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In developing the broader implications of our study of 

"stratified associations in an urban community", we stumbled 

upon a promising but rather speculative line of thought that 

we would like to explore with you today. The propositions 

we are going to discuss are of a social psychological nature-- 

in the sense that we are looking for the psychological effects 

of social conditions--but they begin with and return to social 

interaction variables. It is useful to start by making an 

analytic distinction between "social psychological" proposi- 

tions per se and propositions having to do with what might 

better be called "cultural psychology". The latter deals with 

the more or less explicit transmission of ideas and values. 

The former, that is, social psychological propositions .in the 

more literal sense, have to do with the creation of psycho- 

logical processes or psychological content as a direct result 

qf the social situation in which a man currently exists. 

According to this distinction, when we speak of working 

class sons acquiring low educational aspirations from their 

parents--or failing to acquire high educational aspirations-- 

we are usually talking in terms of cultural psychology. We 

are speaking of the transmission of values from one set of 

persons to another. On the other hand, when W. Robertson 

Smith suggested that early Semitic conceptions of God as 

father and God as king reflected, and grew out of, the kinship 

and state-ship social relations which were the intimate exper- 

ience of men in those times, he spoke as a social psychologist. 1 

The pregminent social psychologist in this special but 



important sense, of course, was Emile Durkheim. He, perhaps 

more than anyone else, looked to social structural situations 

as the source of psychological structuring. -Several of Durk- 

heim's key ideas are particularly suggestive for our argument. 

In his classic study, suicide, Durkheim formulated 

hypotheses intended to account for the differential distribu- 

tion of suicide among var.ious population groups by examining 

the nature of the individual's relationship to.the social 

structure in which he was implicated. In -altruistic- suicide, 

for example, the person was so deeply imp1icated.h his social 

group that he could be induced to commit suicide for the sake 

of his group or because he had dishonored it in some way. 

In egoistic suicide, on the other hand, the individual's 

relationship to the social structure was fundamentally atten- 

uated; and in anomic suicide his social structure was essen- 

tially in a state of normative disintegration that .no longer 

provided adequate controls for his desires. Basically Durk- 

heim regarded certain psychological states as being direct 

reactions to certain fundamental social structural states'. 

This notion of a structural parallelism between social and 

psychological states may be termed "structural isomorphism". 3 
\ 

We may suspend for the moment our judgment as to whether 

Durkheim was correct in assuming that .the social structure 

caused the psychological state or whether other mechanisms, 

such as selectivity of entry into certain types of social 

structures, might also be operative. 



In the Dilision of ~ a b o r , ~  Durkheim distinguished between 

two fundamental ways in which a social structure may be inte- 

grated: mechanical and organic solidarity. In a mechanically 

integrated structure, integration is based on the fact that 

all the units are fundamentally alike; while in an organically 

integrated structure, integration is based on the interdepen- 

dence of the functionally differentiated units. 

More recent sociological research, focusing on the micro- 

structure of society rather than its global characteristics, 

has shown the relevance of intimate associational networks for 

' the formation and support of selected attitudes and behavior. 

Berelson, et al., for example, in their classic study of 

voting behavior in Elmyria, New York, showed the relevance of 

similarity or dissimilarity of friends' vote intention:on . 

egol.s vote intention.' Laumann has shown elsewhere that the 

degree of homogeneity of the intimate associational network 

of the individual (in terms of the similarity or dissimilarity 

of the occupational statuses of friends, neighbors, and kin) 

is related to a number of class, status, political and economic 

attitudes. 6 ,  In sum, there have been a number of sociological 

studies that have recognized the significance of differential 

involvement in closed (or mechanical or homogeneous) social, 

structures and open !or organic or heterogeneous) social 

structures in explaining certain psychological processes. 

~he.relevant psychological literature is also quite 

voluminous; but, for our purposes, ideas developed in Goodwin 

Watson's work on Fair-Mindedness in the early part of.the 



century are especially pertinent. ' A more recent statement 
by Milton Rokeach develops this same line of thought by.draw- 

ing a fundamental distinction between an open-minded. and a 

closed-minded personality system. We may very briefly para- 

phrase Rokeach's characterization of open-mindedness--closed- 

mindedness as follows: 

The distinction rests on the extent to which 
the person can receive, evaluate, and act on 
relevant information received from his environ- 
ment on its own intrinsic merits, unaffected by 
irrelevant factors arising from within himself or 
from his environment. Examples of irrelevant 
internal pressures that interfere with the realis- 
tic reception of information are unrelated habits, 
beliefs, and perceptual cues, irrational ego 
motives, power needs, and the need for self- 
aggrandizement. By irrelevant external pressures 
we have in mind most particularly the pressures 
of reward and punishment arising from external 
authority; for example, as exerted by parents, 
peers, and social and cultural norms.8 

Combining these theoretical perspectives, we would like 

to argue that there is a structural isomorphism between social 

systems and personality systems at the abstract level of 

organization with regard to their degree of openness to the 

larger environment. Our general hypothesis states that: 

(1) The more closed the associational network 
(social structure) in which a person is 
implicated, the more likely that he. is to 
be .closed-minded. The more open the 
associational network in which he is impli- 
cated, the more likely he is to.be open- 
minded. 

Perhaps the fourfold table in Figure 1 can serve to clarify 

the discussion. Cells 1 and 4 are predicted on the basis 

of the hypothesis of structural isomorphism. That is, we 

would expect that people involved in intimate associational 



FIGURE 1 

Open 
("Organic" ) 

Social Structure 

Minded 

Open Closed 

networks that are highly heterogeneous in terms of, say, edu- 

cational attainments or ethnic backgrounds to be those who- 

1. Predicted as 
most common- 
combination 

3. Academic com- 
munity, educated 
elite ("error 
cell") 

are relatively low in dogmatism or- opinionation and have a .  

f 

2. Socially mobile 
persons ( "error 
cell") 

4. Predicted as 
most common 
combination 

high psychological tolerancefor ambiguity. On the other 

hand, people who are involved in intimate associational net- 

works that are highly homogeneous in terms of educational 

attainment or ethnic position will be those who are relatively 

high in dogmatism and have a low tolerance.for ambiguity. 

What we are doing here is simply generalizing, .develop- 

ing, and stating formally for purposes of empirical testing 

some rather common assumptions of social scientists. It is 

in the isolated and homogeneous villages of the world where 

men suppose that there is only one truth, one norm, one 

right way of doing things. It is in the great urban centers 

of the world where the stranger becomes commonplace, where 

novelty comes to be expected, .and where many truths must live 

side by side. In these colorful and heterogeneous centers, 



even t h e  l o w l i e s t  man becomes a  kind of "cosmo-politan"--that 

i s ,  a  c i t i z e n  who belongs t o  t h e  g r e a t  world. Such a  man 

comes t o  t o l e r a t e  t h e  ex i s t ence  of .d ive r se  i d e a s  .and ideo- 

l o g i e s ,  and though on occasion he may seek a r t i f i c i a l  uni-  

formity by fol lowing a  Calvin o r  hismodern-day equ iva len t ,  

t h e  dominant t r e n d  i s  toward t h e  development of minds t h a t  

mir ror  t h e  de f a c t o  to le rance  of t h e  metropol i tan  s o c i a l  

s t r u c t u r e .  Indeed, t h i s  i s  t h e  very argument o f t e n  made by 

s o c i o l o g i s t s  i n  expla in ing  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  t o l e r a n c e  of 

9 urban a s  aga ins t -  r u r a l  a reas  i n  Ameri'ca. . 

What we a r e  doing i s  t ransposing '  t h l s  c l a s s i c .  rural-urban 

dimension i n t o  another  key by i n v e s t i g a t i n g  i n d i v i d u a l  d i f f e r -  

ences wi th in  t h e  c i t y  along t h e  same t h e o r e t i c a l  continuum. 

A t  one end we expect  t o  f i n d  persons who, d e s p i t e  l i v i n g  i n  

t h e  c i t y ,  manage t o  maintain a  high degree of homogeneity i n  

t h e i r  a c t u a l  p a t t e r n s  of a s s o c i a t i o n .  They a r e ,  a s  a - r e c e n t  

t i t l e  p u t s  i t ,  "urban v i l l a g e r s " .  lo A t  t h e  o t h e r  pole  w i l l  

be persons who--for whatever reason--are involved i n  a  network 

of a s s o c i a t i o n s  t h a t  b r ings  them i n t o  c l o s e  c o n t a c t  wi th  

i n d i v i d u a l s  from backgrounds and c u r r e n t  s t a t u s e s  very d i f f e r -  

e n t  than t h e i r  own. We look f o r  t h e  same type ,  though n o t  

n e c e s s a r i l y  t h e  same l e v e l ,  of e f f e c t  wi th in  t h e  c i t y  a s  has  

been found by' s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  between t h e  c i t y  and t h e  

v i l l a g e .  

We a l s o  have some p r e d i c t i o n s  about  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  who 

f a l l  i n t o  t h e  two e r r o r  c e l l s  i n  t h i s  t ab le - - tha t  i s ,  w e  do 

n o t  expect  those  who do - no t  f a l l  i n t o  C e l l s  1 and 4 t o  be 



d i s t r i b u t e d  randomly between e r r o r  cel ls  2 and 3. C e l l  2 

should be d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e l y  r e c r u i t e d  from t h e  s o c i a l l y  

mobile who o f t e n  r e p o r t  h ighly  d i v e r g e n t  s t a t u s  c o n t a c t s  

a r i s i n g  o u t  of  t h e i r  discrepancy between o r i g i n  and des t ina -  

t i o n  s t a t u s ,  b u t  who have been desc r ibed  a s  more p re jud iced ,  

over-conforming, and r i g i d  than persons  who have n o t  exper i -  

enced s o c i a l  mob i l i t y .  l1 I n  t h e  c a s e  of  ce l l  3 ,  w e  expec t  

t h a t  persons  who have very homogeneous a s s o c i a t i o n a l  networks 

b u t  a r e  open minded t o  be among t h e  educated e l i t e .  The 

p ro to type  i s  t h e  academic community which., a s  w e  a l l '  know, 

t e n d s  t o  conf ine  i n t i m a t e  a s s o c i a t i o n s  w i t h i n  i t s e l £  ( i .e . ,  

a ve ry  c losed  s t r u c t u r e )  b u t  pe rmi t s  m e m b e r s  t o  exper ience  

v i c a r i o u s l y  many d i f f e r e n t  s o r t s  of  c o n t a c t s  and rewards open 

mindedness. Within i v y  w a l l s ,  t h e  Engl i sh  p r o f e s s o r  r eads  

Faulkner  and Hemingway- and Baldwin, broadening h i s  Weltanschaunp 

wi thou t  l e a v i n g  h i s  s tudy .  Perhaps a s impler  exp lana t ion  i s  

t h a t  t h e s e  persons  a r e  s e l e c t e d  f o r  high i n t e l l i g e n c e  which 

enab les  them t o  handle  without  d i f f i c u l t y  cons iderably  more 

complex c o g n i t i v e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s  than  persons of less 

i n t e l l e c t u a l  endowment. 

There a r e  e s s e n t i a l l y  two t y p e s  of models t h a t  could 

account  f o r  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between open and c losed  minded- 

n e s s  and open and c losed  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e s ,  i f  such a r e l a -  

t i o n s h i p  may a c t u a l l y  be shown t o  e x i s t .  The f i r s t  model, 

which w e  s h a l l  c a l l  t h e  " s e l f - s e l e c t i v i t y  model", would 

d e s c r i b e  t h e  process  a s  fol lows:  a closed-minded i n d i v i d u a l  

w i th  low psychologica l  t o l e r a n c e  f o r  ambiguity and disagreement 



his appropriate attitudes and behaviors and is sustained in 

them are manifold. One of particular and well recognized 

importance is subsumed under the generic term: social influ- 

ence. 13 

Three additional hypotheses were developed in an effort 

to elaborate and specify some aspects of associational net- 

works that might be involved in "explaining" why open and 

closed mindedness as an individual attribute is associated 

with different types of social structures via their effects 

in facilitating or hindering the processes of social influence. 

