analysis revealed a lack of vari

ation in their intentions for additional children. 
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The bulk of the analysis concerns the data shown in Table 1, 

in which responses to the question "Do you intend to have another 

child?" are cross-classified by year, parity and sex of previous 

children.^ 

Inspection of the year by response marginals given in the 

bottom row of Table 1 shows that among the sample of mothers considered 

as a whole, the proportion intending to have an additional child 

decreased slightly from 1965 to 1970. Whereas 42% of the mothers in 

1965 intended another child, only 37% expressed similar intentions in 

1970. Most of this decrease over time can be accounted for by the 4% 

increase in the proportion of mothers who were uncertain about their 

intentions. Overall, there was virtually no change in the proportion 

of mothers who intended not to have another child. 

This simple shift from the Yes to the Don't Know category evi

denced by the column marginals does not adequately characterize the 

change in responses within each category of the joint distribution 

of parity and sex of previous children. Looking across the eleven 

rows in the body of Table 1, it is clear that within nearly every 

category of that joint distribution the trend involves all three cate

gories of response, with the proportions of Yes responses declining 

sharply over time and the proportions of Don't Know and No responses 

1. The wording of the question was changed slightly in 1970, 

to read "Do you and your husband intend to have another child?" 



Table 1. Cross-Classification of Intentions to Have Another Child by Year, Parity and Sex of 
Previous Children.* 

Sex of 1965 1970 
Previous Don11 Don't 

Parity Children Yes Know No Subtotal Yes Know No Subtotal 

One Boy 145 14 23 182 257 27 44 328 
(80) (7) (13) (100) (78) (8) (14) (100) 

Girl 132 9 15 156 222 17 52 291 
(85) (6) (9) (100) (76) (6) (18) (100) 

Two Boys 46 10 46 102 51 31 117 199 
(45) (10) (45) (100) (26) (16) (58) (100) 

Girls 42 15 56 113 46. 33 79 158 
(38) (13) (49) (100) (29) (21) (50) (100) 

Both 75 25 157 257 69 58 250 377 
(29) (10) (61) (100) (18) (15) (67) (100) 

Three Boys 14 1 29 44 8 8 42 58 

(32) (2) (66) (100) (14) (14) (72) (100) 

Girls 8 3 29 40 4 3 39 46 
(20) (8) (72) (100) (9) (7) (84) (100) 

Both 72 27 166 265 48 36 201 285 

(27) (10) (63) (100) (17) (13) (70) (100) 

Four Boys 4 1 10 15 1 0 9 10 

(27) (7) (66) (100) (10) (0) (90) (100) 

Girls 6 1 4 11 0 2 9 11 

(55) (10) (35) (100) (0) (18) (82) (100) 

Both 19 15 122 156 11 25 114 150 

(12) (10) (78) (100) (7) (17) (76) (100) 

Total N 563 121 657 1341 717 240 956 1913 

(%) (42) (9) (49) (100) (37) (13) (50) (100) 

^Percentages are given in parentheses. 



8 

increasing, the latter more so than the former. That this larger and 

more complex shift is not reflected in the year by response marginals 

is probably the result of the fact that the mothers in our sample, as 

in the population as a whole, are more apt to be at lower parities in 

the later year, (60% of the mothers in the sample are at the first 

and second parities in 1965, while 70% are at those same parities in 

1970), and mothers at lower parities are more likely to intend to 

have another child. 

Apart from this association between parity and year, there 

is also an obvious association between parity and sex of previous chil

dren. The reader can discern this for herself by observing that the 

row subtotals of boys, girls and both born to women at each parity are 

much as we would expect in the population as a whole, assuming the 

equiprobability of boy and girl births and the independence of one 

birth from the next. Because of these associations, an assessment of 

the effects of the three factors on response would be facilitated by 

the use of models which fix the associations among factors and focus 

instead on their separate and possible joint effects on response. 

Such models, termed logit specification models, have been presented by 

Goodman (1970) and Fienberg (1970); herein, however, similar but 

somewhat more complex models presented by Duncan (1975) are used be

cause they are especially well suited to the analysis of multiway con

tingency tables in which one or more of the variables are polytomous. 
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The Results 

Women With One Child 

Mothers of one child are considered first. Table 2 presents 

the frequencies of Yes, Don't Know and No responses given by those 

mothers to the Intentions to Have Another Child item, cross-classified 

by the sex of their previous child and year. Rather than representing 

that cross-classification as a three-way table involving a three-

category polytomous response and two dichotomous factors, the poly-

tomous variable is re-expressed, following Duncan (1975), as a set of 

three formal variables, each contrasting one category of the polytomy 

with the other two. Table 2, then, is an incomplete five-way table 

with structural zeros (see Fienberg, 1972), where the formal variable 

1 takes the value 1 if the response offered was Yes and 2 otherwise; 

the formal variable 2 takes the value 1 if the response offered was 

Don't Know and 2 otherwise; the formal variable 3 takes the value 1 

if the response offered was No and 2 otherwise; and the variables 4 

and 5 represent sex of the previous child and year, respectively. 

In each of the nine models given in the lower portion of Table 

2, we fit the two-way marginals' {45} to allow the association between 

year and sex of previous child, and the three-way marginals {123} 

which, since each category of response is perfectly related to the 

other two, constrains the column totals and therefore the cell totals 

in five of the columns in Table 2 to be zero. The null hypothesis 

underlying Model (1), in which only these two sets of marginals are 



Table 2. Rearrangement of the Data from Table 1 for Women at Parity 1 with Formal Variables for 
Response, and Models Pertaining to the Data 

c I r, t_ Yes' 2 11112222 
Sex of Don t Know:,, 112 2 112 2 
Previous No: 

Year Children 
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2  

1965 Boy * * * 145 * 14 23 * 
Girl * * * 132 * 9 15 * 

1970 Boy * * * 257 * 27 44 * 
Girl * * * 222 * 17 52 * 

2Coded 1 if response was yes; 2 otherwise 
^Coded 1 if response was don't know; 2 otherwise 

Coded 1 if response was no; 2 otherwise 
*Cells constrained to have zero frequencies 

Model Marginals Fit df L2 

(1) {45} {123} 6 8.25 

(2) {45} {123} {14} 5 8.23 

(3) {45} {123} {24} 5 6.43 

(4) {45} {123} {34} 5 7.58 

(5) {45} {123} {15} 5 5.45 

(6) {45} {123} {25} 5 8.22 

(7) {45} {123} {35} 5 4.85 

(8) {45} {123} {14} {24} {34} 4 5.97 

(9) {45} {123} {15} {25} {35} 4 4.71 

1, 2 and 3 represent formal variables for Yes, Don't Know and No, respectively; 4 = sex of previous 
child; 5 = Year. 



fit, is that all three categories of response are independent of the 

joint variable year by sex of previous child. Given the likelihood-

2 
ratio chi-square (L ) value of 8.25 with 6 degrees of freedom (d.f) 

associated with that model, we conclude that the hypothesis cannot 

be rejected. 

That finding, however, does not rule out the possibility that 

one of the factors might have an effect on response, nor the possibil

ity that the contrast between any one of the categories of response 

and the other two might be effected by either or both of the factors. 

Indeed, the strategy involved in entertaining the rest of the models 

at the bottom of Table 2 is to include such effects that improve signi

ficantly over the baseline model of independence, until we arrive at 

the model which cannot itself be significantly improved upon by the 

inclusion of other effects. 

Model (2), for example, fits the' {14} marginals in addition to 

those fit by Model (1), thereby allowing for an effect of the sex of 

previous child on the contrast between Yes responses and the other two 

response categories. Model (3), on the other hand, asserts that the 

effect of the sex of previous child involves a contrast between the 

Don't Know response and the other two categories, while Model (4) 

asserts that such an effect involves a contrast between the No 

response versus the other two. None of the three models, however, 

2 
improves significantly over Model (1), since the reduction in L 

afforded by each is not significant even at the 0.10 level. We 
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conclude, therefore, that among women with one child, the sex of 

that child has no effect on their intention for an additional child. 

Considering next the impact of year on response, we find that 

both Model (5), which asserts that the contrast of the Yes response 

with the other two categories has changed over time, and Model (7), 

which asserts that the contrast of No responses with the other two 

responses has changed over time, afford at least a marginal (P<0.10) 

improvement over the model of independence. Since neither of the 

two models is improved upon by Model (9), which allows year to effect 

all three categories of response, we are free to assume either that 

the odds on the Yes response (vs. the other two responses) have 

changed, or that the odds on the No_ response (vs. the other two 

responses) have changed, but not both. The odds on giving the Don't 

Know response, then, have not changed significantly over time with 

respect to either of the other two categories. 

That being the case, we can eliminate the Don't Know category 

of response from consideration, and use the observed frequencies of 

Yes and No responses to calculate the magnitude of the change. Collaps

ing over categories of the sex of previous child variable (which is 

justified since it has no effect on response), we find that 277/38=7.28 

are the odds on giving the Yes response in 1965, while 479/96=4.98 are 

the odds on giving that response in 1970. The ratio of those odds, 

7.28/4.98, informs us that from 1965 to 1970 the odds on intending to 

have another child have decreased by a factor of 0.68. 
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In summary, the analysis of women with one child indicates that 

while the probability of their intending to have another child decreased 

over time, in neither year did the sex of their first child effect 

those intentions. While women may, as the previously cited literature 

on sex preferences would seem to indicate, prefer boys for first or 

only children, having a boy first does not, on present evidence, 

motivate any significant portion of them to discontinue bearing addi

tional children. 

Women With More Than One Child 

Shifting attention to mothers of two, three and four children, 

Table 3 provides a rearrangement of the data for those women from 

Table 1 in which response is cross-classified by parity, year and sex 

of previous children, the latter variable having been re-expressed as 

a set of formal variables. Setting up the table in this fashion, as 

an incomplete six-way table, allows us to consider whether the effect 

of sex of previous children on fertility intentions involves a con

trast only between those who have both boys and girls and those whose 

children are all of one sex or the other, or whether it involves as 

well a contrast between those who have only boys with those who have 

only girls. Models relevant to that question are given in Table 4. 

Model (1) in Table 4 states that the three-category response 

variable is independent of the polytomous joint variable involving 

the three factors year, parity and sex of previous children. Since the 

latter has 18 categories, we calculate df = (18-1) (3-1) =34 for 



Table 3. Rearrangement of the Data from Table 1 for Women at Parities Two, Three and Four, with 
Formal Variables for Sex of Previous Children 

Year 

1965 

1970 

OtSA U1 
Parity Two Parity Three Parity Four 

Previous Children 

1 _ O Don't Don't Don't 
Boys Girls^ Both Yes Know No Yes Know No Yes Know No 

1 1 1 * ft ft ft ft ft * ft ft 
1 1 2 ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft 
1 2 1 ft ft ft ft ft ft ft ft * 

1 . 2 2 46 10 46 14 1 29 4 1 10 
2 1 1 ft ft ft ft ft ft ft * ft 

2 1 2 42 15 56 8 3 29 6 1 4 
2 2 1 75 25 157 72 27 166 19 15 122 

2 2 2 ft ft ft ft ft ft * ft ft 
1 1 1 * ft ft ft ft ft ft ft * 

1 1 2 ft ft ft ft ft * ft ft * 

1 2 1 * ft ft ft * ft * * * 

1 2 2 51 31 117 8 8 42 1 0 9 

2 1 1 ft ft ft ft ft ft * ft * 

2 1 2 46 33 79 4 3 39 0 2 9 

2 2 1 69 58 250 48 36 201 11 25 114 

2 2 2 * ft * * * * ft ft ft 

2Coded 1 if boys only; 2 otherwise 
^Coded 1 if girls only; 2 otherwise 

Coded 1 if both; 2 otherwise 
*Cells constrained to have zero frequencies. 
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Table 4. Some Models Pertaining to the Data in Table 3 

Model Marginals Fit df L2 

(1) {23456} {1} 34 156.07 
(2) {23456} {126} 24 51.92 
(3) {23456} {126} {13} 22 45.20 
(4) {23456} {126} {14} 22 47.52 
(5) {23456} {126} {15} 22 40.42 
(6) {23456} {126} {13} {14} {15} 20 38.30 
(7) {23456} {1256} 12 16.12 
(8) {23456} {1256} {13} {14} 10 14.00 
(9) {23456} {1256} {123} {124} 6 8.44 
(10) {23456} {1256} {136} {146} 8 12.78 

The variables were coded as follows: l=response; 2=parity; 3, 4 and 
5 are formal variables for boys, girls and both, respectively; 6=year 
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that Model, and reject it on the basis of the large value of the like

lihood ratio chi-square statistic which indicates its goodness of fit 

(L2(1) = 156.07, P <0.001) . 

Model (2) allows response to depend jointly on year and parity, 

but asserts that within categories of the joint-classification of those 

two factors response is independent of the sex of previous children. 

While the model may in fact overfit the effect of year and parity on 

response, since the effects of each may be separate instead of combined, 

2 
it does not provide an acceptable fit to the data (L (2) = 51.92 with 

24 df; P<.005). There must therefore be some effect of the sex of 

previous children on response, and Model (2) provides the baseline 

model for assessing that effect. 

Each of Models (3) through (5) specifies a direct effect of 

the sex of previous children on response, though they differ with 

respect to the categories of women (i.e., those with both boys and 

girls, boys only or girls only) that are involved in the effect. 

Whereas Model (3) constrains the difference in response to involve 

a contrast between women with boys only and women with girls only or 

both, the relevant contrast posited in Model (4) is between those 

with girls and the other two groups, and the contrast posited in Model 

(5) is between those with both boys and girls and those whose children 

are all of one sex or the other. Of the three models only Model (5) 

improves significantly over Model (2), which specifies no sex effect, 

and is not significantly improved by Model (6), which allows the sex 

effect to involve all three categories of women. We therefore conclude 



that the sex effect, at least when it is constrained to be the same 

at every parity in both years, involves differences in response only 

between those with children of both sexes and those with children of 

the same sex. 

That the absence of a significant difference in response be

tween women with boys only and women with girls only does not result 

from constraining those differences to be the same at every parity in 

both years is made clear by examining the last four models in Table 4. 

Model (7), which allows the effect of having both boys and girls (vs. 

one sex only) on response to vary jointly by year and parity, does 

significantly improve upon the fit of Model (5), which constrains that 

effect to be the same at each parity in both years. It is not itself 

improved upon, however, by a model which includes a direct effect of 

having boys only (vs. girls only) on response (Model (8)), nor by 

Models which allow the effect of having boys only to vary by parity 

(Model (9)) or by year (Model (10)). Tests of independence in the 

six 2-way subtables that represent the cross-classification of response 

by sex of previous children for women whose children are all the same 

sex confirms the result that at no parity and in neither year is there 

a significant contrast between women with boys only and women with 

girls only. 

The foregoing analysis indicates then that the effect of the 

sex of previous children on intentions for further births can be dichot

omized so as to contrast those whose children are of mixed sexes with 

those whose children are all of the same sex, and furthermore that the 



effect of that contrast varies either by year or parity or both. One 

final rearrangement of the data for women with two, three and four 

children is needed to clarify that interaction. 

In Table 5, response to the Intentions to Have Another Child 

item was again (as in Table 2) re-expressed as a set of formal vari

ables, and cross-classified by sex of previous children (now dichot

omized), parity and year. Models pertaining to the data are given in 

Table 6. 

