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These suggestions are further borne out when we turn to the respon-
dents’ attitudes toward same-sex parents. Slightly more than half of the 
respondents said that two women (55 percent) or two men (53.6 per-
cent) living as a couple with children are a family. Americans seem 
quite torn over the legitimacy of such living arrangements. As we will 
see in the next chapter, for some respondents parenthood trumped a 
same-sex relationship. For other interviewees, same-sex unions were 
seen as equivalent to cohabiting couples or married couples. For still 
others, the presence of children was insufficient to counterbalance the 
presence of a legally unsanctioned relationship (similar to an unmar-
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sex couples with children as family: from 55.0 percent in 2003 to 61.4 
percent in 2006 for lesbian couples with children, and from 53.6 percent 
to 58.9 percent for gay male couples with children. Figure 2.3 shows an 
unambiguous and statistically significant decline in exclusionists (from 
45.3 percent to 38.1 percent) and a corresponding increase in inclusion-
ists (from 25.4 percent to 32.4 percent).16

Some gay rights advocates might be disappointed that the change in 
attitudes is not even greater. But the key point here is that there has 

Figure 2.2  Which Living Arrangements count as Family? changes 
Between 2003 and 2006
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been change toward greater acceptance of family diversity, even dur-
ing a period of time when others had predicted weakening support for 
same-sex rights. It is unclear whether we have reached a tipping point 
in the movement toward inclusivity, but it is clear that over three-fifths 
(61.9 percent) of Americans currently express a willingness to accept 
some forms of same-sex relationships as family. Our goal here is not to 
explicitly identify the sources that precipitated these changes. Our in-
terviews, however, point to a pivotal factor: the greater openness in 
public and especially private discourse (whether positive or negative) 
that was prompted in part by legal challenges to current marital law. 
We return to this issue in chapter 4.

Public definitions of Family and  
Views on Social Policy 

So far we have described Americans’ definitions of family, identifying a 
typology that clusters the variation of responses into three groups: ex-
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of inclusionists (74.6 percent) are in agreement. Tellingly, however, in-
clusionists are even more likely to support extending these benefits to 
same-sex couples (81.1 percent). The strength of their support is greater 
for same-sex couples as well, with 45.9 percent strongly in favor (com-
pared to 34.1 percent for cohabiting heterosexual couples).

Paralleling their views regarding same-sex marriage, moderates are 
almost evenly split in their support of benefits to same-sex couples 
(48.1 percent in favor and 52.0 percent opposed), and slightly more op-
posed when asked about heterosexual couples (42.4 percent in favor 
and 57.6 percent opposed). That being said, moderates do not generally 
distinguish much between cohabiting heterosexual and gay couples.

In contrast, exclusionists are firmly resistant to granting benefits to 
same-sex couples (86.2 percent), with over two-thirds (68.6 percent) 
strongly opposed. In contrast, a minuscule number (1.7 percent) are 
strongly in favor. Cohabiting heterosexual couples do not fare well ei-
ther, although the level (77.8 percent) and intensity (49.8 percent 
strongly disagree) of opposition is less than that directed toward same-
sex couples. In other words, exclusionists are strongly opposed to 
granting rights and benefits to both types of couples; however, their 
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opposition is much stronger when aimed at same-sex couples. One 
cannot help notice how exclusionists’ responses are the mirror image of 
those provided by inclusionists, who overwhelmingly support the ex-
tension of rights and benefits across both living arrangements, but ex-
press greater support for same-sex couples than for unmarried hetero-
sexual ones. The rationale behind these differences is further explored 
in the next chapter.

These patterns offer compelling evidence that the boundaries that 
individuals draw between families and nonfamilies map onto their 
views regarding family policy. It should come as no surprise that fewer 
than 1 percent of exclusionists are strongly in favor of same-sex mar-
riage: if one does not believe that any type of same-sex couple counts as 
family, then how could one support marital rights for them? It appears 
that agreement that some same-sex couples are family is a necessary 
step toward seeing same-sex couples as worthy of the legal and social 
recognition granted to married couples. It is not a sufficient step, how-
ever, as demonstrated by the huge variation among moderates in reac-
tions to same-sex marriage. Nonetheless, the implication of these find-



table 2.1 cross-classification of Living Arrangements defined as Family
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6.   4.4    (30) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
7.   4.1    (28) Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No
8.   2.8    (19) Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No
9.   1.9    (13) Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No
10.   1.8    (12) Yes No No Yes No No No No No No
11. to 35.   9.1    (62) — — — — — — — — — —
Sum  100    (678) 100% 94.2% 94.0% 93.1% 78.7% 55.0% 53.6% 31.1% 26.8% 26.2%

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003).
1. All arrangements count.
2. Must have children or be married.
3. Cohabiting couples without children and homosexual couples do 
not count.
4. Homosexual couples and cohabiting couples do not count.
5. Everyone but cohabiting heterosexuals.

6. Everyone but homosexual couples without children.
7. Everyone but homosexual couples (with or without children).
8. Must have children.
9. Must have children and not be homosexual couples.
10. Must be married (with or without children).
11. to 35. All other answer combinations.
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certain same-sex couples for the purposes of rent control, in particular 
tenant succession rights. But it was not until the early 1990s that the 
legal question of same-sex marriage was revitalized with the case of 
Baehr v. Lewin, in which the Hawaiian Supreme Court ruled that the 
prohibition against same-sex marriage was unconstitutional unless the 
state could establish a compelling interest for the ban. This ruling, 
along with other actions that further moved same-sex couples in the 
direction of legal acceptance and family status, precipitated a series of 
counteractions, including the congressional vote in favor of the De-
fense of Marriage Act (DOMA), which defines marriage as the “legal 
union between one man and one woman as husband and wife,” and 
the passage in several states of laws that explicitly ban same-sex mar-
riage, even if the marriage was entered into in another state that al-
lowed it.

Although civil unions already were legal in one state (Vermont) be-

table 2.2  three Latent classes of Family definitions: conditional 
Probabilities of Item Responses (n=678)

Family definition Exclusionist Moderate Inclusionist
dimensions a (45.3 percent) (29.3 percent) (25.4 percent)

Husband, wife, 
 children Yes (1.000) Yes (1.000) Yes (1.000)
Man with  
 children Yes (0.872) Yes (1.000) Yes (1.000)
Woman with 
 children Yes (0.872) Yes (0.995) Yes (1.000)
Husband, wife, 
 no children Yes (0.907) Yes (0.907) Yes (0.994)
Unmarried man, 
 woman, children Yes (0.565) Yes (0.975) Yes (1.000)
Two women with 
 children No (0.989) Yes (1.000) Yes (1.000)
Two men with 
 children No (0.987) Yes (0.947) Yes (1.000)
Unmarried man, 
 woman, no children No (0.881) No (0.820) Yes (0.802)
Two women, no 
 children No (0.993) No (0.984) Yes (1.000)
Two men, no 
 children No (0.990) No (0.969) Yes (1.000)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003).
a As described in the chapter, the category “two people living together as housemates” is 
excluded because so few Americans included this living arrangement as family. 
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ments by definition cannot be families. In explaining why same-sex 
couples do not count as family, a woman in her forties observed:

If you got two males or two females, and they’re living as a couple, [and] 
you go to insurance purposes, you cannot get the benefits from a per-
son’s job or from insurance. Or if the person dies, it’s going to always ask 
for the next of what? Kin. So under this umbrella, I’m going on that stan-
dard. Because if someone dies, they ask you for the next of kin. And if 
they’re not married, they couldn’t be considered family.

Similarly, a young woman from Texas justified her exclusion of same-
sex couples from her definition of family: “In Texas I don’t think it’s 
legal for gay people to get married, if you know what I’m saying. So I 
don’t think that’s a family.”
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exceptions and contradictions 

As mentioned earlier, excerpts from the interviews give a clear picture 
of the predominant themes that exclusionists used to describe the 
boundaries they make between families and nonfamilies. Most exclu-
sionists emphasized marital structure—and to a lesser degree, parental 
structure, the importance of heterosexual bonds, and correspondingly 
the dangers and immorality of same-sex relationships. Still, given the 
sheer number of interviews we conducted, it would be surprising if we 
did not also find exceptions. For example, what families actually do—
that is, how families function—appeared to be secondary to structural 
concerns, or at least it was not mentioned by approximately nine out of 
ten exclusionists. In contrast, 6 percent discussed emotional ties (for 
example, love, caring, and happiness), and 5 percent pointed to instru-
mental tasks (such as working together, paying bills, or handling the 
family’s economic needs) (see figure 3.1). The concepts of expressive 
and instrumental functions, popularized by the sociologists Talcott 
Parsons and Robert Bales over fifty years ago, often have been criti-
cized by contemporary sociologists as old-fashioned and sexist in their 
justification of gendered roles of families (Parsons and Bales 1955; for a 
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Well, I guess I would have to say, there have to be children involved or 
marriage. I mean, any two people can live together. I don’t think that 
makes them a family; I think that makes them friends. I think to be a 
family there needs to be some kind of blood relation there. I’m not neces-
sarily concerned that the mother and the father, or that the same-sex 
couples, aren’t married if they’re raising children together. But if there’s 
no kids and they’re not married, that doesn’t, to me—there needs to be 
either marriage or some kind of blood relation for that to be family, I 
guess.

Note that marriage also played a role in this respondent’s determi-
nation of what counts as family, but that it was secondary to the pres-
ence of children in the household. As long as there are children—that 
is, a “blood relation”—in the household, marriage is not required for 
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Basically, because of the feelings, of the level of emotion that are in-
volved. As an example, if you have two people living together, not in-
volved in a relationship, but just living together . . . that’s just two friends 
living together for maybe financial benefit or something of that nature, 
but not because they love each other and will be there for each other and 
share sexual feelings and physical. . . . From a family standpoint, because 
you consider that person to be your family if you are feeling that way 
toward them, sexually active with them, loving them, being supportive 
of them, whether it be financially, emotionally. It doesn’t matter, just as 
you would consider a husband to be a part of your family, a wife to be 
part of your family. We’re dealing with titles here. But just individual 
people, the way that they feel about the other person: that’s what consti-
tutes them as a family.