First,'we hypothesize that: 

(i) The degree of homogeneity of status attributes 
of a set of individuals will be positively 
related to the likelihood of persons being 
known and mutually attracted to everyone else 
in the network. 

That is, in a heterogeneous open structure we would expect a 

radial system in which intimate interaction is conducted only 

between pairs (ego and another alter) and there is no common 

interaction among all the alters inasmuch as they are likely 

to differ very much from one another, making common definitions 

of the situation and common intimacy for the set of individuals 

difficult to establish. The basis of friendship for a given 

pair is likely to be on some more specialized basis (e.g., a 

common interest in chess, sports, etc.) than is typically 

implied by the given status attributes of ego and alter. 

Pair-wise interaction probably raises the fewest problems of 

integration for ego with such a highly differentiated set of 

alters. On the other hand, in a closed or homogeneous social 



s t r u c t u r e  where a l l  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  are fundamental ly  a l i k e  

i n  a t  l e a s t  one major r e s p e c t ,  t h e  problems of  e s t a b l i s h i n g  

consensus on impor t an t  i s s u e s  i s  f a r  less a c u t e ;  moreover, 

t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  a l l  a l t e r s  knowing each  o t h e r  and be ing  

mutual ly  a t t r a c t e d  t o  one ano the r  is  h igh .  W e  s h a l l  c a l l  

such an i n t e r a c t i o n  network a  maximally l i n k e d  o r  i n t e r l o c k i n g  

system. 

Secondly,  . w e  hypothes ize  t h a t :  

(ii) The degree  of a f f e c t i v e  involvement w i l l  v a ry  
acco rd ing  t o  t h e  t ype  of a s s o c i a t i o n a l  network. 

High emotional  involvement ,  commitment, and in t imacy  should  

c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  of members of  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks 

because t h e  development of in t lmacy  i s  f a c i l i t a t e d  when per-  

sons  s h a r e  an e x t e n s i v e ,  common set  o f  v a l u e s ,  i n t e r e s t s ,  and 

concerns .  l5 Persons  i n  i n t e r l o c k i n g  networks are l i k e l y  t o  

s h a r e  t h i s  common focus  because o f  t h e  s i m i l a r i t y  i n  t h e i r  

s t a t u s  a t t r i b u t e s .  People i n  open o r  r a d i a l  networks,  on t h e  

o t h e r  hand, are l i k e l y  t o  have a  r e l a t i v e l y  lower a f f e c t i v e  

involvement and commitment t o  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  a l t e r s  

because t h e  set  o f  common i n t e r e s t s  and concerns  i s  l i k e l y  t o  

be  more s e v e r e l y  c i rcumscr ibed  and l i m i t e d  by v i r t u e  of  t h e  

d i f f e r i n g  s t a t u s e s  compris ing t h e  networks.  The exchange of  

i n t i m a t e  i n fo rma t ion  about  onese l f  i s  more p rob lema t i c  when 

t h e r e  i s  u n c e r t a i n t y  about  t h e  e v a l u a t i v e  s t a n d a r d s  t h a t  may 

be employed by a l t e r  who i s  d i f f e r e n t  from ego i n  impor tan t  

s o c i a l  r e s p e c t s .  Persons  of ve ry  d i f f e r e n t  s t a t u s  a t t r i b u t e s  

are l i k e l y  t o  have d i f f e r i n g  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  

same informat ion .  Consequently,  r e l a t i o n s  i n  open s t r u c t u r e s  



are likely to be more instrumentally oriented and functionally 

specific; while relations in closed'structures are likely to 

16 . be more consummatory and functionally diffuse.. 

Finally, we reasoned that the successful maintenance of 

an open structure is inherently more difficult and complicated 

for the individual than the maintenance of a closed structure 

because of the need to balance conflicting demands and expecta- 

tions. Consequently, we hypothesize that: 

(iii) Holding educational attainment constant, 
persons in radial structures are likely to 
have higher intellectual ability or 
capacity than persons in interlocked 
structures. 

. . 

To test this proposition, we have obtained a measure of each 

respondent's intellectual functioning, so far .as .this was 

possible in the limited time available, by administering the 

13-item Similarities Subtest of.the Wechsler- Adult Intelligence 

17 Scale. 

If these three subsidiary hypotheses prove correct, we 

further argue that networks having high emotional involvement 

for the individual, a relatively monolithic set of expectations 

(due to the commonalities of the components), -and high £re- 

quency of contact would be more successful mechanisms of social 

influence than those that are "disorganized" with respect to 

given social perspectives or relatively lacking in personal in- 

volvements. In short, the formal properties of the interaction 

networks (radial vs. interlocking, status homogeneous vs. 

heterogeneous, etc.) may set important constraints and direc- 

tions on the processes by which a person learns his perspectives 

of the world. 



Needless to say, on 'the basis of cross-sectional sample 

data at one point in time, we may not be able to determine 

which of these two models "explaining" the relationship between 

open and closed social structures and open and closed minded- 
' 

ness is principally responsible for our. results. Probably 

each model is operable under different conditions. 

SOURCE OF THE DATA 

During the spring and summer of 1966, interviewers from 

the University of Michigan Detroit Area Study conducted 85- 

minute interviews with a probability sample of 1,013 native- 

born, white men, between the ages of 21 and 64, in the greater 

metropolitan area of Detroit. l8 - In addition to such standard 

background.information as current occupation and income, edu- 

cational attainment, ethnic origin, and religious preference, 

we asked these men. for detailed information,on their three 

closest friends. The information ranged from the friends' 

occupations, educational attainments, ethnic origins, religious 
. . 

preferences, ages, and political party preferences to the 

durations of friendship ties, customary places of meeting 

friends, and frequencies of contact. We also determined the 

extent to which the alters mentioned knew one another so that 

we could characterize the extent of the linkages among the 

set of friends and the respondent. In addition, we asked the 

respondent a series of attitudinal questions designed to 

measure open and closed mindedness. 



THE RESULTS 

The report of our results will be divided into three 

sections. The first will be devoted to a brief description 

of the method by which we undertook to measure open and 

closed mindedness and of the characteristics of the resulting 

scale(s), as well as a brief characterization of the differ- 

ential distribution of the scales on a variety of demographic 

and social characteristics of the sample. The results of 

this analysis will suggest the kinds of controls we must use 

in examining the relationship of open and closed mindedness 

to our.major theoretical variables. The second section will 

be addressed to describing (1) the ways we measured the homo- 

geneity-heterogeneity of the. intimate associational network 

in terms of four status dimensions (viz., educational attain- - 
ment, occupational status, ethnic origin, and religious pre- 

ference) and the radial or interlocking character of the net- 

works, and (2) the differential distributions of these attri- 

butes of the networks on selected demographic and social 

characteristics of the respondents. In the final section, we 

shall turn to an empirical evaluation of our central hypo- 

thesis regarding the relationship between open and closed 

social structures and open and closed mindedness. 

SECTION ONE: The Method of Measuring Open and Closed Minded- 
ness and Its Differential Distribution in the 
Sample 

We tried to measure open and closed mindedness primarily 

by developing an approach which has its roots in Watson's 



notion of Fair-Mindedness, and which may be of special value 

to contemporary sociologists. Many of you will recall that 

Samuel Stouffer in his classic study of Communism, Conformity, 

and Civil Liberties in 1954, developed a very useful unidimen- 

sional scale that he called "Willingness to Tolerate Non- 

Conformists". Actually the title is something of a misnomer,, 

for the scale consisted only of items dealing with tolerance, . 

toward Communists, suspected Communists, and others generally 

regarded as "leftist". Non-conformists of a "rightist" 

ch'aracter were not included in the scale: .. . 

What we have done is to select five of these Stouffer 

items on the basis of past statistical performance and current.. 

appropriateness, and have added five exac.tly parallel items 

dealing with the Ku Klux Klan. (Admittedly the Klan,is not a 

perfect opposite to the Communists, but after careful consider- 

ation it seemed the best available "rightist" equivalent for 

use with the general population, which is probably more 

familiar with the Klan and its .characteristics than,with any 

other rightist organization, such as the John Birch Society 

or the Minutemen. Only one and a half per cent of the,sample 

gave a clearly incorrect description of the KKK (e.g., it 

stands for the integration of Negroes into the wider society). 

In half our interviews we asked about Communists first and 

in half about Klansmen first, so as to control for order 

effects. 



At this point it will be useful to read the items included 

in the scale and to indicate basic response distributions. 

From the above, we can readily conclude that this sample is con- 

siderably more tolerant of the Klansman than of the Communist.. 

Per Cent Distribution of Intolerant Responses for the 5-Item 
Tolerance for Communist Scale and the 5-Item Tolerance for Ku 
Klux Klansman Scale (N = 1,013) . 

/ 

1. Suppose there is a man who admits he is a 
Communist (KKK). Suppose this admitted 
Communist wants to make a speech in your 
community. Should he be allowed to speak, 
or not? 

Unqualified no (intolerant position) 

2. Should an admitted Communist be put in 
jail? 

Unqualified yes or deport (intolerant 
position) 

3. Suppose he is a teacher in a high school. 
Should he be fired, or not? 

Unqualified yes (intolerant position) 

4. Suppose he is a clerk in a store. Should 
he be fired, or not? 

Unqualified yes (intolerant position) 

5. Now I would like you to think of another 
person. A man who has been questioned by 
a Congressional Committee about his 
suspected Communist sympathies, but who 
swears under oath he has never been a 
Communist. Suppose he is a teacher in a 
high school. Should he be fired, or not? 

Unqualified yes (intolerant position) 

Communist 
Set 

44.2 

28.9 

60.2 

24.7 

14.7 

KKK 
Set 

30.0 

8.9 

35.3 

9.8 

8.1 



There is, however,' a generally moderate correlation (C = .35; 

r = .43) between the two attitude scales, as Stouffer presum- 

ably would have expected. That is, persons who are relatively 

tolerant toward one "extremist" tend to be tolerant toward 

his opposite number. Nevertheless, it is important to 

emphasize that there are many men in the sample who are quite 

tolerant toward one and yet intolerant of the other. .Tolerance- 

intolerance then is by no means a perfectly uriidimensional 

attitude--this fact must be taken into account in our subse- 

. . quent analysis. 

We propose to define tolerance for non-conformity--or 

what we now prefer to call open-mindedness--as the.willingness 

of a person to extend basic civil liberties to representatives 

of both political extremes. Closed mindedness involves, depend- - 
ing on one's own political leanings, the rejection of .basic 

freedoms for one - or both of the extreme positions. It will 

also, of course, be possible to differentiate further here, 

but our theoretical intent at present lies in the formal dis- 

tinction of open- and closed-mindedness. By this counter- 

extrapolation of the Stouffer items we believe that we have 

operationalized the distinction in a way that.has a good deal 

of face validity. We allow a respondent to demonstrate the 

way his mind works, at least in the broad area of social- 

political freedoms. 

