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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Sociology is the study of all aspects of human socie

ties and the human experience, both the routine and the prob

lematical. Many empirical studies have been conducted with 

young people as subjects, since the transition period from 

childhood to adulthood is considered to be highly problematic 

in some societies. The less complex the society, the more 

routine is the change of status from child to adult, or, t~e 

simpler the organization of a society, the more well-defined, 

direct,and straightforward are the processes whereby one 

moves from the status of child to that of adult. Evidence 

shows that, in the more complexly organized societies, the 

transition is far from simple. The interim period known as 

adolescence may result in a variety of problems for both the 

individual making the transition and the society in which he 

lives. For this reason, the transition period of adolescence 

· has become a particular point of inter~st to the sociologist. 

Historically, studies have focused both on the indi

vidual and on the group. Psychologists have been concerned 

with the inner turmoil of the individual, pathological mani

festations, and adjustments made by the individual. 

Sociologists are more concerned with adolescence as a period 

1 
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in the life cycle with commonality to all individuals: a 

necessary adjustment which society must expect and be pre

pared to handle in an organized fashion. 

Most studies have been descriptive of cohort experi

ence and have failed to make statements of causal relation

ships. Although some attempts at unifying theory had been 

made earlier, a comprehensive theory of adolescence and of 

adolescents did not emerge until 1967 when Dr. Barbara 

Goodnight undertook an exhaustive review of the literature 

and, working from this empirical base, formulated an axio

matic theory of adolescents and of adolescence. Dr. Goodnight 

has codified research findings into a fourth-order axiomatic 

theory, working from taxonomy to concepts to statements of 

relationships in axioms, postulates, and research proposi

tions to be tested. 

The Goodnight theory is a commendable attempt at 

formal theory stated in contingency propositions so that, 

certain conditions being true at any one time period in a 

society, certain stated results can be expected. The theory 

has great predictive potential. It is constructed so that it 

can be tested either longitudinally or cross-sectionally so 

that, as Dr. Goodnight suggests, one may compare adolescence 

and adolescents either synchronically across cultures or 

ethnic groups, or diachronically, over time periods in the 

same cultural context. While the theory has wide range and 
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scope in its predictive potential, it has not been tested. 

It is the business of the current dissertation to partially 

test the axiomatic theory codified by Dr. Goodnight for its 

explanatory value and validity. Verification of theory by 

empirical testing is central to the enterprise of sociology 

in the modern setting. 

Some difficulties arise in the testing of the Good

night theory which are largely attributable to the logical 

reduction of the propositions for testing. In order to test 

the propositions, or meaning statements, the meaning of the 

propositions in terms of empirical referents must be ascer

tainable, clear, and consistent throughout the entire formal

ization of the theory._ One flaw in the construction of the 

theory is lack of precise definition of terms and changes in 

meaning by the theorist (at least in wording), and an assump

tion that some terms are "taken-for-granted" in the vernacular 

to the extent that they need no definition at all. Research 

has proven that such is not the case. This indicates a need 

for the clarification of the scope of operators and consistent 

use of stipulative definitions through the entire network of 

propositions offered for testing. 

The current study has two objectives: 1) to test the 

theory empirically, and 2) to determine, insofar as is possible, 

if the test is meaningful in terms of the construction of the 
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axiomatic theory on which it is based. The latter objective 

is considered to be more important. Flaws in theory con

struction which have become apparent have pointed the way 

to improvements in the theoryis consistency by way of seren

dipitous findings and conscious efforts to make epistemic 

statements which are meaningful in the wording of the theory. 

The Plan of the Study 

Following a suggestion by Hans Zetterberg1 that it 

is more fruitful to test parts of an axiomatic theory rather 

than the whole theory, Research Proposition III as set forth 

by Barbara Goodnight has been chosen for an empirical test. 

Zetterberg's approach to axiomatic theory testing suggests 

that, if a weakness can be found in the truth value of a 

proposition ~tone point then the theorist and/or researcher 

may seek to correct logical and empirical inconsistencies at 

that one point of weakness before continuing testing. 

The _Proposition (in Goodnight's terminology) to be 

tested is stated as follows: 

RESEARCH PROPOSITION III 

(1) The greater the age range of persons popularly 
referred ~to as adolescents, teen-ager~, and youth 
and/or the greater the number of years between 
physical maturity and full economic self-support, 

1Hans L. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in 
Sociology 3 enlarged ed. (Totowa, N.J.: The Bedminster 
Press, 1966), pp. 102-04. 
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(2) the fewer occupational, political, marital and 
leadership roles that are open to adolescents, 
and/or 
(3) the more time and space devoted to stories of 
adolescent crime, crazes, fads, and demonstrations 
by the mass media, 
(a) the greater the likelihood that society will 
view adolescent behavior in terms of "having fun," 
meaningless protest and rebellion, or "sowing wild 
oats." 1 . 

Propositions (1), (2), and (3) above are condi

tionals, or contingency propositions, or contingency state

ments. This clarification seems necessary to avoid the 

confusion of logical terms such as lemma, statement, proposi

tion, or conditional with Goodnight's use of "proposition" in 

referring to the sets of propositions which she calls 

Research Propositions. In the usage of logic, proposition (a) 
•' 

above is the conclusion: true if the conditionals are true 

in symbolic logic. 2 Both conjuncts and disjuncts are involved 

in Research Proposit~on III from Goodnight, a fact which makes 

possible the testing of the Research Proposition by selecting 

one or the other, or both, of the conditionals. When dis

juncts are involved in a sociological empirical·test, it is 

advisable to select the more precisely' stated lemma and the 

one which is most amenable to hard and precise testing. 

1Barbara Goodnight, Adolescence in American Societ~: 
A Codification of Current Sociolo ical Knowled e With Im Ii
cations for Further Research Michigan: University Micro-
£ i lms , Inc • , 19 6 8 ) , p • 5 4 • 

2 Irving M. Copi, Symbolic Logic, 3rd ed. (New York: 
The Macmillan Company, 1969), pp. 58-61. 
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Research Proposition III, above, stated in terms of 

logical reduction, is as follows: 

(Av B) :,. [R v (N:,Q)] 

where the symbol "v" stands for or and "~ " for implication. 

"A" stands for Age Range and "B" for Years Between; "R" 

stands for Roles and "N" for "Negative Stories." Having 

fun, meaningless protest and rebellion, and sowing wild oats 

is symbolized by "O," thus: (Age Range v Years Between) :, 

[Fewer Roles v (Negative stories:, View Adolescents as Wild 

Oats)]. 

Although all propositions which are numbered by 

Goodnight must be tested in a test of the entire set of 

thirteen research propqsitions, since the numbered contin

gencies of later statements have appeared earlier as con

clusions (lettered propositions), not all must be tested for 

proof of Proposition III which appears above. In this case, 

it is possible to select from the disjunctions one or the 

other proposition without violating rules of logic or the 

sense of the Research Proposition. •: As previously stated, 

in seeking the most solid evidence for establishing truth 

values, it is advisable to select the propositions which are 

disjunctive which offer the greater confidence to the 

researcher that the results will be empirically valid. 

A longitudinal design is used in the present study. 

Contingency statement (1) is considered more exact by the 



7 

researcher in its first conditional: the greater the age 

range of persons popularly referred to as adolescents, teen

agers, and youth., This information has been gathered by 

means of a questionnaire distributed to people ranging in 
' 

age from ten to ninety-one and from various economic, 

ethnic, and social strata in the particular region of 

Texas, a Southwestern state. The assumption is made that 

"popularli" referred to means by the people and not by the 

literature of any of the social sciences. The weakness of 

the research method is in differential memory among the aged 

population, but this is compensated fo~ to a large extent 

by "lore" passed from parents· to children in the middle to 

older populations in the sample. This weakness is considered 

to be less substantial than the difficulty pointed out by 

Talcott Parsons in defending his two criteria for the 

isolated nuclear family,l that of full economic self-support 

neither being a matter of census information nor of general 

social information in a community. Physical maturity, as 

defined by the theorist, is elusive in.that it changes from 

the ability to bear children to physical maturity to secon

dary sex characteristics. To question people on their view 

of the age-range of adolescents and to correlate this with 

1Talcott Parsons, "The Kinship System of the Con
temporary United States," American Anthroploigist 45 
(1943):2238. 
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the popular view of teen-age as a period of having fun, 

sowing wild oats, meaningless protest and rebellion 

appears to be the most suitable choice of contingency and 

conclusion in this case. The test statistic to be used is 

Rho in accordance with Jack Gibbs' suggestions for testing 

axiomatic theory. The strength and direction of the 

relationship can be tested. 

The logical problem dating to the Megarians and 

Stoics arises in the wording of the first lemma of proposi

tion one, disjunct one: the difference in what the sentence 

means and what the person means. Jack Gibbs is most 

insistent that the researcher not be left to ponder such 

questions by the axiomatic theory constructionist: for 

Gibbs, it is the responsibility of the researcher to build 

into his theory referential formulae for testing which can

not be interpreted in one way by one researcher and in another 

by a different researcher. 1 Bluntly, adolescents, teen

agers, and youth are equated by the theory constructionist 

in the wording of this proposition. 2 The questionnaire, 

Appendix II, was purposefully designed to test respondents 

on the point of whether or not they "viewed" adolescents, 

1Jack Gibbs, Sociological Theory Construction 
(Chicago: Dryden Press, Inc., 1972). 

2Goodnight, Adolescence in American Society, p. 54. 
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teen-agers, and youth as coterminous age-ranges. They do 

not. In selecting the indicator to be used in the test, the 

age range for adolescents was deemed the one referent to 

use, since the theory deals specifically with adolescence 

rather than either "teen-age" or "youth." 

Proposition (2) is included on the questionnaire, 

but since it is optional, it is correlated as a matter of 

interest. Occupational and marital statistics for the two 

time periods under consideration are presented under seren

dipitous findings, since it would appear that a contingency 

of "war" can drastically change these two statistical 

categories for young people, and that "war" is a condition 

which cannot be semantically equated with "rapid social 

change" even though the two conditions are concomitant. 