As a man in his thirties put it more directly:

A living arrangement doesn’t make a family, period. How the people 
treat each other makes a family. How the respect between two people or 
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centages, being married for a ten-year time span only slightly increases 
these figures, although moderates were less open here (88.9 percent) 
than were exclusionists (93.7 percent) or inclusionists (100 percent).

In contrast, the impact of time as a proxy for commitment—espe-
cially for moderates—is brought to light when we look at same-sex or 
heterosexual cohabiting couples. As described in the last chapter, mod-
erates typically did not include same-sex couples without children as 
family. But as can be seen in the figure, once the amount of time to-
gether is added into the equation, nearly half of all moderates (46.6 
percent) believed that a childless same-sex couple living together for 
ten years is a family. In other words, time together is such a persuasive 
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“husband,” “wife,” “man,” and “woman”—a sign that gender is ab-
sent in the calculus of most inclusionists’ understanding of family. In-
stead, these words are replaced by words that do not appear in the 
exclusionist word cloud: “attachment,” “bond,” “care,” “emotional,” 
and “responsibility” (a word that we discuss in greater detail in chap-
ter 4). Perhaps more importantly, both “commitment” and “love” were 
mentioned by all three groups but were given priority only by inclu-
sionists. Despite the frequent pairing of “love and marriage” in popu-
lar music, literature, and quotes, it appears that exclusionists, moder-
ates, and inclusionists by and large decouple them: exclusionists, and 
to a lesser extent moderates, privileged marriage over love, while in-
clusionists believed that loves transcend marriage.

Words of (dis)comfort 

Word clouds typically exclude utterances. In this case, however, we de-
cided to include two of these words: “uh” and “um.” These, along with 
similar words (“ah,” “hmm”) and other nonverbal cues (such as sighs, 
laughs, and pauses), were sprinkled throughout our interviews with 

think together uh um
relationship
people
involved

family
couple
children commitment consider

determine doesn’t don’t emotional

feel going house household

arrangement attachmentasked basicalyanswer bond care

group guess

long-term matter obviouslyliving love
period reallyperson relatedprobably

responsibility sense someonerelative

unit

Figure 3.8  Most Frequently used Words: Inclusionists

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003).



66   Counted Out

Exclusionists 41.0

Moderates 47.8

Inclusionists 72.8

Exclusionists

Moderates

19.215.6

Inclusionists 65.9

11.2

2.9

8.111.1

Exclusionists 14.7 32.0

Moderates 51.9

Inclusionists 74.8

2.8

5.88.0

19.7

46.4 28.9

Exclusionists

Moderates

Inclusionists 62.2

Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree
Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

33.6

41.4 53.4

50.022.4

21.129.017.9

34.4

17.4 5.0

25.7 22.1

33.0

19.7

4.6

52.312.9

10.913.7

8.2 6.2

6.6 21.0

29.1 18.1 11.4

22.1 8.8 6.9

I w
ou

ld
 b

e 
co

m
fo

rt
ab

le
ha

vi
ng

 a
 g

ay
 m

an
 o

r
le

sb
ia

n 
m

ov
e 

in
ne

xt
 d

oo
r.

I w
ou

ld
 b

e 
co

m
fo

rt
ab

le
ha

vi
ng

 tw
o 

ga
y 

m
en

 o
r 

tw
o

le
sb

ia
ns

 li
vi

ng
 to

ge
th

er
 a

s 
a

co
up

le
 n

ex
t d

oo
r.

I w
ou

ld
 b

e 
co

m
fo

rt
ab

le
ha

vi
ng

 a
 g

ay
 m

an
 o

r
le

sb
ia

n 
as

m
y 

d
oc

to
r.

I w
ou

ld
 b

e 
co

m
fo

rt
ab

le
if

 m
y 

ch
ild

’s
 te

ac
he

r
w

as
 a

 g
ay

 m
an

 o
r

le
sb

ia
n.

Figure 3.9  comfort Level Interacting with Gays and Lesbians: exclusionists, 
Moderates, and Inclusionists

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2006).



Family Counts Divided   73

ing gender and sexuality.2 Still, the source of gender differences re-
mains in dispute, with explanations originating from sociology, social 
psychology, economics, gender studies, and evolutionary psychology 
and physiology (see, for example, Bernstein and Kostelac 2002; Herek 
1988). Regardless of the derivation of gender differences, we find a sim-
ilar trend with respect to views about family. Figure 4.1—as well as 
other figures in this chapter—displays predicted probabilities derived 
from multivariate models that control for other key socioeconomic fac-
tors.3 Women are plainly more inclusive than men in their definitions 
of family. Men are over twice as likely to be exclusionist (45.6 percent) 
than inclusionist (20.8 percent), while women are equally likely to be 
exclusionist (36.0 percent) or inclusionist (36.8 percent).4

In chapter 3, we identified various frames that exclusionists, moder-
ates, and inclusionists used in explaining what determined for them 
whether a living arrangement was a family. Recall that exclusionists 
focused heavily on legal structure (in particular, marriage) and reli-
gion, while moderates emphasized the presence of children and inclu-
sionists underscored the importance of the expressive and, to a lesser 
degree, instrumental functions of family. When we look at women’s 
responses separately from men’s, we see both similarities and differ-
ences in the ways in which women and men talked about family (see 
figure 4.2). Both women and men frequently discussed the role of chil-
dren (especially moderates) and marriage (most notably exclusion-
ists).5 Moreover, both men and women (mostly inclusionists, but also 
some moderates) frequently referred to expressive aspects of the fam-
ily: for example, “whether the people care enough about each other,” 
“a sense of commitment to each other,” or simply “love, respect, and 
friendship!” That being said, among inclusionists, women were over 
twice as likely as men to use the terms “love” or “loving.”

The most striking gender difference, however, is the greater empha-
sis that men put on the instrumental functions of family (22.5 percent) 
compared with women (7.0 percent). This sex difference is present 

Women 27.2 36.8

Men 45.6

36.0

20.833.6

Exclusionist Moderate Inclusionist

Figure 4.1  Family definitions, by Gender

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
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among exclusionists and moderates but is especially strong among in-
clusionists. Whereas women privileged the quality of the relationship, 
for many men, what makes a family a family is providing for family 
members, sharing financial burdens, and, in the words of a man in his 
forties, meeting the overall functions of a family: “Participation of all 
involved persons in contributing to a whole in functioning like a group 
of people sharing what they have in order to better themselves alto-
gether, and therefore individually.” Men often spoke pointedly about 
“taking responsibility,” as illustrated by the comment that “a group of 
people who take responsibility for each other pretty well counts as a 
family.” As a young man asked and then answered:
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homosexuality than do their older counterparts; the findings from our 
analyses suggest that this pattern can be extended to Americans’ 
boundary-making between family and nonfamily (Andersen and Fet-
ner 2008; Britton 1990; Loftus 2001; Wilcox and Wolpert 2000; Yang 
1997).

What do these findings imply? Do they suggest inevitable move-
ment toward same-sex rights in the future by virtue of the eventual re-
placement of the older, more conservative adults with the younger, 
more liberal ones? Alternatively, do they suggest that younger adults 
ultimately will become more similar to their older counterparts in their 
views regarding family as they grow older? Many social conservatives 
seem to share the view that the generational differences are real—and 
disquieting. They are concerned that their deeply held traditional 
views on the meaning of family will become a minority viewpoint, a 
relic of the past. Their urgency to enact constitutional amendments that 
would ban gay marriage at the state and federal levels signifies a grow-
ing awareness that a more tolerant climate toward same-sex couples 
may well be on its way. As an illustration, in an interview in 2006, Trent 
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The baby boom exception suggests that cohort effects figure into 
definitions of family. Not unlike the baby boom generation, today’s 
youth and young adults are coming of age, or have already come of 
age, during a period of greater openness about same-sex partnerships 
and other less traditional relationships than ever before—indeed, many 
have been reared in something other than the “standard” mother- 
father-children household. At the private level, their gay and lesbian 
relatives and friends apparently are more candid about their relation-
ships, as we discuss later in this chapter. At the public level, the media 
representation of same-sex individuals and couples has reached an un-
precedented level of visibility. Although we may have a long way yet 
to go, the sheer fact that the topic of homosexuality is no longer as 
much of a taboo in conversations in both the private and public spheres, 
as it used to be, speaks to how far we have come. As a result, younger 
cohorts see smaller distinctions between gay and straight and, in turn, 
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We cannot disentangle the underlying causal mechanisms that lead 
those with greater education to be more inclusive when deciding on 
the boundaries of family arrangements. One possibility is that Ameri-
cans with lower levels of education are more likely to interpret the 
Bible literally—a position that, as described later in this chapter, is im-
plicated in more exclusionist approaches to family.16 In addition, the 
open-ended responses suggest that those with higher levels of educa-
tion have thought more about the issue of same-sex and cohabiting 
couples than have their contemporaries. They also suggest that college-
educated Americans offer more elaborate and lengthier arguments in 
explaining their definitions of family. Educational differences in the na-
ture of the responses were most notable among inclusionists: those 
with a college education seemed to borrow from a larger tool kit of 
frames than those with less education. In explaining her views on what 
counts as a family, a thirty-two-year-old woman with a college degree 
offered a nuanced response:

A relationship. I don’t think different sexes, living together or not, or op-
posite sexes or same sexes living together doesn’t diminish the fact that 
people establish relationships with other people. And sometimes maybe 
you’re not, it’s not the traditional family. But it doesn’t make it any less 
of a family . . . I mean, there are traditional families that have poor rela-
tionships, and they don’t even cope or communicate like a family should. 
And then there are other families where maybe it’s a same-sex sex rela-
tionship. Where they have a loving relationship, where they’re helping 
each other out. But because it’s not made up of the traditional “man, 
woman, boy, child,” it has less value, and I don’t think that’s true. People 
can be just as supportive and loving in a same-sex relationship as in a 
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As noted in chapter 2, people commonly rely on religious themes in 
defending the boundaries they draw between families and nonfami-
lies. This frame, however, is used infrequently by moderates, and never 
by inclusionists. But for exclusionists, religion dictates an explicit set of 
guidelines that disqualify certain living arrangements—in particular, 
same-sex ones—as family. These are definitive rules, not to be broken; 
as one respondent declared: “That’s against the rules. That’s, that’s in 
the Bible!”