A comparison of the first seven models in the table allows an 

investigation of whether we need to consider all three categories of 

response in explaining the effects of parity and the sex of previous 

children on intentions to have another child, and changes in those 

intentions over time. Each of Models (2), (4) and (6) allows one cate

gory of response to be related jointly to the three factors, but asserts 

that across all categories of the joint-classification of those factors 

the odds on being in the second vs. the third response category are 

the same. Model (2), for example, allows the odds on giving the Yes 

(vs. Don't Know + No) response to vary from one category of the joint 

classification of factors to the next, but requires the odds on Don't 

Know vs. N C D  to take the same value in every category. While Model ( 2 )  

does, like Models (4) and (6), provide a significant improvement over 

Model (1), which asserts the independence of response from factors, 

none of the three provide an acceptable fit to the data. Further, since 

Models (3), (5) and (7) significantly improve over Model (2), (4) and 



Table 5. Rearrangement of the Data in Table 3, with the Sex of Previous Children Variable Collapsed 

and Formal Variables for Response 

Year Parity 

Sex of 

Previous 
Children 

Yes: ̂ 

Don't Know:„ 

No: 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 

1965 Two Unmixed A A * 88 * 25 102 A 

Mixed A A * 75 * 25 157 A 

Three Unmixed A A * 22 A 4 58 A 

Mixed A A * 72 * 27 166 A 

Four Unmixed A A * 10 A 2 14 A 

Mixed A * A 19 A 15 122 A 

1970 Two Unmixed A * * 97 A 64 196 A 

Mixed A * * 69 A 58 250 A 

Three Unmixed A * A 12 A 11 81 A 

Mixed A * * 48 A 36 201 A 

Four Unmixed * * * 1 A 2 18 A 

Mixed A * * 11 A 25 114 A 

^Coded 1 if response was yes; 2 otherwise 

^Coded 1 if response was don't know; 2 otherwise 
Coded 1 if response was no; 2 otherwise 

*Cells constrained to have zero frequencies 



Table 6. Some Models Pertaining to the Data in Table 5 

20 

Model Marginals and Constraints* Fit df L2 

(1) {R-R«Ro {456} 22 139.94 
(2) {RTRORO {456R } 11 27.14 
(3) {R:R^ {456R!"} {4R?} {5R2} {6R2} 7 8.97 
(4) {R7RPRO 

{RTRNR. 
{456Rh 11 114.86 

(5) 
{R7RPRO 
{RTRNR. {456Rp {4RN} {5R,} {6Rx} 7 19.61 

(6) {RTRfRo {456R^} 
X i. JL 

11 54.53 
(7) {R:R,R, 

{456J J 
{456R^} {4R,} { 5R,} { 5R.} 7 7.22 

(8) 
{R:R,R, 
{456J J R} 3 

1 1 L 
22 139.94 

(9) {456} 4R} 20 114.80 
(10) {456} 5R} 18 84.38 
(11) {456} 6R} 20 99.76 
(12) {456} *R} {5R} 16 73.98 
(13) {456} 4R} {6R} 18 • 71.80 
(14) {456} 5R} {6R} 16 37.38 
(15) {456} 4R} {5R} {6R} 14 25.77 
(16) {456} 45R} 12 55.15 

(17) {456} 46R> 16 71.41 
(18) {456} 56R} 12 35.80 
(19) {456} 45R} 10 7.31 
(20) Model 14) and C 13 11.06 
(21) Model 14) and C^ 14 13.40 
(22) Model 14) and C^ 15 17.33 

(23) Model 14) and C"? 15 13.69 
(24) Model 14) and c£ 15 12.20 

R = Response, treated as a polytomy; R^, R£ and R^ are formal vari
ables for yes, don't know and no responses, respectively; 4 = sex 
of children present; 5 = parity; 6 = year 

^Constraints are as follows: 
C - Different linear sex effects at parities two, three and four 

- Different linear sex effects at parities two and four 

C_ - Linear sex effect at parity two only 
C, - Same linear sex effect at parities two and four 
C,. - Same linear sex effect at parities two (both years) and four 
5 (1965) 
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(6), respectively, it is clear that collapsing over any two categories 

of response would be unjustified, since at least some of the direct 

effects of the factors on response involve all three categories. 

For that reason we refrain from dichotomizing response and 

proceed by analysing the data in Table 5 as a four-way table with a 

three-category polytomous response. A comparison of the standard 

hierarchical models (Models (8) through (19) in Table 6) for the table, 

following Goodman (1972) , suggests that all of the main effects of the 

three factors on response are significant, since Model (15) signifi

cantly improves over each of Models (12) through (14), and furthermore 

that the preferred model for the table is Model (19), which includes 

a significant interaction effect of parity and sex of previous children 

on response. 

While Model (19) does provide an excellent fit to the data it 

is hardly a parsimonious explanation of the patterns therein, and 

especially of the effect of the sex of previous children on response 

in which we are primarily interested, since it requires two degrees of 

freedom to describe that effect at every parity, and allows the effect 

to be different at each. Altogether then, six degrees of freedom are 

used to describe the sex of previous children effect after allowing for 

the effects of year and parity; clearly, a more succinct statement of 

that effect would be welcome. 

One possibility is to constrain the sex of previous children 

effect on response to be linear. We assume, in effect, that the re

sponse categories are ordered (and ordered as they appear in the table, 



with Don't Know responses being the middle category), and require that 

the ratio (or more exactly, the logarithm of the ratio) of women with 

children of the same sex to women with children of both sexes varies 

linearly across response categories. 

Without discussing the technique for imposing linear constraints 

in models for cross-classified data (the interested reader is referred 

to Duncan, 1979), it is clear from the last five models in Table 6 

that such a constraint is consistent with the data. Model (20) fits, 

in addition to separate (though unconstrained) effects of year and 

parity, a linear effect of sex of previous children that is the same 

in each year but different at each parity. Fitting that linear effect 

2 
does provide a sizeable and significant reduction in L over Model (14), 

which includes only year and parity effects on response. Moreover, 

Model (20) is not significantly improved upon by Model (19), which 

relaxes the linear constraint. 

Comparing Model (20) with Model (21) , and Model (21) with Model 

(22), we see that we can drop the (linear) effect of sex of previous 

children at parity three, but not at parity four, since the latter 

2 
contrast involves a significant increment in the value of L while 

the former does not. Further, Model (21) , which states that the effect 

is different in parities two and four, does not improve over Model 

(23), which states that the effect is the same; nor does it improve 

over Model (24), which states that the effect is the same at parity 

two in both years and parity four in 1965, so we can choose either of 

these latter two models to represent the data. So as to not include 
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an effect in the model which is not in itself significant — namely, 

the effect of sex of previous children at parity four in 1970 — 

we choose Model (24). According to that model, the interaction be

tween parity and sex of previous children can be described by one 

parameter which constrains the effect of the latter variable on response 

to be linear, and the same at parity two in both years and parity 

four in 1965. 

To bring out the implications of Model (24), we calculate the 

odds on Yes: No and Don't Know: No from the expected frequencies 

under the model (given in Table 7), and plot them on a logarithmic 

scale in Figure 1. Looking at that figure, it is clear that while the 

odds on Yes: No have decreased over time for women at every parity, 

the odds on Don't Know: No have increased over time. In both years, 

having more children is associated with lesser intentions for additional 

births, since in each year both the odds on Yes: No and Don't Know: 

No are higher at lower parities. 

As regards the effect of the sex of previous children, we see 

that for women at parity three in both years and at parity four in 

1970, there is no difference in either the odds on Yes: No or Don't 

Know: No between those who have both boys and girls (mixed) and those 

whose children are all of the same sex (unmixed). For women at parity 

two in both years and women at parity four in 1965, however, there is 

a difference in both sets of odds between those two groups of women, 

with the unmixed category having the higher odds on Yes: No and Don't 

Know: No. 



Table 7. Expected Frequencies under Model (24), with Odds and Odds Ratios Derived from Them 

Odds 

Sex of 
Response 

Don't 
Previous Don't Yes: Know: 

Year Parity Children Yes Know No No No 

1965 Two Unmixed 91.90 24.02 99.08 0.92 0.24 
Mixed 75.33 27.16 154.52 0.49 0.18 

Three Unmixed 22.43 7.17 54.40 0.41 0.13 

Mixed 70.75 22.63 171.61 0.41 0.13 
Four Unmixed 5.53 2.83 17.64 0.31 0.16 

Mixed 20.07 14.18 121.76 0.16 0.12 

1970 Two Unmixed 96.64 62.60 197.76 0.48 0.32 

Mixed 65.15 58.21 253.65 0.26 0.23 

Three Unmixed 16.26 12.89 74.85 0.22 0.17 

Mixed 44.56 35.31 205.12 0.22 0.17 

Four Unmixed 1.89 3.31 15.79 0.12 0.21 
Mixed 13.51 23.67 112.82 0.12 0.21 

Ratio of Unmixed:Mixed 

1965 Two 1.22 0.88 0.64 

Three 0.32 0.32 0.32 

Four 0.28 0.20 0.14 

1970 Two 1.48 1.08 0.78 

Three 0.36 0.36 0.36 
Four 0.14 0.14 0.14 

to 
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That the relation between sex of previous children and response 

is in fact linear for those groups in which the effect is present is 

easily seen in Figure 2, wherein the ratios of women with children 

of both sexes to women with children of the same sex are plotted for 

every category of response. (Those ratios are given as well at the 

bottom of Table 7). While that ratio remains the same across all 

categories of response for women at parity three in both years and 

parity four in 1965, it decreases linearly for the other three groups 

of women by a factor of 1.38 across the three categories of response. 

Summary and Discussion 

In summary, the analysis here showed that to understand changes 

in fertility intentions over the five year period from 1965 to 1970, 

it is essential to consider respondents who equivocate in responding 

to questions about their intentions as well as respondents who are 

unequivocal. While women at every parity considered, regardless of the 

sex of their previous children, showed a decrease in their intentions 

for an additional child, (as reflected in the decline in the odds on 

Yes: No over time), women at every parity but the first showed an 

increased tendency to be uncertain about their intentions as well. 

Moreover, while the sex of previous children did not show any 

effect on intentions for additional children for women with one or 

three children, it had a significant impact on women with two children 

that was persistent over time, and had an impact as well on women with 

four children, at least in 1965. For these latter groups of women, the 

relation between sex of previous children and intentions for an 
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additional child could be described by a single linear parameter that 

confined the effect, across all three categories of response, to 

a contrast between women whose children were all of the same sex and 

women with children of both sexes. 

Our models are rather ambiguous as regards the question of 

whether the effect of the sex of previous children has changed over 

time for women with four children. While the effect of that variable 

on intentions was significant in 1965, it was not so in 1970. At 

the same time, however, the effect could not be shown to be signifi

cantly different from the one point in time to the next. 

Even more perplexing perhaps, is the fact that in neither 

year do we find an effect of the sex of previous children on intentions 

for further births for women with three children. We might conjecture 

that, since women whose children are all of the same sex at parity 

three had similar sex children at parity two as well, a significant 

portion of them tried once to obtain an opposite sex child, got 

"burned", and are unwilling to try again. In the absence of sex 

preselection technology, trying for a child of a given sex is a 

risky business, and the lack of any heightened intentions for addi

tional children on the part of women with three children all of the 

same sex may tell us something about how far women are willing to 

risk it. In that regard, it may be instructive to inquire as to how 

many women with three children would have stopped with two had they 

been of opposite sexes. 



Our clearest finding, though, is that for women with two 

children, there has been no decline in the impact of having children 

of the same sex on intentions for further births. As was noted in 

the discussion previous to the analysis, the growth of the norm for 

two and three child families makes that effect all the more critical, 

because it is factors which effect the decision to increase the family 

sizes from two to three children which are now the most important. 

This fact, coupled with the fact that the sex of previous children 

is, at any given parity, unrelated to other factors which have been 

incorporated in models to predict fertility intentions, argues 

strongly for its inclusion in such models. 



II 

CHANGES IN THE PUBLIC'C COMMITMENT 
TO CIVIL LIBERTIES: 1954 TO 1973 

Though it is easy to agree with Glazer and Lipset that "... 

legislatures and courts and constitutions . . . are surer defenses of 

liberties than the off-the-cuff feelings of the man on the streets" 

(1955:143), there is little reason to wonder why those "off-the-cuff 

feelings" have received in the last half of this century the consid

erable and continuing attention of a number of social scientists. 

While constitutional safeguards and legislative and judicial decree 

have often acted to preserve the liberties of the American people, 

the sometimes bigotted and discriminatory practices of the people 

themselves, acting alone and in concert with others, have been suffi

cient to abridge them. Indeed, history is replete with examples of 

the activities of groups — from the antebellum Know-Nothings to the 

post-war McCarthyites to the recent Save Our Children Crusade spear

headed by a cirtrus-endorsing entertainer in Dade County, Florida — 

that have sought to suppress the liberties of other groups. 

Further, while the constitution's Bill of Rights seems unequiv-
/ 

ocal in stating that certain of our liberties shall not be abridged, 

it has not always been interpreted as such by the courts, who have 

tended instead at times to reflect the will and protect the interests 

30 



of the people. The "bad tendency" and "clear and present danger" formu

lations handed down and defended in various Supreme Court cases 

involving the right of free speech provide two noteworthy examples. 

Too, legislators have never been unanimous in their endorsement of 

civil liberties and some of them — former Senator Joseph McCarthy 

and former Vice-President Agnew come immediately to mind — have 

been blatantly intolerant in denying them to persons whose ideas 

differed from their own. 

In the end of course it is the men (and women) on the streets 

who elect their legislators and who, however indirectly, are responsi

ble for the composition of the courts. It is their opinion, and 

t h e i r  v o t e ,  w h i c h  i s  c r i t i c a l  i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  w h e t h e r  t o  a l l o w  " . . .  

one lonely individual, sustained by nine non-elected nobles in black 

robes, to think differently from 99.9 per cent of the nation," or 

whether ". . .to substitute, as final arbiter of law, the white sheets 

for black robes" ("Vierick, 1955:143). And it is their opinion about 

civil liberties, and in particular changes in that opinion over the 

period of two decades from the early 1950's to the early 1970's, 

which is the concern of the present report. 

Previous Research 

While several questions on civil liberties appeared sporadi

cally in public opinion polls in the 1930's and 1940's, it was during 

the hey-day of McCarthyism in the 1950's that scientific interest in 

the public's commitment to civil liberties was aroused. The first 
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systematic study of that commitment was conducted by Stouffer and 

reported in his classic monograph, Communism, Conformity, and Civil 

Liberties (1955). Uncertain about how broadly based were the extreme 

right wing sentiments espoused during the highly publicized Army-

McCarthy hearings, Stouffer sought to ascertain the extent of Ameri

cans' anxiety over the threat of Communism, and whether that anxiety 

made them willing to sacrifice, for the sake of security, certain 

civil liberties which the constitution had been designed to protect. 

To that end, Stouffer surveyed a nationwide sample of some 

6000 Americans in the summer of 1954, questioning them about their 

fear of Communism specifically, and about their willingness to extend 

certain liberties to Communists, Socialists, atheists and persons 

whose loyalty had been questioned. In general, he found that few 

Americans were deeply concerned about Communism, either as an internal 

or international problem. At the same time, however, he found consid

erable variation in the willingness of the public to grant specific 

liberties to different types of nonconformists. For example, whereas 

only 11% of the national cross-section thought that a person whose 

loyalty had been questioned should be fired from a job as a clerk in 

a store, 60% favored removing a book against churches and religion 

from their public library, and 68% and 91% disavowed the right of 

admitted Communists to speak in their community and to teach in a high 

school, respectively. 

To discern what factors were related to greater or lesser com

mitment to civil liberties (or "tolerance," as he called it), Stouffer 



devised a modified Guttman scale based on 15 items (including some of 

the questions mentioned above, and others as well) which he trichot-

omized to contrast those who were "relatively more tolerant," "in-

between" and "relatively less tolerant." He found, among other 

things, that greater tolerance was related to not attending church, 

living in larger communities, being male, being better educated and 

being younger. Stouffer emphasized these age and education effects 

and predicted on the basis of them that tolerance would increase 

over time due to cohort replacement and the increase in education 

levels that such replacement would produce. Stouffer further pre

dicted that tolerance within a cohort group would decrease as that 

group aged, since among persons with the same education the older 

were less tolerant than the younger. 

In subsequent research Nunn, Crockett and Williams (1978) and 

Davis (1976) provided findings which supported the first of Stouffer's 

predictions but refuted the second. The former authors replicated 

many of Stouffer's items in a 1973 national survey and, though they 

added several new items to measure tolerance of other nonconformists 

such as homosexuals and demonstrators against the Vietnam war, 

relied on Stouffer's trichotomized scale to ascertain changes in 

tolerance over time. Using Stouffer's 1954 sample as the baseline 

for their investigation, they found that while cohort replacement 

did indeed contribute to the increase in the overall level of toler

ance in the population, that increase was due to changes within 

cohorts as well. 
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Davis obtained similar results using six of Stouffer's items 

replicated in the National Opinion Research Center's 1972-1973 General 

Social Survey which dealt with whether a Communist or atheist should 

be allowed to make speeches and to teach, and whether a book written 

by either should be removed from the public library. Taking the mean 

proportion giving tolerant responses in each year averaged over all 

six items, and controlling for cohort and education, Davis found that 

while cohort replacement did contribute to the increase in tolerance 

from 1954 to 1973, the largest portion of the change in tolerance was 

due to increases within cohort and education groups. 

Elsewhere, Duncan, Schuman and Duncan (1973) and Duncan and 

Duncan (1978) analysed four items originally conceived by Lenski (1963) 

which were included in the 1958 and 1971 Detroit Area Studies, and 

which queried respondents about whether they thought the right of free 

speech included the right for someone to make speeches criticizing 

what the president does, against religion, in favor of Fascism or 

dictatorship, and in favor of Communism. Both of these analyses 

were understandably less detailed than those of the aforementioned 

authors, representing as they did small parts of much broader reports 

von social change and on sex-typing and social roles, and no attempt 

was made in either to control for cohort and education. Nonetheless, 

both found that in the aggregate changes in the endorsement of the 

principle of free speech varied according to the type of speech in 

question, and Duncan and Duncan found that changes had to be qualified 

with respect to respondent's color as well. Blacks showed greater 
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increases in their willingness to tolerate all four types of speech 

than did whites, who actually decreased in tolerance from 1958 to 

1971 with respect to speeches criticizing what the president does. 

This brief recapitulation of earlier studies on tolerance 

does not completely summarize the findings of each — indeed, the 

studies by Stouffer and Nunn et al. are much too broad to permit a 

complete summary — nor is it intended to be exhaustive. The studies 

cited above do, however, represent the bulk of the reports which 

have considered changes in tolerance over time, and between them they 

provide the rationale for the research which follows. 