Proposition (3) is one of the most exactly stated of 

the propositions throughout the entire axiomatic theory, yet 

it, too, has semantic drawbacks. Adolescent crime is a modi

fication which may either imply a particular sort of crime 

associated with an age group,such as a~to theft, minor 

possession, run-aways, etcetera, or it could be interpreted 

as all crimes involving adolescents, such as the murder of 

a father by his te~n-age stepson. In measuring space in 

newspapers from the time period 1905 and 1975, both kinds of 

adolescent crimes were recorded and are presented separately 
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in the correlation with conclusion (a) referring to fun and 

wild oats. 

Another problem with the wording of proposition (3) 

is that "stories" is NOT modified, so that it could either 

be news stories (constraints on the linguistic data seem to 

suggest this) or fictional stories. Again, both news and 

fictional stories are considered and presented both 

separately and in conjunction in test statistics. In a 

longitudinal study employing a period when there was no 

television and radio and contrasting with a period when mass 

media involve both time and space, it is again necessary, 

since the two are not additive, to produce separate statis

tics for space and "time." 

Some final semantic problems present themselves in 

conclusion (a) and these involve the undefined "sowing wild 

oats" 1 and meaningless protest and rebellion. One must asks 

is all protest meaningless, or is some meaningful, and who 

is to say which is which? The researcher presumably must 

make this decision. Only the most articulate persons 

queried, usually in the university setting, are able to 

give comprehensible and comprehensive substance to this 

phrase. 

1 rbid. 
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Whether or not people can define these terms is not 

relevant in terms of the wording of the Goodnight proposi

tion, since she has anthropomorphized "society," and the 

interest is in the societies' views, not their definitions 

per se. Another serendipitious aspect of the research has 

been to record definitions of wild oats, to note that some 

people assume the term does not apply equally to boys and 

girls and to suggest that the theory be modified before the 

Third Research Proposition to point out differences in 

adolescent experience for the two sexes. 

The Purpose of the Study 

The empirical test has been designed to include hard 

data insofar as this is possible and should provide a 

reliable test of perceptions of adolescence in Texas in the 

early century and at the present time. The more valuable 

contributions to sociological study may be in the sugges

tions which the dissertation offers which may improve the 

clarity, reliability, specificity and consistency of the 

statements of causal relationships in non-shifting, non

ambiguous, more inclusive terms. 

Dr. Goodnight is forthright in her statement that 

hers is an ambitious attempt and that the theory is not 

complete. As can be seen in the following chapter, 

completeness in axiomatic theory is no longer the important 
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consideration in axiomatics that it once was. Contemporary 

mathematics has dispelled the notion that a theory can be 

both complete and consistent. Consistency and clarity in 

defining the scope of operators are o·f the utmost importance. 

Dr. Goodnight's monumental task in the codification of the 

early scatter of empirical and theoretical works on adoles

cence and adolescents is admirable. Still, it has become 

obvious that some patchwork, as Zetterberg calls the doctor

ing of axiomatics, is needed. It hardly needs to be said 

that patching is the easier of the tasks than building the 

theory, and the purpose of the present dissertation is to 

enhance rather than to detract from Dr. Goodnight's monu

mental effort to provide an explanatory theory of broad 

scope. 

Chapter II is a brief summation of the history, the 

nature, and the uses of axiomatic theory. Axiomatic theory 

has been most successfully used in the hard sciences such 

as physics, in mathematics, and in linguistics. Efforts in 
,: 

the behavioral sciences to use axiomatiq theory to generate 

all and only the conditions pertaining to a given problem 

have been rather weak. The potential for use of axiomatic 

theory in these fields is great. The nature of the subject 

matter in behavioral sciences does not appear to be the 

chief obstacle to the use of axiomatics in these areas. The 
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chief difficulty seems to lie in the fact that behavioral 

scientists are, for the most part, not trained in auxiliary 

fields of logic, language, and mathematics. These last 

mentioned fields cover areas of essential knowledge for the 

person attempting to write axiomatic theory. For this 

reason, it is considered important to discuss relevant 

points from these areas in relation to the theory under 

study. 

In Chapter III of the dissertation, the Goodnight 

theory construction is discussed in light of understandings 

about axiomatic theory brought to the attention of the 

reader in Chapter II. Examples from the Goodnight theory 

in terms of syntactic and referential ambiguity, suggested 

referential formulae for testing and their lack of isomorphism 

with reality, superfluous or non-equivalent terms in 

substitution, the consistency and contradiction sustained by 

the theory, and the impossibility of completeness and con

sistency as compatible criteria in a closed set are pointed 

out. 

After Chapter III, and, in spite of the apparent 

weaknesses in theory construction inventoried, the method

ology and results of an empirical test of one of the 

Research Propositions in Goodnight's theory are presented. 

As well as testing this part of the theory, the research 

was designed to gain information which might be of use in 
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clarification of the meaning of the theory insofar as it is 

written into the thirteen Research Propositions. This 

effort constitutes the bulk of Chapter IV. 

Chapter V sunnnarizes the results of the research 

findings and the criticisms of theory construction. Some 

suggestions are offered for re-writing the theory of 

adolescents and of adolescence so that individual researchers 

will be less confused and so that the theory may be amenable 

to either longitudinal or cross-sectional testing. 



CHAPTER II 

THE NATURE AND USES OF AXIOMATIC THEORY 

A Review of the Literature 

Axiomatic theory may be defined as a set of state

ments which have been derived from taken-for-granted state

ments called axioms, postulates, theorems, or lemmas. 

Logical processes of induction, deduction, and abduction 

are used in the formulation of axiomatic theories. Axio

matic theory is sometimes referred to as the 'indirect' 

acquisition of knowledget since: 

If the object of which knowledge is acquired is 
not given directly it has to be known through some 
other object, i.e. indirectly. Since the object 
is a state of affairs, and this itself is ex
pressed in a sentence, every indirect acquisition 
of knowledge proceeds by inference from one 
sentence to another or by the DERIVATION of the 
second sentence from the first. It is one of the 
most important insights of exact methodology that 
the truth of a sentence must be either apprehended 
directly or inferred; there is not, and further
more there cannot be, any other way.l 

Knowledge is expressed in syntactic arrangements of 

symbol systems whether these symbols are numbers, letters, 

or the words of ordinary language systems. The sentence, 

or subject-predicate, is the basic unit for the expression 

1J. M. Bochenski, The Methods of Contemporary 
Thoufht (Dordrecht-Holland: D. Reidel Publishing Company, 
1965 , p. 65. 

15 
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of ideas, or of knowledge about reality. Axiomatic theory 

deals with only meaningful sentences. The sentences by 

which a meaningful set of relationships are expressed have 

truth value. Rules of operating with symbol sets are 

formalized and strict. Definition of all symbols or words 

is an absolute requisite of axiomatic theory construction, 

and definition, once established, may not be changed. 

Operational rules in axiomatic theory are algebraic; 

substitution, transposition, and addition of symbols may 

occur within a formalized axiomatic set. Subtraction is 

subsumed under addition. While the substitution of one 

defined symbol for another is permissible, it is only per

missible if the symbol substituted is defined as a semantic 

and operational equivalent of the term for which it is 

substituted. 

One of the properties of axiomatic theory is 

elegance, or simplicity. Ideally, the entire descriptive 

set may be deduced from one initial undefined axiom or term 

(sentence). There is some argument among logicians and 
,, 

mathematicians as to whether the property of elegance is an 

important one in axiomatics if the simplification obscures 

meaning. This argument results from the confusion over the 

meaning of elegance or simplicity in theory construction. 

Some constructionists confuse simplicity as a criterion 
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with what may be blatantly termed simplistic, or simple

minded, thought. The axiomatization of language by Noam 

Chomsky derives from one term to the left of the equal (or 

re-write) sign; all other terms in the theory derive from 

the definition of 'S' (or sentence). No new term can appear 

to the left unless it has first been entered in a definition 

to the right of the equal sign. The same is true of 

Einstein's theory, since all derivational statements in the 

explanation are deduced from E = mc2. Axiomatic theories 

which are based on more than one taken-for-granted, 

undefined, term lose not only elegance and simplicity, they 

lose in clarity and truth. Axiomatic theory, then, is a 

strict formalization of terms which are operated upon in 

accord with established rules of logic to produce a set of 

sentences describing or generating all and only the aspects 

of the phenomena with which it deals. 

Logic and Rhetoric 

The object of reasoning is to find out, from the 
consideration of what we already know, something 
else which we do not know. Consequently, reason
ing is good if it be such as to give a true con
clusion from true premisses, and not otherwise. 
Thus the question of its validity is purely one 
of fact and not of thing. A being the premisses 
and B the conclusion, the question is, whether 
these facts are really so related that if A is B 
is. If so, the inference is valid; if not~ not~ 
It is not in the least the question whether, when 
the premisses are accepted by the mind, we feel 



18 

an impulse to accept the conclusion also. It is 
true that we do generally reason correctly by 
nature. But that is an accident; the true con
clusion would remain true if we had no impulse 
to accept it; and the false one would remain 
false, though we could not resist the tendency 
to believe it.1 

Axiomatic. theory is relatively new to the field of 

sociology. Its construction demands compliance with strict 

rules. The validity of premisses, as Peirce, above, sug

gests, must be tested (and testable) in fact. A demon

strable first premiss is necessary to reach a true conclusion. 

To believe that certain statements are true is not adequate 

in science: one must separate appearance from reality, 

avoiding the persuasion of rhetoric. Apparently true state

ments may be deceiving. Words can be misleading. It is the 

reality underlying semantic statements that are made in 

science which is of interest. 

In axiomatics, word statements are reduced to symbol 

statements,and true conclusion$ may be reached by way of true 

premisses only by way of strict definition and by mathemati

cal manipulation of symbols in terms of rules of inference 

involving either or both induction and deduction. Reduction 

leads to the logical fallacy of affirming the consequent, 

and while it has been common to sociological methodology, 

1Irving M. Copi, Introduction to Logic, 4th ed. 
(New York: MacMillan Company, 1972), quoting Charles 
Sanders Peirce, "The Fixation of Belief," p. 37. 
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since mid-century Robert Merton, Aaron Cicourel and othersl 

have warned that findings based on reduction could be 

fallacious and reconunended that sociologists seek new 

methods in their search for truth about social realities. 