Our respondents who relied on religious explanations were among 
the most steadfast opponents to enlarging the scope of family defini-
tions and extending the rights and privileges of marriage to same-sex 
couples, frequently invoking “God’s will” (“It’s not in God’s will for it. 
God created man for woman and woman for man”). Many of these re-
spondents appeared to be so confident in their stance that they appar-
ently felt no need to elaborate on their answers. For example, one man 
in his thirties responded in two words: “The Bible.” Others thought the 
answer was so obvious that they simply asked the interviewers whether 
they had ever read the Bible. Others, however, gave more detailed re-
sponses; an elderly woman answered the question thus: “Definitely a 
family consists of a man and a woman, not two people of the same sex. 
A family is consecrated in marriage. Usually consists of children, but 
not necessarily because a couple may not be able to have children.” She 
continued:

It usually consists of a marriage ceremony. I believe it’s possible, but I 
just do not believe in same-sex marriages. That is not a family of either 
sex. They are trying to devirginize something that cannot be devirgin-
ized. It goes against nature. It goes against the law of God. Trying to say 
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bians—especially among relatives and friends—is a potent path to in-
clusivity. It is so powerful that it can neutralize other less accommodat-
ing forces, as illustrated by the words of a self-described devout woman 
with lesbian friends who is torn in her definition of family:

I don’t know. Like, my faith conflicts with a lot of things simply because 
I live as far as if I went strictly by my faith. I don’t think women together 
living as a couple constitute a family. But I have close friends that are 
women that are living together, and they’re as much a family as I’ve ever 
seen. There’s conflicting influences there.

In our interviews, we explicitly asked whether “anybody close to 
you, that is, a close friend or a relative, identifies themselves as gay or 
lesbian.” Over two-fifths (42.4 percent) of our respondents in 2003 re-
sponded affirmatively. Although our question was closed-ended, sev-
eral respondents offered unsolicited comments with their answers. A 
disconcerting number of these comments were along the lines of: “No. 
If I did, I would shoot him.”34

As demonstrated in figure 4.7, which displays the predicted proba-
bilities derived from the multivariate analyses of the 2003 and 2006 
data, having a gay friend or relative is significantly associated with a 
greater openness to recognizing nonmarried living arrangements as 
family. Over three-fifths of Americans with gay friends or relatives fell 
into the inclusionist (34.3 percent) or moderate (30.8 percent) category. 
In contrast, approximately half (50.3 percent) of Americans who re-
ported having no gay friends or relatives were exclusionists.35

It certainly is possible that contact is not the driving force behind 
inclusivity. Instead, it could be the other way around, at least regarding 
friends—that is, it could be that inclusivity facilitates friendships with 
gay and lesbians. A more serious concern is that the percentages re-
garding gay friendships and relatives are based on our respondents’ 

No Gay Friends or Relatives 29.5 20.3

Gay Friends or Relatives 34.9

50.3

34.330.8

Exclusionist Moderate Inclusionist

Figure 4.7   Family definitions, by Gay-Lesbian Social networks 

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).



Family Counts Divided   95

were inclusionist (42.9 percent) or moderate (31.5 percent), while a 
smaller proportion—over half—of those with gay relatives only were 
inclusionist (26.7 percent) or moderate (28.8 percent). In fact, having 
both gay friends and gay relatives offers little change over having gay 
friends only. These three groups share a more expansive definition of 
family than the remaining two groups. But even a comparison of the 
two latter groups highlights the potency of contact. Knowing anyone 
who is gay—even if the person is neither a close friend nor a relative—
appears to weaken resistance to same-sex couples. Less than half of the 
respondents in this group (47.3 percent) were exclusionists, in contrast 
to those claiming to know no gay people, who were disproportionately 
located in the exclusionist category (55.9 percent).

Although we have concentrated here on actual contact with gay 
friends and relatives, scholars in communications studies argue that 
the contact hypothesis can and should be extended to the virtual realm 
(Schiappa, Gregg, and Hewes 2005). They contend that “parasocial in-
teraction” with gay men and women (for example, Queer Eye for the 
Straight Guy and Six Feet Under) serves a parallel function to actual di-
rect contact with them. Similarly, parasocial interaction with heterosex-
ual people who have gay relatives or friends may prompt some Ameri-
cans to rethink their exclusionist positions. An elderly woman, for 
example, discussed how hearing a public figure—in this case, Lynne 
Cheney, wife of the former vice president—talk about her daughter’s 
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greater acceptance of interracial couples. As a simple illustration, we 
analyzed responses to the question “Do you think there should be laws 
against marriages between (Negroes/Blacks/African Americans) and 
whites?” in the inaugural year (1972) of the General Social Survey. By 
this time, support for antimiscegenation laws was waning, but still not 
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netic explanations, “God’s will” minimizes environmental factors. By 
suggesting that sexual preference is supra-individual (that is, it comes 
from beyond the individual) and supra-environmental (it comes from 
beyond the environment), “God’s will” implies that sexual preference 
is not avoidable or controllable and, consequently, not a choice. It is not 
clear whether “God’s will” reflects a religious ideology or the attempts 
of both religious and nonreligious Americans to find an explanation 
that goes beyond biological and environmental ones—a point that we 
return to later in this chapter. But it is clear that if we add those who 
use genetic explanations to those who use “God’s will,” over half of 
respondents (57.7 percent) believed that the primary cause of sexual 
preference is beyond the control of individuals or the influence of envi-
ronment.

Group Differences in Attributions of  
Sexual Preference 

In chapter 4, we observed social cleavages—some pronounced, some 
less so—in the boundaries that people draw between families and non-
families. We saw that women, the young, the more highly educated, 
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and the less religious are more inclusive in their definitions than men, 
the elderly, the less educated, and the more religious (especially those 
who advocate a literalist interpretation of the Bible). Meanwhile, soci-
ologists who have explored individuals’ etiological explanations of a 
wide array of phenomena, from mental illness to financial success to 
homelessness, have noted similar sociodemographic divisions.10 Do 
these divisions extend to explanations of sexual preference?

Figure 5.2 displays women’s and men’s attributions of sexual prefer-
ence. As in chapter 4, we illustrate statistically significant group differ-
ences by presenting predicted probabilities derived from multivariate 
models. These predictions illustrate the group differences that exist net 
of other central sociodemographic characteristics.11 As can be seen in 
the figure, approximately one-quarter (25.4 percent) of men saw par-
enting as the primary cause of sexual preference, while one-fifth (17.8 
percent) of women used this explanation. Interestingly, women were 
more than twice as likely to use genetic explanations as they were to 
use parenting ones (40.8 percent). While women were somewhat more 
likely to invoke “God’s will” (21.3 percent) than parenting explana-
tions, the reverse was true for men, 14.4 percent of whom invoked 
“God’s will.”

At first blush, it may seem counterintuitive that women were less 
likely than men to attribute sexual preference (as well as most other 
traits included in the survey) to parenting. After all, women by and 
large have shouldered the primary responsibility in child care. And the 
salience of the maternal role—both to the mother and via social expec-
tations—may lend itself to greater scrutiny through the eyes of both the 
public and the mother. But women may be disinclined to use a parent-
ing explanation and more disposed to use genetics or “God’s will” pre-
cisely because of their typically more extensive involvement in the lives 
of their children. Unlike many if not most men, women may be posi-
tioned to appreciate the limits of parenting and, concurrently, the error 
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of holding parents—especially mothers—accountable for their chil-
dren’s actions. From observing their own children and those of others, 
they also may better appreciate the influence of other factors that are 
inherent to the child (genes) or beyond rational explanation (God’s 
will). Given their life experiences, women may hesitate to place onto 
parents the credit or, especially, the blame for a child’s destiny, whether 
it involves the child’s sexuality, intelligence, or, in the following case of 
a mother in her fifties, drug use.12

(nervous laugh) You’ve got me there. I’ve got one son who’s a druggie. 
And it’s got nothing to do with parenting!

Differences by age are even more surprising. These patterns appear 
in figure 5.3. There were distinct and significant differences in the rea-
sons offered by adults from different age cohorts for the causes of sex-
ual preference. As we anticipated, parenting explanations were most 
likely to be offered by the elderly (26.2 percent among adults at least 
sixty-five years old) and least likely to be given by the young (17.3 per-
cent among adults age eighteen to twenty-nine).13 Perhaps unexpect-
edly, adults between the ages of forty-five and sixty-four were the most 
likely to endorse genetic explanations (46.1 percent), while their 
younger counterparts under the age of thirty were the least likely (31.2 
percent).14

To us, however, the most unforeseen age differences emerged in the 
incorporation of “God’s will.” Younger adults were more likely than 
any other age group to link sexual preference to “God’s will.” It is well 
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both the left and the right—it may not be surprising that younger peo-
ple are less likely to utilize genetic explanations. At the same time, 
however, they are also unlikely to endorse parenting explanations. For 
this group, the debate is not about nature (genes) versus nurture (par-
ents). Instead, their answer is neither nature nor nurture.

Like age differences, educational differences are very strong. But un-
like age differences, educational differences are more predictable. Fig-
ure 5.4 illustrates the marked variance in attributions of causes for sex-
ual preference for individuals at various educational levels. Almost one 
half (49.6 percent) of adults with at least a college degree believed that 
genes or genetic inheritance is the primary cause of sexual preference. 
This group was over twice as likely to emphasize genes as it was to 
draw on parenting explanations (18.0 percent). In contrast, the re-
sponses of adults with a high school diploma or less were spread more 
evenly across the categories. In other words, we see that, with increas-
ing education, there is a slight decrease in the number of adults who 
attribute the roots of sexuality to parenting and “God’s will,” but a sub-
stantial increase in the number who trace sexual preference to genetics.