If we can consider tolerance for Communists and tolerance 

for Klansmen as two distinct attitudes, then we can theoreti- 

cally identify four types of men: (1) those who are extremely 



0 

t o l e r a n t  toward both Communists and Klansmen ( t h e  "open-minded"), 

( 2 )  those  who a r e  i n t o l e r a n t  of both ( t h e  "close-minded") , ( 3 )  

those  who a r e  t o l e r a n t  of t h e  Communists bu t  i n t o l e r a n t  of the 

Klansmen, and ( 4 )  those  who a r e  t o l e r a n t  of t h e  Klansmen bu t  

i n t o l e r a n t  o f . t h e  Communists. W e  scored  t h e  f i v e  i t e m s  i n  each 

s e t  by ass igning  a  "1" f o r  a  completely t o l e r a n t  answer, "2"  f o r  

a q u a l i f i e d  t o l e r a n t  o r  i n t o l e r a n t  answer o r  a  "don ' t  know", and 

"3" f o r  a  completely i n t o l e r a n t  answer; summing t h e  f i v e  

responses;  and d i v i d i n g  by f i v e  t o  determine t h e  average answer 

f o r  t h a t  respondent. Since t h e s a m e  f i v e  items w e r e  asked about 

each a t t i t u d e  o b j e c t ,  it seemed j u s t i f i a b l e  t o  regard  scores  on 

each s c a l e  a s  d i r e c t l y  comparable t o  one another .  . I n  order. t o  

sharpen t h e  c o n t r a s t s  among subgroups, w e  d e l e t e d  a l l  indiv id-  

u a l s  who had average scores  between 1 . 4  and 1.7 on e i t h e r  ( o r  

both)  s c a l e s .  Table 1 summarizes t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of indiv id-  

u a l s  on t h e s e  two s c a l e s  when c ross - t abu la ted  a g a i n s t  one 

I n s e r t  Table 1 about  here.  

another .  One can r e a d i l y  see  t h a t  a l though w e  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  

expected four  subgroupings, we e m p i r i c a l l y  found only  t h r e e  

groupings s u f f i c i e n t l y  l a r g e  t o  permi t  f u r t h e r  s t a t i s t i c a l  

a n a l y s i s .  The "open t o  Communist, bu t  c losed  t o  Klan" group 

of 13 i s  too  small  and must, un fo r tuna te ly ,  be d e l e t e d  from 

f u r t h e r  cons ide ra t ion .  l9 For our  sample and c u t t i n g  p o i n t s ,  

t h e r e  i s  p r a c t i c a l l y  no one t o l e r a n t  of Communists but  no t  of 

t h e  Klan. 



A number of studies have accumulated over the years demon- 

strating the differential distribution of tolerance, however 

measured, by a variety of demographic and social-economic 

characteristics of the population, 20 We know, for example, 

that tolerance as ordiiarily measured is disproportionately 

found among the better-educated segments of the population. 

Consequently, before turning to an assessment of our hypothesis, 

we must determine the potentially confounding effects of these 

variables on our results. Table 2 presents the cross-tabulation 

of our dependent variables of open and .ciosed mindedness, tol- 

erance for Communists, and tolerance for Klansmen by various 

demographic and socio-economic characteristics of -our sample. 

Table 3 summarizes these detailed breakdowns with Pearsonian 

................................ 

Insert Table 2 and 3 about here. 

and eta coefficients, 

We already know that our two separate scales are . . positively 

correlated to a moderate degree. That is, willingness to ex- 

tend civil liberties to out-groups seems.to over-ride ideolog- 

ical preference for one or the other of the two groups. This 

suggests that the scales will be related in much the same way 

to standard background variables. Tables 2 and 3 bear this 

expectation out in all major respects. :There is a tendency 

for background variables to be less highly related to the KKK 

scale than to the Communist scale, even though directionality 

is always the same. These differences in magnitude, however, 



are largely a function of the greater variance of the Communist 

scale. 

In addition to the usual background variables, we have 

included a measure of verbal aptitude. Despite the fact that 

the educational attainment of the respondent and his score on 

the Similarities Test (drawn from the ~echsler.:~dul.t Intelligence 

Test) are fairly highly correlated (r = .56), it is important 

to note that they appear to operate somewhat independently.of 

one another as their effects do not disappear when one, say 

education, is held constant in examining the relationship of 

the Similarities test scores with the dependent variables. 

Although the Pearsonian correlations for age are significant, 

they disappear when educational attainment is introduced as a 

control. These results suggest that we should routinely control . 

for educational attainment of the respondent when examining our 

central hypotheses. 

SECTION TWO: Measuring Open and Closed Structures and Their 
Differential Distribution in the Sample 

There are many complexities, both, substantive and statis- 

tical, in operationalizing the conception of open and closed 

social structures, We have attempted two equally justifiable 

approaches. On the one hand, we focus on social interaction: 

a person's intimate associational network is regarded as 

"closed" when it forms a primary group with all or most of the 

participants known to .and friends of one another (what we have 

called an interlocking network), and as "open" when none of the 

three friends mentioned by the respondent know or are friendly 



with one another (what we have called a radial network). On 
0 

the other hand, we can focus on similarity in social attributes: 

an individual's network is termed "closed" when all the parti- 
\ 

cipants are completely homogeneous with respect to a given 

status attribute (such as educational attainment, occupational 

status, ethnic origin, or religious preference) and as "open" 

when all the participants are heterogeneous .with respect to a . 

given status characteristic. . . 
For some people the fact that all their close friendsare 

Protestants like themselves or German in origin is more import- 

ant to them than that they be of comparable educational attain- 

ment or occupational status. Others may find similarities of 

educational attainments or occupational statuses . . the crudial 

basis of intimacy, while disregarding similarity of ethnic,back- 

grounds or religious beliefs. In.the latter case, there.may 

even be an agreement among the friends not to discuss religious 

beliefs as "they are a matter of personal conscience and 

shouldn't come between friends". The selection of these four. 

status dimensions for particular attention (rather than some 

others) was made on the grounds that they have been repeatedly 

shown to be highly associated at the individual level with the 

differential distribution of values, attitudes, and behavior 

in the general population. 

Of course, we can expect the homogeneity-heterogeneity of 

the networks and the radial-interlocking structure of the net- 

works to be differentially distributed in the population in 

terms o'f selected social and demographic characteristics. It 



is especially likely that homogeneity of status attributes 

of friends will be disproportionately found at the top and 

bottom of the status hierarchy because of "edge effects", 

i.e., persons at the top of the status ladder can only choose 

friends of the same or lower social status and, conversely, 

persons at the bottom can choose only friends of the same 

low status or higher status. 21 People in the middle have both 

upward and downward as well as lateral choice possibilities. 

Table 4 sumrnarizea the differential distribution of homo- 

geneity-heterogeneity of status attributes by selected demo- 

graphic and social characteristics;22 Table 5 presents the 

same information for interlocking-radial networks. 

Insert Tables 4 and 5 about here. 

A1,though there are many tantalizing and important 

results to be found in Table 4 that would justify,an extended 

analysis in their own right, we must confine our comments to 

several highlights. Men 50 years old and older appear dis- 

proportionately to have friends of higher educational.and 

occupational status than themselves--this result may ultimately 

be traced to the tendency of older men to report their sons 

and sons-in-law, who are on generational grounds of higher 

educational and occupational status, as their closest friends. 

Men with middle-class identification tend to have educationally 

and occupationally more heterogeneous networks than men of 

working-class identification who are involved in more homogeneous 



networks or report friends of higherstatus than themselves. 

With regard to educational attainment, one can readily detect 

in the third panel of the table the edge effects mentioned 

above. College graduates and postgraduates tend to have 

educationally and occupationally more homogeneous networks. 

Men of the lowest educational attainment are very likely to 

report friends of higher educational attainments--this tendency, 

however, is sharply curtailed for occupational homogeneity. 

Generally speaking, there are no detectable differentials in the 

distribution of the men on the ethnic and religious homogeneity 

measures when age, subjective class-identification, educational 

attainment, similarity test score, family income, or political 

party preference are considered. However, there are some 

differentials when religious preference is examined. Protes- 

tants are unlikely to be involved in networks consisting of 

friends of lower educational attainment than themselves, while 

Catholics are more likely to be in such networks. Further- 

more, Protestants are more likely to be in homogeneous ethnic 

networks than Catholics--a rather surprising finding given 

much "received opinion". 

With regard to Table 5, it is noteworthy that while 

there are no significant differences between interlocking 

and radial networks with regard to their distributions on 

age, subjective class-identification, educational attainment, 

family income, and occupational status, there are differences 

in their distribution on religious preferences (Protestants 

are much more likely to have radial networks than Catholics), 
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p a r t y  p r e f e r e n c e  ( g e n e r a l l y  s t r o n g e r  p a r t y  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  i s  
2 3  a s s o c r a t e d  w i t h  interlocking ne tworks ) ,  and S i m i l a r i t i e s  

Eccres  (interlocking networks a r e  found more commonly among 

those  of below average performance on t h i s  t es t  ( r  = . l o ) ) .  

T h i s  l a s t  f i n d i n g  p rov ides  s u p p o r t i n g  ev idence  f o r  Hypothesis  

i ~ i ,  d i s c u s s e d  above, which h e l d  t h a t  pe r sons  i n  open networks 

a r e  l i k e l y  t o  have h i g h e r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t y  t han  persons  i n  

' c l o s e d  networks.  This  r e s u l t  i s  e s p e c i a l l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  as w e  

found no s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between i n t e r l o c k i n g - r a d i a l  

networks and e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a i n m e n t  a l t hough ;  a s  no ted  above, 

e d u c a t i o n a l  a t t a i n m e n t  and s c o r e s  on t h e  S i m i l a r i t i e s  t es t  

axe themselves  r a t h e r  h igh ly  c o r r e l a t e d  (r = . 5 6 ) .  With r ega rd  

t o  e t h n l c  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  men of  B r i t i s h ,  American, German, 

and nor thwes te rn  European o r i g i n  appear  t o  be d i s p r o p o r t i o n -  

a t e l y  found i n  r a d i a l  networks;  wh i l e  men of I r i s h ,  P o l i s h ,  

and I t a l i a n  e x t r a c t i o n s  seem t o  be unde r r ep re sen ted  i n  such 

networks. But t h i s  p a t t e r n i n g  d i s a p p e a r s  when r e l i g i o u s  

conkro ls  a r e  i n t roduced .  

I d e a l l y  we would hope t h a t  ou r  measurement of t h e  homo- 

gene l ty -he t e rogene i ty  of t h e  s t a t u s  a t t r i b u t e s  o f  network 

members would be  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  i n t e r l o c k i n g  vs .  

r a d i a l  s t r u c t u r e  of t h e  network and,  i n  t h i s  s e n s e ,  . e i t h e r  

t ype  o f  measure could then be s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  t h e  o t h e r  as 

a measure of  c l o s e d  o r  open s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e s ,  Indeed o u r  

d i s c u s s i o n  of Hypothesis  i provided  a r a t h e r  e l a b o r a t e  

r a t i o n a l e  f o r  such an e x p e c t a t i o n .  Unfo r tuna t e ly ,  t h e  e v i -  

dence i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
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interlocking-radial networks and our vari&us measures of 

homogeneity-heterogeneity is rather weak and'inconclusive. 

The correlation be.t.ween the number of friends with. the same 

ethnic background as the respondent and interlocking-radial 

networks is .10 (p 4 .. 05) , while the correlation between 
the number of friends of the same religious preference and 

interlocking-radial network is only -05 (.not significant). 

Whlle the relationship between homogeneous and pure hetero- 

geneous educational networks and Interlocking-radial networks 

just fails to achieve sign~ficance (one-tail) for the whole 

sample and for the subgroup of high school graduates, it is 

in the predicted direction. (See Table 6.) There is no 

.......................... 

Insert Table 6 about here. 

observable patterning of occupational homogeneity with inter- 

locking-radial networks. 2 4  

The very weakness of the relationship between homogeneity 

and interlocking-radial networks, if there is one at all, 

implies that we cannot justifiably regard one measure as a 

simple alternative measure of open-closed social structures 

substitutable for the other, In the following analysis 

section, we shall examine the relationship'of the interlock- 

ing-radial - and the homogeneity-heterogeneity measures to.our 

dependent variables for the entire sample and for three 

subcategories of respondents whose educational attainments 

are relatively more homogeneous, Happily, however, we must 



consider only two of the four homogeneity-heterogeneity 

measures because the ethnic and religious measures are 

moderately correlated (r = .28! and the educational and 

occupational measures are also modestly related to one 

another (r = .31) . We, of. course ,. did examine each of ..the 

four measures against the dependent variable and noted 

that the ethnic and'religious measures had essentially the 

same relationship to open-closed mindedness and'that the 

educational and.occupationa1 measures also had similar 

relations to the dependent variable. 