Because the present study purports to show how tolerance 

changed over the span of nearly two decades, it was necessary to follow 

the strategy of Nunn et al. and Davis of controlling for cohort and 

education. Only in that way could we ascertain whether the change 

which occurred was the result of changes in attitude among cohorts 

represented at both points in time, or whether it was merely the pro

duct of the replacement of older (and less educated) cohorts by 

younger (and better educated) cohorts with different attitudes. At 

the same time, the finding by Duncan and his co-authors that changes 

in the public's willingness to tolerate various nonconformists appear 

to have differed according to the type considered suggests that under

standing such changes requires multiple indicators of tolerance rather 

than a summary measure or scale of tolerance. 

The scale based on a diverse set of indicators of tolerance, 

as used by Stouffer and Nunn et al. seems especially problematic. 



While it clearly facilitates any discussion of tolerance to have a 

single measure (i.e., the "Scale of Willingness to Tolerate Noncon

formists") that extracts a common content from a variety of indicators 

which refer to specific nonconformists in narrowly defined situations, 

that "common content" is more often imposed than investigated. High 

coefficients of reliability are often invoked as evidence that scale 

scores can reliably (i.e. , with "minimal error") reproduce response 

patterns, but the minimization of errors is often accomplished by a 

judicious, though arbitrary, selection of cutting points and contrived 

groupings. Further, it is not clear whether movement along the toler

ance scale over time is due to changes in only one or a few indicators 

of tolerance, since knowledge of that possibility (and the more cautious 

prenouncements about increases in tolerance which would result) is 

precluded by the very use of the scale. This latter criticism can be 

applied to Davis' measure as well, which involves computing a propor

tion giving the tolerant response averaged across six different items. 

The foregoing argument is not meant to suggest that the use 

of summary measures in general, or cumulative scales in particular, 

is in every case objectionable. Where a series of items that pertain 

to a common issue, such as the issue of civil liberties, exhibits a 

pattern of responses that conforms to the constraints imposed upon 

them by such a measure or scale, the use of that measure or scale is 

clearly preferable to a cumbersome set of multiple indicators. The 

use of such measures however should be justified in every case not 



only by correct theoretical formulations, but by empirical investiga

tion of the data at hand as well. Such an investigation is there

fore the first task of the research which follows. 

The Research Findings 

Two sets of data (described below) were used in the present 

research, and two types of analysis were performed for each set. The 

first was a multivariate analysis, in which the distribution of re

sponses to four different items from both sets of data were considered 

simultaneously to determine the structure of those responses, for 

reasons outlined above. The results from that analysis led to a uni

variate analysis, wherein the effects of year, color, cohort and 

education on each of the items taken individually were considered. 

The Data: General Trends 

The data used here come from the previously cited survey by 

Stouffer and its replication by Nunn et al. (see those authors for 

descriptions of the sampling and data collection procedures), and from 

the 1958 and 1971 Detroit Area Studies (see Duncan et al., 1973). 

All four of the free speech items conceived by Lenski and included 

in the two Detroit surveys were analysed, as were four items from 

Stouffer's schedule and the 1973 replication which dealt with whether 

atheists and Communists should be allowed to make speeches and to 

teach. Respondents from the 1973 replication who were under 21 years 
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of age were omitted to make that sample comparable to the one from the 

baseline survey. Question wordings and frequencies of response to 

the eight items are given in Table 1. 

A careful reading of the question wordings in Table 1 reveals 

that whereas Lenski's items are homogeneous in every respect save 

for what the speeches are about (i.e., all refer to the right of 

"free speech" of an unspecified "someone" as defined by the constitu

tion) Stouffer's items differ not only with respect to the liberty 

in question (i.e., speaking or teaching), but also in the manner in 

which they are worded. Whereas respondents were asked, for example, 

whether somebody against churches and religion should be allowed to 

teach, they were asked in a quite different fashion whether a Commu

nist who is already teaching should be fired. Further, while it was 

made clear to respondents that the hypothetical speech by someone 

against churches and religion would be made against churches and reli

gion, the question wording of the Communist Speech item only implied 

that a Communist was to make a speech — whether it was to be about 

the violent overthrow of the American government or about, say, the 

community's need for better day care facilities, was left to the 

imagination of the respondent. How much "noise" or variation is 

injected into the items because of these different wordings is unclear, 

though an excellent experiment in the effects of question wording by 

Schuman and Presser (1977) provides reason to believe that it may not 

be negligible. 



Table 1. Question Wordings and Frequencies of Response to Eight Tolerance Items 

STOUFFER'S ITEMS 

There are always some people 
whose Ideas are considered 
bad or dangerous by other 
people. For Instance, some
body who is against all 
churches and religion. Year 

a. If such a person wanted 
to make a speech in your 1954 
community against churches 
and religion, should he be 1973 
allowed to speak, or not? 

' b. Should such a person be 1954 

allowed to teach In a col
lege or university or not? 1973 

Now I would like to ask you 
some questions about a man 

who admits he Is a Communist. 

c. Suppose he Is teaching 1954 
in a college. Should he be 
fired, or not? 1973 

d. Suppose this admitted 

Communist wanted to make a 1954 
speech in your community. 

Should he be allowed to 1973 
speak, or not? 

LENSKI'S ITEMS 

Proportion that 
responded-

Yes 

37 

61 

12 

38 

89 

64 

27 

52 

No 

60 

37 

84 

57 

6 

29 

68 

42 

Don't 
Know N 

4933 

3266 

4933 

3259 

4933 

3252 

4933 

3253 

In our country, the con
stitution guarantees the 
right of free speech to 
everyone. 

Proportion that 
responded-

Year Yes 

a. In your opinion, does 
this Include the right for 1958 72 
someone to make speeches 
criticizing what the Pres- 1971 74 
ident does? 

b. In your opinion, does 

the right of free speech 1958 46 
include the right for 
someone to make speeches 1971 59 
against religion? 

c. In your opinion, doe3 
the right of free speech 1958 38 
include the right for 
someone to make speeches 1971 48 
in favor of Fascism or 
dictatorship? 

d. In your opinion, does 1958 34 
the right of free speech 
include the right for 1971 44 
someone to make speeches 

In favor of Communism? 

No 

24 

24 

51 

39 

56 

47 

60 

53 

Don't 
Know 

4 

2 

3 

2 

6 

5 

6 

3 

_N 

654 

1872 

650 

1873 

644 

1869 

647 

1870 



Nonetheless, the somewhat systematic variation in responses to 

both sets of items makes it clear that "noise" is not the main source 

of variation. Looking first at Stouffer's items, we see that in both 

years the right to teach was more frequently disavowed than the right 

to make speeches for both atheists and Communists. Further, Communists 

were less likely to be tolerated than atheists in both years irrespec

tive of the liberty in question. This same ordering of Communists 

and atheists is found in Lenski's speech items as well, with the toler-

ability of "someone" in favor of Fascism and dictatorship falling in 

between the two in both years. Speeches criticizing what the president 

does evoked the fewest intolerant responses, though in both 1958 and 

1971 one out of every four respondents objected to such speeches. 

Obviously, these eight items elicited considerably different 

responses from the samples surveyed, and it appears as well that changes 

over time in the responses to the items were not the same for each. 

These aggregate shifts in response are somewhat misleading, though, 

and changes over time are more appropriately discussed after controlling 

for color, cohort and education. First, however, it is necessary to 

examine the joint distribution of responses to both sets of items. 

Multivariate Results: Models Describing the Distributions of Responses 

to Both Sets of Items 

Table 2 shows the 16 possible response patterns to Stouffer's 

four items and Lenski's four items, after Don't Know responses were 

recoded as intolerant responses. (That is, they were included with 



Table 2. Cross-classification of Responses to Stouffer's Items and Lenski's Items by Survey Year, and 
Expected Frequencies of Responses to Both Sets of Items Under the Preferred Models 

Stouffer's Items 

Expected 

Response Response 
a 

to Item— 
Observed 

Frequencies 
Frequencies 
Model (27) 

Pattern A B C D 1954 1973 1954 1973 

1 0 0 0 0 110 654 117.7 646.2 

2 0 0 0 1 200 260 201.9 273.4 

3 0 0 1 0 45 128 43.9 126.6 

4 0 0 1 1 595 417 583.9 415.5 

5 0 1 0 0 19 47 12.9 51.0 

6 0 1 0 1 173 175 169.6 165.4 

7 0 1 1 0 15 18 14.5 23.1 

6 0 1 1 1 676 272 688.5 269.9 

9 1 0 0 0 5 10 3.9 8.1 

10 1 0 0 1 20 14 11.5 10.5 

11 1 0 1 0 30 30 31.5 34.1 

12 1 0 1 1 323 161 333.7 159.8 

13 1 1 0 0 2 8 6.1 9.0 

14 1 1 0 1 58 37 63.4 41.6 

15 1 1 1 0 73 44 68.5 40.8 

16 1 1 1 1 2589 945 2581.5 945.0 

Lenski's Items 

Expected 
Observed Frequencies 

Frequencies Model (24) 

1958 1971 1958 1971 
161 650 163.1 647.7 

19 71 20.5 73.9 
10 34 10.3 34.7 

90 259 85.0 258.8 

28 67 27.8 67.0 

15 34 14.2 30.9 

10 18 9.0 18.4 

132 248 135.1 249.7 

6 15 2.9 15.0 

1 11 1.9 9.0 

0 2 0.8 3.5 

13 62 15.5 61.5 

4 18 6.2 19.4 

10 18 7.4 21.2 

5 12 3.9 10.4 

138 336 138.4 334.1 

aStouffer's items are— A: Atheist Speech; B: Communist Speech; C: Atheist Teach; D: Communist Teach. 

Lenski's items are— A: President; B: Religion; C; Fascism; D: Communism. 
All were coded so that 0 = tolerant response, and 1 = intolerant response. 
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No responses for every item except Stouffer's Communist Speech item, 

for which they were included with Yes responses). While such recoding 

could probably be defended on theoretical grounds alone by reasoning 

that only a tolerant response represents forthright endorsement of 

civil liberties, the recoding was actually done only after preliminary 

analyses of both sets of items revealed that Don't Know responses to 

one item tended to go along with intolerant responses to another. 

Looking at the observed frequencies of responses to the two 

sets of items, we see that while the most commonly used pattern of 

responses to Stouffer's items involved giving four intolerant responses 

— 2589 persons in 1954 and 945 persons in 1973 did so — the most fre

quently used pattern of responses to Lenski's items was in both years 

the consistently tolerant pattern. (161 respondents in 1958 and 

650 respondents in 1971 gave Yes responses to all four free speech 

items). Not all respondents were entirely consistent in answering the 

items, of course, and every configuration of responses excepting the 

pattern of intolerant responses to the President and Fascism items 

and tolerant responses to the Religion and Communism items in 1958 

was used by at least one person. 

This casual "eyeballing" of the observed response patterns is 

intended only to acquaint the reader with this somewhat complex table. 

A more rigorous evaluation of the observed patterns is made possible 

by models introduced by Goodman (1978). 

Consider first the responses to Stouffer's items. Following 

Goodman, we can regard the 32 frequencies (16 each in 1954 and 1973) 



as 32 cell frequencies in a five-way table involving the cross-

classification of the four items (designated by the letters A,B,C 

and D) and year (Y). Models to fit the data, and the degrees of 

2 
freedom (df) and likelihood ratio chi-square (L ) associated with each, 

are given in Table 3. 

The models are specified by designating the marginal totals 

and constraints fitted in each. Model (1) in Table 3, for example, 

fits only the four two-way marginals pertaining to the association of 

year and each item considered separately. Since no marginals pertain

ing to the associations between items are fit in Model (1), the null 

hypothesis underlying the model is that response to each item is 

2 
independent of response to every other. Given the large value of L 

with 22 degrees of freedom, we are forced to reject that hypothesis. 

Model (2) fits, in addition to the marginals fitted by Model 

(1), 10 cells corresponding to the response patterns, 1, 2, 4, 8 and 

16 in both years. Since the items A, B, C and D were ordered, in 

setting up the table, according to the proportion of tolerant responses 

to each (the reader can confirm this for himself by referring back 

to Table 1), the 10 cells fitted correspond precisely to the only 

response patterns which would have been used if the four items com

prised a "perfect" Guttman scale. While the fitting of these 5 scale-

type response patterns in both years does provide an immense 

improvement over the model previously considered, as judged by the 

2 
difference in L between the two, it does not provide an acceptable 

2 
fit to the data, since a value of L =279.24, with 12 degrees of 
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Table 3. Some Models Pertaining to the Data in Table 2. 

Model Marginals* and 
2 

Constraints Fitted df 
Stouffer's 

Items 
Lenski's 

Items 

CD AY BY CY DY 22 5364.27 3169.82 
(2)  AY BY CY DY and S^ 12 279.24 146.62 
C3) AY BY CY DY AB AC AD BC BD CD 16 71.91 24.92 
(.4) AY BY CY DY AB AC AD BC BD 17 578.08 1118.87 
C5) AY BY CY DY AB AC AD BC CD 17 416.43 69.01 
C6) AY BY CY DY AB AC AD BD CD 17 91.51 78.30 
(.7) AY BY CY DY AB AC BC BD CD 17 75.53 55.65 
(8)  AY BY CY DY AB AD BC BD CD 17 965.44 42.24 
C.9) AY BY CY DY AC AD BC BD CD 17 1240.02 276.83 

(.10) AY BY CY DY ABC AD BD CD .  15  69.27 23.94 
CU) AY BY CY DY ABD AC BC CD 15 61.97 20.21 
(.12) AY BY CY DY ACD AB BC BD 15 59.85 20.59 
(13)  AY BY CY DY BCD AB AC AD 15 50.94 10.59 
(14) ABCD AY BY CY DY 11 33.97 6.26 
(.15) ABCD ABY CY DY 10 27.97 6.19 
(16)- ABCD ACY BY DY 10 31.50 5.47 
(17) ABCD ADY BY CY 10 . 13.11 6.07 
(18) ABCD BCY AY DY 10 33.95 6.19 
(19) ABCD BDY AY CY 10 21.27 6.26 
C20) ABCD CDY AY BY 10 25.87 6.21 
(21)  ADY BCY AB AC BD CD 14 44.65 
(22)  Model (3)  and C 1 12 27.54 9.73 
(23) Model (3) and C 14 9.99 
C.24) Model (3)  and C 2 15 10.18 
(25)  Model (21)  anc 3°1 10 15.82 
(26)  Model (21)  and 11 17.37 
C.27) Model (21)  and C5 

12 19.69 

'''The marginals pertain to the items lettered A to D in Table 2; Y = Year. 

2 
The constraints are as follows— 

Sj: Ten cells, corresponding to response patterns 1, 2, 4, 8 and 16 in 
both years, fitted exactly. 

C^: Four cells— consistently tolerant and consistently intolerant in 
both years™ fitted exactly. 

C2'' Two cells— consistently tolerant in both years— fitted exactly. 

C,: Sum of two cells— consistently tolerant in both years— fitted. 
C^: Three cells— consistently tolerant in both years and consistently 

intolerant in 1973— fitted exactly. 
C,.: Sxim of two cells— consistently tolerant in both years— fitted, 

and consistently intolerant in 1973 fitted exactly. 



freedom, has a probability of less than .001 if the departures from 

the scale in the population were nil. We therefore reject the Guttman 

scale model as a suitable way of representing the distribution of 

2 
responses in the two survey years, on the basis of a statistic (L ) 

which, unlike the coefficient of reproducibility that has normally 

been used to evaluate such scales, has a known probability distribu

tion. 

Since the Guttman scale model does not capture the pattern of 

associations between items, we entertain the rest of the models in 

Table 3 as alternatives. Model (3) is one such alternative which fits, 

in addition to a year effect on each individual item, all of the pair-

wise associations between items. Comparing Model (3) to Model (1), we 

conclude that at least some of these pairwise associations are signi-

2 
ficant, since the improvement in L is exceedingly large. Further, 

since dropping any one of these associations from the model, as is 

done in Models (4) through (9), results in a significant worsening 

in the fit of model to data, we conclude that all of them need to be 

included in the model. 

Our search has not ended though, since Model (3) does not it

self provide an acceptable fit to the data. Indeed, an acceptable 

model among the standard hierarchical models would probably need to 

include several three-way associations between the items, since Models 

(11), (12) and (13), which include the ABD, ACD and BCD marginals, 

respectively, all improve over Model (3). Allowing for all of the 

possible associations between the items by fitting the ABCD marginal 
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in Model (14), still does not adequately summarize the data, however, 

since some of the associations between items appear to vary by year. 

The fact is shown by the significant improvement over Model (14) by 

Models (15), (17), (19) and (20). 

Since such a large number of unconstrained higher-order inter

actions would need to be included in the standard models used to de

scribe the data, it is doubtful that such models would be very 

illuminating. It turns out, though, that a model which includes a 

small number of highly constrained interactions (involving specific 

cells) fits the data quite well, and is much more easily interpretable 

than the standard model would be. 