In chapter 4, we noted that racial differences in definitions of family 
were mixed or weak. In contrast, as seen in figure 5.5, black and white 
respondents offered very different accounts of the causes of sexual 
preference. The plurality of white Americans (42.5 percent) endorsed a 
genetic explanation. In fact, they were approximately twice as likely as 
African Americans (21.7 percent) to see genes as the source of sexual 
preference. In fact, “genes” was the least likely response for African 
Americans.17 Interestingly, this black-white cleavage in responses par-
allels the young-old schism. Similar to younger respondents, black re-
spondents also were more likely to select “God’s will” as the basis of 
sexual preference.
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African Americans’ disinclination to use genetic explanations may 
seem anomalous at first. But we suspect that they are more skeptical of 
genetic accounts because of the historical usage of such an explanation 
to pathologize blacks and to justify racial inequality. Hereditarian posi-
tions historically have been used to explicate racial differences in intel-
ligence, morality, and criminality. Blacks’ generalized resistance to 
these explanations and receptiveness to alternative ones, such as 
“God’s will,” make sense—even when such explanations are used to 
account for qualities that are not necessarily racialized. For example, in 
examining public explanations for mental illness, the sociologists Jason 
Schnittker and Jeremy Freese—along with one of the authors of this 
book, Brian Powell (2000)—found that African Americans were more 
opposed than their white counterparts to genetic accounts. They also 
detected some limited evidence of African Americans’ endorsement of 
“God’s will” explanations.

Religious Views and Attributions of  
Sexual Preference 

Returning to the question on sexual preference, African Americans’ 
greater use of “God’s will” compared to whites could speak to their 
greater religiosity and religious orthodoxy.18 If so, the rationale behind 
their use of “God’s will” runs counter to the reasoning of the youths 
who also selected “God’s will” as the primary cause of sexual prefer-
ence. Meanwhile, our small subsample of self-identified gay and bi-
sexual adults also endorsed “God’s will” explanations (and genetic ex-
planations) with much greater frequency than they used parental 
ones.19

Given that such divergent groups find “God’s will” an attractive ac-
count for sexual preference, we set out to better understand the role of 
religious ideology, self-described religiosity, and religious participation 

Black 21.7 27.7

White 19.4

24.9

20.542.5

Parenting Practices Genes or Genetic Inheritance God’s Will Other

25.7

17.6

Figure 5.5  Perceived cause of Sexual Preference, by Race

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).



Accounting for Sexuality   117

in Americans’ etiological accounts for sexual preference. Although ide-
ology, religiosity, and religious participation constitute different ele-
ments of religion, their linkage to the various explanations of sexual 
preference is conspicuously similar. So, as in chapter 4, we report on 
only one: adherence to biblical literalness. As shown in figure 5.6, 
Americans who believed that the Bible is the “actual word of God [that] 
is to be taken literally, word for word,” placed the responsibility for 
sexual preference more frequently on parents (30.3 percent) than on 
any other factor such as friends and environment (28.9 percent), genes 
(22.5 percent), or, most tellingly, “God’s will” (18.3 percent). In other 
words, despite their emphasis on the “actual word” of God, they were 
reluctant to use “God’s will” as the key force that drives sexual prefer-
ence. Instead, they mostly (59.2 percent) endorsed parental or other en-
vironment explanations that assert that sexual preference can be con-
trolled.

At the other side of the spectrum, the majority of respondents who 
regarded the Bible as an “ancient book of fables, legends, history, and 
moral teachings recorded by man” believed that sexual preference is 
influenced primarily by genetics (58.8 percent). “God’s will” was the 
least popular choice for this group (9.0 percent)—mirroring the pattern 
for biblical literalists. In fact, the respondents who were the most likely 
to consider “God’s will” a pivotal factor were those who saw the Bible 
as “the inspired word of God, but not everything should be taken liter-
ally, word for word.” Still, the plurality of this group (45.2 percent) in-
voked genetic accounts. Despite some differences, these two groups 
shared the belief that sexual preference is not environmentally induced 
but instead is shaped by factors outside of the control of youths, as well 
as of their family and environment.
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tion than for those who adopted parenting (64.9 percent) or other envi-
ronmental (57.2 percent) explanations. These patterns echo the idea 
that people who believe that sexual preference—notably, same-sex at-
traction—is neither “treatable” nor mutable tend toward a more expan-
sive view regarding same-sex relationships.20
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explanations of sexual preference. In other words, adherence to a more 
encompassing genetic perspective—or belief in “God’s will”—may not 
necessarily yield a more encompassing familial perspective. Wonder-
ing about this issue, we analyzed Americans’ causal explanations of a 
variety of childhood traits and behavior—for example, intelligence. 
Certainly, discussion regarding the primary cause of intelligence has 
been highly contentious and perhaps the most pivotal issue in the  
nature-nurture debate. The nature side appears to have been more suc-
cessful. As seen in figure 5.10, the majority of Americans attributed in-
telligence to genetic inheritance (53.8 percent), while approximately 
one-third offered some type of nurture explanation: 30.3 percent said 
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intelligence stems from parenting, and 4.9 percent attributed it to 
friends or outside environment. Over one-tenth (11.1 percent) of our 
respondents implicated “God’s will” here.

Although intelligence and sexual preference are very different phe-
nomena, the patterns of responses to questions about their origins are 
quite similar. For both, the most common etiological explanation is ge-
netic. In fact, genetics was used more frequently for intelligence and 
sexual preference than for all the other traits and behaviors that we 
asked about in the interviews, except for weight. Similarly, “God’s 
will” was more often invoked to explain sexual preference and intelli-
gence than to account for most other traits and behaviors. In fact, the 
overlap in choices—especially for genetics—is strong. Or to put it an-
other way, if we know Americans’ explanation of sexual preference, 
then we have a fairly good idea of where they stand on the causes of 
intelligence (and vice versa). For example, nearly three-fourths (72.3 
percent) of the respondents who believed that sexual preference is due 
primarily to genes also believed that intelligence is rooted in genetics. 
And upon closer inspection of sociodemographic predictors of Ameri-
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this public discussion about Mary Cheney—accompanied by com-
ments from and interviews with her parents—may well have, purpose-
fully or not, led some Americans to reevaluate and even loosen their 
views about sexuality. But to us the exchange between Kerry and Bush 
was even more telling because it distinguished two opposing views of 
the causes of homosexuality to a large portion of the American public. 
This dialogue regarding the causes of homosexuality was one of many, 
however, that occurred between 2003, when our first interviews were 
conducted, and 2006, when our second round of interviews was com-
pleted.

Bush won the election, but if the change in responses in our surveys 
between 2003 and 2006 is any indication, Kerry won the argument. As 
we can see in figure 5.11, Americans have come increasingly to believe 
that sexual preference is not a choice but instead is due to genetics 
(from 37.1 percent in 2003 to 41.0 percent in 2006) or “God’s will” (from 
17.1 percent to 20.4 percent). At the same time, support for parenting 
explanations has plummeted (from 25.4 percent to 16.7 percent). In fact, 
by 2006 more Americans attributed sexual preference to “God’s will” 
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children’s weight to parenting (from 41.9 percent in 2003 to 49.0 per-
cent in 2006).24 In other words, in 2003 more people thought genes 
were the primary determinant of children’s weight, but in 2006 more 
people thought that parenting was the principal factor. So at the same 
time that Americans were retreating from the view that sexual prefer-
ence is malleable, they also were drawing closer to the position that 
obesity is controllable. These divergent patterns suggest that Ameri-
cans’ views are sufficiently fluid that they are responsive to various 
accounts of human behavior.

Clearly, the numbers suggest genuine changes in how Americans 
think about the causes of sexual preference. More revealing, however, 
are the words they use, especially when discussing such matters as 
same-sex marriage. As much as the quantitative data suggest that 
Americans are reevaluating their attributions of sexuality, even more 
striking evidence comes from the qualitative, open-ended responses in 
our interviews. As detailed earlier in this book, in the interviews re-
spondents were given multiple opportunities to discuss their views 
about the meaning of family. The key themes underlying the ways in 
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Group Differences in Views on Custody 

Are there deep social cleavages in Americans’ assessments of the best 
living arrangement for girls and especially for boys? Among the most 
striking findings are the disparate responses by men and women, as il-
lustrated in figure 6.2.7 The plurality of men (41.6 percent) believed that 
boys are better off living with their father, while the plurality of women 
(39.8 percent) believed that mothers are the superior option. Perhaps 
more importantly, women also were more likely than men (29.2 versus 
19.1 percent) to respond that there is no clear-cut gender choice: that 
either parent could be better, especially when taking into consideration 
the specific circumstances. Interestingly, both men and women backed 
a maternal presumption for daughters (82.3 percent and 78.0 percent, 
respectively). That women also were more likely than men to suggest 
that what is best for boys—and for girls—depends on the situation sug-
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gests that their judgments of what is best for a child are more wavering 
(or accommodating) and less monolithic.

Perhaps surprisingly, our analysis indicates few differences by age 
and inconsistent racial patterns.8 In contrast, education is strongly tied 
to gender preferences in child custody. As shown in figure 6.3, respon-
dents who had earned up to a high school degree were significantly 
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Figure 6.2  custody Preferences for Boys and Girls, by Gender

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003).
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Etiological Explanations of Sexual  
Preference and Views on Custody 

Much public interchange about child custody centers on achieving the 
normative goals of socialization and ensuring that girls grow up to be 
“real” women and boys develop into “real” men. This stance goes to 
the heart of the argument about same-sex parenting. Underlying these 
arguments about gender—and more broadly, about gender conformity 
and nonconformity—are related perspectives regarding sexual orienta-
tion (Kane 2006; Martin 2009; Stein 2005). Many Americans—especially 
men—see being a “real” man as the opposite of being gay. In chapter 5, 
we demonstrated that people’s views regarding the causes of sexual 
preferences are inextricably linked to their definitions of family. Those 
who subscribe to genetic or “God’s will” explanations of sexual prefer-
ence are more expansive in their definitions of family, while those who 
believe that parents are mostly responsible for their progeny’s sexual 
preference set firmer limits in their definition of family. We turn now to 
an examination of how these explanations are related to gendered 
views on custody issues.