SECTION THREE: Findings with regard to the Hypothesis of 
Open-Closed Mindedness and Open-Closed 
Social Structures 

To recapitulate our central hypothesis: 
. . 

(1) The more closed the associational network 
in which a person is implicated; the more 
likely that he is .to be closed minded. 
The more open the associational network 
in which he is implicated, the more likely 
he is to be open minded. 

Table 7 summarizes our findings with respect to this hypo- 

thesis using the interlocking-radial measure of open- 

closed social structures. For the entire sample (excluding 

those who had scores of 1.4 to 1.7 on either (or both) of 

the scales), the hypothesis is supported: 44 per cent of 

persons implicated in interlocking networks are closed 

minded in contrast to only 31 per cent of persons in 

radial networks; 39 per cent of the radials are open minded 

in contrast to 33 per cent of those in interlocked networks. 

This same pattern occurs in each of our three educational 



subcategories (i.e., some college or above, high school only, 

and some high school or less) although the chi-squares for 

these subgroups do not achieve the .05 level of significance. 

.......................... 

Insert Table 7 about here. 

A surprising additional finding is that persons.in. radial 

networks -are disproportionately found to be "open to the 

Klansman, but closed to the Communist". We shall attempt to 

account for this finding'below. . . ,  

  able 8 presents a parallel to Table 7 for our measure of 

educational homogeneity-heterogeneity (the "pure heterogeneous" 

category excludes those persons who are heterogeneous because 

their friends were on the average consistently of higher or - 
of lower status than themselves). The consistent picture that 

emerged in Table 7 is replicated here only for the category 

of high school graduates. For the ,other two educational 

Insert Table 8 about here. 

categories, we have a general reversal in the patterning of 

the results: in both the "some college and above" and the 

"some high school or less" categories, the men in the homo- 

geneous networks are more likely to be open minded and less 

likely to be closed minded than men in heterogeneous networks. 

Only with respect to "open to the Klansman, but closed to the 

Communist", are the men in heterogeneous networks distributed 

comparably to men in radial networks. Since we know that men 



in homogeneous educational networks in the "some college or 

above" category tend to be of higher educational attainment 

(i.e., college graduates or postgraduates) than the men in 

heterogeneous networks (see panel 3 of Table 4 for educational 

homogeneity) and that the higher the educational attainment, 

the more tolerant the individual, the reversal of results 

here is not entirely surprising--it is an artifact of the 

actual heterogeneity in educational attainment in this cate-, 

gory. Indeed our initial discussion of the central hypo- 

thesis suggested that we expected the educated elite .(i.e., 

college graduates in homogeneous or "closed" educational 

networks) to be "errors" in this sense. Education presum- 

ably serves as a functional alternative to structural hetero- 

geneity in moving people toward openness to different ideas. 

The truly deviant finding was our discovery that open 

mindedness was associated with educational homogeneity and 

closed mindedness with educational heterogeneity in the 

lowest educatiollal category. The sample is very smal.1 here, 

but the reversal in trend is very strong. One possible explana- 

tion is that men in heterogeneous networks are more likely to 

be socially mobile and that their relative lack of educational 

attainment in combination with their anxiety over status 

mobility makes them more intolerant. Educational hetero- 

geneity of associates would arise from the retention of lower- 

status friends met early in the life of the socially mobile 

and the acquisition of higher-status friends subsequent to 

his mobility. In examining this explanation, we found that 



36 per cent of the pure homogeneous group were intergenera- 

tionally mobile (father-son mobility), while 50 per cent of 

the pure heterogeneous group were intergenerationally mobile. 

(p about .11 for difference between two proportions). On. 
. . 

the otherhand, 28 per cent of the open minded were inter- 

generationally mobile; while 40 per cent of.the closed minded 

were intergenerationally mobile (p about'.l2 for difference 

between 'two proportions). In other words, the. pure hetero- 

geneous group had a disproportionate number of intergenera- 

tionally mobile individuals and intergenerational'mobility 

tends to -be associated with closed mindedness'in the lowest 

educational category. Although both differences between the 

two proportions fail to achieve the conventionally accepted 

level of significance, they are based on small sample sizes 

and therefore subject to large sampling errors. . These 

results are at least congruent with our explanation of the: 

relationship between closed mindedness and educational 

heterogeneity in terms of their common association with 

intergenerational mobility. 

Table 9 reports the findings for religious homogeneity- 

heterogeneity. The striking finding here is that while our 

predicted relationship of religious heterogeneity and open 
. . 

mindedness obtains for the Protestants, there is no apparent 

patterning for the Catholics. Since Protestants are much 

more likely to be implicated in radial networks than Catholics 

(see Table 5 above) and radial networks tend to be associated 

with open mindedness (see Table 7 above), this differential 



finding for Protestants and Catholics.might be partially 

accounted for. Given the nature of our data as a snapshot 

at one point in time, we, of course, have no. way of determin- 
. . 

ing the direction of causality among religious homogeneity- 

heterogeneity, interlocking-radial networks, and open-closed 

mindedness. 

Another interesting discrepancy between Protestants and 

Catholics with regard to their open-closed mindedness may be 

noted in Table 9a where we find that Protestants whose three 

friends are also Protestant are considerably less likely to 

be open minded than Catholics whose three friends are also 

Catholic. On the other hand, when Protestants having some 

non-Protestant friends are'compared with Catholics .having- 

some non-Catholic friends, we observe an almost completely 

opposite trend in the data (although not significant) with 

the Protestants appearing somewhat more dpen minded than the 

Catholics. These several findings in combination lead us to 

hypothesize that heterogeneity in associates is a considera- 

bly more "broadening" experience for Protestants than for 

Catholics. 

.. . 

Insert Tables 9 and 9a about here. 

Contrary to our expectations, we found no relationship 

between open-closed mindedness and the number of friends of 

the same ethnic group as the respondent's for the sample as 

a whole or any of the three educational subgroups we have 



been considering. There are a number of indications, however, 
a 

that ethnicity per se was of relatively low saliency for many 

of our respondents (e.g., over 12.5 per cent did not know 

their friends' ethnic backgrounds at all--we urged the 

respondent to "guess" even if he did not know for sure--in 
. . 

contrast to only 3.0 per cent who did not know their friends' 

religious preferences even after being urged to guess). For 

many, then, the ethnic homogeneity-heterogeneity of their 

friends was essentially fortuitous and of little or no conse- 

quence. In a subsequent analysis, we plan to examine the 

relationship between ethnic homogeneity and open-closed 

mindedness, controlling for subjective ethnic saliency. 

Considering both types of measures of open-closed social 

structures, we can conclude that the overall pattern of re- 

sults reveals an encouraging level of support for our 

central hypothesis, especially for the subcategory--high 

school graduates--which is the group best suited for testing 

the hypothesis inasmuch as the edge effects for this group 

are at a minimum. The results running counter to our central 

hypothesis are found exclusively in the highest and lowest 

educational subcategories, as we had anticipated. The 

highest educational group combines educational homogeneity 

and open mindedness, as our characterization of the educated 

elite predicted. The lowest educational group reveals the 

combination of heterogeneity and closed mindedness, both 

being associated with a disproportionate number of socially 

mobile individuals, again as was anticipated. 



A logical question arises: what are the effects on open- 

closed mindedness of permutations of interlocking-radial net- 

works with status'homogeneity-heterogeneity? A simple addi- 

tive model would suggest that persons in radial and educational - 
heterogeneous networks, for example, are most likely to be 

open minded; conversely, persons in interlocked and education- - 
ally homogeneous networks are most likely to be closed minded. 

The contradictory effects of the combinations, radial-homo- 

geneous and interlocked-heterogeneous, .should result in inter- 

mediate proportions of the op,en minded. Table -10' provides a 

........................... 

Insert Table 10 about here. 

........................... 

test of this set of expectations. Clearly the radial-hetero- 

geneous pairing provides the most potent combination since, 

for the total sample and two of the three subcategories, it 

has the.highest proportion open minded. The other three com- 

binations appear to have approximately equivalent relations 

to open-closed mindedness (this is especially true for the 

total sample and the high school graduates). The significant 

interaction of educational attainment with interlocking-radial 

and homogeneous-heterogeneous networks suggests that a simple 

additive model of the two network characteristics alone is ' 

not adequate to account for the results. 
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SUMMARY 

Deriving .from certain of Durkheim' s and others' motions 

concerning the relationships between social structural condi- 

tions and psychological responses to these conditions, the 

following hypothesis is explored utilizing data gathered from 

the 1965-66 Detroit Area Study on 1,013 native-born white males 

between the ages of 21 and 64: 

Men implicated in closed associational networks 
(i.e., who have friends of comparable social 
statuses) are more likely to be "closed minded"; 
while men implicated in open associational net- 
works (i.e., who have friends of heterogeneous 
social statuses) are more likely to be "open 
minded". 

Open mindedn'ess i s  indexed by an individual's willingness to 

extend basic civil liberties to extremists of both the left 

(Communists) - and the right (Ku Klux Klansmen); closed 

mindedness, by an individual's unwillingness to extend such 

liberties to either or - both the left and the right. The 

inclusion of items drawn from Samuel Stouffer's classic study, 

Communism, Conformity, and Civil ~iberties (1954),,also 

affords an opportunity to replicate and generalize his 

results twelve years later. After .instituting appropriate 

controls, we find that the results generally support expec- 

tations, although with important qualifications that suggest 

refinements of the general hypothesis. 
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Brace, and World, 1961); Peter -Blau, Exchange and Power 
in Social Life (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1964); 
Herbert Gans, op. cit. 

16. One should note that the above characterization of the 
differences in the types of relations obtaining in open 
and closed microstructures parallels the classic dis- 
tinction between Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft (F. 
Toennies) or between mechanical and organic solidarity 
(Durkheim) . 
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17. David Wechsler, Manual for the Wechsler Adult Intelligence 
Scale, The Psychological Corp., 1955. 

This scale has several advantages. It is relatively 
simple, short, reliable, and non-threatening to administer 
as part of a basic survey interview situation. It corre- 
lates highly--.81--with the total Wechsler Scale, accord- 
ing to basic standardization information, and has a split- 
half reliability of .85, thus providing about as good a 
brief measure as one can obtain of what psychologists 
consider functional intelligence in America today. Finally, 
the nature of the subtest itself seems especially relevant 
to our hypotheses about open-closed mindedness, since it 
requires people to look for underlying similarities between 
concretely different objects. 

18. A multi-stage probability sample of dwelling units of that 
part of the Detroit SMSA that was tracted in 1950 plus some 
small additions made to take into account recent suburban 
population growth was drawn. Within each dwelling unit 
having one or more eligible respondents, one person was 
drawn at' random for interview. A total of 985 actual 
interviews was obtained, of which 28 have been double- 
weighted, yielding a final set of 1,013 cases for use in 
analysis. These 1,013 cases represent 80 per cent of the 
eligible households sampled. Refusals to grant interviews 
accounted for 13.9 per cent of the eligible households 
(N = 1,271); another 6.4 per cent was lost because no one 
had been found home after 6 calls (5.5 per cent) or for 
other reasons. 