Consider Model (22). Model (22) fits all of the pairwise 

associations fitted in Model (3) and, in addition, the four cells which 

correspond to the consistently tolerant (0,0,0,0) and consistently 

intolerant (1,1,1,1) response patterns in both years. The improvement 

over Model (3) is highly significant, though it is not until we allow 

two of the pairwise associations between items to vary with respect 

to year, as in Model (25), that we achieve an acceptable fit of model 

to data. 

Basically, Model (25) asserts three things: (1) that all six 

pairs of items are associated, (2) that the association of the Atheist 

Speech item with the Communist Teach item, and the association of the 

Atheist Teach item with the Communist Speech item, varies by year, 

and (3) that apart from these associations, there is some additional 

effect involving the consistently tolerant and consistently intolerant 



cells of the table. As regards this latter effect, we find by com

paring Model (25) with Model (26) that the effect does not involve 

the consistently intolerant cell in 1954, since Model (26), which 

does not fit that cell, is not improved upon by Model (25), which 

does. Further, the effect of being in the consistently tolerant cell 

is the same in both years, since Model (27), which by fitting the sum 

of the two consistently tolerant cells constrains (for non-obvious 

reasons) that effect to be the same, is not significantly improved 

upon by Model (26), which allows the effects to be different. 

If we suspend discussion of that model for the moment and 

consider the counterpart data and models for Lenski's items, we see 

that the findings are essentially similar, albeit somewhat simpler. 

The Guttman scale model — Model (2) — does not provide an acceptable 

fit to the data, and the model which includes the six pairwise associ

ations between the four items in addition to year effects on each 

individual item — Model (3) — is improved upon by various models 

including three-way interactions between the items. Here too, however 

it isn't necessary to include any of these unconstrained higher 

order interactions in the model chosen to represent the data, for the 

distribution of responses is well described by a model which includes, 

in addition to the pairwise associations, the same type of "response 

consistency effects" which were present in the data for Stouffer's 

items. Unlike Stouffer's items, however, none of the pairwise associ

ations vary by year, and the response consistency effects involve 

only the consistently tolerant responses, a fact established by the 
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comparison of Models (22) and (23). That the response consistency 

effects are the same in both years is shown by the fact that Model 

(23) does not improve over Model (24). 

Implications of the Multivariate Models 

The properties of these models — Model (27) being the pre

ferred model to represent the data pertaining to Stouffer's items, 

and Model (24) the preferred model for Lenski's items — are best 

understood by reference to the odds ratios measuring the associations 

between items. Using the expected frequencies generated by both models 

(given in Table 2), we can calculate the net association of any pair 

of items when the other items and year have fixed values. 

To illustrate using Lenski's items, since the pattern of associ

ations between them are somewhat simpler than between Stouffer's items, 

we calculate the odds ratio of (20.5)(7.4)/(14.2)(1.9) = 5.6, measuring 

the association of the President and Religion items, given the tolerant 

response to the Fascism item and the intolerant response to the Com

munism item in 1958. The same value of the odds ratio measuring that 

association obtains in 1971, and the value is the same regardless of 

whether respondents gave the intolerant response to the Fascism item 

and the tolerant response to the Communism item, or the intolerant 

response to both items. Among respondents who gave tolerant responses 

to the Fascism and Communism items, however, the odds ratio measuring 

the association between the President and Religion items is 

(163.1)(6.2)/(27.8)(2.9) = 12.5 in 1958 and (647.7)(19.4)/(67.0)(15.0) 

= 12.5 in 1971 as well. Such is the nature of the response consistency 



effect. If respondents gave tolerant responses to any pair of items, 

the odds ratio measuring the association of the other pair is raised 

by a factor of 12.5/5.6 = 2.2, in both years. 

This fact is confirmed by looking at the complete set of odds 

ratios for Lenski's items given in Table 4. While the odds ratios 

vary considerably from one pair of items to the next, they are the 

same in both years for respondents who gave mixed or intolerant re

sponses to the other two items, but raised by a constant factor of 

2.2 for respondents who gave tolerant responses to the other two items. 

(12.5/5.6 = 4.3/2.0 . . . 65.4/29.4 = 2.2). Since these ratios have 

been calculated so as to reflect the tendency to give tolerant responses 

to one item having given tolerant responses to the other, this result 

can be given a rather straightforward interpretation. There are approx

imately twice as many respondents (rounding 2.2) who give four toler

ant responses to Lenski's items as we would predict from the pairwise 

associations between the items. 

A similar pattern emerges when we consider Stouffer's items. 

Looking at the top of Table 4, we see that while four of the pairwise 

associations are substantial, two associations (of the Atheist Speech 

item with the Communist Teach item, and the Atheist Teach item with 

the Communist Speech item) are considerably weaker and different in 

the two survey years. As with Lenski's items, the associations between 

all six pairs of Stouffer's items are in both years stronger among 

persons who gave tolerant responses to the other two items, though 

unlike Lenski's items they are stronger as well in the latter year 



Table 4. Odds Ratios Measuring Associations of Pairs of Stouffer's Items, 1954 and 1973, 

and Lenski's Items, 1958 and 1971 

Pairs of Items 

STOUFFER'S ITEMS 

Odds Ratios, Given— 

tolerant responses to 

other two items 

1954 1973 

responses 
to other two 

items mixed 

1954 1973 

intolerant 
responses to 

other two items 

1954 1973 

Atheist Speech X Communist Speech 

Atheist Speech X Atheist Teach 
Atheist Speech X Communist Teach 
Communist Speech X Atheist Teach 
Communist Speech X Communist Teach 
Atheist Teach X Communist Teach 

LENSKI'S ITEMS 

President X Religion 

President X Fascism 

President X Communism 

Religion X Fascism 
Religion X Communism 

Fascism X Communism 

14.1 
21.6 
1.7 
3.0 

7.7 
7.8 

1958 

12.5 

4.3 

5.3 
5.1 
4.0 
65.4 

14.1 
21.6  
3.1 
2.3 
7.7 
7.8 

1971 

12.5 
4.3 
5.3 
5.1 
4.0 

65.4 

6 . 6  
10.0 
0.8 
1.4 
3.6 
3.6 

1958 

5.6 
2 .0  
2.4 
2.3 
1 . 8  

29.4 

6 . 6  
10.0 
1.4 

1 . 1  
3.6 
3.6 

1971 

5.6 
2 .0  
2.4 
2.3 
1 .8  

29.4 

6 . 6  
10.0 
0 .8  
1.4 
3.6 
3.6 

1958 

5.6 
2 . 0  
2.4 
2.3 
1 . 8  

29.4 

9.1 

13.9 
2.0  
1.5 
4.9 
5.0 

1971 

5.6 
2 .0  
2.4 
2.3 
1 . 8  

29.4 

Ui 
o 
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among respondents who gave intolerant responses to the other two items. 

Whereas among the former persons the odds ratios are raised by a 

factor of 2.2 — only coincidentally, I think, the same factor which 

obtains for Lenski's items — among the latter persons they are raised 

by a factor of 1.4. 

An excess of consistently tolerant responses, then, is a fea

ture of the distribution of responses to both sets of items in both 

years, while an .excess of consistently intolerant responses (over and 

above the number we would have expected on the basis of the pairwise 

associations between the items) was found only for Stouffer's items, 

and only in the latter year. What, if anything, are we to make of 

these results? 

Duncan (1979) has argued that such an excess of consistent 

responses to sets of items dealing with a similar issue may reflect 

the prevalence of an ideology supporting or opposing that issue. The 

above analysis of Lenski's items, and a more detailed analysis of 

these same items included in a broader report on inferring latent 

classes of respondents from response consistency effects (Duncan, Sloane 

and Brody, forthcoming, 1981) suggests that such an ideology may 

indeed come into play when respondents are asked about their views 

toward the right of free speech. That there may as well be a more 

general "libertarian" ideology affecting responses to Stouffer's items 

is suggested by the excess of tolerant responses to those more diverse 



items, and our analysis of those items suggests that there may have 

emerged, by 1973, some counter ideology in opposition to allowing 

civil liberties to the nonconformists in question. 

I do not want to make too much here of the role which such 

ideologies play in determining responses to the items with which we 

are dealing, though the systematic variation in the response consis

tency effects shown in the forthcoming report by Duncan et al. provides 

abundant evidence that such ideologies should not be overlooked as 

an important source of the variation in responses to these types of 

items. At the same time, it is clear that such ideologies affect the 

responses of only a small number of persons, since most respondents 

are not entirely consistent in answering the items considered here 

or, if they are, their consistency can be explained on the basis of 

the pairwise associations of items alone. 

At the very least the foregoing analysis showed that if re

sponses to the two sets of items were not ad hoc, neither were they 

associated in a way they could be well captured by a Guttman scale. 

This is not a trivial result in light of the reliance on such a scale 

in the two broadest reports on American's commitment to civil liberties 

by Stouffer and Nunn et al. At any rate, that result forces us, in 

investigating changes in that commitment over time, to treat the items 

individually. 



Univariate Results: Models Describing the Effects of Year, Color and 
Cohort on Each of the Items 

To ascertain the changes in responses to each of the eight 

items measuring commitment to civil liberties, Don't Know responses 

were eliminated, and the logarithm of the odds on intolerant (vs. 

tolerant) responses were regressed on year, color and cohort. Since 

most readers have a good understanding of regression models in gen

eral, and since the technique of minimum logit chi-square regression 

used here has been well described elsewhere (Theil, 1970), I will 

not go into great detail in describing the procedure. The reader 

is shown in Table 5, however, examples of how tables were set up to 

perform the regression for Stouffer's and Lenski's Communist Speech 

items, and the categories of the different independent variables are 

given there as well. Various models for the regressions of responses 

to these two items on the independent variables are given in Table 6, 

and a comparison of those models illustrates how preferred models 

for each of the eight items were chosen. 

Consider first the models for Stouffer's item. The first 

eight models in Table 6 afford an assessment of the main (or direct) 

effects of the independent variables on response. Since Models (2) 

and (4) improve significantly over Model (1), while Model (3) does 

not, we judge that year and cohort, but not color, affected response. 

Such a judgement is not final, of course, since it may be that once 

year and cohort are controlled, color does have an effect. This 

turns out not to be the case in the present example however, since 
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Table 5. Table Set-up for the Regressions of Responses to Stouffer's 
and Lenski's Communist Speech Items on Year, Color and Cohort. 

1 Responses to Responses to 

Independent Variables Stouffer' s Item Lenski's Item 

_Xi_ x„ X/ Yes No Yes No 
—2- —3— 

0 0 0 0 180 701 24 65 

0 0 1 0 195 503 19 47 

0 0 2 0 259 657 37 70 

0 0 3 0 323 710 64 82 

0 0 4 0 273 507 50 57 

0 1 0 0 12 44 0 5 

0 1 1 0 9 55 6 14 

0 1 2 0 21 73 5 16 

0 1 3 0 28 60 7 19 

0 1 4 0 26 61 11 14 

1 0 0 0 31 65 15 56 

1 0 1 0 65 131 27 99 

1 0 2 0 133 224 56 172 

1 0 3 0 243 239 110 207 

1 0 4 0 251 202 124 133 

1 0 5 1 357 208 277 164 

1 0 6 1 455 183 • • • • • • 

1 1 0 0 2 2 1 8 

1 1 0 3 9 11 19 

1 1 2 0 13 19 25 22 

1 1 3 0 23 25 37 42 

1 1 4 0 32 17 38 33 

1 1 5 1 38 23 100 43 

1 1 6 1 38 27 • • • • • • 

The independent variables are: 
Xv.— Year; 0 = 1954, 1 = 1973 for Stouffer's item. 
X„— Color; 0 = Non-Black, 1 = Black. 
X»— Cohort (age in 1973 for Stouffer's item); 0 = 79+, 1 = 69-78, 
J 2 = 59-68, 3 = 49-58, 4 = 40-48, 5 = 30-39, 6 = 21-29. 

(age in 1971 for Lenski's item); 0 = 73+, 1 = 63-72, 
2 = 53-62, 3 = 43-52, 4 = 34-42, 5 = 21-33. 

X,— Dummy, contrasting the unmatched (youngest) cohort(.s) in 1973 
(for Stouffer's item) and 1971 (for Lenski's item) with all 

other cohorts. 



Table 6. Some Regression Models Pertaining to the Data in Table 5. 

Stouffer' s Item Lenski' s Item 

Model Regression of log (f„_+ 0.5)/(f„__+ 0.5) on — df x2 df x2 

(1) • • 4 23 751.04 21 214.87 

(2) 
X1 

22 249.81 20 201.22 

(3) 
X2 

22 750.94 20 202.38 

(4) 
X3 

22 201.98 20 43.34 

(5) 
X1 X2 

21 248.87 19 190.58 

(6) 
X1 X3 

21 40.44 19 42.93 

(7) 
X2 X3 

21 199.54 19 35.49 

(8) 
X1 X2'X3 

20 37.84 18 34.84 

(9) . 
X1 X2'X3>X4 . 

19 29.37 17 24.19 

(10) 
X1 

x 2 , x 3 , a 3 )  19 29.70 17 22.63 

(11) 
X1 

X2,X3,XlX2 19 37.03 17 24.28 

(12) 
X1 

X2,X3,XjX3 19 19.90 17 26.86 

(13) 
X1 

x2,x3,x2x3 19 37.74 17 34.82 

(14) 
X1 

x2,x3,x1x2,x1x3 18 19.40 16 17.37 

(15) 
X1 X2'X3'X1X2'X2X3 

18 36.26 16 23.19 

(16) 
X1 

X2,X3,XlX3,X2X3 18 19.70 16 26.70 

(17) 
X1 

X2,X3,X4,X x3 18 19.88 

(18) 
X1 

x2,x3,(x3),x1x3 18 19.87 

(19) 
X1 

x3,Xlx3 20 22.47 

(20) 
X1 

x2,x3,x4,x1x2 16 14.21 

(21) 
X1 

x2,x3,x4,x1x2,x1x3 15 12.62 
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Model (8), which includes main effects of all three variables on 

response, does not improve significantly over Model (6), which in

cludes only the main effects of year and cohort. 

So far, then, we have evidence that response to the item 

changed over time and in both years was linearly related to cohort. 

The next step is to test for the interactive effects of each of the 

variables, and to entertain the possibility of a non-linear effect 

of cohort. Such tests are made by comparing models which include such 

effects with the model which includes only main effects. 

A comparison Model (8) and (9), for example, suggests that the 

responses of the youngest cohorts (represented by the dummy variable 

X^) do not conform to the linear pattern exhibited by the other cohorts, 

since the difference in the value of the chi-square for the two models 

is significant. The improvement in the fit of Model (10) over Model 

(8), on the other hand, suggests that the departure from linearity is 

evidenced by all cohorts, since the squared term in the former model 

applies to all cohort categories. At this point we have no basis for 

choosing between the two models, though it turns out, when we consider 

alternative models, that the choice of either would be misleading. 

Comparing Models (11), (12) and (13), we find that only Model 

(12), which includes an interactive effect of year and cohort on 

response, affords a significant improvement over the main effects model. 

Once that interaction is in the model, neither of the other inter

action terms needs to be included, nor do we need to include the dummy 

variable, or the squared term, for cohort, since none of Models (14), 
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(16), (17) or (18) improve over Model (12). Finally, since dropping 

the main effect of color (X^), as is done in Model (19), does not 

significantly worsen the fit of model to data over Model (12), Model 

(19) is chosen as the preferred model to represent the data. 

Consider now the models pertaining to Lenski's item. There 

is no reason to forge again through all of the relevant contrasts, 

though the reader who does so for himself will find quickly that the 

search for a preferred model entails deciding between models which 

include, in addition to main effects, one or both of the interactive 

effects of year with color and cohort, and an effect of the dummy 

variable for cohort as well. Ultimately, we find that Model (21) does 

significantly improve over Models (14) and (17), but not over Model 

(20), so it is Model (20) which we choose as our preferred model. 