Consistent with the themes that emerged from the previous chapter, 
figure 6.5 shows that more than one-fourth of those who endorse ge-
netic explanations for sexual preference believed that what is optimal 
for a boy depends on the family’s situation. Admittedly, this percent-
age is not high, but it is higher than that of any other group. At the 
same time, this group was less likely than others to favor father-son 
custody arrangements. Belief in genetic explanations of homosexuality 
apparently minimizes the perceived threat that absent fathers or overly 
present mothers play in their children’s sexual preference. Custody 
preferences for Americans who use the “God’s will” explanation were 
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mostly similar to the preferences of those who attribute sexuality to 
genetic causes.

In contrast, the belief that sexual preference—and presumably gen-
der identity11—can actively be shaped by parents corresponds to re-
sponses that boys are better off with their fathers. Indeed, individuals 
who attributed sexual preference primarily to parenting practices were 
also those who clearly favored paternal living arrangements for boys 
(43.0 percent). One may suspect that their choices reflect a desire for 
boys to be properly socialized into masculine gender roles, which, for 
many in this group, explicitly or implicitly is affixed to heterosexuality.

In summary, views about custody are linked to gender and educa-
tion but are not easily predicted by some other traditional demographic 
characteristics, such as age. Similarly, views regarding the Bible and the 
causes of sexual preference are important in understanding respon-
dents’ opinions on custody issues. These patterns suggest that Ameri-
cans’ views regarding a boy’s or girl’s optimal living arrangement not 
only speak to the specific question at hand but also mirror their world-
views regarding gender, masculinity, femininity, and parenthood.

In their own Words: the case for 
Paternal Versus Maternal custody 

Rather than just inferring the underlying rationale for people’s prefer-
ences, we asked respondents why they thought a girl/boy was better 
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bly tied to the boundaries that Americans draw between families and 
nonfamilies.17

Gender in two-Parent Homes and 
definitions of Family 

In this chapter, we have considered whether and how individuals dif-
ferentiate between maternal and paternal roles in single-parent homes 
and the extent to which these differences translate into various family 
definitions. It remains unclear, however, whether beliefs regarding 
gendered spheres in two-parent households are associated with defini-
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family. For example, the plurality of Americans who believed that the 
mother should always or usually be responsible for a child’s physical 
needs also agreed with an exclusionist definition of families (89.1 per-
cent and 48.6 percent, respectively). In contrast, approximately two-
thirds of Americans who believed that fathers and mothers should 
equally tend to a child’s physical needs fell into the inclusionist (34.9 
percent) or moderate (30.2 percent) category.

Paralleling these patterns, Americans who believed that mothers 
and fathers should share equally in disciplining and listening to their 
child were more inclusive in their definitions of family than were their 
peers. Regarding discipline, over half of those who believed that fa-
thers should always or usually be in control were exclusionists (70 per-
cent and 52.9 percent, respectively). Interestingly, however, the major-
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not. (chuckle) Hey, in America, anything goes. It’s a free country.” Or as 
another noted: “Oh, I’ve never heard of that, I don’t have a problem 
with that. Somewhat agree, I guess. (laughs) If he wants to change his 
name, okay.” Both of these respondents had previously agreed that it 
was better for women to change their names.

Group Differences in Views on Name Change 

Are there significant group differences in how Americans assess mari-
tal name change practices? Responses on this issue are patterned along 
the lines of key sociodemographic characteristics.4 As in the previous 
chapter, one difference occurs by gender. Figure 7.2 demonstrates that 
more men (77.5 percent) than women (67.8 percent) agreed that it is 
better for women to change their names upon marriage. Similarly, more 
men than women believed that there should be legal requirements for 
name change (54.0 percent versus 47.9 percent)—although the most 

Women 32.2

Men 77.5

67.8

22.5

It Is Better If a Woman Changes Her Name

Women 52.1

Men

Agree Disagree

46.0

States Should Require Women’s Name Change

47.9

54.0

Women 42.1

Men 54.7

It Is Okay for a Man to Take His Wife’s Name

57.9

45.3

Figure 7.2  Views Regarding name change, by Gender

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2006).



180   Counted Out

striking gender difference is in beliefs about male name change. Men 
were more likely than women to disagree with the statement that it is 
okay for men to change their names (54.7 percent versus 42.1 percent). 
In other words, men tended to hold the most traditional views regard-
ing name change.

Education is also strongly linked to views on marital name change. 
As shown in figure 7.3, Americans who had earned up to a high school 
degree were most likely (82.8 percent) to agree that women’s name 
change is better. As education increases, the percentage of respondents 
who agree with this practice decreases. Thus, 73.6 percent of those with 
some college background believed that it is better for women to change 
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family with these more traditional features tend to have the most re-
strictive attitudes regarding name change.6

Religion and Views on Name Change 

As in the previous chapter, we once again examine the link between 
religious views and attitudes toward family life. We return to beliefs 
about the inerrancy of the Bible, which are often used as a proxy for 
evangelical Christian beliefs. As we see in figure 7.6, Americans who 
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interpret the Bible literally held the most restrictive views regarding 
name change. They were the most likely to believe that women’s name 
change is better (89.3 percent), to support a legal requirement (71.7 per-
cent), and to disagree that it is okay for men to change their names (66.9 
percent). In contrast, those who see the Bible as a book of “fables, leg-
ends, history, and moral teachings” had the most liberal views—fewer 
than half agreed that it is better for women to change their names (47.2 
percent), only around one-quarter supported a legal requirement (28.6 
percent), and only about one-third disagreed with men’s name change 
(34.2 percent). In other words, as we saw with views about single- 
parent living arrangements in the previous chapter, absolutist beliefs 
about the Bible are strongly related to absolutist beliefs about family 
life—in this case, the issue of women’s name change. The least restric-
tive views about the Bible are linked to greater flexibility in beliefs 
about gender in family life.7

In summary, views about marital name change are closely linked to 
both traditional demographic characteristics and religious beliefs. Men, 
those with lower levels of education, older individuals, blacks, parents, 
and married individuals are the most traditional in their views. Simi-
larly, views regarding the Bible are important for understanding re-
spondents’ beliefs about marital name change. Absolutist beliefs about 
the Bible are associated with more restrictive attitudes toward name 
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change. These patterns indicate that beliefs about name change not 
only speak to more than the specific issue of names but also reflect key 
divisions in gender beliefs. 

In their own Words: Attitudes toward 
name change 

To better understand the rationale for people’s attitudes regarding 
name change, we asked respondents to explain why they agreed or dis-
agreed that it is better for a woman to change her name.8 Answers to 
this question range from the most strongly held sentiments to more 
weakly held—even wavering—views. Here we address the most com-
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those who disagreed that women’s name change is better, 83.5 percent 
included lesbian couples with children within familial boundaries. The 
questions about whether women should be legally required to change 
their name and whether it is okay for men to take their wife’s name 
also show strong patterns: Americans who have more traditional views 

Figure 7.7  do Lesbian couples with children count as Family? 
differences by Views Regarding name change
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conclusion 

In this chapter, we have examined how Americans view the practice of 
marital name change. The issues they raise when discussing women’s 
name change, a traditionally gendered practice, tell us a great deal 
about their attitudes toward gender. Their views suggest that names 
are more than just labels—names carry meaning and, in this case, can 
be used to tap into understandings of how gender should be enacted in 
family life. Specifically, respondents saw the issue of marital names as 

Figure 7.8  differences in Family definitions, by Views Regarding  
name change
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Appendix 2.A cross-classification of Living Arrangements defined as Family

Number 
of

Respon-
dents

Husband, 
Wife, 

Children

Man  
with 

Children

Woman  
with 

Children

Husband, 
 Wife, 

No  
Children

Unmar-
ried Man,  
Woman,
Children

Two 
Women 

with  
Children

Two  
Men  
with 

Children

Unmar-
ried Man,  
Woman, 

No  
Children 

Two 
Women,  

No 
Children

Two  
Men, 
No  

Children

132 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
130 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No
115 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No
102 Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No
 35 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes
 30 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
 28 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No
 19 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No
 13 Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No
 12 Yes No No Yes No No No No No No
 10 Yes No No Yes Yes No No No No No
  7 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
  6 Yes Yes Yes No No No No No No No
  4 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No
  3 Yes No No No No No No No No No
  3 Yes No No Yes No No No Yes No No

(Table continues on p. 244)



Appendix 2.A (continued)

Number 
of 

Respon-
dents

Husband, 
Wife, 

Children

Man  
with 

Children

Woman  
with 

Children

Husband, 
 Wife, 

No  
Children

Unmar-
ried Man,  
Woman, 
Children

Two 
Women 

with  
Children

Two  
Men  
with 

Children

Unmar-
ried Man,  
Woman, 

No  
Children 

Two 
Women,  

No 
Children

Two  
Men, 
No  

Children

  3 Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes No No
  3 Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
  3 Yes No No No Yes No No No No No
  2 Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No
  2 Yes No No Yes Yes No No Yes No No
  2 Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No No No
  2 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
  1 Yes No No Yes No No No No Yes No
  1 Yes No No Yes No No No No No Yes
  1 Yes No Yes Yes No No No No No No
  1 Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No Yes No
  1 Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No Yes Yes
  1 Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No
  1 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes No No
  1 Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No
  1 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No
  1 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No
  1 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
  1 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003).
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Appendix 2.B   effects of Year (2006 Versus 2003) on Being an Inclusionist, 
Moderate, or exclusionist: Multinomial Logistic Regression 
estimates (n = 1,371)

                 Model 1a Model 2b Model 3c Model 4d Model 5e

Inclusionist versus 
 exclusionist
 2006f  .28* .33* .36* .48** .46**
 (.13) (.14) (.14) (.16) (.17)
Moderate versus 
 exclusionist
 2006f  .10 .16 .20 .24† .32*
 (.13) (.14) (.15) (.14) (.16)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Model 1 does not include controls.
b Model 2 controls for gender, race, age, and education.
c Model 3 controls for gender, race, age, education, family structure during youth, mari-
tal status, urban residence, and region.
d Model 4 controls for gender, race, age, education, family structure during youth, mari-
tal status, urban residence, region, and views regarding biblical literalness.
e Model 5 controls for gender, race, age, education, family structure during youth, mari-
tal status, urban residence, region, views regarding biblical literalness, and adjustment 
for survey design (ordering of one experimental question). 
f Reference category is 2003.