For further details concerning the sampling design 
and sample completion rates, the interested reader may 
write Professor Howard Schuman, Director, Detroit Area 
Study, for a copy of Working Paper #1, Project #938, 
"Sampling Memorandum for 1965-66 Detroit.Area Study," 
January 1967. ' 

19. We included three items from Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale that 
had high item-to-scale (40-item) correlations,.viz., (a) ."In 
this complicated world of ours, the only way we can know 
what's going on is to rely on leaders or experts that can 
be trusted," (b) "There are two kinds of people in the 
world, those who are for the truth, and those who are 
against the truth," and (c) "To compromise with our politi- 
cal opponents is dangerous because it usually leads to the 
betrayal of our own side." The shortened Dogmatism scale 
correlated .28 with the "Tolerance for Communist Scale," 
.19 with the "Tolerance for Ku Klux Klansmen Scale," and 
.30 with the combined Communist and Klan scales. 
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20. The following is a highly selected bibliography: Samuel 
Stouffer, op. cit.; S, M. Lipset, "Working Class ~uthori- 
tarianism, in Political Man (New York: Doubleday and Co.., 
Inc., 1960); H. McClosky, "Conservatism and Personality," 
American Political science Review, 21(May 1958), 27-45? 
Gerhart H. Saenaer; "social Status and political ~ehavior." 
in S. M. ~i~set-and R. Bendix (eds. ) , Class, Status, and 
Power (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1953); Verling C. 
Troldahl and Frederic A. Powell, "A Short-Form Dogmatism 
Scale for Use in Field Studies," Social Forces, 44 
'(~ecember 1965) , 211-4. 

21. See Edward 0 .  Laumann, op. cit., pp. -64-6'7, ,124-126, for 
a more extended discussion of edge effects. 

22. The actual measurement of associational homogeneity- 
heterogeneity was attempted by constructing two different 
indices for occupational and educational homogeneity (H) 
and a single index for religious and ethnic homogeneity. 
The non-directional measure of educational homogeneity was 
calculated from the following formula: 

He = 10 - d m ; ,  where X e = educationai ktatus 

of friends, ranging from "1" for "only grammar ,school 
completed" .to "8" for "postgraduate schooling" ; . X = 
educational status.of the respondent; n = number r 

of friends reported. A similar- non-directional measure 
of occupational homogeneity was calculated, employing 
the two-digit Duncan Socio-Economic Status Scores of 
occupational prestige as our status measure. The -direc- 
tional measure of educational homogeneity was calculated 
from the following formula: 

Hde = ('e - XI) + 10, with Hde above 10 indicating 

that the average educational status of-the friends was 
higher than the respondent's, below 10 indicating that 
the average educational status of the friends was below 
that of the respondent's, and approximately equal to 10, 
indicating that the average educational status of friends 
and that of the respondent were equal. These two 
indices were cross-tabulated to identify four types of 
respondents: (1) those who were high on heterogeneity 
because of an upward interaction bias (friends' status 
on the average higher than the respondent's), (2) those 
who were high on heterogeneity because of a downward 
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interaction bias, (3) those who were homogeneous as all 
statuses in the network were approximately equal, and 
(4) those who were purely heterogeneous in that some 
'friends' statuses were higher than the respondent's and 
some were lower. We similarly identif.ied these four 
categories for occupational homogeneity. 

The ethnic and religious homogeneity or hetero- 
geneity of the respondent's network was measured by 
the simple expedient of counting the number of friends 
who were of the same -religious or ethnic background as 
the respondent. Complete homogeneity occurred when all 
three friends of the respondent were of the same ethnic 
background or religious preference; complete heterogeneity 
occurred when none of the friends were of the same ethnic. 
or religious status as the respondent. 

Cf. Edward 0.  Laumann, op.. cit., ppg 114-116, 124- 
127, for discussions of'some of the limitations of 
measures of this type. 

23,. This result is nicely congruent with our expectations 
as suggested by the cross-pressure literature on vote 
intention. Cf. BernardFBerelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, 
and Wil1iam.N. McPhee, op. cit. 

24. We did, however, find evidence in support of Hypothesis 
ii discussed above (i.e., "the degree of affective involve- 
ment will vary according to the type of associational 
network") in that there were a significant correlation 
of .12 between interlocking-radial networks and reported 
average closeness with friends--the respondent indicated 
for each friend whether he regarded him as a "very close 
personal friend", a "good friend", or an "acquaintanceu-- 
and a significant correlation of .22 between interlocking- 
radial networks and the average frequency of contact 
with the three friends. In other words, interlocked 
networks were more likely to be described as consisting 
of close personal friends who were seen with greater 
frequency than were radial networks. 
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TABLE 1. Communis t  S c a l e  b y  t he  K l a n  S c a l e ,  . f o r  t h e  E n t i r e  
S a m p l e  -and fo r  t h e  R e d u c e d  S a m p l e  E x c l u d i n g  S c o r e s  
of 1 . 4 . t o  1 . 7  ( P e r  C e n t  D i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  pa ren theses ) .  

E n t i r e  - S a m p l e  

Communis-t  S c a l e  

T o l e r a n t  I n t o l e r a n t  T o t a l s  
( 1 . 0 - 1 . 3 )  ( 1 . 4 - 3 . 0 )  

T o l e r a n t  
(1 .0 -1 .3 )  1 8 2  (74,). 234 - ( 3 2 )  4 1 6  ( 4 2 )  

. . 

KKK- - S c a l e .  

I n t o l e r a n t  
( 1 . 4 - 3 . 0 )  - 6 5  ( 2 6 )  5 0 9  ( 6 8 ) .  5 7 4  ( 5 8 )  

T o t a l s  247  ( 1 0 0 )  7 4 3  ( 1 0 0 )  9 9 0  ( 1 0 0 )  

x2'= 1 3 5 . 4 4 ,  1 d . f . ,  p less- t h a n  . 0 0 1 .  

-C = , . 3 5  i 

--L ,---,,-,,,,,-,,- I 
. . 

*Reduced  S a m p l e  (exclusive of t h o s e . w i t h  1 . 4  t o  1 . 7 , s c o r e s )  

Commun.ist  , S c a l e  

T o l e r a n t  I n t o l e r a n t -  T o t a l s  
( 1 . 0 - 1 . 3 )  (1 .8 -3 .0 ) -  

T o l e r a n t  - 
( 1 . 0 - 1 . 3 )  ,, 1 8 2  . ( 9 3 ) .  1 3 2  - ( 3 9 ) .  314  ( 5 9 )  

KKK . S c a l e  

I n t o l e r a n t  
(1'. 8-3 :O) 1 3  (7.1: .  2 i 0  (61) .  2 2 3  - ( 4 1 )  

T o t a l s  1 9 5  ( 1 0 0 )  3 4 2  ( 1 0 0 )  5 3 7  ( 1 0 0 )  

x2 = 1 5 3 . 2 4 ,  1 . d . f . ,  p less t h a n  . 0 0 1  

C  = . 4 7  



TABLE 2. .Open and Closed Mindedness, Tolerance for Communists, and Tolerance for Ku Klux, , . 
Klansmen by Selected Social and Demographic Characteristics of the Total Samplei - 

w 

?er Cent Distributions. 

Social and 

Characteristics 

Respondent's 
AGE 

21 to 29 years 
30 to 39 years 
40 to 49 years 
50 to 64 years 

Totals 

SUBJECTIVE CLASS 
IDENTIFICATION 

Upper and Upper 
Middle Class 
Middle Class 
Upper Working 
Class 
Working or Lower 
Class 

Totals 

Respondent's 
EDUCATIONAL 
KTTAINMENT 

8 years or less 
Some High School 
High School, 
Vocational 
Training 
Some College 
College Graduate 
Post-college 

Totals 

Row 
Totals 

(141) 
(166) 
(195) 
(175) 

(677) 

(126) 
(245) 

(97) 

(204) 

(672) 

(77) 
(115) 

(243) 
(119) 
(65) 
(58) 

(677) 

Scale - 

Intol- 
erant 
(1.8- 
3.0) 

65 
64 
66 
74 

67 

54 
68 

66 

76 

68 

90 
78 

69 
- 60 
47 
27 

67 

Communist 

Row 
Totals 

(144) 
(197) 
(226) 
(184) 

(751) 

(132) 
(270) 

(106) 

(238) 

(746) 

(98) 
(152) 

(258) 
(130) 
(57) 
(56) 

(751) 

Combined 

Row 
Totals 

(106) 
(138) 
(152) 
(126) 

(522) 

(101) 
(178) 

(77) 

(162) 

(518) 

(65 
(98) 

(187) 
(83) 
(46) 
(43) 

(522) 

Toler- 
ant 
(1.0- 
1.3) 

35 
36 
34 
26 

33 

46 
32 

34 

24 

32 

10 
22 

31 
40 
53 
73 

33 

KKK Scale 

Toler- 
ant 
(1.0- 
1.3) 

69 
65 
60 
54 

61 

71 
58 

63 

57 

61 

44 
57 

58 
67 
72 
78 

61 

Intol- 
erant 
(1.8- 
3.0) 

31 
35 
40 
46 

39 

29 
42 

37 

43 

39 

56 
43 

42 
33 
28 
22 
39 

Open- 
minded 

35 
43 
34 
26 

35 

49 
32 

39 

25 

34 

9 
27 

29 
43 
57 
77 

35 

Tolerance 

Open to 
KKK, not 
to Cornm. 

35 
20 
23 
25 

25 

27 
22 

25 

28 

25 

29 
28 

29 
24 
15 
9 

25 

Scale 

Closed 
to 
Both 

30 
37 
43 
49 

40 

25 
46 

36 

47 

41 

62 
45 

42 
33 
28 
14 : 

40 
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Social and 

haracteristics 

Re~pondent's 
SCORE ON 
SIMILARITIES 
TEST 

0 to 9 
10 to 13 
14 to 16 
17 to 19 
20 to 25 

Totals 

Respondent's 
FLIGIOUS 
PFFERENCE 

Protestant 
Roman Catholic 
Jewish 
Other and no 
religion 

Totals 

Respondent Is - 
FAMILY INCOME 

Under $5000 
$5000 to $6999 
$7000 to $9999 
$10000 to ,$14999 
$15000 to $19999 
$2000.and above 

Totals 

(168) 
(156) 
(157) 
(176) 
(96) 

(753) 

(359) 
(322) 
(24) 

(47) 

(752) 

(33) 
(89) 
(244) 
(239) 
(82) 
(55) 

(742) 

12 
26 
36 
41 
58 

33 

32 
30 
75 
40 

33 

27 
29 
24 
37 
40 
47 

32 

88 
74 
64 
59 
42 

67 

68 
70 
25 
60 

67 

73 
71 
76 
63 
60 
53 

68 

(136) 
(128) 
(145) 
(175) 
(94) 

(678) 

(333) 
(288) 
(20) 
(36) 

(677) 

(22) 
(71) 
(252) 
(215) 
(79) 
(50) 

(669) 

48 
59 
58 
71 
72 

61 

63 
57 
60 
78 

61 

45 
58 
58 
66 
66 
-62 

60 

52 
41 
42 
29 
28 

39 

37 
43 
40 
22 

39 

55 
42 
42 
34 
34 
38 

40 

(111) 
(101) 
(108) 
(133) 
(71) 

(524) 

(248) 
(230) 
(14) 
(32) 

(524) 

(18) 
(62) 
(175) 
(167) 
(57) 
(37) 

(516) 

15 
32 
29, 
46 
58 

35 

32 
33 
71 
50 

35 

22 
29 
26 
39 
46 
51 

34 

25 
24 
29 
29 
15 

25 

28 
23 -- 
28 

25 

22 
27 
27 
27 
19 
16 

25 , 

60 
44 
42 
25 
27 

40 

40 
43 
29 
22 

40 

56 
44 
47 
34 
35 
33 

41 



TABLE 2 .  P a g e  3  - 
I 

S o c i a l  a n d  
D e m o g r a p h i c  

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

R e s p o n d e n t  ' s 
POLITICAL 
PARTY 
PREFERENCE 

S t r o n g  R e p u b l i -  
c a n  

N o t S t r o n g R e p .  
I n d e p e n d e n t  Rep.  
I n d e p e n d e n t  
I n d e p e n d e n t  Dem. 
N o t  S t r o n g  Dem. 
S t r o n g  D e m o c r a t  

T o t a l s  

R e s p o n d e n t ' s  
SUBJECTIVE 
ETHNIC 
IDENTIFICATION 

B r i t i s h  a n d  
A m e r i c a n  

German a n d  NW. 
E u r o p e  

F r e n c h  
I r i s h  
P o l i s h  
USSR a n d  

H u n g a r y  
I t a l y  a n d  S .  