The problem of language use in hypotheses, pre

misses, and conclusions is extremely important to the con

duct of inquiry in',_ ~cience. Joseph Gusfield in the American 

Sociological Review· 1976, vol. 41, discusses the rhetoric of 

research and its effect upon definitions-of social problems 

in terms of drinking dri.ver research. He notes that rhetoric 

and science, or research,- are contradictory terms in concep

tions of scientific methodology, but proceeds to illustrate 

that rhetoric has, even now, a powerful sway in the direc

tion of enterprises in social science. 

According to Aristotle, rhetoric is discovering a 

means of persuasion and results in bringing about a condition 

rather than discovering or testing a condition. Axiomatics 

is not immune to rhetorical persuasion and has not been since 

the time of the Sophists. Developments in logic have con

sistently tried·to ~emove the confusion which words may lend 

to reasoning, and certainly logic, properly used, is more 

1Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social 
Structure, rev. and enlarged ed. (Glencoe, Illinois: The 
Free Press, 1957); Aaron v. Cicourel, Method and Measure
ment in Sociology (New York: The Free Press, 1964). 
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free of rhetoric today than at any time since the inception 

of the method. 

Theoretically, according to one point of view, Gus

field proposes that language is ONLY a medium by which the 

external world is reported, and what is described and 

analyzed is not affected by the language through which it is 

reported (Italics mine). The scientist removes himself from 

an involvement pattern he is formulating. 1 Such arguments 

about the possibility of disengagement of self from culture, 

language, and scientific knowledge are featured in Personal 

Knowledge, 2 by Michael Polyani, and in Objective Knowledge, 

by Karl . Popper. 3 To decide which of these two is correct is 

not at issue here. To call attention to the subtleties 

involved in the use of language in scientific statements and 

conclusions is to the point. Gusfield quotes Northrop Frye: 

Anything which makes a functional use of words will 
always be involved in all the technical problems of 
words, including rhetorical problems. The only 
road from grammar to logic,· then, runs through the 
intermediate territory of rhetoric.4 

1Joseph Gusfield, "The Literary Rhetoric of Science: 
Comedy and Pathos in Drinking Driver Research," American 
Sociological Review 1976 41 (February 1976):16-34. 

2Michael Polanyi, Personal Knowledge: Towards a 
Post-Critical Philosophy (New York: Harper and Row, 
Publishers, 1964). 

3Karl R. Popper, Objective Knowledge: An Evolu
tionary Approach (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1972). 

4Gusfield, "The Literary Rhetoric of Science," p. 17. 
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In doing science, Gusfield holds that the writer must 

· "persuade the audience that the results of the research are 

not literature, are not a product of the style of presenta

tion. The style of non-style is itself the style of science. 

There is a literary art involved in scientific presentation."! 

Axiomatic theory has the advantage, done properly and 

in compliance with strict definition and operational rules, 

over methodologies which affirm the consequent and which were 

typical of sociological research until very recently. But, 

the simple employment of axiomatics does not free the 

theorist from entrapment in words, connotations, vagaries of 

meaning, and context bindings of society and of sociology. 

The particular axiomatic theory which is tested and 

discussed in this dissertation is subject to weaknesses which 

directly result from lack of consistent and clear definitions 

to relate the scope of the operator to the reality it repre

sents. The Goodnight argument stated axiomatically is 

persuasive. Close scrutiny of the construction reveals that 

perhaps it is the rhetoric of science as discussed by 

Gusfield which makes the sociologist "naturally" reason 
, ; 

that it is a logical and predictive explanation of the 

phenomena of adolescence and adolescents. Chapter III of 

this dissertation deals specifically with the Goodnight 

libid. 
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theory. Other problems relevant to axiomatic theory con

struction need to be discussed before the Goodnight theory 

is fully examined. These problems are the core of logical, 

mathematical, and linguistic developments. They revolve 

around the use of symbols and their empirical referents and 

the orderly use of rules to arrive at conclusions which are 

true and demonstrable. 

Four Methods of Contemporary Thought 

J.M. Bochenski separates contemporary thought into 

four methodologies: phenomonology, the semiotic, axiomatics, 

and reductionism. Reductionism affirms the consequent, as 

pointed out by both Robert Merton and Bochenski. While 

Merton recommended that reductionistic method continue to be 

used in sociology until a better method was found, 1 Bochenski 

is skeptical of research based on this logical fallacy. 2 

While it is possible to have a valid inference and a demon

strable first premiss when we say A implies B, it is not 

possible to deduce the presence of A from the presence of B. 

B does not imply A! If A is the antecedent condition and B 

the demonstrable fact, in sociology it is typical to gather 

the demonstrable facts (B), the consequent, and to infer that 

the consequent denotes the presence of the postulated 

1Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure. 

2Bochenski, The Methods of Contemporary Thought. 
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antecedent condition. Two of the most common logical falla

cies are denying the antecedent and affirming the consequent. 

Reductionism, with its inherent and indigenous fallacy of 

affirming the consequent, should be eliminated from method

ologies employed in sociology if the aim of the science is 

to describe, explain, and predict true societal conditions. 

Of the three remaining methods of contemporary 

thought, we are primarily concerned with axiomatics. How

ever, there has been some indication above that axiomatics 

are necessarily involved with the semiotic. The semiotic 

deals with language, its use, meaning, and application. 

There is necessary overlap between axiomatics and the semi

otic, although the two are by no means equal. Axiomatics, 

in all cases, is strict in its rules of operation, while the 

semiotic may employ a discursive method in dealing with 

language. Phenomenology deals with essences, postulating 

that essence precedes existence, hence there is a reality 

which science seeks to describe. 

c. s. Pierce, founder of pragmatism in America, 

although a self-styled pragmaticist'~ indicated a belief that 

there is an essential reality which can be known. Science, 

he said, can be fallible at any one point. The nature of 

science was to move from one accepted finding to another by 

way of discovered errors in earlier laws or quasi-laws. 
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Merton would agree on this point. 1 Other American pragma

tists such as William James and John Dewey defined truth as 

"what works." On this point, C. s. Pierce, mathematician, 

logician, and philosopher, separated his own thought from 

the existential thought of the more well-known American 

pragmatists. It was on this point of essence preceeding 

existence that Pierce proclaimed himself a "pragrnaticist" 

rather than a pragmatist. Thus, the founder of the school 

became disassociated with its elaborations in the works of 

James, Dewey, Mead, and others. 

Since the mathematician and logician who founded 

pragmaticism refused to discard the postulate of an underly

ing reality which can be known by scientists, it would appear 

inadvisable to discard phenornonology as a viable method of 

contemporary thought. Since it is essential meaning which is 

represented by the symbol (word, letter, number, idiograph, 

or gesture), phenomonology is relevant to axiomatic method. 

We conclude that both the semiotic and phenomonology are 

involved in axiomatics, although · not equal to axiomatics. 

John Kemeny, a mathematician and logician, holds that 

"all scientific theories ••• are mathematical." He further 

states that "This fact rests on the nature of Mathematics, on 

its identity with advanced logic." The answer to the 

1Merton, Social Theory and So'cial Structure. 
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question "Can all sciences use mathematics?" Kemeny says the 

answer is "yes."1 (A point to consider is that reductionism 

uses mathematics and logic, but that it incorrectly uses 

them in terms of affirming consequents.) 

Kemeny's arguments are succinct and persuasive of 

the nature of interrelationships between logic, language, and 

mathematics: 

What is more, they (all sciences) must use 
Mathematics. 

But you will often find the claim that the 
physical sciences are mathematical and the Social 
Sciences are nonmathematical. The reason for the 
misunderstanding is that people associate Mathe
matics with numbers. 

When a scientist states a theory precisely and 
is interested in knowing just exactly what his 
theory involves, he is practicing mathematics. 
Take his theory, put blanks (variables) for his 
subject-matter cortstants, consider just what these 
forms imply, and you have a branch of Mathematics. 2 

Kemeny does not imply that the use of mathematics in 

theory construction is an easy matter. To the contrary, he 

states: 

Since it takes some fifteen years of schooling to 
get an inkling of what Mathematics is all about, 
I am most skeptical about short accounts of this 
involved problem. Yet we must tr11: to acquire a 
feeling for the nature of this subject. In high 
school we are usually handicapped by the fact that 
the teachers themselves do not understand the true 
nature of Mathematics •••• It is indeed an 
exceptional secondary school that will even 

York: 
1John Kemeny, A Philosopher Looks at Science (New 

D. Van Nostrand Company, 1959), pp. 33-35. 

2Ibid. 



26 

attempt to teach what Mathematics is, as distinct 
from what it is used for (Italics inine).l 

In agreement with Kemeny, the author is skeptical of 

short accounts of the nature of complexities and interrela

tionships between mathematics, logic, and language. Never

theless, the demonstration of relationships of language to 

logic and mathematics is needed. A brief history of the 

development of logic, inter-twining with problems of 

language and mathematics, is appropriate at this point. 

Developments in Logic and Axiomatic Theory 

In The Development of Logic, Kneale and Kneale point 

out that "logic is concerned with the principles of valid 

inference" and deduce from evidence that men made inferences 

before the time of Aristotle. 2 Logic is not only valid 

argument but reflection upon principles of validity. Story 

telling and inquiry of proof are distinguished: 

••• for to prove a proposition is to infer 
it validly from true premisses. The conditions 
of proof are two: true premisses, or starting
points, and valid arguments.3 

Here we see a distinction between demonstrable, or 

true premisses, and strict adherence to rules of inference. 

1Ibid., p. 14. 

2william Kneale and Martha Kneale, The Development 
of Logic (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1971), p. 1. 