Appendix 2.c   effects of Being an Inclusionist, Moderate, or exclusionist on Attitudes toward Gay Marriage, Gay Adoption, and 
Benefits to Gay and Heterosexual cohabiting couples: Multinomial Logistic Regression estimates (n = 633)

    Unmarried Cohabiting
 Gay Marriage Gay Adoption Gay Benefits Couple Benefits

                  Model 1a Model 2b Model 3c Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Strongly agreed 
 Inclusioniste 6.17*** 6.13*** 6.15*** 6.61*** 6.50*** 6.50*** 5.42*** 5.66*** 5.63*** 3.25*** 3.46*** 3.43***
 (0.65) (0.66) (0.67) (0.65) (0.65) (0.66) (0.54) (0.57) (0.57) (0.38) (0.40) (0.41)
 Moderatee 3.75*** 3.72*** 3.77*** 3.51*** 3.47*** 3.50*** 3.00*** 3.11*** 3.07*** 1.29*** 1.37*** 1.27***
 (0.62) (0.63) (0.63) (0.51) (0.51) (0.52) (0.51) (0.52) (0.52) (0.32) (0.33) (0.33)
Somewhat agree
 Inclusionist 3.70*** 3.64*** 3.71*** 4.67*** 4.61*** 4.64*** 3.30*** 3.33*** 3.29*** 2.89*** 3.01*** 2.99***
 (0.38) (0.38) (0.40) (0.52) (0.52) (0.53) (0.36) (0.37) (0.38) (0.35) (0.37) (0.37)
 Moderate 2.41*** 2.40*** 2.49*** 2.70*** 2.70*** 2.73*** 1.96*** 1.94*** 1.88*** 1.05*** 1.04*** 0.96***
 (0.28) (0.29) (0.31) (0.29) (0.30) (0.31) (0.26) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.28)
Somewhat disagree
 Inclusionist 1.28** 1.25* 1.20* 2.86*** 2.80*** 2.76*** 1.56*** 1.39*** 1.33** 1.29*** 1.14** 1.10**
 (0.48) (0.49) (0.49) (0.54) (0.55) (0.55) (0.41) (0.42) (0.42) (0.37) (0.38) (0.38)
 Moderate 1.30*** 1.27*** 1.28*** 1.65*** 1.59*** 1.62*** 1.10*** 1.01*** 0.98*** 0.52* 0.43† 0.36
 (0.28) (0.29) (0.29) (0.28) (0.29) (0.29) (0.26) (0.27) (0.27) (0.24) (0.25) (0.25)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003).
†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Model 1 does not include controls.
b Model 2 controls for gender, age, race, and education.
c Model 3 controls for gender, age, race, education, family structure during youth, marital status, region, and urban residence.
d Reference category is “strongly disagree.”
e Reference category is exclusionist.



Appendix 4.A   effects of Sociodemographic Factors on the Likelihood of Being an Inclusionist, Moderate, or exclusionist: 
Multinomial Logistic Regression estimates (n = 1302)

 Inclusionist Versus Exclusionist Moderate Versus Exclusionist

               Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Female 0.72*** 0.74*** 0.71*** 1.08*** 1.05*** 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.31* 0.31*
 (0.15) (0.15) (0.15) (0.16) (0.17) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.15) (0.15)
Black –0.29 –0.25 –0.60* 0.25 –0.11 0.05 0.08 –0.07 0.43 0.29
 (0.27) (0.28) (0.29) (0.30) (0.32) (0.26) (0.26) (0.27) (0.27) (0.28)
Other –0.36 –0.31 –0.50* –0.10 –0.27 –0.12 –0.09 –0.17 0.05 –0.03
 (0.23) (0.23) (0.24) (0.25) (0.26) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.23) (0.23)
Age eighteen to  1.99*** 1.95*** 1.83*** 1.80*** 1.67*** 1.31*** 1.29*** 1.27*** 1.14*** 1.12***
 twenty-ninea (0.29) (0.29) (0.30) (0.31) (0.32) (0.25) (0.25) (0.25) (0.26) (0.26)
Age thirty to  1.42*** 1.23*** 1.33*** 1.34*** 1.41*** 0.68** 0.54* 0.59** 0.55* 0.59**
 forty-foura (0.26) (0.26) (0.27) (0.28) (0.29) (0.21) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.23)
Age forty-five to 1.21*** 1.04*** 1.14*** 1.09*** 1.17*** 0.34† 0.22 0.27 0.22 0.26
 sixty-foura (0.25) (0.25) (0.26) (0.27) (0.28) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.22) (0.22)
Some collegeb  0.31 0.35† 0.28 0.33  0.24 0.22 0.17 0.15
  (0.20) (0.20) (0.21) (0.22)  (0.19) (0.19) (0.20) (0.20)
Collegeb  0.80*** 0.84*** 0.47** 0.55**  0.64*** 0.58*** 0.39* 0.36*
  (0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19)  (0.16) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17)

(Table continues on p. 248)



Appendix 4.A   (Continued)

 Inclusionist Versus Exclusionist Moderate Versus Exclusionist

               Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Grew up with    –0.59***  –0.55**   –0.12  –0.10
 both parents   (0.17)  (0.18)   (0.17)  (0.17)
Married   –0.56***  –0.54***   –0.22  –0.20
   (0.15)  (0.16)   (0.15)  (0.15)
Northc   0.72*  0.35   0.54*  0.31
   (0.28)  (0.30)   (0.27)  (0.28)
Westc   0.80**  0.55†   0.46†  0.33
   (0.27)  (0.29)   (0.27)  (0.28)
Centralc   0.21  0.15   0.03  –0.01
   (0.19)  (0.20)   (0.18)  (0.18)
Urban residence   0.41**  0.36*   0.31*  0.28*
   (0.15)  (0.15)   (0.14)  (0.14)
Bible: book     2.99*** 2.92***    1.77*** 1.71***
 of fablesd    (0.27) (0.28)    (0.26) (0.26)
Bible: inspired     1.79*** 1.72***    1.13*** 1.09***
 word of Godd    (0.19) (0.20)    (0.16) (0.16)
Constant –0.07 –0.44 –0.30 –2.17 –1.90 0.33 0.05 0.01 –0.88 –0.85

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Reference category is age sixty-five or older.
b Reference category is high school or less.
d Reference category is South. 
e Reference category is Bible: actual word of God.



Appendix 4.B effects of Gay Social networks on Family definitions: Logistic Regression estimates (n = 1299)

 Inclusionist Versus Exclusionist Moderate Versus Exclusionist

           Model 1a Model 2b Model 3c Model 4d Model 5e Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

Gay friend  1.00*** 0.92*** 0.89*** 0.85*** 0.78*** 0.45*** 0.43** 0.40** 0.37** 0.31*
 or relative (0.14) (0.14) (0.15) (0.15) –0.15 (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006). 
*p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Model 1 controls for gender, age, and race.
b Model 2 controls for gender, age, race, and education.
c Model 3 controls for gender, age, race, education, family structure growing up, marital status, region, and urban residence.
d Model 4 controls for gender, age, race, education, and views regarding biblical literalness.
e Model 5 controls for gender, age, race, education, family structure growing up, marital status, region, urban residence, and views regarding bibli-
cal literalness.



Appendix 4.c  effects of Indicators of Religiosity on the Likelihood of Being an Inclusionist, Moderate, or exclusionist: 
Multinomial Logistic Regression estimates (n = 1282)

 Inclusionist Versus Exclusionist Moderate Versus Exclusionist

                Model 1a Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 5 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 5

No religious  1.24***   0.37 0.16 0.87***   0.26 0.18
 preference (0.22)   (0.25) (0.26) (0.22)   (0.25) (0.25)
Religious   –0.45***  –0.37*** –0.27***  –0.31***  –0.27*** –0.21***
 attendance  (0.04)  (0.06) (0.06)  (0.04)  (0.05) (0.05)
Strength of    –0.67*** –0.18† –0.07   –0.44*** –0.08 –0.02
 religious beliefs   (0.08) (0.11) (0.11)   (0.08) (0.10) (0.11)
Bible: book      2.24***     1.15***
 of fablesb     (0.30)     (0.28)
Bible: inspired      1.42***     0.84***
 word of Godb     (.20)     (–0.17)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
†p ≤ .10,  ***p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a All models control for gender, age, race, and education.
b Reference category is Bible: actual word of God.
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Appendix 4.d   effects of Year (2003 Versus 2006) on the Likelihood of 
Having a Gay Friend or Relative: Logistic Regression 
estimates (n = 1,366)

         Model 1a Model 2b Model 3c Model 4d Model 5e 

2006f .579*** .636*** .679*** .671*** .715***
 (.109) (.116) (.126) (.116) (.128)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
***p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Model 1 does not include controls.
b Model 2 controls for gender, race, age, and education.
c Model 3 controls for gender, race, age, education, family structure during youth, marital 
status, urban residence, and region.
d Model 4 controls for gender, race, age, education, and views regarding biblical literal-
ness.
e Model 5 controls for gender, race, age, education, family structure during youth, marital 
status, urban residence, region, and views regarding biblical literalness.
f Reference category is 2003.