E u r o p e  

T o t a l s  

Row 
T o t a l s  

( 7 6 )  
( 1 1 9 )  

( 3 2 )  
( 6 3 )  
( 6 9 )  

( 1 9 1 )  
( 1 9 0 )  

( 7 4 0 )  

( 1 5 8 )  

( 1 9 8 )  
( 6 6 )  

( 1 0 4 )  
( 8 5 )  

( 6 4 )  

( 4 8 )  

( 7 2 3 )  

KKK 

Row 
T o t a l s  

( 6 5 )  
( 1 1 0 )  

( 3 9 )  
( 5 8 )  
( 5 9 )  

( 1 6 7 )  
( 1 7 0  

( 6 6 8 )  

( 1 5 5 )  

( 1 8 5 )  
( 5 8 )  
( 8 1 )  
( 7 8 )  

( 5 4 )  

( 4 3 )  

( 6 5 4 )  

Combined  

Row 
T o t a l s  

( 5 2 )  
( 8 1 )  
( 2 6 )  
( 4 0 )  
( 5 0 )  

( 1 2 9 )  
( 1 3 6 )  

( 5 1 4 )  

( 1 1 0 )  

( 1 4 9 )  
( 4 5 )  
( 6 8 )  
( 6 0 )  

( 4 3 )  

( 3 3 )  

( 5 0 8 )  

Communis t  

T o l e r -  
a n t  

(1 .0 -  
1 . 3 )  

30 
3 1  
47  
3 3  
4 3  
3 0  
3 1  

3 3  

30  

39  
2 7  
26  
2 1  

5 3  

3 1  

3 3  

S c a l e  

T o l e r -  
a n t  

( 1 . 0 -  
1 . 3 )  

6 6  
6 5  
7 7  
64  
6 6  
5 7  
5 4  

6 1  

6 5  

64  
45  
6 2  
5 4  

70  

6 0  

6 1  

S c a l e  

I n t o l -  
e r a n t  
( 1 . 8 -  
3 . 0 )  

7 0  * 

6 9  
5 3  
6 7  
5 7  
70  
6 9  

6 7  

70 

6 1  
7 3  
74  
79  

47  

6 9  

6 7  

I n t o l -  
e r a n t  
( 1 . 8 -  
3 . 0 )  

34 
3 5  
2 3  
36  
34 
4 3  
46 

39  

3 5  

36 
5 5  
38  
46  

30  

40 

39  

Open- 
m i n d e d  

3 7  
36 
46 
3 3  
4 4  
29  
3 3  

3 5  

34 

3 8  
2 2  
2 8  
2 7  

5 6  

36  

34  

T o l e r a n c e  

Open t o  
K K K ,  n o t  
t o  Comrn. 

3 5  
26  
2 7  
3 0  
20  
2 5  

. 2 1  

2 5  

2 8  

2 2  
1 8  
3 2  
2 3  

1 9  

2 7  

2 5  

S c a l e  

C l o s e d  
t o  

B o t h  

28  
38  
2 7  
3 7  
36 

. 4 6  
46 

40  

38  

40 
6 0  
40 
5 0  

2 5  

, 3 7  

4 1  



TABLE 2. P a g e  4  

Responden t  ' s 
OCCUPATION 

00 t o  ,19  
20 t o  39 
40 t o  59 
60 t o  70 
80 t o , 9 6 '  ' 

T o t a l s  

( 165 )  
(183 )  
(158 )  
(167 )  

(73 )  

(746 )  

22 
22 
3 3  
4 1  
62  

33  

78 
78 
67  
59 
38 

67 

(134 )  
( 1 5 8 )  
(136 )  
(170 )  

(75 )  

(673 )  

56 
5 3  
6 3  
65  
77 

6 1  

4 4  
47 
37 
35 
23  

39 I 

(116 )  
( 1 2 7 )  

( 9 7 )  
(128 )  

(51 )  

(519 )  

25 
23 
39 
40 
6 5  

35 

3 1  
28 
20 
27 
1 2  

25 

44 
49 
4 1  
3 3  
24 

40 



TABLE 3: Pearsonian and Eta (indicated by as-terisks) Coefficients 
for Selected Demographic and Socia1,Variables and 
Measures of Tolerance for Communi.sts, Tolerance for Ku 
Klux,Klansmen, and Open-,Closed Mindedness. 

#For this correlational analysis, Open-Closed Mindedness was measured 
by the sum of the individual's scores on the Tolerance for Communist 
Scale and the Tolerance for Ku Klux Klansmen, Scale. 

Demographic or 
Social Characteristic 

##Age 

Subjective Class 
Identification 

Educational 
Attainment 

Score on Similarities 
Test 

*Religious Preference 

Family Income 

*Political Party 
Preference 

*Subjective Ethnic 
Identification 

Occupational Category 

##When educational attainment is controlled, -correlations with.age 
disappear. 

Tolerance for 
Communists 

.08 

-.I5 

-.32 

-.31 

.ll 

-.I3 

.06 

.14 

-.27 

Tolerance for 
Ku Klux Klansmen 

.10 

-.07 

-.20 

-.23 

.03 

-.07 

.08 

.08 

-.15 

Open-Closed 
Mindedness# 

.12 

-.13 

-.35 

-.30 

.07 

-.I4 

.07 

.13 

-.22 - 



TABLE 4. Homogeneity of Friendship Networks in Terms of Education, Occupation, Ethnicity 
and Religion,.by Selected Socia-l and,Demographic Characteristics of the Total 
Sample: Per Cent.Distributions. 

I I Educational Homogeneity Type I Occupational Homogeneity Type 1 



TABLE ,4. Page .2 

Social and 
Demographic 

Characteristics 

I 

' Respondent ' s 
SCORE ON 
S'IMPURITIES 
TEST 

I 0 to 9 
10 to 13' 
14 to 16 
17 to 19 
20 to 25 

, Totals 
I 

Respondent ' s 
, mLIGIOUS 
P1mFERENCE' 

I 

Pro,tes,tant 
Roman Cathollic 
Jewish 
Other and no 
re'ligion , 

Totals 

Respondent's 
FAMILY INCOME 

Under $5000 
$5000 to $6$999 

I $7.0,00 to $19199'9, 
$:lo 0,0'0, to< $:14'919)9: 
i$15000, to,$'19!91919; 
/$20,000 andl above / Totals: 

Row 
Totals 

(196) 
(194)~ 
(211)' 
(237) 
(1363)l 

(974) 

(4831)) 
(4113) 
(28) 

(4901 

:(g173)1 

I 
I 

(37) 
(105)) 
(325) 

! (i 3 14 ) 
(1112)) 
(72) 

I 
149651)' 
I 

Row 
Totals 

(196) 
(191) 
(197) 
(233) 
(121) 

(938) 

(459) 
(398) 
(22) 

(48) 

(927) 

(33) 
(98) 
(314) 
(305) 
(101) 
(69) 

(920) 

~ducational 

Homo- 
geneous 
Network 

1 33 
24 
31 
28 
36 

30 

30 
301 
39 

22 

30 

35 
30 
30 
3 1 
26 
29 

301 

Occupational 

Homo- 
geneous 
Network 

38 
33 
31 
30 
38 

33 

36 
30 
36 

43 

34 

33 
37 
32 
32 
34 
45 

34 

Friends 
Above 
and 

Below 

16 
29 
26 
32 
30 

27 

28 
25 
21 

24 

27 

16 
21 
28 
26 
33 
32 

27 

~omogeneity 

Friends 
Above 
and 
Below 

19 
23 
23 
18 
21 

21 

20 
23 
9 

13 

21 

16 
23 
19 
23 
19 
20 

21 

Homogeneity 

Friends 
Above 

48 
37 
25 
21 
10 

29 

31 
27 
25 

29 

29 

46 
37 
31 
28 
19 
18 

29 

Type 

Friends 
Below 

3 
10 
18 
19 
24 

14 

11 
18 
15 

25 

14 

3 
12 
11 
15 
22 
21 

14 

Type 

Friends 
Above 

31 
29 
23 
24 
17 

25 

26 
25 
36 

17 

25 

33 
30 
30 
24 
20 
12 

25 

Friends 
Below ' 

12 
15 
23 
29 
24 

21 

18 
22 
19 

27 

20 

18 
10 
19 
21 
27 
23 

20 



TABLE, 4. Page 3 

Social and. 
Demographic 

Characteristics 

Respondent's 
POLITICAL 
PARTY 
PREFERENCE 

Strong Republi- 
can 
Not Strong Rep. 
Independent 
Rep. 
Independent 
Independent 
Dem. 
Not Strong Dem. 
StrongDemocrat 

Totals 

Respondent's 
SUBJECTIVE 
ETHNIC 
IDENTIFICATION 

British and 
American 
German and NW . 
Europe 
French . 
Irish 
Polish 
USSR and 
Hungary 
Italy and S . 
Europe 

Totals 

Row 
Totals 

(104) 
(154) 

(56) 
(91) 

(87) 
(241) 
(226) 

(959) 

(224) 

(267) 
(82) 
(125) 
(107) 

(77) 

(61) 

(943) 

Row 
Totals 

(102) 
(147) 

(49) 
(79) 

(83) 
(228) 
(225) 

(913) 

(213) 

(249) 
(75) 
(125) 
(104) 

(71) 

(57) 

(894) 

Occupational 

Homo- 
geneous 
Network 

35 
39 

35 
23 

28 
36 
34 

34 

35 

33 
32 
38 
29 

27 

28 

33 

Homogeneity 

Friends 
Above 
and 
Below 

23 
21 

18 
28 

27 
17 
20 

21 

20 

22 
20 
16 
33 

18 

16 

21 

Educational 

Homo- 
geneous 
Network 

33 
25 

25 
27 

28 
31 
34 

30 

26 

28 
22 
37 
37 

31 

30 

30 

Type 

Friends 
Above 

19 
18 

22 
22 

31 
31 
28 

25 

27 ; . 
-LJ 

24 
33 
22 
21 

31 

30 

26 

Friends 
Above 
and 
Below 

25 
33 

32 
27 

30 
25 
23 

27 

28 

28 
34 
26 
15 

23 

30 

27 

Friends 
Below 

23 
22 

25 
27 

14 
16 
18 

20 

18 

21 
15 
24 
17 

24 

26 

20 

Homogeneity 

Friends 
Above 

24 
3 0 

29 
31 

29 
27 
31 

29 

33 

28 
27 
26 
35 

25 

23 

29 

Type 

Friends 
Below 

18 
12 

14 
15 

13 
17 
12 

14 

13 

16 
17 
11 
13 

21 

17 

15 



TABLE .4. Page -4 

Social and 

Characteristics. 

Respondent's 
OCCUPATIONAL 
CATEGORY 

00 to 19 
20 to 39 
40 to 59 
60 to 79 
80 to 96. 

Totals 

(185) 
(224) 
(215) 
(237) 
(106) 

('967) 

38 
, 26,, 

25' 
. 29. 

35' 

30 
. .  

21. 
20 
34 
30 
29 

27 
. 

35 
44 
.27 
21 
$8 

29 
. - 

6: 
10 
14 
20 
2 8 , .  

i5 
. . 

(190) 
(.212), 
(207) 
(220) 
(1.00) 

(9,29) 

32 
38 - 
29 , 
37. 
33 

34 
. . 

8 
23 
33 
23 
11 

21 

60 
37 
19 
3 

-- 
25 

- ,  

-- 
2 
19 
37 
5 6. 