Implications of the Univariate Models 

The parameters of the models chosen to represent the patterns 

of response to these two items, and the other six items as well, are 

given in Table 7. (The reader is asked to ignore, for the moment, the 

models for the eight items which include a control for education.) The 

values of the logit chi-squares and degrees of freedom given at the 

bottom of that table assure us that the deviation of the expected log-

odds from the observed, for each of the eight models, can reasonably 

be assumed to be due to chance. The expected log-odds generated under 

the models for Stouffer's items and Lenski's items are plotted in 

Figures 1 and 2. In looking at these two figures, and the rest of the 



Table 7. Parameters of 

on Intolerant 

Education 

Constants and Coefficients describing Stouffet •'s ltems-- Constants and Coefficients descrlblnit Lenskl' s ltems-. 

without education In the model. with education lr i the : modi* 1. without education i in the ; model. with education ln the model. 
a 

Com Con* Com* Com

Atheist Atheist munist munist Atheist Atheist munist munist Preai- Reli Com Presi Reli Com 

Independent Vsriables Speech Teach Speech Teucli Speech Teach Sueech Teach dent gion Faaclsm munism dent gion Fssclsm rnunlsa 

Kain Effects 

Year 0.07 0. 15 -0. .31 -1.37 0. .05 -0.65 0. ,22 1, .25 0.60 0.32 0.28 0.62 0.37 0. .33 

Color 0.77 0. .20 -0.73 0. .30 0.13 -0. ,29 •0. .90 1.18 0.75 0.50 0.36 

Cohort (linear) •0.33 0. .06 -0. .16 0.57 -0. .20 0.23 -0. 06 0. .44 -0.27 -0.42 -0.32 -0.30 -0.19 -0.33 -0.26 -0, .22 

Cohort (squared) -0. 04 -0.07 -0.04 -0. .04 

Cohort (dumy) -0.54 -0.47 -0.44 -0.54 -0.50 -0. .43 

Education (linear) -0. .55 -0.40 -o. 58 -0. .42 -0.54 -0.74 -0.50 -0. .66 

Education (dtcny) -0. 25 •0. .60 

Interactive Effects 

Year X Color -0. .66 0.74 -1.37 -0.49 -1.23 -0.84 

Year X Cohort -0.14 •0. .18 -o, .14 -0. .11 -0, .09 

Year X Education -o. .20 

Color X Cohort 0. .24 

Color X Education 0, .35 0. .34 0. .39 

Cohort X Education -0. .09 -0.17 -0,06 -0. .18 

Year X Cohort X Color -0. .83 -1.17 

(dismay) 

Constant 1.13 2, .69 1. .27 3.49 1, .34 3.04 1. .69 3, .56 -0.71 0.93 1.06 1.19 0.03 1.31 1.30 1. ,53 

Loglt Chi-Square 23.02 24, .57 22. .47 21.00 49. .53 61.36 52. ,19 69.42 5.25 14.13 15.37 14.21 13,87 28.55 16.93 26. .32 

degrees of freedom 19 15 20 18 55 S4 53 54 16 18 16 16 28 30 26 28 

Regressions for Lenstii's Items, with education included in the model, were carried out for non-Blacks only since the sample of Black* wa« too small to 

cross-classify by cohort and education simultaneously, 

kCodings for the categories of year, color and cohort are given at the bottom of Table 5. Education was coded— 0: Leas than high school; 1: high school; 

2: More than high school. The duray variable for cohort contrasts the unmatched (youngest) cohort(s) in the lstter survey yesr with all others. The dismay 

variable for education contrasts those with less thsn a high school education with all othera. The year X cohort X color duray contrasts the oldest white 
cohort in 1973 with sll others; tlist contrast wsa necessary to secure an acceptable fit of model, to data for the Stouffer's Atheist Tesch item. 

the Preferred Models for the Regressions of the Odds 

Responses to Eight Items on Year, Color, Cohort and 
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figures which follow, I will at first attempt only to describe the 

similarities and differences in the effects of the independent vari

able on responses to the eight items, leaving conjectures about the 

sources of those similarities and differences for the discussion at 

the end. 

Looking at Figure 1, we see in both years that cohort was 

linearly related to responses to Stouffer's two speech items, but non-

linearly related to response to the two items pertaining to the right 

to teach. For all four items the two youngest cohorts in 1973, both 

of which consisted of persons too young to have been interviewed in 

the baseline survey, were the least intolerant of all cohorts, so the 

decline in intolerance over time was at least in part due to cohort 

replacement. That cohort replacement was only partially responsible 

for that decline is shown by the fact that all of the matched cohorts 

also declined in intolerance. The amount of that decline appears to 

vary from one item to next and, for the Atheist Teach item and Com

munist Teach item, by color as well. It was the same, however, for 

each cohort with respect to the right of Communists to teach, though 

greater for younger cohorts than older cohorts with respect to the other 

three items. Irrespective of these changes, blacks in both years were 

more intolerant of the rights of atheists to make speeches and to 

teach, though less intolerant than non-blacks, at least in 1954, 

of the right of Communists to teach. Blacks and non-blacks were no 

different in either year in their responses to the Communist Speech item. 
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Turning to Lenski's items, Figure 2 shows a somewhat different 

set of results. As with Stouffer's speech items, cohort was linearly 

related to responses to these four speech items, though for three of 

the four the intolerance of the youngest cohort did not conform to 

the linear pattern observed for the other cohorts. Here too, blacks 

became less intolerant over time, with the change being the same for 

all cohorts. The change for non-blacks, however, was in the opposite 

direction. Though no change was observed with respect to the Religion 

item, for each of the other three items non-blacks increased in intol

erance from 1958 to 1971, with the increase being the same for each 

cohort. While blacks were more intolerant than non-blacks with respect 

to all four of the items in 1958, the differential change by color 

largely eliminated that color difference by 1971. 

This differential change by color found in the Detroit sample, 

involving as it did an increase in intolerance by non-blacks, is by 

far one of the most interesting results to emerge from the analysis 

of these eight items. Differential change by color was found as well 

for two of Stouffer's items included in the national surveys, but in 

both cases the differential change was such that blacks and non-blacks 

differed only with respect to how greatly they declined in intolerance. 

Only in the Detroit sample was there evidence that some folks actually 

became more intolerant. 

Insofar as non-blacks in the national samples did not exhibit 

this same increase in intolerance someone might argue that the increase 

in intolerance shown by the matched cohorts in the Detroit sample 



reflects not so much real increases in the intolerance of non-blacks, 

but simply changes over time in the non-black population of Detroit 

due to migration. Such an argument is feasible, for we know that the 

period from 1958 to 1971 was one which witnessed a large influx of 

blacks into the city of Detroit and, to a lesser extent, the "flight" 

of non-blacks to the suburbs and areas surrounding Detroit. If the 

non-blacks who left metropolitan Detroit were less intolerant than 

those who remained and those who replaced them via migration, then 

these population fluctuations, rather than changes in the attitudes 

of the baseline population considered, could account for the increased 

intolerance of the non-blacks surveyed. 

While it would be possible to control for in-migration in 

the Detroit samples, since respondents to the 1971 survey were asked 

about their place of residence in 1958, there is no way to ascertain 

the effects of out-migration on the changes that were found. While 

either in-migration or out-migration could have affected the change 

in the intolerance of the Detroit populace for a multitude of reasons, 

it seems likely that the major impact of migration would result from 

its potential relationship to education. The previously cited reports 

by Stouffer, Nunn et al. and Davis all concluded that lesser education 

was strongly related to greater intolerance, and if non-black in-

migrants were less educated than non-black out-migrants, some increases 

in intolerance might have occurred due to changes in the composition 

of Detroit rather than changes in the attitudes of the stable popula

tion. A control for education therefore, though it by no means 



controls for all of the potential effects of the population turn

over in Detroit on changes in intolerance, should enable us to see 

whether one of the most potent factors related to that turnover was 

responsible for those changes. 

Univariate Models Controlling for Education 

Since it is the change among non-blacks in which we are pri

marily interested, and because the number of blacks in the two Detroit 

samples were too few to survive cross-classification by education and 

cohort without drastically collapsing the categories of both of 

those variables, the analysis of the Detroit samples which includes 

the education variable is restricted to non-blacks only. The selection 

of preferred models to describe the four items included in the Detroit 

surveys involves the same procedure as before, and the parameters for 

those models, as well as the chi-squares and degrees of freedom associ

ated with each, are given in Table 7. Again, however, the models are 

better described by looking at the plots of the expected log-odds 

generated by each, given in Figure 3. 

Looking at that figure, we see that while education had a clear 

and consistent effect on intolerance, the control for education does 

nothing to alter the effects of year and cohort on intolerance that 

we found in Figure 2. With respect to each of the items, lesser educa

tion was related to greater intolerance, but within every category of 

education, younger folks were less intolerant than older folks, and 

the increases in intolerance over time were the same for every one of 
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Figure 3. Expected Log-Odds on Intolerant Responses to Lenski's Items 

by Year, Education and Cohort, under the Preferred Models 
(Whites only) 



the matched cohorts. That these increases were the same regardless of 

education level (except for the Religion item, which showed no change 

over time), forces us to doubt that an educationally selective effect 

of migration alone could have been responsible for those increases. 

One last bit of analysis involves the regression of responses 

to Stouffer's four items on year, cohort, education and color. I do 

not want to go into detail in showing the effects of education per 

se since that effect has been well documented in the literature pre

viously discussed, but rather to see whether including education in 

our models has any impact on the effects of the other variables includ' 

ed, and in particular whether it effects the patterns of change in 

intolerance which we saw in Figure 1. The parameters, chi-square 

values and degrees of freedom for each of the preferred models which 

include a control for education are given in Table 7, and the expected 

log-odds generated by each are given in figures 4 through 7. 

Looking at figures 4 through 7, we see that while education 

does have a consistent effect on responses to all four items, with 

lesser educated folks being the most intolerant in their response to 

each, it does not largely alter the effects of the other variables 

in the models as they were shown in Figure 1. Decreases in intoler

ance over time were evidenced by responses to each of the items, and 

were the same across all three categories of education except for 

the Communist. Speech item, where better educated respondents decreased 

in intolerance more than lesser educated respondents. The differen

tial change by cohort found for the two speech items in Figure 1 
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persists after education is controlled, though the differential 

change by cohort found for the Atheist Teach item does not. Further, 

while differences in intolerance by color for the two speech items 

have to be qualified with respect to education, for the Communist 

Teach item blacks at every education level was less intolerant than 

non-blacks. Whereas that color difference in Figure 1 appeared to be 

confined to the baseline sample, after controlling for education it 

appeared persistent in both years. Lastly, the differential change 

by color with respect to the two items pertaining to teaching which 

was apparent in Figure 1 is eliminated after the control for education 

as shown in Figures 6 and 7. 

Summary and Discussion 

Given the focus here on changes in intolerance over time, the 

above analysis paid little attention to the effect of education on 

intolerance, except to show that by itself education did not account 

for the changes in intolerance that occurred. For the changes in 

intolerance of the cohorts that were older than 21 in the earlier 

survey years, that result could have been largely anticipated, since 

by that age (or shortly thereafter) education is pretty much fixed 

for a given cohort, adult education notwithstanding. Even for the 

cohorts that were younger than 21 in the earlier survey years, however 

education did not account for their less intolerance since within 

categories of education the youngest cohorts were still decidely less 

intolerant than the others. 
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Apart from the less intolerance of the youngest cohorts, we 

found that while intolerance was linearly related to cohort for all six 

of the speech items considered (with older matched cohorts being more in

tolerant than the younger ones), it was non-linearly related to intoler

ance with respect to Stouffer's two items pertaining to the rights of 

atheists and Communists to teach. In some cases this non-linearity was 

such that it was the middle-aged cohorts that were the most intolerant, 

while in other cases it showed that the decrement in the odds on intol

erant responses was not so great across the older to middle-aged cohorts 

as it was across the middle-aged to younger cohorts. This non-linearity 

might obtain from the fact that these middle-aged cohorts are more likely 

to have children in colleges or universitites, and might therefore be 

more sensitive to what, and by whom, their children are being taught. 

Further research using other items pertaining to the right to teach, and 

controlling for the prevalence and age of respondent's children, might 

be helpful to confirm this suspicion. 

As regards the effect of color, we found that while differences 

between blacks and non-blacks were largely diminished over time, only 

for one of the eight items were blacks in both years less intolerant 

than non-blacks. That item pertained to the right of Communists to 
... • 

teach, and was worded in a way that asked respondents whether they 

thought Communists who were teaching in colleges and universities 

should be fired. This wording, it seems likely, might have been more 

responsible for the lowered odds on intolerant responses by blacks 

to this item than were their attitudes about the tolerability of 
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Communists and/or the activity of teaching. That is, given their 

history (if the reader will pardon me for giving such a brief history) 

of being the "last hired and first fired," blacks might simply, in 

responding to this one item, have been reflecting at least in part 

their opinion about being fired. If that was the case, it should make 

further researchers more cautious about the wording of questions 

designed to "tap" the concept of tolerance. 

Finally, regarding changes in intolerance over time, we found 

widely different results, depending on the items and samples considered. 

For all eight items, we saw that cohort replacement by itself would 

result in decreased intolerance in the aggregate, since the response 

of the newest (unmatched) cohorts were in every case less intolerant 

than the responses of all others. Among matched cohorts, however, there 

were various patterns of change over time. 

With respect to Stouffer's items, blacks and non-blacks alike 

decreased in intolerance, with the decreases for the two speech items 

being larger for the younger cohorts than for the older cohorts. For 

the two items pertaining to teaching, however, the decreases were the 

same across all cohorts. 

With respect to Lenski's items, we found no differential change 

by cohort, though we did find a consistent pattern of differential 

change by color. Whereas all black cohorts showed similar decreases 

in intolerance over time for all four of the items, non-black cohorts, 

either showed no change (for the Religion item) or similar increases 

in intolerance (to each of the other three items). 
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Given the differences in the timing of the surveys and the 

differences in the questions asked by each, it is impossible to account 

for these disparate findings with a great amount of certainty. Some 

conjecturing, however, would seem to be in order. 

One way to reconcile the increase in intolerance among non-

black cohorts in the Detroit sample with the decrease in intolerance 

among non-black cohorts in the national sample is to assume that the 

decrease among the latter sample actually took place between 1954 and 

1958, and that thereafter those same folks actually increased in 

intolerance. Though I know of no data which exists to support this 

interpretation, it does not seem entirely implausible for several 

reasons. 

In the first place, there is ample reason to believe that there 

was a decline in intolerance over the period from the early 1950's to 

the late 1950's. Though the hey-day of McCarthyism was actually some

time shortly before 1954, it was in that year that the Army-McCarthy 

hearings took place, occupying the attention of some 20 million Ameri

cans at any given time through no less than 30 days of television 

broadcasts. Those hearings, which brought under official scrutiny 

the lives of no fewer than 9 million adult Americans working in 

civilian and military personnel-security programs, and in private 

industries engaged in defense work, must have heightened social 

pressures against nonconformity immensely. With no one to take up 

the cause after McCarthy's condemnation by the Senate later that year 

and his death in 1957 (except perhaps Robert Welch, who never had the 
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office, the appeal or the following of McCarthy), we can only imagine 

that by 1958 those pressures were relaxed, and the public's intoler

ance subsided. 

But what, then, could account for the completely opposite changes 

in the intolerance of blacks and non-blacks in the Detroit sample over 

the period from 1958 to 1971, with respect to the right of free speech. 

Again, I think the events of the period are all-important. 

Among the events which occupied the center stage on the American 

scene over the period from 1958 to 1971 were the black protests. Where

as the black struggle for civil rights prior to 1955 had been carried 

on in the courts by the NAACP, after that time blacks carried their 

protest to the public, through such non-violent forms of protest as 

freedom rides, sit-ins, marches and large-scale demonstrations. Whether 

as a result of these activities or whatever complex of factors, during 

this period blacks made their most substantial gains since the Civil 

War and the period of Reconstruction. At least four significant pieces 

of legislation were passed by Congress in the 1960's, touching on 

voting, employment practices, public accommodations and school desegre

gation. 

This legislation did not, however, stifle the black protests; 

indeed, the failure of the government to implement many of the laws 

which Congress passed may have been partly responsible for the violence 

which characterized the second half of the 1960's. Urban riots became 
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an anticipated part of the summer scene, with major rioting occurring 

in Watts in 1965, Newark and Detroit in 1967, and in numerous cities 

following the assassination of Dr. Martin Luther King in 1968. 

Blacks were not, of course, the sole protesters of the period. 

Students too were extremely vocal in the late 1960's and early 1970's, 

protesting the war in Vietnam and, in many cases, calling for an end 

to the involvement of many universities in war-related activities. 

While estimating the number of students involved in such activities, 

as with the number of blacks, would be seemingly impossible, such 

activities were clearly widespread, and secured enough media coverage 

to make a considerable dent in the American conscience. 

These protest activities, and the substantial gains made by 

blacks during the period considered, make possible one interpretation 

of the differential change in intolerance found for the speech items 

considered. On the other hand, they may have had a positive effect on 

the appreciation of the right of free speech for the many blacks and 

students who, by their participation in protest activities, were 

exercising that right. This would of course explain not only the de

creases in intolerance of blacks over this period, but the lesser intol

erance of the youngest cohorts as well. 

At the same time, the vocalism of the protestors may have been 

the cause of the increases in intolerance on the part of non-blacks 

who were either unsympathetic, or downright hostile, towards their 

message. This, and the anxiety on the part of non-blacks resulting 



from the shifting social arrangements required to accommodate the gains 

made by blacks, may provide an explanation for the decreases in intol

erance of speech rights by non-black cohorts. 