Appendix 5.A   effects of Sociodemographic Factors on Attributions of Sexual Preference: Multinomial Logistic Regression 
estimates (n = 1223)

 Genes Versus Parents God Versus Parents Other Versus Parents

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Female 0.44** 0.44** 0.58*** 0.72*** 0.73*** 0.73*** 0.19 0.20 0.20
 (0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.19) (0.20) (0.20) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)
Black –0.88** –0.87** –0.56 0.18 0.17 0.41 0.16 0.14 0.20
 (0.33) (0.33) (0.35) (0.32) (0.32) (0.33) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32)
Other –0.51* –0.46† –0.31 –0.11 –0.13 –0.09 –0.07 –0.07 –0.05
 (0.26) (0.26) (0.27) (0.29) (0.29) (0.29) (0.27) (0.27) (0.28)
Age eighteen to  0.22 0.11 –0.25 1.17*** 1.20*** 1.00** 0.70* 0.71* 0.64*
 twenty-ninea (0.29) (0.29) (0.30) (0.34) (0.34) (0.35) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32)
Age thirty to  0.21 -0.02 –0.16 0.71* 0.77* 0.66* 0.32 0.35 0.31
 forty-foura (0.24) (0.25) (0.26) (0.31) (0.32) (0.32) (0.28) (0.29) (0.29)
Age forty-five to 0.59* 0.41† 0.30 0.62* 0.67* 0.59† 0.36 0.38 0.36
  sixty-foura (0.23) (0.24) (0.25) (0.31) (0.31) (0.32) (0.28) (0.28) (0.28)
Some collegeb  0.40† 0.31  –0.03 –0.12  0.07 0.04
  (0.23) (0.23)  (0.25) (0.25)  (0.24) (0.24)
Collegeb  0.84*** 0.58**  –0.18 –0.32  –0.10 –0.14
  (0.19) (0.20)  (0.22) (0.22)  (0.21) (0.21)
Bible: inspired   1.38***   0.82***   0.23
 word of Godc   (0.19)   (0.21)   (0.20)
Bible: book    1.60***   –0.08   0.06
 of fablesc   (0.26)   (0.35)   (0.30)
Constant 0.22 –0.13 –0.94 –1.18 –1.15 –1.39 –0.41 –0.40 –0.46

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Reference category is age sixty-five or older.
b Reference category is high school or less.
c Reference category is Bible: actual word of God.
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Appendix 5.B   effects of Attributions of Sexual Preference on the 
Likelihood of defining Lesbian couples with children as 
Family: Logistic Regression estimates (n = 1223)

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Sexual preference: genesa 1.73*** 1.84*** 1.78*** 1.54***
 (0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (0.19)
Sexual preference: Goda 1.20*** 1.07*** 1.10*** 1.05***
 (0.19) (0.20) (0.20) (0.21)
Sexual preference: othera 0.40* 0.31 0.32† 0.32
 (0.18) (0.19) (0.19) (0.20)
Female  0.28* 0.28* 0.51***
  (0.13) (0.13) (0.14)
Black  0.01 0.03 0.36
  (0.24) (0.24) (0.26)
Other  –0.07 –0.05 0.10
  (0.21) (0.21) (0.22)
Age eighteen to twenty-nineb  1.84*** 1.80*** 1.59***
  (0.24) (0.25) (0.26)
Age thirty to forty-fourb  1.11*** 0.99*** 0.99***
  (0.21) (0.21) (0.23)
Age forty-five to sixty-fourb  0.65** 0.56** 0.52*
  (0.20) (0.20) (0.22)
Some collegec   0.19 0.14
   (0.18) (0.19)
Collegec   0.47** 0.28†
   (0.15) (0.16)
Bible: inspired word of Godd    1.19***
    (0.15)
Bible: book of fablesd    2.14***
    (0.24)
Constant –0.68 –1.73 –1.90 –2.75

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Reference category is sexual preference: parents and parenting practices.
b Reference category is age sixty-five or older.
c Reference category is high school or less.
d Reference category is Bible: actual word of God.



Appendix 5.c   effects of Attributions of Sexual Preference on the Likelihood of Being an Inclusionist, Moderate, or 
exclusionist: Multinomial Logistic Regression estimates (n = 1223)

 Inclusionist Versus Exclusionist Moderate Versus Exclusionist

              Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Sexual preference: genesa 2.11*** 2.19*** 2.13*** 1.86*** 1.35*** 1.49*** 1.43*** 1.25***
 (0.23) (0.24) (0.24) (0.25) (0.20) (0.20) (0.21) (0.21)
Sexual preference: Goda 1.45*** 1.26*** 1.28*** 1.27*** 0.94*** 0.87*** 0.89*** 0.83***
 (0.25) (0.26) (0.26) (0.28) (0.22) (0.23) (0.23) (0.24)
Sexual preference: othera 0.45† 0.33 0.34 0.36 0.36† 0.30 0.31 0.30
 (0.26) (0.27) (0.27) (0.28) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.23)
Female  0.63*** 0.63*** 0.96***  0.02 0.02 0.21
  (0.16) (0.16) (0.18)  (0.15) (0.15) (0.16)
Black  –0.10 –0.08 0.30  0.18 0.19 0.47†
  (0.30) (0.30) (0.32)  (0.27) (0.27) (0.28)
Other  –0.16 –0.14 0.05  0.04 0.06 0.17
  (0.25) (0.25) (0.27)  (0.23) (0.23) (0.24)
Age eighteen to   2.34*** 2.30*** 2.13***  1.48*** 1.45*** 1.28***
 twenty-nineb  (0.32) (0.32) (0.34)  (0.27) (0.27) (0.28)



Age thirty to   1.63*** 1.51*** 1.59***  0.79*** 0.67** 0.67**
 forty-fourb  (0.29) (0.29) (0.31)  (0.23) (0.24) (0.24)
Age forty-five to   1.21*** 1.11*** 1.13***  0.30 0.21 0.18
 sixty-fourb  (0.28) (0.28) (0.30)  (0.22) (0.23) (0.24)
Some collegec   0.12 0.09   0.21 0.14
   (0.22) (0.23)   (0.20) (0.21)
Collegec   0.46* 0.24   0.46** 0.29
   (0.18) (0.19)   (0.17) (0.18)
Bible: inspired     1.50***    0.95***
 word of Godd    (0.21)    (0.17)
Bible: book of fablesd    2.78***    1.61***
    (0.29)    (0.27)
Constant –1.64 –3.38 –3.53 –4.82 –1.10 –1.75 –1.92 –2.53

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Reference category is sexual preference: parents and parenting practices.
b Reference category is age sixty-five or older.
c Reference category is high school or less.
d Reference category is Bible: actual word of God.
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Appendix 5.d   effects of Genetic and “God’s Will” explanations of Sexual 
Preference and Intelligence on Americans’ definitions of 
Lesbian couples with children as Family: Logistic 
Regression estimates (n = 1223)

 Effect of Genetic  Effect of “God’s
 Explanationsa Will” Explanationsa

                No With  No  With
                Controls Controlsb Controls Controlsb

Attribution of  1.66*** 1.56*** 1.03*** .98***
 sexual preference (0.18) (0.19) (0.16) (0.17)

Attribution of  0.44† 0.58* 0.06 –0.01
 intelligence (0.24) (0.24) (0.19) (0.19)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
† p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, ***p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Reference category includes parenting, peers, and outside environmental explanations 
(pooled). Models estimating the effect of genetic explanations also control for “God’s 
will” explanations, while models estimating the effect of “God’s will” explanations also 
control for genetic explanations.
b Controls include gender, age, race, and education.



Appendix 5.e   effects of Year (2003 Versus 2006) on Attributions of Sexual Preference: Multinomial Logistic Regression 
estimates (n = 1223)

 Genes Versus Parents God Versus Parents Other Versus Parents

 Model 1a Model 2 b Model 3 c Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Year 2006 0.56*** 0.53** 0.55** 0.69*** 0.70*** 0.70*** 0.55** 0.56** 0.56**
 (0.16) (0.16) (0.17) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
**p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Model 1 does not include controls.
b Model 2 controls for gender, age, race, and education.
c Model 3 controls for gender, age, race, education, and views regarding biblical literalness.

Appendix 5.F  effects of Year (2003 Versus 2006) on Attributions of Weight: Multinomial Logistic Regression estimates  
(n = 1223)

 Genes Versus Parents God Versus Parents Other Versus Parents

 Model 1a Model 2 b Model 3 c Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Year 2006 –0.29* –0.29* –0.28*  –0.61†  –0.60†  –0.55†   0.19   0.18   0.18
 (0.12) (0.12) (0.12)  (0.34)  (0.34)  (0.34)  (0.24)  (0.24)  (0.25)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003, 2006).
†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Model 1 does not include controls.
b Model 2 controls for gender, age, race, and education.
c Model 3 controls for gender, age, race, education, and views regarding biblical literalness.



Appendix 6.A  effects of Sociodemographic Factors on Views Regarding custody Arrangements: Multinomial Logistic 
Regression estimates (n = 585)

 Boy Better Off with Father  Boy Better Off with Mother
 Versus Either/Depends Versus Either/Depends

                    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Female –0.64** –0.75** –0.60** –0.71** –0.36 –0.47* –0.37 –0.48*
 (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.24) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23)
Black 0.92† 0.89† 0.82† 0.84† 0.57 0.58 0.48 0.52
 (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.51) (0.50) (0.51) (0.51) (0.51)
Other –0.14 –0.20 –0.16 –0.21 –0.24 –0.30 –0.25 –0.30
 (0.32) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32)
Age eighteen to  –0.12 –0.28 –0.14 –0.28 –0.43 –0.56† –0.41 –0.54
 twenty-ninea (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.35) (0.32) (0.33) (0.32) (0.33)
Age thirty to  –0.19 –0.31 –0.19 –0.29 –0.57† –0.65* –0.55† –0.64*
 forty-foura (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.34) (0.31) (0.32) (0.31) (0.32)
Age forty-five to  –0.26 –0.41 –0.29 –0.41 –0.80† –0.87* –0.76† –0.85*
 sixty-foura (0.42) (0.43) (0.43) (0.44) (0.42) (0.43) (0.42) (0.43)
Some collegeb –0.48 –0.45 –0.42 –0.41 –0.38 –0.37 –0.37 –0.37
 (0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.31) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32)
Collegeb –0.97*** –0.81** –0.89*** –0.78** –0.77** –0.66* –0.73** –0.64*
 (0.26) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.26) (0.27) (0.26) (0.27)