3Ibid. 
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Kneale and Kneale point out that it was clear to Aristotle 

when he drew distinctions between apodeictic and dialectical 

reasoning in Topics and Prior Analytics that the two cond~

tions of proof above were independent conditions. Scraps of 

early proofs are preserved in Plato and Aristotle, and 

Kneale and Kneale conclude that the ideal of a deductive 

system was known in both the Pythagorean school and the 

Platonic Academy. Logical demonstration began .as early as 

399 B.C. when the Pythagoreans opted for science and geometry 

over religious problems. In elementary geometry, as a deduc

tive science, certain propositions must be taken as true 

without demonstration, other propositions must be derived 

from them, and derivation must be independent of subject 

matter. 1 

There were two kinds of premisses according to 

Aristotle: demonstrative and dialectical. The demonstrative 

premiss is the assumption of a pair of contradictory proposi

tions,while the dialecticai premiss questions which of the 

two contradictories is true. Obviously the binary nature of 

early logic is involved here. It was'Aristotle who intro

duced the "law of the excluded middle." A proposition was 

either true or false. There was no middle ground until 

three-value logics, allowing a middle term, and multi-valued 

lrbid., pp. 4-5. 
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logics were introduced in the early 20th Century. Multi

valued logics are not often used even though their potential 

for description is greater in some cases than two-value 

logics based on notions of truth or falsity, either/or, and 

which exclude possibilities out of the binary range. 

The law of the excluded middle is discussed by 

ethnomethodologists in the Purdue Symposium on Ethnomethod

ology.1 This contemporary group has called attention not 

only to the importance of the excluded middle for socio

logical theorists·, but also to the problem of indexical 

expressions. Indexical, or occasional, expressions were 

discussed at length around the turn of the 20th Century by 

such eminent logicians as c. s. Pierce, Bertrand Russell, 

Edmund Husserl, and Y. Bar-Hillel. Indexical expressions 

pertain to propositions about kinds, or classes, of things 

and to propositions of individual things, so that an interest 

in the relationship between indicator and referent is preg

nant in the works of Aristotle. 

Kneale and Kneale state: 

There is a great deal of muddle in the doctrine of 
real definition which started at this (early Greek) 
time, but it is easy to understand the Greek atti
tude if we remember that before the Greeks began 

1Richard J. Hill and Kathleen Stones Crittenden, eds., 
Proceedin s of the Purdue s ·osium on Ethnomethodolo 
Institute Monograph Series Number 1 Purdue University: 
Institute for the Study of Social Change, 1968), p. 145. 
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to do demonstrative geometry words such as 'circle' 
had meaning only as standing for certain perceptual 
patterns. When a Greek said 'A circle is the locus 
of points equidistant from a given point', he was 
not introducing the word 'circle' for the first 
time, but rather giving it new connexions; ••• 1 

Sociologists would not argue that there is a great 

deal of muddle in the doctrine of real definitions. There 

is less muddle in the choice of stipulative or operational 

definitions, but these definitions are less valuable in that 

they are tautological. For example, using operational 

definition one may say that IQ is wh~t is measured and that 

what is measured is IQ. Real definitions are an issue 

which, while presenting many problems from the pre-Socratic 

inception of logic to the present day, deserve careful 

examination if sociolo·gists wish to keep their findings 

isomorphic with the data field. 

At any rate, real definitions and binary analysis 

(the excluded middle) are at once early problems and con

temporary problems in logic. This point is extremely 

important to the discussion of axiomatic theory construction. 

In this early stage of the development:one may see distinc

tions between demonstrative premisses which are true and 

necessary and dialect arguments where there is no necessity 

that conclusions be true since premisses are not known to 

1Kneale and Kneale, The Development of Logic, p. 6. 
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be true. 1 This difference between apodeictic and dialecti

cal reasoning is crucial to the enterprise of science, since 

science must be based on apodeictic, or demonstrative, 

premisses. There is no room in science for argument just for 

the sake of argument: truth is the objective of science so 

the demonstrative argument must be followed. The premisses 

must be demonstrable, defined, and manipulated according to 

rules. The wording of propositions must be strict in terms 

of real definition, or definition which corresponds with 

reality. Propositions must be manipulated by rules of 

inference and their truth value decided on a binary system. 

It has been said that there are multi-valued options, but 

they are not in use,_, and it seems advisable for sociologists 

to become knowledgeable in the rules and applications of a 

two-value logic before attempting to work in a multi-valued 

system. 

Bochenski agrees with Kneale and Kneale that the 

indirect acquisition of knowledge by derivation is pre

Socratic, but states that no.genuine logic existed until 

' Aristotle, in his later years, develop~d the first logic, 

basic ideas of the methodology of inference, and the idea of 

an axiomatic system. The Stoics axiomatized the rules of 

logic. 2 The scholastics and the rationalist philosophers 

1rbid. , p. 2. 

2Bochenski, The Methods of Contemporary Thought, p. 69. 
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adhered to Greek principles but failed "lamentably" in appli

cation such as Spinoza's attempt to axiomatize his ethics. 

Liebnitz, with his calculus, may be said to be the first 

successful axiomatic theorist. In recent times, physics and 

logic itself have been axiomatized by mathematicians. 

Husserl reintroduced the distinction between law and rule. 

Rigorous concepts of consistency were introduced indepen

dently by Bolzano and Tarski. 1 Problems of consistency and 

completeness are of the utmost importance to the successful 

axiomatization of any theory and certainly to the axiomatic 

theory under consideration. 

The Scope of Operators and Negation 

In scanning dev.elopments in logic · and application of 

axiomatic theory, it can be seen that logic itself has been 

axiomatized. Further, a concern exists with real definition 

and demonstrable first premisses, with indexical and occa

sional expressions, with conditions of either/or and the 

excluded middle. Theophrastus, the Megarians, and the Stoics 

were concerned with problems of coridit~onals and of meaning 

and truth. Sextus introduced the notion of the scope of an 

operator. The scope of an operator hinges on its definition 

and involves principles of negation and double negation. 

Any axiom can be negated but the scope of the operator 

1Ibid., p. 70. 
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determines the contradictory. "'It is not day' negates 'It 

is day.' But, 'It is not light' does not negate 'It is 

day.'" A particle may either govern part or the whole of a 

proposition. 1 Clear and careful definition, isomorphic with 

reality, and adherence to operational rules help to avoid 

fallacies in determining truth values. Truth hinges on 

meaning if the theory is apodeictic. 

Meaning 

The Stoics were concerned with meaning. "We can ask 

what a person means and we can ask what a sentence means." 2 

'Meaning the same' is not the same when applied to persons 

and when applied to sentences. 'Dion is dead' does not 

equate with 'He is dead' even though 'he' may refer to Dion. 

This is an extremely important point since one is often con

fronted with problems of meaning in the Goodnight theory. 

An axiomatic theory must stand on its own linguistically, 

since it is conceivable that, in most cases, access to the 

person writing the theory would not be possible. At any 

rate, to determine meaning of an axiomatic theory, only the 
,: 

propositions should be consulted and not the person. The 

meaning of the ~repositions should be stable within the 

taxonomy and derivations of the theory. If the referents 

1Kneale and Kneale, The Development of Logic, p. 147. 

2Ibid., p. 157. 



33 

remain stable in meaning-terms when substituted and when 

addition or subtraction occurs, it is clear exactly what 

term is being added or dropped. To test axiomatic theory, 

it is essential that definitions be clear to determine 

whether or not the first premisses are demonstrable and 

true. If they are not, no true conclusions can be drawn. 

The Stoics also introduced the notion of mood and 

tense influencing the operational scope of terms. Modality, 

where mood and tense· do not change from proposition to pro

position, became a requisite of operational rules of logic, 

relating again to meaning. 

Social Conditions Mitigating Against 
Progress in Logic 

If the discussion of developments appears to skip 

from early Greek times to the present century, this is due 

to the fact that not much happened in science or in logic 

and mathematics during the period of the Middle Ages. 

Leibniz, Newton, and Descartes were notable exceptions. 

Newton skirted the problem of church dominance of thought by 

marrying science (order) and the church (the representative 

of order) ·as the instigator of the orderly world of nature. 1 

loietrich Schroeer, Physics and Its Fifth Dimension: 
Society (Menlo Park, Calif.: Addison-Wesley Publishing 
Company, 1972). 
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Descartes clearly stated in his Discourse on Method1 that he 

had no desire to go against the ethos and practices of his 

times. That he did so may not have been immediately apparent 

to the church fathers. God and infinity are equated in 

Descartes: God is infinity: indescribably bigger and better 

than the good man. This definition of infinity is one of 

four still in use today (Kemeny). Leibnitz' calculus was no 

real threat to the church since it dealt in abstractions. · 

These men were exceptions in this period for their ability 

to advance scientific thought without offending the powers

that-be of the times, the Catholic Church. 

Completeness and Consistency 

In 1931, Kurt Godel, a young mathematician, published 

a paper which was to become a milestone in the history of 

logic and mathematics. Harvard University awarded him an 

honorary degree in 1952 and described Godel's work as "one of 

the most important advances in logic . in modern times. 112 The 

title of the paper was "On Formally Undecidable Propositions 

of Principia Mathematica and Related Systems." Principia 

Mathematica is a formidable three-volume discussion of 

lRene Descarte, Dis~ourse on Method; O~tics Geometry 
and Meteorology. Paul J. Olscamp, trans. (Indianapolis: 
Bobbs-Merrill, 1965). 

2Ernest Nagel and James R. Newman, Godel's Proof (New 
York: New York University Press, 1958), p. 3. 



35 

mathematical logic and the foundations of mathematics. It 

was produced by Bertrand Russell and Alfred North White

head, two of the most respected logicians and mathematicians 

of the 20th Century. 

In the article, Godel demonstrated by the mapping of 

meta-numbers that no system could be. both complete and con

sistent. The fact that both of these are still in use as 

desiderata for axiomatic theory (or any theory, and remember 

theory is mathematical) by sociologists is a reflection of 

ignorance of important developments in mathematics, logic, 

and linguistics. There is no excuse for this ignorance of 

fact by sociological theoreticians. 

It is not necessary to introduce the complete proof 

here since Ernest Nagel and James R. Newman have published 

an explication of the proof. The authors of Godel's Proof 

point out that the details are too difficult to follow with

out considerable mathematical training. Despite this, they 

make the basic structure of the demonstrations and the core 

conclusions intelligible to the reader.•: The importance of 

the proof is made clear. 

It (Godel's Proof) provoked a reappraisal, still 
under way, of widely held philosophies of mathema-

1 tics, and of philosophies of knowledge in general. 

libid., p. 7. 
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Nagel and Newman state that Godel demonstrated in

numerable problems which fall outside the scope of a fixed 

axiomatic method. The axioms of arithmetic are incomplete. 