The foregoing argument is admittedly ad hoc, and pertinent 

only to the items regarding the right of free speech. 1 doubt that 

such an item-specific explanation will be well received by those who 

conceive of tolerance (or intolerance) as a more general concept which 

involves equally such diverse attitudes as those involving the rights 

of Communists to teach and atheists to make speeches or, for that matter, 

attitudes towards liberties for homosexuals or criminals or Iranian 

students or Cuban refugees. I do not doubt that for some persons intol

erant attitudes toward one group are related to intolerant attitudes 

toward another, nor that the willingness to extend a certain liberty 

to a given group is related to the willingness to extend some other 

liberty. In fact, the results of the multivariate analysis indicated 

that the tolerability of certain groups and their activities are more 

or less related, but only more or less. They appear consistently and 

ideologically related, however, only for a small number of persons 

in the samples analyzed here, and when intolerance bridges both types 

of nonconformists and types of liberties, the relationship among 

intolerant responses are weak and unstable. (The reader will recall the 

small net associations of, and the changes over time in the relation

ship between Stouffer's Communist Speech and Atheist Teach items, and 

between the Atheist Speech and Communist Teach items.) 
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Further, the changes in the various items measuring intolerance 

were not all identical, and the factors such as education and age which 

have traditionally been associated with generalized conceptions of 

intolerance are by no means adequate to summarize the changes in any 

of the individual items over time. That does not mean that the pro

cesses of being educated and aging are not important in determining 

the level of intolerance at any given point in time. Indeed, there 

are numerous reasons for believing that both of those processes are 

important. 

As regards education, formal courses at various education 

levels in History, Government and Civics promote a greater apprecia

tion of the Bill of Rights and the recognition of the vitality of 

extending those rights to holders of minority opinions. Also, the 

heightened awareness of varieties of human experience that attends 

the educational process is likely to legitimize widely different 

beliefs and values (Borhek, 1965) and thereby encourage a more liber

tarian attitude towards nonconformists. Further, the increases in 

knowledge and cognitive skills which comes from the educational 

experience is likely to encourage persons to give a "sober second 

thought" — to use Stouffer's fine phrase — before denying rights 

to those whose ideas seem at first glance dangerous. 

There are likewise various reasons for supposing that age is 

important in determining the level of intolerance. Older persons are 

likely to have greater stakes in conformity than younger persons, 

because of the increased importance to them of various attachments 



to "the system" gained by the experience of raising families, 

holding down jobs, accumulating savings, etc. Given their greater 

stakes in conformity, it seems reasonable to suppose that they would 

be less willing to extend rights to nonconformists. 

The results of the present research, however, suggest that 

while such processes are important in determining the level of intol

erance at any given time, there is no inevitable effect of those 

processes on intolerance. Over the two periods considered, people 

grew older and none became less educated, but some (i.e., blacks in 

Detroit and non-blacks in both samples) became less intolerant 

while others (i.e., non-black in Detroit) became more intolerant. 

We can only assume then, that short range and less predictable period 

effects of the sort that were mentioned above must be included in 

explanations of the level of intolerance at any given time, or in 

explanations of changes in intolerance over time. 



/ III 

BROKEN HOMES AND DELINQUENCY: A REASSESSMENT 

With the advent of juvenile courts at the turn of this century, 

observers were struck by the disproportionate number of juveniles 

referred to the courts who came from broken homes (Monahan, 1957). 

That observation led some to conclude that familial disruption was a 

vital factor in promoting delinquent behavior, and the relationship 

of broken homes to delinquency was explicitly or implicitly incorpo

rated in various general delinquency theories, including social dis

organization, differential association, cultural deviance and social 

control theories (Shaw and McKay, 1931; Sutherland, 1947; Miller, 

1958; and Hirschi, 1969). 

Though explanations of how broken homes caused delinquent 

behavior included such diverse considerations as the lack of parental 

supervision and control, incomplete socialization to appropriate (law-

abiding) norms, and the psychologically traumatizing experience of 

losing a parent, most theories took it for granted that broken homes 

did cause delinquent behavior. Furthermore, some theorized that 

certain types of broken homes ware more delinquency producing than 

others, and that broken homes were more likely to result in certain 

types of offenses (e.g., offenses directed against the family, such 

as ungovernability, running away, truancy, etc.) and more likely to 
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affect certain individuals (e.g., girls in particular, since greater 

control was exerted over them by their families). 

While none of these theories were far-fetched, they rested 

mainly on empirical evidence (outlined below) which was inadequate for 

establishing a relationship between broken homes and delinquent 

behavior. Further empirical evidence is clearly needed, and is espe

cially critical since recent census statistics (reported in the Arizona 

Daily Star, August 17, 1980) indicate that the number of broken homes 

rose 80% in the last decade alone. Providing that evidence, therefore, 

is the major task of the research which follows. 

Previous Research 

While sociological research on the relationship of broken 

homes to delinquency has been voluminous (see Monahan, 1957; Rodman 

and Grams, 1967; and Wilkinson, 1974; for the most complete reviews 

of the literature), the findings have been inconsistent and generally 

unconvincing. Some writers have argued that broken homes are "an 

important, if not the greatest single proximate (causal) factor in 

understanding juvenile delinquency" (Monahan, 1957:250), and that 

"the factor of broken homes relates reliably, meaningfully, and inter

estingly to measures of delinquent behavior" (Gold, 1970:127). Others, 

however, have concluded that broken homes are "relatively insignificant 

in relation to delinquency" (Sutherland, 1947:159), or that "there 

is no independent effect of broken homes per se on delinquency" 



(Hennessey, Richards and Berk, 1978:523). Reasons for these discrep

ant conclusions are numerous, but those that follow seem the most 

potent sources of those discrepancies. 

The Delinquency Variable 

Prior to 1960 most of the studies of the relationship between 

broken homes and delinquency contrasted the proportion of broken 

homes among known delinquents (e.g., individuals referred to juvenile 

courts) with the proportion of broken homes among a control group of 

non-referred school boys matched to the delinquents on relevant 

background characteristics (Slawson, 1923; Elliott, 1929; Hodgkiss, 

1933; Cavan, 1934: Weeks and Smith, 1939; Merrill, 1947; Glueck and 

Glueck, 1950; Monahan, 1957; and Morris, 1964). As such, the depen

dent variable in the analyses was "official delinquency", not delin

quent behavior per se (the researchers in fact made no attempt to 

discover how delinquent the members of the control groups were). 

Most of the recent work on broken home-delinquency hypoth

esis, on the other hand, has involved a comparison of juveniles who 

came from broken homes with juveniles from intact homes in terms of 

whether they reported (in interviews or anonymous questionnaires) 

committing various delinquent offenses in the past 12 months (Nye, 

1958; Dentler and Monroe, 1961; Hirschi, 1969; Gold, 1970; Hennessey 

et al., 1978; Austin, 1978; and Wilkinson, 1979). The measurement 

of delinquency here is aimed at actual behavior and is based on the 



assumption that self-reports are the best way to measure that be

havior. (The problems associated with the use of self-reports are 

well-known, and need not be discussed here.) 

While it is well known that there is some correspondence 

between official and self-reported measures of delinquency, it is 

surely not a perfect relationship. The probability of being caught 

and referred for any given offense is very small (Empey, 1978), and 

the discretionary workings of the police and other referral agencies 

make the adjudication process at least somewhat selective. Therefore, 

while the question of the relationship between broken homes and court 

referrals is an interesting one, it is not the same as the question 

of the relationship between broken homes and actual delinquent be

havior. As such, analysts of the first question should refrain from 

making conclusions about any causal link between broken homes and 

delinquent behavior (as do Toby, 1957; Monahan, 1957; and Barker and 

Adams, 1961), and the analysts of the second question should not pre

sent their findings as evidence contrary to findings of analyses 

concerned with the first question (as does Austin, 1978). 

The Broken Home Variable 

Differences in the dependent variable used in the analyses of 

the relationship of broken homes to delinquency are not the only poten

tial source of the discrepancies in their findings, as some of them 

may be due as well to differences in the way the broken home variable 

has been defined, operationalized and measured. In most analyses, 
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broken homes are defined as homes in which one or both natural (bio

logical) parents are absent, though in at least a few they have been 

defined as homes in which the natural father is absent (Hirschi, 

1969; Austin, 1978; and Wilkinson, 1979). Those who have adopted the 

latter definition have generally omitted juveniles from mother-absent 

homes from their analyses. Even though the number of such juveniles 

is generally quite small, it is not clear what the consequences of 

this procedure might be. Further, since it is possible that the 

absence of a mother might have considerably different consequences 

for a child's delinquency than the absence of a father, it would seem 

preferable to recognize at least three types of homes; (1) those in 

which both parents are present, (2) those in which the father is 

absent, and (3) those in which the mother is absent. (A category 

for juveniles with both parents absent might in some cases be use

ful, but in most samples their number is too small to make it a 

meaningful analytical category.) In addition, wherever possible 

it would be helpful to control (at least in the preliminary stages 

of the analysis) for how the home was broken — whether by death, 

divorce, separation or desertion — since at least one earlier 

analysis (Ferdinand, 1964) indicates that different types of familial 

disruption have different effects on a child's delinquency. 

Methods of Analysing the Relationship Between Broken Homes and Court 
Referrals or Delinquent Behavior 

Thus far, the findings of the .earlier research on broken homes 

and court referrals or self-reported delinquent behavior have not been 
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discussed. While details of those findings are given in previously 

cited articles by Monahan (1957) and Wilkinson (1979), they can be 

summarized very generally as follows. 

The bulk of the reports using official data (court records) 

reveal, almost without exception, that broken homes were roughly 

twice as prevalent among juveniles who had been referred to court as 

among the juveniles in the control groups (who were not referred). 

Further, some showed that girls who had been referred to juvenile 

court were somewhat more likely to have come from broken homes than 

were boys who had been referred (Cavan, 1934; Monahan, 1957; Morris, 

1964; and Datesman and Scarpitti, 1975), and that juveniles referred 

for certain offenses (e.g., truancy, running away and ungovernability) 

were especially likely to have come from broken homes (Weeks, 1940; 

Datesman and Scarpitti, 1975). 

Among the published studies utilizing self-reports of delin

quent behavior, the findings on the relationship between broken homes 

and delinquency were not nearly as consistent. Though Nye (1958), 

in the first study of the relationship between broken homes and self-

reported delinquency, reported a stronger relationship for girls than 

for boys and for some offenses than others, all of the relationships 

he reported were extremely weak. So too were the relationships between 

broken homes and self-reported delinquency found by Dentler and Mon

roe (1961) and Hirschi (1969). In contrast, Gold (1970), Austin 

(1978) and Wilkinson (1979) all found significant relationships that 

varied by sex and type of offense, but Hennessey et al. (1978) found 



86 

no relationship at all between broken homes and self-reports for 

either boys or girls, regardless of the offenses considered. 

One problem with both sets of research reports is that while 

measures of the association between broken homes and court referrals 

or self-reported delinquent behavior were computed for each subpopula-

tion considered (i.e., for boys and girls, or for boys with respect 

to truancy, girls with respect to truancy, etc.), no explicit tests 

for the significance of the differences between the subpopulations 

were made in any of the studies. This is particularly unfortunate, 

since many of the inconsistencies from one study to the next involve 

differences found across subpopulations by "eyeballing" differences 

in the strength of the association between broken homes and court 

referrals or self-reported delinquencies for each subpopulation. 

It would be unfair to be overly critical of this lack of statis

tical rigor among some of the earliest research reports on the broken 

home-delinquency hypothesis, as suitable methods for testing differences 

between subpopulations were until recently not widely known. Such 

methods have been developed in the past decade by Goodman (1978) 

however, and their use in the analysis which follows should provide 

a more accurate and reliable description of the relationship between 

broken homes and delinquency among the subgroups considered. 

The Data 

The data analysed here came from surveys of students enrolled 

in six Arizona high schools (three urban and three rural) in the fall 

of 1975. Questionnaires were administered in classroom settings on a 



voluntary basis after students were assured of anonymity, and 3268 

of them were collected. Most students took approximately 45 minutes 

to complete the questionnaire, which contained over 300 items con

cerning the students personal and family backgrounds, their involve

ment in and attitudes toward various delinquent acts, their 

perceptions of the certainty and severity of various legal punishments, 

and a variety of other types of data, 

In general, the students surveyed comprised a fairly repre

sentative sample of high school students living in the southwestern 

United States. There were approximately equal numbers of boys and 

girls, most of whom ranged in age from 13 to 18 and were either white 

non-Hispanics (71%) or Mexican-Americans (21%). The social class 

backgrounds of the students ranged broadly and fairly typically as 

well, judging from their reports of their mothers' and fathers' 

education and occupation, but with respect to religious backgrounds 

Catholics were somewhat overrepresented due to the inclusion of a 

Catholic high school as one of the six in the survey. 47% of the 

students declared themselves to be Catholic, 37% reported being 

Protestants, and 21% were either Mormons, Jews or others. (For more 

complete descriptions of the sample see Erickson, Gibbs and Jensen, 

1977; and Galliher, 1979). 

The variables used in the present analysis, and the frequency 

distributions of each, are listed in Table 1. The three independent 



Table!. Frequency Distributions of the Variables Used in the Analysis 

1651 
1594 

23 

50.5 
48.8 

0.7 

Independent Variables 

A. Respondent's Sex (What Is your sex?) m 

Male 

Female 

Hissing 
Total 3268 100.0 

B. Family Status (Obtained by cross-classifying two 

Items: Who Is It that Is now acting 
as a father for you; and who Is It 
that is now acting as a mother for 
you?) 

Mother and father living at home** 2264 
Mother living at home, father absent 651 
Father living at home, mother absent 139 

Other 131 
Missing 83 

Total 3268 TOO.O 

C. How Home Broken (If [you are] not [living with 
your real mother and father)( 
why aren't you living with both?) 

69.3 
19.9 
4.2 
4.0 
2 . 6  

Mother passed away 62 1. .9 
Father passed away 147 4. .5 

are separated or divorced 580 16. ,7 
Innaproprlate or missing 2406 73. .6 

Other 73 2. .2 
Total 3268 100. .0 

Dependent Variables 

DURING THE LAST 12 MONTHS HOW MANY TIMES DID YOU. 

Offenses 
Reported 

Court 

Referrals 

3. 

7. 

9. 

N X N Z 
Take something from a store on 0 1986 60 .8 3080 94, .2 
purpose without paying for ltT I or more 1217 37 .2 63 2 .0 
2. How many times were you Hissing 65 2 .0 125 3, .8 

caught and taken to courtT Total 3268 100 .0 3268 100 .0 

Ruin, break or damage someone 0 2431 74 .4 3111 95 .2 
elses property on purpose? 1 or more 765 23 .4 28 0 .9 
4. Row many times were you Missing • 72 2 .2 129 3 .9 

caught and taken to court? Total 3268 100 .0 3268 100, .0 

Skip school vlthout an excuse? 0 1457 44. .6 2926 - 89. .5 
6. How many times were you ! or more 1711 52. .3 52 1. .6 

caught and taken to court? Hissing 100 3. .1 290 8. .9 
Total 3268 100. .0 3268 100. .0 

Drink any beer, wine or liquor 
(not counting sips your parents 0 841 25, .7 2847 87. 1 
let you have)? I or sore 2371 72, .6 49 1. .5 
8. How many times were you Hissing 56 1. .7 372 11. .4 

caught and taken to court? Total 3268 100. .0 3268 100. .0 

Use any marijuana? 0 1802 55. .1 3016 92. .3 
10. How many tines were you 1 or more 1401 42. .9 43 1. .3 

caught and taken to court? Hissing 65 2. ,0 • 209 6. 4 
Total 3268 100. .0 3268 100. 0 

** Mother and father refer to real or adopted mother and father only. 

00 
00 
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variables — respondent's sex, family status and how (if at all) their 

homes were broken — are fairly straightforward, but the ten dependent 

variables used require some discussion. 

Early in the questionnaire, students were asked how many times 

during the past 12 months they 1) committed each of 20 different 

delinquent acts, 2) were by themselves when they committed the acts, 

3) were caught and taken to court for the acts, and 4) were by them

selves when they were caught. For the present purpose it was decided 

to examine responses to the first and third questions with respect to 

5 offenses that were quite prevalent among the students; namely, 

shoplifting, vandalism, truancy, drinking and marijuana use. 

Due to certain difficulties in following instructions, for 

some of the questions concerning being caught and taken to court there 

were rather large proportions (up to 11%) of missing responses. Though 

there were reasons to believe that nearly all of the missing responses 

were from juveniles who had never been caught and taken to court, that 

fact could not be established with certainty, and respondents who gave 

no answers to the questions were eliminated from the analysis. The 

elimination of those respondents is unfortunate in that it diminishes 

the size of the sample, but it is doubtful that their exclusion affects 

very greatly the results presented below. While missing responses 

came disproportionately from younger students in the survey, they 

were fairly evenly distributed among categories of the independent 

variables that were included in the analysis. 
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The Analysis 

Type of Disruption, Delinquent Offenses and Court Referrals 

The first question addressed by the present analysis concerned 

whether, among those juveniles from broken homes, the way that homes 

were broken had any impact on the offenses they reported or on whether 

they had been referred to court. After eliminating 4% of the juveniles 

who reported that both of their real or adopted parents were absent 

(their number was too small to reveal any discernable pattern), ten 

tables were constructed by cross-classifying the number (0 versus 1 

or more) of offenses and court referrals^ reported for each of the 

five delinquent acts by which parent was absent and the reason for 

their absence. The last variable had three categories — death, di

vorce or separation, and other — with the other category including 

not only those who gave some reason other than death, divorce or 

separation for their parent's absence, but also those who gave no 

reason for their absence. 