20 
. ,  



TABLE 4 ., Page 5 

Social and 
Demographic 

Characteristics 

Respondent's AGE 

21 to 29 years 
30 to 39 years 
40 to 49 years 
50 to 64 years 

Totals 

SUBJECTIVE CLASS 
IDENTIFICATION 

Upper and Upper 
Middle Class 
Middle Class 
Upper Working 
Class 
Working or Lower 
Class 

Totals 

Respondent ' s 
EDUCATIONAL 
ATTAINMENT 

8 years or less 
Some High School 
High School, 
Vocational 
Training 
Some College 
College Graduate 
Post-college 

Totals 

Nuq-ber of Friends of the Same Number of Friends of the Same 
Religion 

Row 
Totals 

(179) 
(229) 
(248) 
(213) 

(869) 

(167) 
(325) 

(126) 

(246) 

(864) 

(90) 
(159) 

(306) 
(157) 
(84) 
(74 

A8701 

the 

One 

25 
20 
21 
17 

20 

17 
18 

21 

25 

20 

18 
16 

25 
23 
12 
18 

20 

as 

None 

11 
10 
9 
10 

10 

13 
10 

10 

9 

10 

10 
11 

9 
9 
14 
5 

10 

Ethnic 

Row 
Totals 

(131) 
(170) 
(213) 
(192) 

(706) 

(126) 
(275) 

(100) , 

(199) 

(700) 

(77) 
(132) 

(240) 
(139) 
(57) 
(61) 

(706) 

Respondent 

Two 

11 
20 
19 
17 

17 

22 
19 

19 

11 

17 

10 
14 

18 
16 
28 
28 

17 

Respondent 

Two 

28 
36 
33 
31 

32 

35 
35 

33 

27 

32 

26 
31 

31 
37 
42 
30 

32 

Three 

11 
6 
7 
8 

8 

8 
6 

5 

12 

8 

17 
9 

8 
4 
5 
8 

8 

Group 

None 

45 
43 
43 
37 

42 

39 
43 

44 

41 

42 

35 
39 

46 
42 
35 
39 

42 

Three 

36 
34 
36 
42 

37 

35 
37 

36 

39 

37 

46 
42 

35 
31 
32 
47 

37 - 

as the 

One 

33 
31 
31 
38 

33 

31 
32 

32 

36 

33 

38 
38 

28 
38 
32 
25 

33 



TABLE 4. ., Page 6 

Social and 
Demographic 

Characteristics 

Respondent's 
SCORE ON 
SIMILARITIES 
TEST 

0 to 9 
10 to 13 
14 to 16 
17 to 19 
20 to 25 

Totals 

Respondent's 
RELIGIOUS 
PREFERENCE 

Protestant 
Roman Catholic 
Jewish 
Other and no 
religion 

Totals 

Respondent's 
FAMILY INCOME 

Under $5000 
$5000 to ,$6999 
$7000 to $9999 
$10000 to $14999 
$15000 to $19999 
$20000 and above 

Totals 

Number of Friends of the Same 
Ethnic 

Row 
Totals 

(129) 
(141) 
(163) 
(174) 
(100) 

(707) 

(324) 
(330) 

3 (52) 
(706) 

(28) 
(74 
(234) 
(239) 
(72) 
(54) 

(701) 

Number of Friends of the Same 
Religion 

Row 
Totals 

(173) 
(173) 
(190) 
(213) 
(122) 

(871) 

(435) 
(373) 
(25) 

(39) 

(872) 

(33) 
(90) 
(289) 
(286) 
(98) 
(68) 

(864) 

Group 

None 

42 
42 
46 
41 
35 

42 

39 
44 

3 46 
42 

46 
43 
42 
40 
43 
44 

42 

as 

None 

12 
10 
8 
10 
9 

10 

5 
10 
8 

67 

10 

27 
4 
10 
10 
10 
7 

10 

as the 

One 

34 
33 
29 
35 
33 

33 

34 
34 

3 19 
33 

43 
31 
38 
33 
19 
24 

33 

the 

One 

20 
22 
22 
21 
15 

20 

19 
24 
4 

15 

20 

9 
28 
18 
21 
21 
21 

20 

Respondent 

Two 

12 
16 
18 
16 
28 

17 

21 
14 

119 

17 

4 
14 
12 
20 
32 
22 

17 

Three 

12 
9 
7 
8 
4 

8 

6 
8 

3 1 6  

8 

7 
12 
8 
7 
6 
10 

8 

Respondent 

Two 

28 
32 
30 
34 
40 

32 

36 
31 
16 

1 3  

32 

27 
37 
33 
32 
29 
37 

32 

Three 
A 

40 
36 
40 
35 
36 

37 

40 
35 
72 

, 5 
37 

37 
31 
39 

. 37 
40 
35 

37 
- 



. . TABLE 4.  . P a g e  7 

S o c i a l  a n d  
D e m o g r a p h i c  

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

R e s p o n d e n t  ' s 
POLITICAL 
PARTY 
PREFERENCE 

S t r o n g  R e p u b l i -  . 
c a n  

N o t  S t r o n g  Rep.  
I n d e p e n d e n t  Rep.  
I n d e p e n d e n t  
I n d e p e n d e n t  Dem.  
N o t  S t r o n g  Dem. 
S t r o n g  D e m o c r a t  

T o t a l s  

R e s p o n d e n t ' s  
SUBJECTIVE 
ETHNIC 
IDENTIFICATION 

B r i t i s h  a n d  
A m e r i c a n  

German a n d  NW. 
E u r o p e  

F r e n c h  
I r i s h  
P o l i s h  
USSR a n d  

H u n g a r y  
I t a l y  a n d  S  . 

E u r o p e  

T o t a l s  

Number of F r i e n d s  of t h e  Same Number of F r i e n d s  of the  Same 
E t h n i c  

Row 
T o t a l s  

( 7 1 )  
(115)  

( 4 5 )  
( 5 9 )  
( 6 3 )  

( 1 6 4 )  
( 1 7 9 )  

( 6 9 6 )  

( 1 6 0 )  

( 1  8  1) 
( 6  7  
( 9 0 )  
( 8 8 )  

( 5 7 )  

( 5 0 )  

( 6 9 3 )  

G r o u p  

None 

4 1  
3 1  
40 
44  
51 
4 5  
4 1  

42 

3 1  

4 3  
6 1  
3 3  
3 3  

5 4  

56  

4 1  

R e l i g i o n  

Row 
T o t a l s  

( 9 9 )  
( 1 4 5 )  

( 4 5 )  
( 7 2  
( 8 1 )  

( 2 1 0 )  
( 2 0 5 )  

( 8 5 7 )  

( 2 0 4 )  

( 2 3 5 )  
( 7 3 )  

( 1 1 1 )  
( 9 6 )  

( 6 7 )  

( 5 5 )  

( 8 4 1 )  

T h r e e  

4  
8  
2  
7  
6  

1 0  
11 

8 

8  

4  
2  
7  

22  

11 

6 

8  

as t h e  

One 

34  
3 7  
4 0  
27  
32  
29 
34 

3 3  

3 3  

34  
3 3  
47  
28  

2 3  

26  

3 3  

as 

None 

1 3  
1 0  

7  
11 
1 2  

8  
1 0  

1 0  

5  

1 0  
11 
1 2  

8  

1 9  

1 6  

1 0  

R e s p o n d e n t  

Two 

2 1  
2 4  
1 8  
22  
11 
1 6  
1 4  

1 7  

2 8  

1 9  
4  

1 3  
1 7  

1 2  

1 2  

1 8  

T h r e e  

40  
4 4  
3 3  
36  
3 1  
36  
3 7  

3 7  

44 

32  
24  
37  
46 

4 1  

26 

3 7  

the  

One 

1 6  
24  
3 1  
1 3  
1 7  
2 3  
20  

2 0  

1 6  

26 
36  
1 8  
1 6  

1 5  

1 6  

2 1  

R e s p o n d e n t  

Two 

3 1  
2 2  
29  
4 0  
40 
3 3  
3 3  

32  

3 5  

32  
29 
3 3  
30 

2 5  

42  

3 2  



TABLE 4. Page, 8 

S o c i a l  and 

Respondent.' s 
OCCUPATIONAL 

. . . ,. : .  



TABLE 5. Structure of - Friendship Networks (~nterlocking;or,,~adial>.,  . 
by Selected Social and Demographic Characteristics: Per 
Cent Distributions. 

0 

Social and 
Demographic 

Characteristics 

Respondent's AGE 

21 -to 29 years 
30 to 39 years 
40 to 49. years 
50 to 64 years 

Totals 
- 

SUBJECTIVE CLASS IDENTIEICATION- 

Upper, and .Upper 
Middle'Class 
Middle Class 
Upper. Working Class 
Working or Lower Class 

Totals, 

Respondent's EDUCATIONAL 
ATTAINMENT 

8. years - or less 
Some. High ' School ' 
High School, -'-Vocational:.. 
Training- . , 

Some: ,College 
College -.~raduate - .  

Post-college,- .. 
. . 

. .. .Totals , . . 

. - 
Respondent.' s SIMILARITIES TEST 
SCORE. . 

~rotes'taht . -  

Roman. Catholic 
Jewish. .. 

Other. and no religion 

- - 

Row . 
Totals 

Interlocking- Radial, 
Network. I ~etwork 



TABLE 5 .  P a g e ,  . , 2  

I 
Socia l  a n d  
D e m o g r a p h i c  

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

R e s p o n d e n t ' s  FAMILY INCOME 

U n d e r  $ 5 0 0 0  
$ 5 0 0 0  t o  $ 6 9 9 9  
$ 7 0 0 0  t o  $ 9 9 9 9  
$ 1 0 0 0 0  t o  $ 1 4 9 9 9  
$ 1 5 0 0 0  t o  $ 1 9 9 9 9  
$ 2 0 0 0 0  a n d  a b o v e  

T o t a l s  

~ e s ~ o n d e n t '  s POLITICAL PREFERENCE 

S t r o n g  R e p u b l i c a n  
N o t  S t r o n g  R e p u b l i c a n  
I n d e p e n d e n t  R e p u b l i c a n  
I n d e p e n d e n t  
I n d e p e n d e n t  D e m o c r a t  
N o t  S t r o n g  D e m o c r a t  
S t r o n g  D e m o c r a t  

T o t a l s  

SUBJECTIVE ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION 

B r i t i s h  a n d  A m e r i c a n  
German a n d  NW. E u r o p e  
F r e n c h  
I r i s h  
P o l i s h  
USSR a n d - H u n g a r y  
I t a l y  a n d  S. E u r o p e  

T o t a l s  

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS CATEGORY 

0 0  t o  1 9  
2 0  t o  3 9  
4 0  t o  5 9  
6 0  t o  79  
8 0  t o  9 6  

T o t a l s  

Row 
T o t a l s  

( 3 9 )  
( 1 0 4 )  
( 3 2 9 )  
( 3 1 9 )  
( 1 1 3 )  

( 7 1 )  

( 9 7 5 )  

( 1 0 4 )  
( 1 5 4 )  

( 5  7  ) 
( 9 0 )  
( 8 8 )  

( 2 4 2 )  
( 2 3 4 )  

( 9 6 9 )  

( 2 2 8 )  
( 2 6 8 )  

( 8 0 )  
( 1 3 1 )  
( 1 0 9 )  

( 7 6 )  
( 6 1 )  

( 9 5 3 )  

( 1 9 3 )  
( 2 2 9 )  
( 2 1 3 )  
( 2 3 8 )  
( 1 0 4 )  

( 9 7 7 )  

. s 

I n t e r l o c k i n g  
N e t w o r k  

6 9  
74  
6 9  
7 1  
5 9  
6 6  

6 9  

6 4  
7 1  
6 7  

-5 7  
76  
6 7  
75 

6 9  

6 3  
66  
6 8  
74  
79  
6 7  
7 9  

6 9  

7 0  
7 0  
7 3  
6 5  
66  

6 9  

R a d i a l  
N e t w o r k  

3 1  
26  
3 1  
2 9  
4 1  
34 

3 1  - 

3 6  
29  
3 3  
4 3  
24 
3 3  
2 5  

3 1  

3 7  
3 4  
32  
26  
2 1  
3 3  
2 1  

3 1  

30  
30  
2 7  
3 5  
34 

3 1  



TABLE. 6. . The S t r u c t u r e  o f l , t h e  F r i e n d s h i p  ~ e t w o r k - ;  ( ~ n t e r l o c k i n g  or 
Radial';) by . . t he  .Educat ional  ~ o m o g e n e i t ~ .  o f .  t h e  . F r i e n d s h i p  
Network, f o r  t h e  T o t a l  ~ a m ~ l e . . : , a n d . . ' ~ h r e e  . -Educa t i ona l  
Leve l s  (Peq Cent.. D i s t r i b u t i o n  --3n par en these,^).. . ,  

. . . . > . .._... - ,  .. . 
. . .. . . . .  