Not only is arithmetic incomplete, it is essentially incom

plete.1 The fact that there are truths which cannot be 

demonstrated formally does not mean that there are truths 

which are forever incapable of becoming known. "The possi

bility of such explanations is neither precluded nor 

affirmed by Godel's incompleteness theorem. 11 2 If the 

axiomatic theorist must sacrifice one of the criteria, 

either completeness or consistency, completeness would seem 

to be the best and only choice a theorist has in terms of 

contemporary knowledge of theoretical mathematics. 

Alfred Tarski later demonstrated algebraically3 what 

Godel had shown arithmetically: no system can be both com

plete and consistent. As Bochenski mentions, Balzano also 

demonstrates the incompatibility of completeness and con

sistency as twin criteria for theory constructionists. There 

have been other demonstrations, or proofs, of the fact that a 

lrbid., p. 86. 

2Ibid., p. 101. 

3Alfred Tarski, "Some Observations on the Concepts of 
w-Consistency and Completeness." Lo~ic, Semantics and 
Mathematics: Papers from 1923 to 19 8 (Oxford: The Claren
don Press, 1956), pp. 288-295. 
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system must either be complete and inconsistent, or incom

plete and consistent. Since sociologists are interested in 

describing and predicting social conditions and these con

ditions have not yet come to a standstill, it would seem 

advisable to choose consistency over completeness as a 

desideratum. As is later pointed out, Dr. Goodnight 

professes the desirability (to her) of a complete system 

while admitting that her system is not complete. The fact 

that the Goodnight theory is incomplete does not seem nearly 

so serious to the author as does the fact that it is 

inconsistent. It is, in fact, neither complete nor 

consistent. It can be one. Consistency, since the mathe

matical proofs are overwhelming, should be elected by the 

theorist. 

Nature of Axiomatics: Language, 
Rules, and Meaning 

Although problems of language, mathematics, and logic 

were once the domain of philosophy, each now stands as a 

separate discipline in academic organization. Language, 

which is highly related to mathematics and logic, hence 

axiomatics, is involved in both predications of sense and of 

nonsense. It is still the most highly fragmented field, 

since it is divided for study into linguistics proper, 

psycholinguistics, socio-linguistics, and philosophy of 
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language studies. There are two dominant schools of thought 

at the present time: the Cartesian model of the transforma

tional generative grammar and the behavioristic model pro

moted by B. F. Skinner in psychology and George Homans in 

sociology. 

The Cartesian model is axiomatic and assumes a prior 

ability of humans to manipulate the sounds and sentences 

possible in any language through rapid fire exchange in the 

brain among three components of language: the syntactic 

component, the semantic component, and the phonological com

ponent. A language 'token' originates in the syntactic com

ponent in what Chomsky calls a "deep structure" and, 

undergoing many axiomatically stated, predictable, modifica

tions, surfaces in its final form in written or spoken 

tokens, or in thought. The Skinnerian model holds that 

language is learned as the environment presents and rein

forces the use of certain language tokens. While Chomsky 

describes {or generates) an infinite set of language tokens 

{finite in any one lifetime), the Skinnerian model is closed 

and limited. It is an a posteriori model whereas Chomsky's 

is a priori. The basic difference between the two is that 

only what is heard or read may be thought in the behavioral 

model, while a capacity is assumed in the Cartesian model 

for humans to generate sets of original sentences which are 
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not limited either by the nature of language or the opera

tional rules. Neither is language limited by the verbal 

envirorunent. 

Noam Chomsky overturned the reigning paradigm of 

structural linguistics in the late 1950's in one of the most 

1 striking revolutions in science of this century. With the 

publication of Syntactic Structures in 1957, Chomsky could 

not be ignored by structuralists. Most structural linguists 

then learned and used Chomsky's axiomatic model in their 

studies. The current debate in linguistics, other than the 

mortal argument between Chomsky and Skinner, is whether it 

is the syntactic or semantic component which originates the 

sentence in the deep structure. Many sociologists are not 

familiar with Chomsky's work. Thomas Luckman recently 

published Sociology of Language 2 in which Luckman states 

that he is aware of Chomsky's work but he has not incor

porated Chomsky's work into his book. This is a case in 

point. That is no excuse for the field to cling to the 

Sapir-Whorf-Cassirer hypothesis of cultural relativism in 

language, or to the Skinnerian behavioral model. Just as 

with the completeness-consistency problem which sociologists 

1Noam Chomsky, Syntactic Structures (1957) through 
The Sound Pattern of English, with Morris Halle (1968). 

2Thomas Luckman, Sociology of Language (New York: 
Bobbs-Merrill, 1975). 
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ignore, this is another case where sociology has its head in 

the sand. There is no excuse for the perpetuation of old 

myths as a labor-saving device. Any sociologist not con

versant with Chomsky's work takes grave risks in disucssing 

language at all (in the opinion of the author)! 

John Kemeny, philosopher, mathematician, and 

logician, points out that, while language does make us 

different from lower animals, it is the source of many 

misunderstandings. 

Every author who writes on a very complex topic is 
faced with a dilemma. If he writes simply, he is 
likely to be misunderstood. If he takes the 
greatest care not to be misunderstood by making 
his Taterial formidable, he may not be read at 
all. 

Verbal Pitfalls 

Pointing out that one falls into verbal traps a 

hundred times a day, Kemeny delineates three major causes: 

1) words which are used are often vague and such vagueness 

arises because it is "much too difficult to define all our 

words precisely," 2) a second danger is that words mean too 
J 

much, which is to say that words are ambiguous, and 3) the 

most difficult hurdle is that words arouse emotions. 

lKemeny, A Philosopher Looks at Science, p. 3. 
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If ordinary language is full of pitfalls ••• it 
is certainly dangerous for discussions in science 
or philosophical discussions about science.I 

One must approach the definition of words with the 

utmost precision in spite of the difficulty, if science and 

utilization of the axiomatic method are to be effective. 

Axiomatics reduces meaning to symbols in the sense that the 

statement may read 'All A are B' or 1 A11213 implies B'. In 

the first instance we may define 'A' as dogs and 'B' as cats. 

We have a nonsense statement in terms of taxonomy and sense 

experience, both of which contribute to the non-demonstrability 

of this predication~ In the second case, we may say that 

'A1,2,3' is a four-place predication which stands for ('A') 

balls which are (1) bright, (2) blue, and (3) .rubber. If 

('B') stands for playthings, the statement reads 'All bright 

blue rubber balls are playthings' • 

. This proposition is demonstrable, however, there are 

still problems with it. These problems are definitional and 

involve the use of indexical or occasional expressions such 

as 'blue' and 'bright'. Bertrand Russell and others have 

pointed out that persons rarely agree as to names of colors 

and that this is not related to color-blindness. It stems 

from the fact that colors have no clear empirical referent 

and are for that reason "syncategorematic." We have a 

libid., p. 5. 



42 

language problem with bright as well since it, too, is 

syncategorematic. Syncategorematic words are words which 

have no empirical referent. Husserl called these sets 

"occastional expressions" while Russell, Pierce, Y. Bar

Hillel, Harold Garfinke~-and others who have discussed 

their importance call them "indexical expressions." While 

'square' has a definite empirical referent, 'round' does 

not. One uses'round' to point to balls, cheeses, circles, 

houses (in some cases), and many other things, none of which 

equates: a ball is not a circle, a cheese is not a circle 

nor is it ball-shaped, and 'round' houses have some varia

tions. Included in the syncategorematic words is the set of 

logical words such as 'and', 'or', 'some', 'but', 'few', 

'many', and so forth. 1 

Clear meaning referents and the problem of ambiguity 

are related and they are extremely important to axiomatic 

theory construction in general. In particular, they are im

portant to· the discussion of Dr. Goodnight's theory construc

tion in Chapter I~I of this dissertation. Dr. Goodnight is 

not always clear in the use of syncategorematic 'and' and 

'or' in her conjuncts, disjuncts, and predications. Vague-
r 

ness and ambiguity are rife throughout the theory. The 

1Jerrold J. Katz, The Philosophy of Language (New 
York: Harper and Row, 1966). 
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trouble must be taken to clearly define words before they can 

be logically reduced and manipulated in axiomatics. 

On the subject of ambiguity, Kemeny points out that 

'ambiguity' is itself ambiguous. It can mean a word with two 

meanings which differ, or a word with two or more different 

meanings. 1 Ambiguity is always a problem for the scientist 

as well as for the philosopher of science. It deserves some 

discussion. 

Syntactic Ambiguity 

There are two basic kinds of ambiguity which arise 

from the use of language (by this we mean both ordinary 

language and the language of science). One is syntactic 

ambiguity and the other is referential ambiguity. Other 

forms of ambiguity may be subsumed under these two headings. 

A disucssion of ambiguities in language tokens may be found 

in Martin and Rulon's The English Language: Yesterday and. 

Today.2 Syntactic ambiguity results from the arrangement of 

words in a sentence. 'Marge is a beautiful performer' is an 

example of syntactic ambiguity. Is Marge beautiful? Or 

does she perform beautifully? The sentence is grammatical 

as it stands, so the ambiguity cannot be resolved. In 

Goodnight's theory, one encounters 'meaningless protest and 

lKemeny, A Philosopher Looks at Science, p. 4. 

2charles B. Martin and Curt M. Rulon, The English Lan-
1uage: Yesterday and Today (Boston: Allyn & Bacon, Inc,, 

973), pp. 58-63. 
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rebellion' and from the token cannot ascertain whether some 

protest is meaningful. One cannot clearly ascertain whether 

'meaningless' is also meant to modify rebellion. This is a 

case of syntactic ambiguity. Syntactic ambiguity always 

occludes the referent, but differs from semantic ambiguity 

in that it stems from the arrangement of words. Another 

case of syntactic ambiguity is in Goodnight's use of 

'adolescents, teen-agers, and youth'. Does she mean to 

equate the three terms? Here is a case where the substitu

tion of 'and/or' would have made the meaning more clear. As 

it stands, one is studying all three categories, whether or 

not they are equal meaning terms. "Adolescent crimes" is 

another syntactic ambiguity in Goodnight. Crimes by adoles

cents, or crimes associated with teens because of high 

incidence during adolescent years? Which? 