Rather than representing those ten cross-classifications as 

three-way tables with a dichotomous response, one dichotomous factor 

1. Elliott and Ageton (1980) argue that the relevant contrasts 
between delinquents and non-delinquents are in general poorly described 
by dichotomies. Preliminary investigation of the dependent variables 
used here however revealed that 1) over 92% of the variation in each of 
the offenses for which juveniles were referred to court was retained 
after the dichotomization and that 2) between 71% and 78% of the vari
ation in self-reported offenses was retained after dichotomizing those 
offenses as well. 



(which parent absent) and one three category polytomous factor (how 

the home was broken), it was decided instead, following Duncan (1975) 

to re-express the polytomous factor as a set of three formal vari

ables, each contrasting one category of the polytomy with the other 

two. All of the ten subtables in Table 2, then, are incomplete five-

way tables with structural zeros (see Fienberg, 1972), where the 

formal variable "death" takes the value 1 if the respondent gave 

death as the reason for their parent's absence, and 0 otherwise; the 

formal variable "divorce or separation" takes the value 1 if those 

reasons were given for their parent's absence, and 0 otherwise; and 

the formal variable "other" takes the value 1 if some other (or no) 

reason was given for their absence, and 0 otherwise. 

For each of the ten subtables, comparisons were made between 

hierarchical models (see Goodman, 1978) that allowed for the relation 

ship between which parent was absent and how the home was broken 

(this was accomplished by fitting the {2345} marginal in each) but 

varied the separate and combined effects of those two factors on 

response (i.e., self-reported offenses or court referrals). To illus 

trate what such comparisons inform us, we can consider the models 

(given at the bottom of Table 2) for subtable (B), which pertains 

to court referrals for shoplifting. 

The hypothesis underlying Model (1) is that being referred 

to court for shoplifting is unrelated to which parent is absent and 

how the home was broken. We can reject the hypothesis, since the 

2 
value of the likelihood ratio chi-square (L ) testing that hypothesis 



Table 2. Ten Incomplete 5-Way Tables: Number of Offenses and Court Referrals Reported for Each 
of Five Types of Offenses, Cross-Classified by Which Parent Absent and How the Home 
was Broken (Partitioned); and Selected Models to Fit the Data in Each. 

Which 
Parent 
Absent 
Father 

Mother 

How Home Was Broken 
Divorce 

Shoplifting Vandalism 
Court Court 

Truancy Drinking Grans 
Court Court 

or Offenses Referrals Offenses Referrals i Offenses Referrals Offenses Referrals Offenses Referrals 
Death SeparatIon Other 0 J± 0 1 + 0 _J + 0 1+ 0 1 + 0 1 + 0 1+ 0 1 + 0 1 + 0 U 

1 1 1 * * * * * * * * * A A T F JF r —T T -T —r 

1 1 0 A A * * * * A * * A A A A A A A A A A A 

1 0 I A * * * * * * * A A A A A A A A A A A A 

1 0 0 72 44 117 0 92 26 113 3 43 75 108 2 28 91 104 4 68 52 112 3 

0 I 1 A A * * * A * * * A A A A A A A A A A A 

0 I 0 237 176 394 12 295 116 398 4 138 277 374 6 78 335 375 6 197 214 392 6 

0 0 I 62 44 100 1 72 33 101 1 35 70 88 3 26 78 84 3 51 53 94 2 

0 0 0 A * A * * * * * * A A A A A A A A A A A 

1 1 1 * * * A A * * * * A A A * A A A A A A A 

I I 0 * * * * * A * * A A *' A A A A A A * A A 

1 0 1 * A * * * * * * A A A A A A A A A A A A 

1 0 0 23 23 42 5 34 12 47 0 17 29 41 3 9 36 41 0 23 22 43 1 

0 1 1 * * * * A * * * A A A A A A A A A A A * 

0 I 0 43 3! 72 2 50 24 71 I 21 53 65 3 12 62 65 1 29 46 69 3 

0 0 I 10 6 14 2 13 2 15 1 4 11 15 0 6 9 13 0 9 6 (3 1 

0 0 0 * * * * * A * A A A A A A A A A A A A A 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (K) (P) <G) (II) ( I )  U) 

Likelihood ratio chl-squarea 

Model Marginals flt^ df (A) (B) (C) <D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) 

(1) 2345 1 5 2.20 17.60 5.39 4.40 1.92 5.84 6.38 4.69 7.06 
(2) 2345 12 4 17.54 5.24 4.26 5.74 3.21 4.17 6.94 
(3) 2345 13 4 17.59 4.49 3.71 5.05 2.63 3.48 3.87 
(4) 2345 14 4 17.57 3.20 4.00 5.27 5.92 4.28 3.84 

(5) 2345 15 4 It.11 5.38 4.36 2.86 6.35 3.44 6.13 
(6) 2345 15 12 3 11.10 
(7) 2345 15 13 3 11.01 
(8) 2345 15 14 3 11.03 
(9) 2345 125 2 9.39 
(10) 2345 135 2 1.58 
(11) 2345 145 2 3.82 

aThe thr^e categories of this variable were coded I if they were given by respondents as the reason for their mother's or father's absense; 

otherwise they were coded 0. 

bThe marginals fit refer to the following variables for the ten "Incomplete" 5-way tables: 
1 • the dependent variable, number of offenses or court referrals reported for each of the 5 types of offenses. 
2, 3 and 4 are formal variables for the "other," "divorce or separation" and "death" categories of the How Home Was Broken variable, 

respectively. 
5 • the Which Parent Absent variable. 

A 
Cell constrained to have zero frequency. . . . .  ^  

ro 



is 17.60 with 5 degrees of freedom, and a value as large as that would 

occur less than one time in 100 in sampling from a population in which 

referrals were independent of the two factors. 

Model (2), which fits the {12} marginal and thereby allows 

being referred to court to be related to being in the "other" category 

of the variable referring to how the home was broken, does not improve 

significantly over Model (1). Nor do Models (3) or (4), which allow 

a relationship between court referrals and being in the "divorce or 

separation" category, and in the "death" category, respectively. Model 

(5) on the other hand, which allows court referrals to be related to 

which parent is absent, does significantly improve over Model (1), 

2 2 
since L (1) - L (5) = 17.60 - 11.11 = 6.49, a significant value with 

one degree of freedom. Moreover, Model (5) is improved upon signifi

cantly by both of Models (10) and (11), though there is no clear 

reason for preferring one of the latter two models over the other. 

Both provide an acceptable fit of model to data that cannot be signi

ficantly improved upon by the inclusion of other relationships in the 

model, and both are equally parsimonious. 

Both Models (10) and (11) imply that being referred to court 

for shoplifting is related jointly to which parent is absent and how 

the home was broken. The former model, however, asserts that the 

effect of the latter variable involves a contrast between juveniles 

whose homes were broken by divorce or separation and all others, 

while the latter model asserts that the effect of how the home was 

broken involves a contrast between juveniles from homes broken by 



death with all others. In other words, reporting having been referred 

to court is significantly different for juveniles whose mothers or 

fathers died than for juveniles whose mothers or fathers were divorced 

or separated (and that difference depends on which of the parents is 

absent), but that juveniles who gave some other (or no) reason for the 

absence of one of their parents are not significantly different from 

either of the other two groups. 

Looking at the observed frequencies of court referrals for 

shoplifting for juveniles whose mothers and fathers were absent due 

to death and divorce or separation clarifies that interaction. 

Juveniles whose fathers were absent due to divorce or separation were 

much more likely to have been referred to court than juveniles whose 

fathers had died (none of this latter group had been referred in 

the past twelve months), while juveniles whose mothers were absent 

due to divorce or separation were less likely than juveniles whose 

mothers had died to have been referred to court. Further, though 

the observed frequencies of court referrals for juveniles who gave 

some other (or no) reason for their parents absence do not show it 

clearly, the expected frequencies of court referrals under Models 

(10) and (11) for those juveniles (not given) inform us that they 

are not significantly different from either of the other two groups, 

regardless of which parent is absent. 

One should not make too much of this effect, for it turns out 

that for the other nine subtables in Table 2, the model of indepen

dence is selected as the preferred model to fit the data. Though there 



is a marginally significant effect (at the .10 level of confidence) 

of which parent is absent on court referrals for truancy as well as 

the significant effect (at the .05 level of confidence) of that 

variable on court referrals for shoplifting, there is no significant 

effect of how the home was broken on the number of offenses or court 

referrals reported for any of the other types of delinquent acts. 

Thus, while our somewhat lengthy discussion of.the effects of those 

factors on court referrals for shoplifting has been useful didacti

cally in explicating the process of model selection, it has not been 

intended to overstate the effects of those factors. Indeed, in the 

analysis which follows, how the home was broken is disregarded when 

we compare juveniles from mother-absent homes and from father-absent 

homes with juveniles from intact homes. The distinction between 

mother-absence and father-absence is retained however, since it showed 

a statistically significant effect on court referrals for shoplifting 

and a marginally significant effect on court referrals for truancy. 

Furthermore, retaining this distinction is justified because it may 

be the case that the absence of one or the other parent (but not 

necessarily both) is different from the presense of both parents in 

producing either delinquent behavior or court referrals. 

Broken Homes vs. Intact Homes 

In Table 3, juveniles from intact homes (both parents present) 

are introduced into the analysis. The formats of the ten subtables 

in Table 3 are the same as those in Table 2 and the ten dependent 



Table 3. Ten Incomplete 5-Way Tables: Number of Offenses and Court Referrals Reported for 
Each of Five Types of Offenses, Cross-Classified by Respondent's Sex and Family 
Status (Partitioned); and Selected Models to Fit the Data in Each 

Family Statue 
Both Father Mother 

Sex Present Absent Absent 
Male 

Shoplifting Vondallnm 

Female 

1 1 1 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 
1 0 0 
0 1 1 
0 • 1 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 
1 1 1 
1 1 0 
1 0 1 
1 0 0 
0 1 I 
0 1 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 

Offenses Referrals Offenses Referrals 
Truancy Drinking Crass 

* 

637 48 
* 

163 13 
48 3 

785 315 
_ft 

208 12 
28 2 

ft 

(A) 

14 

1081 12 

289 
82 
* 
* 

* 

* 

1061 
* 

322 
46 
* 

1+ 
* 

748 370 
* * 

166 131 
58 28 
ft ft 
ft ft 
ft A 
ft ft 

977 123 

293 
39 

(B) 

44 
10 
ft 

(C) 

* 

1076 
* 

280 
86 

ft 

ft 
I0B8 

ft 

332 
lS7 
* 

1+ 

11 
* 
7 
2 
* 

Offenses Referra 
0  1 + 0 1  
-* —3T -T — 

* * 

531 599 101 

102 196 
28 58 
* * 

272 
7 

578 527 100 
* * 

114 226 
14 35 

298 
46 
* 

a Offenses Referral*! 
0 1+ 0 1+ 
—T—r —F —r 
* * * * 

* * * » 

288 836 1011 20 

(D) (E) (F) 

56 239 
17 69 
* * 

* * 

343 762 
* * 

76 265 
10 38 
* * 

(G) 

265 
79 
* 

* 

970 
* 

298 
40 

Offensea Referrals 
0 1+ 0 14 

648 476 1068 1 
* # * 

146 150 
37 50 
* * 

* * 

278 
78 
* 

(n) 

658 439 1030 
* * * 

170 169 
24 24 
* * 

( I )  

320 
47 
* 

(J) 

Likelihood ratio chi-aquareB 

Hodel Harglnals Flth df _1AL (B) (C) J22_ (E) jn. (G) (10 (1) 
" O) 2345 1 5 63.10 14.10 249.81 23.79 69.20 11.28 27.09 9.41 25.30 15.53 
(2) 2345 12 4 60.48 3.23- 248.27 23.23 57.11 5.39 24.16 7.71 18.32 10.66 
(3) 2345 13 4 57.42 13.91 242.97 22.17 24.51 10.72 13.60 6.08 11.52 13.86 
(4) 2345 14 4 54.08 8.81 240.56 21.34 6.96 7.11 9.17 6.62 2.92 • 9.66 
(5) 2345 15 4 14.47 12.10 16.30 2.86 65.27 8.78 18.44 3.19 23.74 10.27 

(6) 2345 12 13 (14) 3 53.78 2.32 240.54 6.59 4.13 9.14 7.88 

V) 2345 15 12 3 13.00 1.84 16.16 53.91 3.34 16.06 6.03 
(8) 2345 15 13 3 7.43 11.86 5.46 19.46 4.04 8.29 

(9) 2345 15 14 3 5.11 6.78 5.73 2.71 0.26 4.24 

(10) 2345 125 2 11.42 13.04 3.42 

(11) 2345 135 2 4.38 3.31 7.29 

(12) 2345 145 2 0.38 5.49 4.24 

(13) 2345 15 12 13 (14) 2 •KM. 0.26 2.95 

aCntegoriea of the Family Status variable were coded I If respondents Indicated that tliey were their family statuses, and 0 otherwise. 

^The marginals fit refer to the following variables in the ten "Incomplete" 5-way tables) 
1 a the dependent variables, number of offenses or court referrals reported for each of the 5 types of offenses. 
2, 3 and 4 are formal varlablea for the "mother absent," "father abBent" and "both present" categories of the Family Status variables 
respectively. 
5 ** respondent's sex. 

* 
Cell constrained to have a lero frequency. 



97 

variables, number of offenses and court referrals reported for each of 

the five delinquent acts, are the same as well. In these analyses, 

however, the two factors in the incomplete five-way tables are juve

nile's sex and family status, with the latter variable re-expressed 

as a set of three formal variables contrasting juveniles from intact 

homes, father-absent homes and mother-absent homes. 

It is not necessary to forge again through the entire process 

of model selection, as the example from Table 2 presented earlier 

should have given the reader some understanding of the procedure. 

Those who desire or require more help with the technique of contrasting 

hierarchical models in general are referred to the collected papers 

by Goodman (1978), and the use of hierarchical models for incomplete 

multiway tables specifically is well illustrated by Fienberg (1972) 

and Duncan (1975). 

Looking at the models at the bottom of Table 3, the reader will 

note that there is a good deal more "going on" in these ten subtables 

than in those in Table 2, though in nearly every case the selection 

of a preferred model is fairly straightforward. As regards the five 

subtables pertaining to offenses reported (Subtables A, C, E, G 

and I), we choose unequivocally Model (12) as the preferred model 

for Subtable A, Model (9) for Subtables E and G, and Model (4) for 

Subtable I. For Subtable C, there is a certain amount of ambiguity 

in the selection of a preferred model, as both Models (9) and (10) 

provide an equally good fits to the data, both improve significantly 

over Model (5), and neither is improved upon by models which include 
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other effects. Model (9) was selected over Model (10) as the pre

ferred model to fit the data in that subtable, though only because 

that model is more consistent with the models for the other four 

subtables pertaining to offenses reported. 

As regards the subtables pertaining to court referrals (B, D, 

F, H, and J), there are no ambiguities regarding the selection of 

preferred models. Model (2) was chosen for Subtables B and F, Model 

(5) for Subtables D and H, and Model (7) for Subtable J. For these 

five subtables and the others as well, the models chosen to represent 

the data include only effects which, if dropped from the models, 

would significantly decrease the fit of models to data, and none of 

them fail to include any effects which would significantly improve 

the fit of the models to the data. Further, the values of chi-square 

for the models indicate that for all of them the departures of the 

expected frequencies from the observed frequencies can reasonably 

be assumed to be due to chance. 

To understand the implications of the various preferred models, 

the expected frequencies generated by each of them are used to calcu

late the odds on reporting having committed each of the acts and on 

having been referred to court for each of the subgroups considered. 

For example, taking the expected frequencies generated by Model (12) 

for Subtable A (given in Table 4), we calculate 482.00/637.00 = 0.76 

as the odds on having reported one or more shoplifting offenses for 

boys whose parents are both present, and 134.68/163.32 = 39.32/47.68 

= 0.82 as the odds on having reported one or more shoplifting offenses 
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Table 4. Expected Frequencies of Self-Reported Shoplifting Offenses 

under Model (12), and Odds and Odds Ratios Calculated from 
Them. 

Family Status 
(A) (B) (C) Expected 
Both Father Mother Frequencies Odds Odds Ratios 

Sex Present Absent Absent 0 1+ 1+/0 B or C/A Male/Female 
Hale 1 1 1 * A 

1 1 0 * A 

1 0 1 * * 

1 0 0 637.00 482.00 0.76 1.08 1.90 

0 1 1 * * 

0 1 0 163.32 134.68 0.82 1.30 

0 0 1 47.68 39.32 0.82 1.30 

0 0 0 * A 

Female 1 1 1 A A 

1 1 0 A * 

1 0 1 A * 

1 0 0 785.00 315.00 0.40 1.58 

0 1 1 * * 

0 1 0 206.04 130.96 0.63 

0 0 1 29.96 19.04 0.63 

0 0 0 A A 

Cell constrained to have zero frequency. 
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among boys whose mothers or fathers are absent. Following through 

with these calculations, those same odds are 0.40 for girls whose 

parents are both present, and 0.63 for girls whose mothers or fathers 

are absent. 