Bible: book   –1.18***  –1.07**  –1.07**  –1.05**
 of fablesc  (0.34)  (0.35)  (0.34)  (0.35)
Bible: inspired   –0.49†  –0.40  –0.24  –0.26
 word of Godc  (0.26)  (0.27)  (0.26)  (0.27)
Sexual preference:    –0.51† –0.34   0.05 0.18
 genesd   (0.28) (0.29)   (0.29) (0.30)
Sexual preference:    –0.20 –0.14   0.24 0.26
 God’s willd   (0.36) (0.37)   (0.36) (0.36)
Sexual preference:    0.12 0.12   0.56 0.55
 otherd   (0.34) (0.35)   (0.35) (0.35)
Constant 1.40 1.97 1.56 1.99 1.55 1.98 1.36 1.74

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003).
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Reference category is age sixty-five or older.
b Reference category is high school or less.
c Reference category is Bible: actual word of God. 
d Reference category is sexual preference: parents and parenting practices.  
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Appendix 6.B   effects of Views Regarding custody Arrangements on the 
Likelihood of Being an Inclusionist, Moderate, or 
exclusionist: Multinomial Logistic Regression estimates  
(n = 585)

 No Controls With Controls With Controls
 Model 1a Model 2b Model 3c

Inclusionistd

  Boy with fathere –1.21*** –1.12*** –0.88**
 (0.27) (0.28) (0.31)
  Boy with mothere –0.55* –0.55* –0.33 
 (0.25) (0.27) (0.29)
Moderated

  Boy with fathere –0.47† –0.49† –0.37
 (0.26) (0.27) (0.28)
  Boy with mothere 0.01 –0.05 0.07
 (0.26) (0.27) (0.28)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2003).
†p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Model 1 does not include additional controls. 
b Model 2 includes controls for gender, age, race, and education.
c Model 3 includes controls for gender, age, race, education, and views about the Bible.
d Reference category is exclusionist.
e Reference category is “either/depends.”
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Appendix 7.A   effects of Sociodemographic Factors on Views Regarding 
name changea: Multivariate Regression estimates 
(n = 644)

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Female 0.66*** 0.65*** 0.86***
 (0.21) (0.20) (0.19)
Black –1.52*** –1.46*** –0.94**
 (0.36) (0.37) (0.36)
Other 0.03 –0.12 –0.14
 (0.27) (0.27) (0.27)
Age eighteen to twenty-nineb 1.65*** 1.21*** 1.02**
 (0.36) (0.38) (0.36)
Age thirty to forty-fourb 1.39*** 1.23*** 1.16***
 (0.31) (0.32) (0.30)
Age forty-five to sixty-fourb 1.12*** 1.02*** 0.94***
 (0.29) (0.30) (0.28)
Some collegec 0.89** 0.77** 0.75**
 (0.29) (0.28) (0.27)
College degreec 1.56*** 1.38*** 1.09***
 (0.24) (0.24) (0.23)
Married  –0.23 –0.23
  (0.21) (0.20)
Number of children  –0.21*** –0.11†
  (0.06) (0.06)
Northd  0.85* 0.45
  (0.37) (0.36)
Westd  1.02** 0.68†
  (0.37) (0.35)
Centrald  0.51* 0.40†
  (0.25) (0.23)
Urban residence  0.37† 0.41*
  (0.20) (0.19)
Bible: book of fablese   2.77***
   (0.32)
Bible: inspired word of Gode   1.63***
   (0.22)
Constant 4.75 4.94 3.65

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2006).
†p ≤ .10, * p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Scale derived from three items: (1) It is generally better if a woman changes her last 
name to her husband’s name when she marries (better); (2) In the past, some states le-
gally required a woman to change her name to her husband’s name. Do you strongly 
agree, somewhat agree, or somewhat disagree that this was a good idea?(legal);  (3) It’s 
okay for a man to take his wife’s name when he marries (reverse-coded) (man).
b Reference category is age sixty-five or older.
c Reference category is high school or less.
d Reference category is South.
e Reference category is Bible: actual word of God.



Appendix 7.B  effects of Sociodemographic Predictors on Views Regarding name change, Individual Items: Multivariate 
Regression estimates (n = 644)

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

 Better Legal Mana Better Legal Mana  Better Legal Mana

Female 0.24** 0.17† 0.26** 0.24** 0.17† 0.26** 0.33*** 0.24** 0.31***
 (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.07) (0.09) (0.09)
Black –0.29* –0.53*** –0.60*** –0.30* –0.51*** –0.58*** –0.13 –0.31* –0.41*
 (0.14) (0.15) (0.16) (0.14) (0.16) (0.16) (0.14) (0.16) (0.16)
Other 0.01 –0.04 –0.05 –0.02 –0.05 –0.06 0.01 0.03 –0.02
 (0.12) (0.13) (0.13) (0.14) (0.15) (0.14) (0.12) (0.14) (0.15)
Age eighteen to  0.39** 0.49*** 0.74*** 0.24† 0.36* 0.60*** 0.18 0.30† 0.54***
 twenty-nineb (0.13) (0.15) (0.16) (0.14) (0.16) (0.17) (0.13) (0.16) (0.16)
Age thirty to  0.32** 0.43*** 0.64*** 0.27* 0.38** 0.61*** 0.25* 0.36** 0.61***
 forty-fourb (0.12) (0.13) (0.14) (0.12) (0.14) (0.14) (0.11) (0.13) (0.14)
Age forty-five to  0.27* 0.39** 0.45*** 0.25* 0.35** 0.43*** 0.22* 0.32** 0.40**
 sixty-fourb (0.11) (0.12) (0.13) (0.11) (0.13) (0.13) (0.11) (0.12) (0.13)
Some collegec 0.25* 0.47*** 0.20 0.21* 0.43*** 0.17 0.20* 0.41*** 0.15
 (0.11) (0.12) (0.12) (0.11) (0.121) (0.12) (0.10) (0.12) (0.12)
College degreec 0.47*** 0.66*** 0.44*** 0.41*** 0.59*** 0.41*** 0.33*** 0.50*** 0.30**
 (0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10) (0.09) (0.10) (0.10)
Married    –0.13† –0.03 –0.13 –0.13† –0.02 –0.12
    (0.08) (0.09) (0.09) (0.08) (0.09) (0.09)



Number of children    –0.08*** –0.06* –0.06* –0.04† –0.02 –0.035
    (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Northd    0.29* 0.36* 0.23 0.16 0.25 0.13
    (0.14) (0.16) (0.16) (0.14) (0.16) (0.16)
Westd    0.21 0.41* 0.41* 0.11 0.28† 0.30†
    (0.14) (0.16) (0.16) (0.13) (0.165) (0.16)
Centrald    0.17† 0.16 0.23* 0.13 0.12 0.19†
    (0.09) (0.11) (0.11) (0.09) (0.10) (0.11)
Urban residence    0.18* 0.12 0.08 0.20** 0.14† 0.07
    (0.07) (0.09) (0.09) (0.07) (0.08) (0.09)
Bible: book of       1.04*** 0.99*** 0.74***
 fablese       (0.12) (0.14) (0.14)
Bible: inspired        0.53*** 0.55*** 0.54***
 word of Gode       (0.08) (0.10) (0.01)
Constant 1.40 1.78 1.61 1.49 1.78 1.63 1.04 1.32 1.25

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2006).
†p ≤ .10, * p ≤ .05, ** p ≤ .01, *** p ≤ .001. 
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Man is reverse coded so that a higher score indicates approval of a man changing his name at marriage.
b Reference category is age sixty-five or older.
c Reference category is high school or less.
d Reference category is South. 
e Reference category is Bible: actual word of God.
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Appendix 7.c  effects of Views Regarding name change on the Likelihood of Being 
an Inclusionist, Moderate, or exclusionist: Multinomial Logistic 
Regression estimates (n = 644)

          Model 1a Model 2a Model 3a Model 4a Model 5b Model 6b Model 7b

Inclusioniste

  Better 1.96***   1.14*** 1.80***  
 (0.24)   (0.29) (0.25)  
  Legal  1.49***  0.62*  1.33*** 
  (0.21)  (0.25)  (0.22) 
  Man    1.97*** 1.50***   1.76***
   (0.22) (0.24)   (0.23)
Moderatee

  Better 1.11***   0.54 0.98***  
 (0.25)   (0.29) (0.26)  
  Legal  0.99***  0.66**  0.85*** 
  (0.20)  (0.23)  (0.21) 
  Man    0.87*** 0.58**   0.68**
   (0.20) (0.21)   (0.21)

Source: Constructing the Family Survey (Powell 2006).
* p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001
Standard errors are in parentheses.
a Models 1 to 4 do not include any controls.
b Models 5 to 8 control for gender, education, age, and race.
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Model 8c Model 9c Model 10c Model 11c Model 12c Model 13d Model 14d Model 15d Model 16d

 1.09*** 1.75***   1.05*** 1.33***   0.79**
 (0.29) (0.25)   (0.30) (0.27)   (0.31)
 0.58*  1.30***  0.57*  0.92***  0.34
 (0.26)  (0.22)  (0.26)  (0.23)  (0.27)
 1.34***   1.73*** 1.34***   1.50*** 1.23***
 (0.25)   (0.23) (0.25)   (0.25) (0.26)

 0.51 0.97***   0.50 0.66*   0.31
 (0.30) (0.26)   (0.30) (0.27)   (0.31)
 0.59*  0.84***  0.59*  0.61**  0.44
 (0.24)  (0.21)  (0.24)  (0.22)  (0.25)
 0.43   0.67** 0.43   0.49* 0.34
 (0.22)   (0.21) (0.22)   (0.22) (0.23)

c Models 9 to 12 control for gender, education, age, race, marital status, parental status, region, and urban 
residence.
d Models 13 to 16 control for gender, education, age, race, marital status, parental status, region, urban 
residence, and views regarding biblical literalness.
e Reference category in multinomial models is exclusionist.
f Man is reverse coded so that a higher score indicates approval of a man changing his name at marriage.
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