Referential Ambiguity 

Referential ambiguity results from the use of words 

where the intended referent is not clear. Above, it was 

noted that 'He is dead' did not mean the,same as 'Dion is 

dead' even though the 'he' might refer to Dion. 'Meet me 

by the bank' is the standard example used in linguistic 

courses. The sentence is the basic unit for determining 

meaning in axiomatic linguistics. Out of context, or 

perhaps in context, the referent for 'bank' is not clear: 
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city bank or bank of a river? Perhaps the most flagrant 

referential ambiguity occurs in the Goodnight theory in 

terms of the 'velocity' of movement within a society. To 

study bicycles, pedestrains, cars, airplanes? To study 

in-migration and out-migration? Commuting? 'Velocity of 

movement' remains problematical in terms of its referent. 

And this is not the only case. One may wish to stress here 

that ambiguity resulting from vagueness or from words which 

mean too much riddles the theory, both syntactically and 

semantically. It is important to make it clear that ambigu

ity is a problem no theorist can risk in stating a theory. 

The third difficulty with language which Kemeny 

mentions is the fact that words can be used to arouse emo

tions. In such a case one may have rhetoric which is meant 

to persuade. This has already been noted and will be dis

cussed again in Gusman's notion of "the rhetoric of science." 

Axiomatic theory to be useful must be constructed on the 

lines of demonstrative rather than dialectical propositions. 

The purpose of science is to use meaningful proofs, as in 

axiomatics, or not to disprove, as in reductionism. 

Scientific reasoning must be apodeictic: it is neither 

story-telling, persuasion, nor dialectics. This point has 

been discussed above in terms of true premisses and valid 

arguments as conditions of proof. The fact that the two 
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conditions are independent mitigates toward the elimination 

of rhetoric, persuasion, and emotion. The premisses and 

the arguments are not separated in the Goodnight theory: it 

is persuasive tautologically, in terms of what has been 

postulated about the condition of adolescence previously. 

This is discussed more fully in Chapter III of this 

dissertation. 

Relations Between Mathematics, 
Language, and Logic 

In quantification theory, as discussed by Copi, 

there are four types of propositions. There are universal 

and existential propositions,and these two can deal with 

either individual cases or with generalities • 

• • • propositions may be formed from proposi
tional functions either by instantiation, that is, 
by substituting an individual constant for its 
individual variable, or by generalization, that is, 
by placing a universal or existential quantifier 
before it. It is clear that the universal quanti
fication of a propositional function is true if and 
only if all of its substitution instances are true, 
and that the existential quantification of a propo
sitional function is true if and only if it has a 
lease on true substitution instance.! 

Copi goes on to say that: 

If we grant that there is at least one individual, 
hence every propositional function has at least one 
substitution instance. Under this assumption, if 
the universal quantification of a propositional 

lcopi, Introduction to Logic, pp. 320. 
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function is true, then its existential quantifica
tion is true also.l 

The introduction of the quantificational calculus 

into logic considerably aided in the formation of valid 

agruments from true premisses in apodeictic theorizing. 

The syncategorematic, logical words, the quantifiers 

'all', 'some', 'no', 'none', 'any', 'few', 'every', and so 

forth are under discussion again in relation to the FORM of 

logical arguments. To interpret what Copi says above, in 

universal general propositions one may say that 'nothing' 

is or that 'all' are . A universal general proposi---
tion might read 'Everything is mortal' and the existential 

general proposition 'Something is not mortal' would negate 

it. As Copi points out, the universal general 'Nothing is 

mortal' is negated by the existential general 'Something is 

mortal'. 

Bertrand Russell has urged that the use of univ~rsal 

quantifiers be avoided at all cost. Modification of 'all' 

to 'most' or 'some' gives the logician considerably more 

leeway in ascertaining truth value of propositions. Existen

tial particulars deal with only one case so that the sighting 

of a black swan, existentially and particularly, negated 

the universal general proposition (before held true 

1rbid., p. 321. 
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apodiectically) 'All swans are white'. The four rules of 

quantification allow the theorist to derive existential 

particulars or existential generals from universal or 

existential general propositions (deduction) and to move 

from existential particulars to universal general proposi

tions by way of inductions. The latter is risky 

mathematically. 

It is not the purpose to play with unicorns in this 

discussion of logic. While unicorns may be ontically 

posited, since philosophers talk about them, they are neither 

considered to be existential particulars by instantiation nor 

to be existential general in terms of constituting a real 

set of things. Remember it was said that logic dealt with 

sets or classes of things, and with individual things. 

Although it is quite possible to play with logic, almost 

inherent in the nature of mathematical proofs, it is not a 

fruitful scientific endeavor. An awareness of the begin

nings of set theory is needed, with Cantor, Frege, Peano, 

and Husserl, involving what was in the early 20th Century a 

tricky problem: the definition of zero and of one. These 

were decided by stipulative definition. Zero is a number 

indicating 'none' as an extant set, or class, of things. 

One is the presence of an individual case. Nothing, on the 

other hand, is a null set with no members: unicorns, 
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perhaps. Again, the importance of definition and of quanti~ 

fication must be stressed. A thing or set of things must be 

defined before it can be determined if the set is null or 

has existential properties. 

Kemeny points out, discussing forms of propositions, 

that from 'All are one can get propositions such 

as 'All bald men are bald' or 'All lazy hippopotamuses are 

lazy', 'All dull books are dull', and "an infinity of other" 

propositions. (Notice that Kemeny has left his system open 

by the inclusion of an infinite number of propositions. 

Chomsky's axiomatic· system is open as well since an infinite 

number of sentences in any language are possible.) 

In introducing the syllogism, Kemeny used modus 

ponens, a simple form dating to the early Greeks and still 

in use in Symbolic Logic. 

If A implies B 
and B implies .C 
then A implies C 

A major premiss, a minor premiss, and a conclusion are 

involved in the simple syllogism. In the nineteen rules of 

inierence in symbolic logic,there are five which are so 

constituted: Modus Ponens, Modus Tollens, the Hypothetical 

Syllogism, the Disjunctive Syllogism, and the Constructive 

Dilemma. These are entered below with the complete set of 

nineteen rules of inference. At the moment, the concern is 
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with substitution in meaningful, well-defined sets, and 

manipulation of terms to produce meaningful, apodeictic, 

logical results. 

To quote Joel Cohen from his article "On the Nature 

of Mathematical Proofs," 

Bertrand Russell has defined mathematics as the 
science in which we never know what we are talk
ing about or whether what we are saying is true. 
Mathematics has been shown to apply widely in 
many other scientific fields. Hence, most other 
scientists do not know what they are talking about 
or whether what they are saying is true •••• 

Aristotle was among the first philosophers to 
study mathematical proofs. He invented the silly
gism, a device which, because of its absolute use
lessness, has interested countless philosophers and 
logicians. Briefly, by means of a sillygism, one 
infers a conclusion from a major and minor premise. 
In fact, logicians are ilways coming to conclusions. 
The miracle of it is that they haven't got around 
to stopping yet. 

The major premise makes a statement about a 
class of things; for instance, "not all major 
premises are true. 11 1 

Notice that Cohen has used Modus Ponens in the first para

graph above to show that most other scientists do not know 

what they talk about or if it is true. Joel Cohen's remarks 

are not introduced lightly or in jest; rather, it is wished 

for them to illustrate the grave danger of working with 

logic or mathematics, with language, in axiomatic theory 

which results from careless definition and substitution of 

terms. Taxonomy is all important to the establishment of 

1Joel Cohen, "On the Nature of Mathematical Proofs," 
in A Stress Anal sis of a Stra less Evenin Gown, ed. 
Robert A. Baker Garden City, N.Y.: Anc or Boos, Doubleday 
and Company, Inc., 1969), pp. 93-94. 
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demonstrable and true first premisses, and to meaningful 

derivation from premisses to conclusions. There can be 

no other reason for introducing rigorous axiomatics into 

sociology than the quest for truth and for demonstrable 

truth. The tendency of scientists to introduce mathematical 

models by the numbers, shoring up their arguments by mathe-· 

matical inference and "proofs" is recognized. Cohen calls 

this kind of manipulation by mathematics 36-24-36, or "De 

gustibus non est disputandum. 111 This is a fortiori argument! 

While mathematicians and logicians recognize these 

problems,. those who are serious scientists and knowledgeable 

in the nature of axiomatics do not misuse the formal argu

ments. The axiomatic theorists who have recognized the 

impossibility of both completeness and consistency have 

opted for consistency, leaving descriptive axiomatic systems 

open. Noam Chomsky and John Kemeny are two cases in point. 

It is necessary to point this out, since later in this 

chapter some examples of faulty logic used in sociology, 

which Jack Gibbs has pointed out in Sociological Theory 

Construction,2 will be discussed. Unless one is aware of 

the requirements of mathematical manipulation and follows 

1rbid., p. 94. 

2Jack Gibbs, Sociological Theory Construction 
(Chicago: Dryden Press, Inc., 1972). 
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them rigorously, attempts at axiomatic theory construction 

in sociology or in any other field become only laughable, 

not laudable. 

Kemeny says that "Logic (and hence Mathematics) 

[is] a study of forms [which tells] us that follows 

from the meaning of the terms used." 

In logical deduction, or mathematical proof, we 
start with a few propositions which for some 
reason we accept, and then we come up with 
entirely new propositions which we must also 
accept, because they are contained in what we 
have ·said before. And thanks to the complete 
generality of logic (Mathematics), it can do 
this for any subject whatsoever.I 

The Dictionary of Philosophy: Ancient, Medieval, 

Modern defines Mathematics or axiomatic method as follows: 

That method of constructing a deductive system 
consisting of deducing by specified rules all 
statements of the system save a given few from 
those given few, which are r~garded as axioms 
or postulates in the system. · 

In both cases, stress on definition, demonstrability, and 

rigor in following rules of inference or manipulation may 

be noted. Having made the importance of definition, demon

str~tion, and rigor sufficiently clear, it is time to 

1Kemeny, A Philosopher Looks at Science, pp. 21-22. 