The ratios of those odds indicate the strength of the relation

ships in Subtable A. The ratio of the odds for boys whose mothers or 

fathers are absent to the odds for boys whose parents are both absent 

is 0.82/0.76 = 1.08, while the corresponding ratio for girls is 0.63/0.40 

= 1.58. With respect to the odds on reporting shoplifting offenses, 

then, the effect of the absence of a mother or a father is greater for 

girls than for boys. The fact could have been established equally 

well by calculating the male to female odds ratios within categories 

of the family status variable. Doing that, the odds on reporting shop

lifting offenses are increased by a factor of 0.76/0.40 = 1.90 for 

males (as opposed to females) whose parents are both present, but by 

a lesser factor of 0.82/0.63 = 1.30 for males whose mothers or fathers 

are absent. 

There is no reason to show the expected frequencies under the 

preferred models for all of the subtables, but Tables 5 and 6 present 

the complete set of odds and odds ratios for those models. 

Table 5 shows that within categories of sex and family status, 

the odds on reporting having committed the five delinquent acts vary 

from one act to the next. For both boys and girls regardless of 

family status, drinking was the most frequently reported offense, and 

vandalism was the least frequently reported. Further, the respective 



Table 5. Expected Odds on Reporting Committing Five Types of Offenses under the Preferred 
Models, and Odds Ratios Calculated from Them. 

Expected Odds (1+/0) on Reporting — 

Shoplifting Vandalism Truancy Drinking Grass 
Sex Family Status Model(12) Model(9) Model(9) Model(9) Model(4) 

Male Both Present 0.76 0.50 1.09 2.87 0.70 

Father Absent 0.82 0.69 2.16 4.38 1.04 

Mother Absent 0.82 0.69 2.16 4.38 1.04 

Female Both Present 0.40 0.12 0.94 2.24 0.70 

Father Absent 0.63 0.17 1.85 3.41 1.04 

Mother Absent 0.63 0.17 1.85 3.41 1.04 

Ratios of the Above Odds, Male/Female 

Both Present 1.90 4.10 1.17 1.28 1.00 

Father Absent 1.30 4.10 1.17 1.28 1.00 

Mother Absent 1.30 4.10 1.17 1.28 1.00 

Ratios of the Above Odds, Father or Mother Absent/Both Present 

Male 1.08 1.39 1.98 1.53 1.49 

Female 1.58 1.39 1.98 1.53 1.49 



Table 6. Expected Odds on Reporting Court Referrals for Five Types of Offenses under the Pre
ferred Models, and Odds Ratios Calculated from Them. 

Expected Odds (1+/0) on Reporting Court Referrals for — 

Shoplifting Vandalism Truancy Drinking Grass 

Sex Family Status Model(2) Model(5) Model(2) Model(5) Model(7) 

Male Both Present 0.02 0.02' 0.014 0.022 0.016 

Father Absent 0.02 0.02 0.014 0.022 0.016 

Mother Absent 0.07 0.02 0.050 0.022 0.016 

Female Both Present 0.02 0.001 0.014 0.010 0.007 

Father Absent 0.02 0.001 0.014 0.010 0.007 

Mother Absent 0.07 0.001 0.050 0.010 0.007 

Ratios of the Above Odds, Male/Female 

Both Present 1.00 12.23 1.00 2.20 2.20 

Father Absent 1.00 12.23 1.00 2.20 2.20 

Mother Absent 1.00 12.23 1.00 2.20 2.20 

Ratios of the Above Odds, Mother Absent/Father Absent or Both Present 

Male 3.50 1.00 3.57 1.00 3.20 

Female 3.50 1.00 3.57 1.00 3.20 
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odds on reporting having committed the five acts are the same, within 

categories of sex, for both those whose fathers were absent and those 

whose mothers were absent. 

Only for the shoplifting item previously discussed is there 

an interaction between sex and family status, as can be seen from the 

expected odds ratios at the bottom of Table 5. Regardless of family 

status, the odds on reporting one or more acts of vandalism, truancy 

and drinking were raised by factors of 4.10, 1.17 and 1.28, respec

tively, for boys over girls, though there were no differences between 

boys and girls in self-reported marijuana use. 

Moreover, and more importantly for the present purposes, the 

impact of broken homes is fairly consistent across all of the acts 

considered. Though it was noted earlier that the absence of a mother 

or father had a slightly greater impact on girls than on boys for 

shoplifting, parental absence has the same effect for boys and girls 

with respect to the other four acts. For each act, boys and girls 

whose mothers or fathers were absent showed a greater likelihood of 

reporting offenses than did boys or girls whose parents were both 

present, and the ratios reflecting that greater likelihood are 1.39, 

1.98, 1.53 and 1.49 for vandalism, truancy, drinking and marijuana 

use, respectively. 

The situation is quite different when court referrals are 

considered. Table 6 shows that the odds on reporting having been 

referred to court for each of the deliquent acts are considerably 

smaller than the odds (in Table 5) on reporting having committed 
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those offenses, though here too there is some variation in those odds 

from one act to the next. Further, there are no interactive effects 

of sex and family status on court referrals for any of the acts. 

There are, however, (1) direct effects of both family status and sex 

on court referrals for marijuana use, (2) an effect of sex but not 

family status on court referrals for vandalism and drinking, and (3) 

an effect of family status but not sex on court referrals for shop

lifting and truancy. 

Taking the sex effect first, the odds ratios reveal that the 

likelihood of being referred to court is better than twelve times 

greater for boys and for girls with respect to vandalism, and better 

than twice as great for boys as for girls with respect to drinking 

and marijuana use, regardless of their family status. 

Unlike the effect of family status on self-reported offenses, 

which involved a contrast between juveniles whose mothers or fathers 

were absent with juveniles whose parents were both present, the effect 

of family status on court referrals (with respect to the three delin

quent acts for which there is an effect) involves a contrast of those 

whose mothers are absent with those whose fathers are absent or 

whose parents are both present. The odds ratios at the bottom of 

Table 6 show clearly that for shoplifting, truancy and grass the 

odds on being referred to court are greater for those whose mothers 

are absent than for the other two groups, by factors of 3,50, 3.57 

and 3.20 respectively. 
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Broken Homes and Types of Delinquent Acts 

Thus far it has been shown that broken homes have an impact on 

whether juveniles committed all five of the delinquent acts considered, 

and on whether they were referred to court for three of the five acts 

(e.g., shoplifting, truancy and grass). In this final portion of the 

analysis, tests are made to determine whether or not the effects of 

broken homes on both offenses reported and on court referrals differ 

significantly from one act to another. 

Because broken homes had a different effect for girls than for 

boys with respect to self-reported shoplifting, it did not seem sensi

ble to inquire as to whether the effect of broken homes on that 

offense was the same as on the other offenses for which there were no 

sex differences in the broken home effect. Furthermore, earlier find

ings revealed that broken homes had an effect (that was the same regard

less of sex) on court referrals for shoplifting, truancy and grass, 

but not on court referrals for vandalism and drinking. As such, in 

testing whether the effect of broken homes was the same on the various 

offenses reported shoplifting was eliminated, and in testing whether 

the effect of broken homes was the same for the various court referrals 

reported vandalism and grass were eliminated from the analysis. 

Tables 7 and 8 were then constructed to allow the appropriate 

tests. The first of these tables involves the cross-classification 

of family status (both parents present vs. mother or father absent) 

by the four offenses that were reported, and the second involves the 

cross-classification of family status (mother absent vs. both parents 
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Table 7. Joint Distribution of Four Offenses Reported by Family 
Status, and Models Fitted to the Data 

Family Status 
Offenses Reported Both Mother or 

Van Parents Father 
Pattern dalism Truancy Drinking Grass Score Present Absent 

1 0 0 0 0 0 445 93 

2 0 0 0 1 1 11 0 

3 0 0 1 0 1 319 71 

4 0 0 1 1 2 170 53 

5 0 1 0 0 1 111 45 

6 0 1 0 1 2 12 7 
7 0 1 1 0 2 238 106 

8 0 1 1 1 3 399 173 
9 1 0 0 0 1 26 7 

10 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 

11 1 0 1 0 2 70 12 

12 1 0 1 1 3 50 20 

13 1 1 0 0 2 13 5 

14 1 1 0 1 3 3 0 

15 1 1 1 0 3 70 32 

16 1 1 1 1 4 255 133 

Logit Chi-Square Values for Alternative Models Fitted to the Data 

Model Independent Variables df Y 
(1) • • • 15 67.97 

(2) V,T,D,G 11 8.37 
(3) S 14 21.70 
(4) S,V 13 19.94 
(5) S,T 13 8.52 
(6) S,D 13 19.57 
(7) S,G 13 20.29 
(8) S,T,V 12 8.52 
(9) S,T,D 12 8.41 
(10) S,T,G 12 8.42 

Offenses were coded 1 if respondents reported committing them, 
and 0 otherwise. 

^S: Score; V: Vandalism; T: Truancy; D: Drinking; G: Grass. 
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Table 8. Joint Distribution of Court Referrals Reported for Three 
Offenses by Family Status, and Alternative Models to Fit 
the Data 

Court Referrals for —a Family Status 
Shop Mother Mother 

Pattern lifting Truancy Grass Score Present Absent 
1 0 0 0 0 2435 105 

2 0 0 1 1 23 2 
3 0 1 0 1 26 4 
4 0 1 1 2 4 2 
5 1 0 0 1 35 6 
6 1 0 1 2 1 1 
7 1 1 0 2 4 0 
8 1 1 1 3 0 0 

Loglt Chi-Square Values for Alternative Models Fitted to the Data 

Model Independent Variables 
2 

df Y 
(1) • • • 5 36. 69 
(2) S,T,G 2 1. 90 
(3) X 4 2. 03 

The three offenses were coded 1 if respondents reported having 
been referred to court for them, and 0 otherwise. 

^X: Score; S: Shoplifting; T: Truancy; G: Grass. 
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present or father absent) by the three court referral variables. For 

both tables, each delinquent act was dummy coded 1 if the juveniles 

reported committing them or having been referred to court for them, 

and 0 otherwise. Since there were four acts coded in the first table 

and three acts coded in the second, there were 16 possible patterns 

of reporting offences committed, but 8 patterns of reporting having 

been referred to court. 

For each of the possible patterns, a score was then calcu

lated which was simply the sum of the delinquent acts that the 

juveniles reported having committed once or more (in Table 7) or the 

sum of the delinquent acts for which the juveniles had been referred 

to court once or more (in Table 8). After adding 1/2 to the frequencies 

of each category of the family status variable in both tables to 

correct them for continuity (see Gart and Zweifel, 1967), the ratio of 

one category to the other was treated as a logit so as to be able to 

use the method of minimum logit chi-square regression (see Theil, 

1970) to evaluate the relationship of family status to the patterns of 

offenses and court referrals. 

While the procedure described above may seem unorthodox, the 

results are fairly straightforward. Considering first the models in 

Table 7, it is clear that Model (1), the model of independence, does 

not provide an acceptable fit to the data. Model (2), however, which 

regresses the logit on the four dummy codes for each of the delinquent 

acts, does improve significantly over the model of independence, 

though it does not improve significantly, it turns out, over the more 
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parsimonious Model (5), which regresses the logit on the summary score 

and on the dummy code for truancy. Since including other regressors 

in the model, as in Models (8) through (10), does not improve signi

ficantly over Model (5), it is that model which is chosen as the pre

ferred model to fit the data. 

In Table 8, we find again that the hypothesis of independence 

underlying Model (1) can be rejected. Further, it is clear that Model 

(3) is the preferred model, since it is not improved upon by Model (2) 

and provides an acceptable fit to the data. 

Utilizing the symbols for the independent variables given at 

the bottom of both tables 7 and 8, the equations for Model (5) for 

Table 7, and for Model (3) for Table 8, are as follows: 

Model (5) log Y = -1.54 + 0.44T + 0.11S, where Y is the ratio of 
e mother or father absent 

to both parents present 

Model (3) log Y = -3.13 + 1.24X, where Y is the ratio of mother 
e absent to both parents present 

or father absent 

Further, since in Table 7 by definition S=V+T+D+G, 

and since in Table 8 by definition X = S + T + G, (5) can be re

written as (5)' and (3) can be rewritten as (3)', so that: 

Model (5)* log^Y = -1.54 + 0.44T + 0.11V + 0.11T + 0.11D + 0.11G 

= -1.54 + 0.55T + 0.11V + 0.11D + 0.11G 

Model (3)' logeY = -3.13 + 1.24S + 1.24T + 1.24G 

Equations (5)' and (3)' show two things clearly: first, that 

the detrimental impact of the absense of mothers or fathers is the 
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same for vandalism, drinking and marijuana use (e.g., all values are 

0.11), though greater for truancy (0.55); and second, that the 

detrimental impact of mother-absence on court referrals is the same 

for shoplifting, truancy and marijuana use (e.g., all values are 

1.24). 

Summary and Discussion 

By employing models which tested not only the significance of 

the relationship of broken homes to self-reported delinquent acts and 

court referrals, but also the significance of the differences of those 

relationships from one subpopulation to the next, the present analysis 

attempted to improve on the accuracy and reliability of earlier 

research on the broken home-delinquency hypothesis. Employing such 

models led to the following conclusions. 

First, it did not appear that the manner in which homes were 

broken — whether because of death, divorce or separation, or some 

other reason — had much of an effect either on self-reported delin

quent behavior or on being referred to court. Though how the home 

was broken was significantly related to being referred to court for 

shoplifting, it was not related to being referred to court for any 

of the other four delinquent acts, nor to having committed any of the 

five delinquent acts. 

Second, whether a home was broken did have an effect both on 

the likelihood of having committed the various acts and, in the case 

of three of the five acts, on having been referred to court for them. 



The effects on delinquent behavior and court referrals were not the 

same however. Self-reports of each of the acts was equally likely 

for juveniles whose mothers were absent and juveniles whose fathers 

were absent, and were more likely for both than for juveniles with 

both parents present. Court referrals, on the other hand, were 

equally likely for those with both parents present and those without 

fathers, but for shoplifting, truancy and marijuana use, those with

out mothers were more likely than either of the other two groups to 

have been referred to court. 

Third, the effect of broken homes did not show the consider

able variation by sex and type of delinquent act that previous re

searchers have attributed it. While there was a statistically 

significant interaction of sex and broken homes on self-reported 

shoplifting, for the other four acts broken homes had no greater 

impact for girls than for boys with respect to self-reported offenses 

and for none of the five acts were court referrals more likely for 

girls from broken homes than for boys from broken homes. In addition 

while there was a heightened effect of broken homes on self-reported 

truancy, the self-reports of the other acts were similarly affected 

by broken homes, and the effect of broken homes was similar as well 

across the three acts for which the effect was not nil. 

It is true, of course, that there is a certain amount of vari 

ability in the effect of broken homes on court referrals, for while 

the effect is similar for the three offenses, there is no such effect 

on the other two. Why that is the case is unclear, and it may be a 
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bit premature to conjecture before other types of delinquent acts have 

been examined. It seems doubtful, however, that differences among the 

subpopulations in question in the commission of the various acts could 

be responsible for the differences in their being referred to court 

for them. While both boys and girls' from mother-absent homes are more 

apt than juveniles living with both parents to have committed all 

five of the acts, they are more likely to have been referred to court 

for only three of the five offenses. Furthermore, while it is the 

mother's absence that is crucial for court referrals for shoplifting, 

truancy and marijuana use, it is the absence of either parent that 

affects self-reported delinquent behavior. 

Indeed, it is precisely this last mentioned fact that is consid

ered to be the most interesting finding of the present analysis. Since 

no other study that we know of has analysed simultaneously court referrals 

and self-reported offenses among the same sample of juveniles, it 

is perhaps not surprising that the difference in the impact of broken 

homes on each has gone undetected. Whether it is, as others have 

suggested, simply a lack of parental supervision, or a matter of incom

plete socialization or whatever mechanism that has caused juveniles 

from mother-absent and father-absent homes to similarly engage in 

delinquent behavior, it is clearly something else that has caused 

those from mother-absent homes to become more delinquent officially. 

Whether legal reactors simply perceive that juveniles from mother-

absent homes are in greater need of help or extrafamilial supervision 

than juveniles from father-absent homes, or whether juveniles from 
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mother-absent homes actually pave their way to becoming officially 

delinquent by whatever means (carelessness, perhaps, or a desire to 

get caught) cannot be answered by addressing the types of questions 

that we have focussed on here. Clearly though, more work is needed, 

and it would seem unwise given the present findings to proceed with 

that work on the assumption that all broken homes are alike, or that 

the process of engaging in delinquent behavior, for juveniles from 

broken homes, is the same as the process of becoming officially 

delinquent. 
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