.: . 
~ t r u c t u ~ e : . o f  - Fr j endsh ip l  Network 

... . . Educat ional -Homogenei ty  

. . 
Interlocking 

. . 
R a d i a l  .. 

- . .  . . . . . . 

T o t a l  
. . .  

TOTAL --SAMPLE 

Homoge.neous.network 205 (55), 85 (49). 290 .  (53) 
Pure  he te rogeneous  network'  166-  (45)  . 88 (51). 254 (47) 

T o t a l s  37.1. (100): 17,3- (100) 544- (100). 

2 .  
- = . 1 . 8 2 ,  -p about .  . . l75,  two- t a i l ed  

------------------- . . . . 
. . 

SOME;,COLLEGE OR MORE 

Homogeneous~network 64. (47). 24 .  (35). 88 (43). 
Pure  he te rogeneous  network-.  72 . .  (53) ' , .  4 5 .  ( 6 5 j .  1 1 7  (57) 

To ta l s ,  ' . 136 (106) 69 (100) 205. - (100)  

N o t  , . . s i g n i f i c a n t ;  :: 
------------------ . - .  .. . . . 

HIGH SCHOOL- GRADUATE 
Homogeneous ne twork ' .  . 90.: ( 5 5 )  .., 29 (44)  - 119 (52)  
Pu re -  he te rogeneous  network 73- (45)s' 36 (56)  1 0 9 -  (4-8):  

163 -, (109) 65 (k00) :: 228 (100) $ .  

x2 = ; 2.09, p ,  about':.. . - 1 5 ,  two- t a i l ed .  

. . . . ------------------ . . 

SOMEl H I G H  SCHOOL. OR LESS, 

Homogeneous,,network 51  ( 7 1 )  32 (8.2). 83 (75). 
pu re  . . he te rogeneous  ! netwdrk ' 21.; (2.9). 7 :  ( 1 8 ) .  28 .  (25,) 

TotaTl;~ 72 : . ( l o o )  39; (1001.  ui, (10.0) 

I Not. ; s i g n j f i c a n t .  
. . 

. . 
... . . . .  I 



TABLE 7. Open-Closed Mindedn,ess .by Interlocking vs, Radial Assocla-. 
- tional Networks, .for the.Tota1 Sample and ~hree:~ducational. 

Levels : Per. .Cent -Distributions. 

. . . . . . 
-. . . . .  

Open-Closed . . :Mindedness . ,. -, 

Open .to, Open .to. Klani Closed to Total., 
Type of Network: Both - Closed -to ,., - .  ~ o t h  , 

Communi-s t 
. . . 

. .. . ., . . . 

TOTAL SAMPLE 

Intergocking 3 3. 23 4 4. 100 (362). 
Radial 39 30 31 140 - (149)- 

Totals 35 (178) 25. (128). 40 (205) . ,  100 (511) -. 

x2 = 7.92, 2d.f.. p.lessthan- .02. 
-------------------i . . . . 

S O W  COLLEGE ,OR ABOVE 
. . 

Interlocking 54 16 2 9. 99 (116) 
Radial 59 24 18: 101 (51)\ 

Totals 56 (93) 19 (31) ' 26 (43). 101 (167) 

k2= 2.92, 2 d.f., p-about .25 . 

.................... . . 

HIGH SCHOOL ,;GRADUATE . . 

Interlocking .. 27 27 . 46: 100 (138) 
Radial - 35 .. 35 30. . 100 (.46). 

Totals ... 29 (531.. 29 (53). 42 - (,78), 100 (184) 
, 

x 2 - = 3 . 5 7 ,  :2 d;f .., -p abdut ::,. 15; 
. . .................... 

. . . . . . .. . 

SOME HIGH SCHOOL OR- LESS 

Interlocking . 19 24 57 100. (107). 
Radi,al, 23 35 42 - 100 (48). 

Totals 20: (31) . 28 ( 4 3 )  52. (81) . 100 (155) 
. . 

')C2 =2.84, 2 d.f., p..about .25 . . 
. . . 0 . . . . . .. -, . *  - - 



,.TABLE-.8. Open-Closed Mindedness by Educational Homogeneity- 
1 Heterogeneity, for the Total .-Sample -.and- Three l~ducational 

Levels: Per Cent Distributions. 

- .  ..- . . .  . . 
. s 

' 5 '  

Open-Closed-Mindedness. I 
Educational. 
Homogeneity Open .,to . Open : to,,Klan, Closed to Total 
> 3 

! ' .  :, Both ... ,Closed -,to - Both 
Commurii,~ t 

TOTAL SgMPLE 
1 c 

Pure Homogeneity 38 25 37 100 (164) 
Pure Heterogeneity 43 22, 35 100 (127) 

Totals 40 (116) 24 (69) 36 (106) 100 (291) 

X2 = .730, not significant, p lgss than .70 
.................... 

SOME COLLEGE OR ABOVE- 

Pure, .Homogeneity 70 13 
pure '-~etero~en?it~. 55 23 

Totals 62 (63) 19 (19) 20 (20) 

= 2.47, :!2-d.f., p about . . .  29 x' ..................... . - . . 

HIGH -: SCHOOL .-GRADUATE- . . 

Pure ..Homogeneity 21 34 
,Pure. ~eterogeneiky . 40 19 

Totals . 30 (38). 27 (35). 43 (55). 

2 x = 6.57, 2 d.f.,p less than .05 
. . , . ..................... . . . . . . 

. . 
SOME HIGH SCHOQL OR LESS, 

Pure Homogeneity, 32 23 
Pure, Heterogeneity 0 29 

I Totals 26. (15) 26 (15); 50 (31) 102 (61). 1 . . 

x2 = 6.07. .2 d.f., p less than .05. 

I * (Higher Status) 17. (16): 27 (25) 55. (51) 
Heterogeneity 

*NB: If people with on the.a<erage higher status friends are added to 
the pure hete.rogeneity row, it would'still',majntain pattern 
observed for comparison of "pure" types. 



TABLE 9. Open-Closed Mindedness'by ..Religious Homogeneity-Heterogeneity, 
for Protestants. and Catholics: "per Cent Distributions. 

I '  Open-Closed -.~ifidedne~s ' -  I 
Religious 

Homogeneity Open to Open to Klan, '.. Closed .to. Total 
Both closed to Both 

Co-unist 
-. - . -. ~. 

PROTESTANTS - - 

All friends Prot. 19 35 
Two friends or 
fewer, Prot. 40 24 

I Totals 32. . (67) 28 (60) 40 (85) 100 (2'12) 1 
x2 = .  10.86, : 2  d.f., p less than -01 

......................... . . 

All friends Cath. 37 19 45 101 (74) 
Two friends or 
fewer, Cath. 31 23 46 100 (125) 

Totals 33 (66) 22 (43) 45 (90) 100 (199) 

x2 = 2 ..78, .not significant, 2 -d. f . ,  p less.. than-. 
.30 

# TABLE 9a. Open-Closed Mindedness by Religious Preference, for High 5- 
and Low Religious Homogeneity. 4 

ALL THREE FRIENDS OF SAME RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE 

Totals 27 (43). 27 (43)- 46 .(72), 

X2 =.7.94, 2d.f., p leks than..,.02 

TWO FR1,ENDS OR FEWER OF THE SAME RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE 

Protestants. 
Catholics 

Totals 36 ('go), 24 (60) 41 (103) 
. . 

X 2  = 3.34, not significant, 2 d. f.. , p less than 
.20 



h 

TABLE . . 10.: Open-Closed Mindedness by Combined ~ a d i a l - 1 n t e r . l o c k i n g - a n d  . ' 

H o m o g e n e o u s - ~ e t e r o ~ ~ e o u s ~  (~ducational) ..., 'Networks : .., per Cent 
I Distributi-pn.~ ., 

- .... ... .. - ... : - .  . .-, . _ . . . . 
. ( .  

dpen-cl@&+d. . _ .  :. j ... ~i?dedne& 
. . 

\ 

Type- of' Social ;Structure Ope.?.! Closed . Total: 
Minded:. . . Minded ., 

... .... . . .. , . . . 
. . . . . .  L. . . . . . 

. . 
. . .  TOTAL SAMPLE 

Radi.a1-Heterogeneous 38 62. 100.: (66) .- 
~a'di-a&-Homogeneous 26 ' .  74 - 100. (62). 
~nterlocking-~eterogeneou~ 25 7 5 :-. 100---(108) 
~nterlocking-Homogeneous 28. 72. 100 - -  (163) 

To,tals 29, (116) 71 (283). 100 (399): 

x2 =,.,4.5~, 3 -d.f., pabout .225 
. . .................... , . . -  . . . . . . .  . . .  /.. '.- : 

S O W  COLLEGE :OR -MORE . . . 

Radial-Heterogeneous 93 7 - -  100 (14); 
~ddial-Homogeneous, 82 1 8 - -  1;00., (11) .< 

~ n t e r l o c k i n g - ~ e t e r o g e n e o u s ;  61 39 .- 100 (28). 
1.nterlockin  homogeneous^ ? 79- 21. 100 - -  (29,)-- 

Totals -, 76 (62); 24 (20) 100 (82) 
. . 

. 2 .. 
x = 4 .gg  , 3 d-. f. , .p.. about .15 

. . . .  
, . i I . . 

, , . .  --,-,;,-,----;,-,,-- ,. . . . . . . .  
. . 

. - . . 
c 

HIGH.. ,.SCHOO~ G&DUATES. . . 
< . , '  

~adi4&-~et$rogeneays. 80. 20 - 1'60 (15) 
~ ~ d i a l - ~ o ~ ~ e n k o u s  25 75 100- (8) 
~nterlockkng-Heterogeneous 34 .. , .  66 100 (29); 
~nterlocking-Homogeneou~ . 33 67.. 1 0  (39): 

- .: 
~otals 41 (37). 59 (54) i o o  (91). 

=.1&.75,  3 d.f.,;p less than .0.1. y2 . # * .  :, i .................... . . . .  % . .  I & _ :  

sow HIGH . . SCHOOL OR ~ESS, . . 

~adiil-~e teroaeneops - -. 100 loo- (2) 
'~ad~~l-~omo~e~ieous .' 42' 58 100 (12). 
Interlocking-Heterogeneous - -. 100 100 (8). 
~nterlocking-~omogeneous -4 3 57 100- (23) 

. . . . . .  
Totals 3 4. ( 15 I., 56 (29). 100 (44). 

Not. sign jficant -. 
. . . . - .  . . 

. . 

NOTE:, If one collapses Radial-Homogeneous , ~nterlocking-~ete~ogeneo~, -. 

, and Interlockjng-Homogeneous categorkes into one, and calcula,tes-the 
chi-square for the resulting fourfold tab,le, . for t4e total sample, 
X2..=. 2.84, :,p about% .08; .for some college :or more ,x =, 2.72, p about .lo; 
fqr high school -graduates, 'x2 = 9.67, :.p less than .0.1; for, some high 
school'.or . less ,. nonsignjficant. I 