2oagobert D. Runes, Dictionarl of Philoso~hf: 
Ancient, Medieval, Modern (Totowa, N.J.: Littlefie d, Adams 
and Company, 1970), p. 33. 
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introduce the nineteen rules of inference of symbolic logic 

to the uninitiated reader. It is assumed that most readers 

are not familiar with logical notation and therefore the 

syncategorematic, or logical, words in the rules are spelled 

out. The use of symbols to represent sets of constants and 

variables is retained. The rules of inference are taken 

from the cover of Irving Copi'· s Introduction to Logic where 

they appear along with the quantification rules discussed 

above. The rules are made available to the scholar by virtue 

of the fact that, in working logical problems, it is neces

sary to refer to the rules until they are memorized. 

Rules of Inference 

1. Modus Ponens (M.P.) This may read either If p then q 
p 

or p implies q 
pis present (exists) 
therefore, q is present (exists) 

2. Modus Tollens (M.T.) 

p implies q 
not q 
therefore, not p 

3. Hypothetical Syllogism (H.S.) 

p implies q 
q implies r 
therefore, p implies r · 

4. Disjunctive Syllogism (D.S.) 

p or q 
not p 
therefore q 

therefore q 
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s. Constructive Dilemma (C.D.) 

(p implies q) and (r implies s) 
p or r 
therefore q ors 

6. Absorption (abs) 

p implies q 
therefore, p implies (p and q) 

7. Simplification (Simp.) 

p and q 
therefore, p 

8. Conjunction (Conj.) 

p 
q 
therefore p and q_ 

9. Addition (add) 

p 
therefore p or q 

Replacement rules: Any of the following logically equivalent 
expressions can replace each other wherever they occur: 

10. De Morgan's theorems (De M.): 

not (p and q) is materially equivalent to (not p or 
not q) 

not (p or q) is materially equivalent to (not p and 
not q) 

11 •. Commutation (Com.): (p or q) is materially equivalent 
to (q or p) 
(P and q) is materially equivalent to (q and p) 

Author's note: in rules 12 to 19 below'=' stands for 'is 
materially equivalent to' and from this point the sign will 
be used. Material equivalence is stronger than implication 
or simple equivalence. 
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12. Association (Assoc.): 

[p or (q or r)] = [(p or q) or r] 
[p and (q and r)] = [(p and q) and r)] 

13. Distribution (Dist.): 

[p and (q or r)] = [(p and q) or (p and r)] 
[p or (q and r)] = [(p or q) and (p or r)] 

14. Double Negation (D.N.): 

p not p 

15. Transposition (Trans.): 

(p implies q) = (not p implies not p) 

16. Material implication (Impl.): 

(p implies q) = (p implies q) and (q implies p) 

17. Material Equivalence: 

(p = q) = [(p implies q) and (q implies p)] 
(p = q) = [(p and q) or (not p and not q)] 

18. Exportation (Exp.): 

[(p and q) implies r] - [p implies (q implies r)] 

19. Tautology (Taut.): 

p = (p or p) 
p = (p and p) 

It is customary in working problems in logic to 

number each step and to follow it with the initials or 

abbreviation of whatever rule of inference was used in the 

derivation. The procedure described above is one which 

sociologists who are fledglings at axiomatic theory would be 

well-advised to follow. One of the difficulties in working 
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with the Goodnight theory stems from the fact that deriva

tions are not "spelled-out" in this manner. The first, 

second, third, and fourth order concepts and derived con

cepts are listed. The basic assumptions are listed and 

lettered. Some definition is offered. Rigor is lacking. A 

glance at Appendix I of the dissertation where numbered con

cepts and lettered assumptions are listed will illustrate 

the lack of rigor. It will be of use to the reader in 

following the discussion of the Goodnight theory construc

tion in Chapter III, this dissertation. Two concepts are 

defined in the taxonomy for the "Theory of Adolescents," 

which follows the "Theory of Adolescence," but they (fad and 

fashion) are used in the first theory,presented without 

definition. The presentation of concepts, taxonomy, and 

logical steps in derivation needs to be complete in the 

presentation of axiomatic theory. Granted, it is laborious 

to carefully define terms and to note rules of inference in 

derivation, but it is one way to insure that enthymernatic 

conclusions do not become part of the theory. Enthyrnemes 

are derivations which contain hidden assumptions. Only the 

most obvious of hidden assumptions are allowed to slip by 

in syllogistic logic. Care will insure that no hidden 

assumption or unstated proposition should enter into the 

derivations. As John Kemeny says in discussing Euclid's 

geometry (axiomatic): 



57 

First, it was redundant; it contained some defi
nitions which served no purpose at all (this is 
a minor fault); and second, it made some hidden 
assumptions that did not follow from the axioms 
(which is very serious).l 

Kemeny goes on to say that David Hilbert corrected the 

faults, giving us what he calls a "completely satisfactory 

system, which is still known as Euclidian Geometry. 

Describing Hilbert's Plane Geometry, Kemeny tells us: 

Hilbert's Plane Geometry has as undefined 
terms "point," "line," "is on the line," "goes 
between the points," "are at equal distances," 
and "are equal angles," which are used to 
formulate the axioms and to define all other 
terms; and it has a list of basic axiorns. 2 

All of the axioms can be checked and are true in 

terms of everyday experience except one. That one states 

that two parallel lines never meet. With concepts of curva

ture of space, new geometries have been formulated which 

take this problem into account. 

These remarks are introduced to show that, by 

clearly spelling out logical steps in derivation, stating 

assumptions, and defining terms, any fault in an axiomatic 

theory may more easily be remedied by another theorist. If 

an axiomatic theory is to be amenable to 1rnprovements, it 

must meet these conditions with the utmost rigor. Sociol

ogists who have attempted axiomatic theory construction often 

do not state assumptions, change modality, and substitute 

1Kemeny, A Philosopher Looks at Science, p. 22. 

2Ibid. 
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terms with no respect for definition or application of rules 

of inference. This is discussed below in the analysis of 

examples from sociology which Jack Gibbs points out in 

Sociological Theory Construction. 1 

Pi-throwing Not Intended 

A few words from Nicholas Vanserg on "Mathmanship," 

"pi-throwing," and the "Humpty-Dumpty Dodge" may be helpful 

to the reader at this point. Vanserg discusses the writing 

of some books in languages which look like English but are 

not, such as the language of Geologese, Biologese, or 

Educationalese. Continuing in the only somewhat humorous 

vein, he points to the "further refinement of writing every

thing possible in mathematical symbols." 

This has but one disadvantage; namely, that some 
designing skunk equally proficient in this low 
form of cunning may be able to follow t~e reason
ing and discover its hidden simplicity. 

To avoid this, Vanserg recommends Mathmanship, a technique 

by which unsuspected obstacles are placed causing delay and 

frustration which incline the reader to give up on meaning. 

The Typographical Trick is one of these techniques. 

One of the more rudimentary practices of rnath
manship is to slip in a wrong letter, say av for 

1Gibbs, Sociological Theory Construction. 

2Nicholas Vanserg, "Mathmanship," in A Stress 
Analysis of·a Strapless Evening Gown, ed. Robert A. Baker 
(Garden city, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1969), p. 158. 
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an r. Even placing an exponent on the wrong side 
of the bracket will do wonders. This subterfuge, 
while admittedly an infraction of the ground 
rules, rarely incurs a penalty, as it can always 
be blamed on the printer. In fact, the author 
need not stoop to it himself as any copyist will 
gladly enter into the spirit of the occasion and 
cooperate voluntarily.I 

It is not the intention of the dissertation to con-

fuse the reader. No more is it the intention of the author 

to include basic courses in mathematics, logic, and 

linguistics into a review of the literature on axiomatics. 

It is pertinent to discuss the most relevant features of 

axiomatics so that the reader may understand logical argu

ments presented in Goodnight's theory construction which 

follow in Chapter III. While the nineteen rules of inference 

may appear formidable, they are basically involved with mean

ing reduction of terms to constants and variables, the~ 

and q's of them all, and with the mathematical manipulation 

of symbols in terms of addition (subtraction), substitution, 

and transposition. The rules of inference must be followed 

but they are independent of their content. This is a point 

discussed above in reference to questions which were raised 

in early Greek times. Aristotle knew tha,t it was necessary 

to keep the rules separate from the content in order to 

arrive at logical truths. The content depends on definition 

as has been stressed. The conclusions depend upon 

lNicholas Vanserg, "Mathmanship," in A Stress 
Analysis of a Strapless Evening Gown, ed. Robert A. Baker 
(Garden City, N.Y.: Anchor Books, 1969), p. 158. 
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definition and validity or demonstrability of the first 

premiss. Remember that without a true first premiss, no 

true conclusion is possible. 

The Axiomatic system as Described 
by J.· M. Bochenski 

Bochenski points out that the word 'axiom' in Greek 

indicates positive evaluation or acknowledgment of validity. 

An axiomatic system consists of statements about some sub

ject which are divided into two classes: axioms and derived 

statements which are deduced.from the axioms. Euclid's 

geometry is this kind of axiomatic system. 

Modern methodology modifies the older system in the 

following ways, according to Bochenski. 

1. The axiomatic system is developed in a purely 
formal way; it is a system of signs. The inter
pretation of these signs is not part of the system. 
2. With formalization all the conditions imposed 
on the axioms by the old axiomatic system--such as 
self-evidence, certainty, ontological priority-
become untenable. An axiom differs from the other 
statements of the system in. virtue only by the 
fact that it is not derived in the system. 
3. Axioms are sharply distinguished from rules. 
The modern axiomatic system therefore has two kinds 
of principles: axioms (which are laws) and rules 
(which are not laws but instructions). 
4. By the use of formalism and the distinction 
between axioms and rules the concept of derivation 
has been made relative: we no longer speak of 
derivation or probability in general but always 
with reference to a given system. 
5. In addition to the axiomatic system of state
ments there is now available a similar and closely 
associated axiomatic system of terms.l 

1Bochenski, Methods of Contemporary Thought, pp. 70-71. 
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To interpret these points, the system of signs 

developed formally is independent of the interpretation of 

the signs. This independence has already been noted. The 

interpretation of the signs (words, symbols, classes, 

letters) gives meaning to the system. Definition may be 

either real or nominal, analytic or synthetic, semantic or 

syntactic. Syntactic definitions permit the replacement of 

one sign by another (usually shorter) sign, while semantic 

definition fixes meaning. Conditions which hold for syn

tactic definition, hold for all other kinds,but the reverse 

does not hold. Semantic definitions may be either analytic 

or synthetic. An analytic definition is lexical and a syn

thetic definition is stipulative. 1 Syntactic definitions 

may be explicit, where the definiens (the old sign) is 

equated with a new one (the definiendurn). Syntactic defini

tions may be contextual, incorporating expressions already 

in the system on a conditional basis of "if and only if." 

Syntactic definitions may be r~cursive where dependency 

between statements exists and the definition is not complete 

until all statements. are given-. It has been suggested that 

there are many kinds of logic which can be used in axiomatic 

theory construction. It is important to note here that the 

three-value logic of Lukasiewicz which denies the tertium 

1 Ibid., p. 82. 
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non datur {the law of the excluded middle) is a heterodox 

system which is applied "only in fields where signs are 

unlikely to acquire eidetic meaning." 1 The two-valued 

logics are used where signs are likely to become eidetically 

(perceptually) meaningful in science. Sociology is a science 

where signs are eidetic (or should be if one is to construct 

demonstrative or apodeictic arguments). Attempts are often 

made in science to attain essential {real) definition. This 

is true of physical science as well as social science. They 

may be of different kinds: specification of cause (genetic 

definition), analysis of aspects and constituent parts, and 

specification of laws. Synthetic definitions are used in 

science because new concepts have to be formed and also 

because accepted definition may be too imprecise. The use 

of "sowing wild oats" without definition on the assumption 

that it is a known concept is extremely imprecise: no 

definition at all is offered by Dr. Goodnight. While inter

pretation of signs, a modern modification discussed by 

Bochenski, is not part of the system, . it is vital to the 

' operation of the system in any meaningful way. 

The second modification of classical axiomatics 

mentioned by Bochenski simply says that an axiom is a state

ment which is not derived from other statements in the 

system. Bochenski says that "Anyone who wishes to become 

lrbid., pp. 78-79. 
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acquainted with the axiomatic method must study works on 

mathematical logic. 111 The evolution of mathematical logic 

began with Leibniz (1646-1716) who developed some ideas about 

logic which were not used until about 1900. Boole (1815-

1864) and de Morgan (1806-1878) published books on mathema

tical logic in 1847. de Morgan's Theorem is one of the 

nineteen rules of inference in contemporary symbolic logic, 

and Boolean algebra provides the basic algorhythms used in 

some axiomatic theories. Noam Chomsky's is one. Frege, 

Peano, and Achroder, Whitehead, and Russell contributed new 

forms in the late 19th and 20th Centuries. Many-valued 

logics were introduced by Lukasiewicz (1921) and indepen

dently by Post. Heyting contributed intuitionist logic in 

1930. Lesniewski introduced an Aristotelian system which 

differs from Whitehead and Russell in Principia Mathematica. 

Recently, there have been natural logics of consequence 

which consist only of rules by Gentzen and Jaskowski. The 

combinatory logic of Curry was ·introduced in 1930. It is 

important to realize that there are many forms of mathemati

cal logic which may be applied to axiomatic theory construc

tion. As pointed out earlier, it was considered necessary 

by the author to understand and to deal with contemporary 

1Bochenski, Methods of Contemporary Thought, p. 77. 
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two-value logics before tackling three-value or other logics 

in spite of the fact that the new logics offer promise to 

the experienced axiomatic theorist. Conditions imposed on 

axioms of self-evidence, certainty, and ontological priority 

have been discarded in favor of a few taken-for-granted 

terms (the fewer the better is the assessment of the author). 

In re-writing the Goodnight theory, it is suggested that 

'adolescence' be the only taken-for-granted and hence 

undefined term. Adolescence is neither certain nor self

evident. Whether it has ontological priority is questionable. 

These conditions aside, adolescence may be taken as the 

primitive term from which all definitions stem. The inde

pendent rules could then be applied to the taxonomy for 

logical derivations. Binary constraints on co-occurrence 

are necessary to make the theory stochastic so that the 

class of "sowing wild oats" could be defined as a set of 

substitutable re-writes. These would be constrained by a 

feature analysis of plus or minus in certain temporal, 

spatial, and social contexts. 

The third modification should be clear since it 

sharpens the distinction between the terms of a theory and 

the rules for operating on the terms. Sets are distinguish

able and independent: the axioms or laws and the rules of 

operation. 
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The fourth modification asserts the independence of 

axiomatic systems one from the other. Consistency is a con

sideration in the application of rules. One would not think 

of jumping from one system of logic to another in dealing 

with a single antic set such as the Goodnight theory 

examined in terms of . two-valued contemporary symbolic logic. 

An axiomatic system of terms may be written by use 

of explicit definition in terms of definiens and definiendum. 

Thus, with 'adolescence' as the primitive term, a 

definiendum (new sign), a definitional set, may be entered 

to the right of the arrow or re-writes-as sign. Terms 

entered in this defini.endum may then move to the left of the 

arrow as definiens to be explicitly defined to the right of 

the arrow. This process continues until all terms used as 

definiendum have been moved to the left and defined to the 

right of the arrow, or re-writes as, sign. The process 

allows for open sets to the right of the arrow where new 

equivalences may be added. The ' set is, therefore, incom

plete, which has been shown to be desirable. It is more 

likely to be consistent when operational rules are applied to 

a system of statements which are context bound and which 

allow for substitution and transposition. 
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Contingency Statements 

The use of contingency statements in logic pertains 

to the construction of the Goodnight theory. Conditionals 

(if statements) and conclusions (then statements) constitute 

the thirteen Research Propositions offered for testing. The 

conclusions from Research Proposition I become conditionals 

in Research Proposi.tion II, and so forth. One must assume 

truth value from each conditional which is not a disjunct. 

If the disjunct appears later as a contingency, its truth 

value must be established also. Conditionals and the use of 

quantificational calculus allow more verity in the statement 

of propositions. If and only if such conditions are true, 

will the conclusions be true. One must be concerned with 

negation, for in some instances 'not A implies B'. One must 

also be concerned with incremental change and the sign rule 

by virtue of · the wording of the Goodnig.ht propositions. 

Incremental Change and The Sign Rule 

The sign rule is probably so familiar that it need 

not be stated. However, for purposes of clarity, the sign 

rule deals with the product and the direction of relation

ships. The product of two like signs is a positive and the 

product of two unlike signs is a negative. 

(-A) (B) = 
(-A) {-B) = 

{-AB) 
(AB) 



(A} 
(A) 

{B) 
(-B) 
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= (AB) 
= (-AB)l 

The Goodnight contingencies are stated as greater 

than lesser than conditionals. It is just as well, perhaps 

better, to use the Goodnight Research Proposition which is 

to be tested to illustrate the importance of the sign rule 

in establishing relationships between . variables. 

Contingency statement (1) states, "The greater the 

age range of persons popularly referred to as adoles

cents ••• and/or the greater the number of years between 

physical maturity and full economic self support." 

The theory postulates that, as countries industral

ize, modernize, and urbanize, their growing complexity pro

duces a longer period of adolescence. The expected sign 

would be+ for 1975 and - for 1905, since the United States 

has become more complex during this period. The United 

States, and Texas in particular, is the unit of analysis in 

the longitudinal design propose~. The disjunct of "greater 

number of years" should be+ in 1975 and - in 1905, if the 

conditional is true. 

Conditional (2) deals with FEWER roles of various 

kinds open to adolescents in both of these periods. The 

signs here shouid be+ in 1905 and - in 1975. In either 

1sanford M. Dornbusch and Calvin F. Schmid, A Primer 
of Social Statistics (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
Inc., 1955). 
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case, products would be of unlike signs producing a negative 

relationship IF the posited relationships of the theory are 

true. 

Greater age range and more time and space from 

Conditional (3) should result in a positive product in both 

years, since, according to the theory, the age range and 

space in mass media should both be+ in 1975 and should 

both be - in 1905. 

Relating Conditionals (2) and (3) for the two years, 

it is expected that the product is to be negative, since in 

1975 it would be - roles and+ space in mass media. In 

1905, it should be+ roles and - space. 

The conclusion of the "greater the likelihood that 

society will view adolescents' behavior in terms of 'having 

fu~, 'meaningless protest and rebellion', or 'sowing wild 

oats'," makes expectable positive signs in 1975 with age range 

and oats, age range and fun, age range and protest. Thus, a 

positive product among these sets of variables indicates that 

the relationship posited by the theory is correct. Relating 

the age range with the conclusion variables in 1905, a posi

tive product is also verifiable. There would have been 

a - age range and - likelihood of sowing oats, having fun, 

or protest. 
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Roles and the conclusion variables in 1975 result in 

a negative product to test strength and direction of rela

tionship. There should be - roles in 1975 and+ fun, oats, 

and protest. In 1905, the relationship is also negative, 

as roles would be+ and oats, fun, and protest would be 

negative. 

In testing strength and direction of relationships, 

it is important to determine the direction of the signs in 

terms of the posited relationships. It is also important to 

be aware that change is incremental and that a change in one 

variable does not necessarily imply the same amount of change 

in another variable. The sign rule is basic mathematical 

knowledge. Its application to the testing of axiomatic 

theory is discussed by Jack Gibbs in Sociological Theory 

Construction. Gibbs is in full agreement that both strength 

and direction of relationships must be tested and suggests 

the use of Spearman's Rho or Kendall's Tau as test statis

tics. Gibbs' remarks on the construction and testing of 

axiomatic theory are considered to be invaluable by the 

author. His book is a must for any sociologist interested 

in axiomatic theory. The author is in agreement with 

Bochenski that "Anyone who wishes to become acquainted with 

the axiomatic method must study works on mathematical logic,"1 

but cannot discount the comments made by Gibbs on the correct 

lrbid. 
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use of logic in axiomatics and his illustrations of faulty 

logic which sociologists have to date offered as axiomatic, 

or logical, deduction. 1 

The Uses of Axiomatic Theory 

It has been already pointed out that logic and 

mathematical systems have been "axiomatized." It was also 

noted that there are a number of difficult systems of 

mathematical logic which are equally valid as long as one 

stays within a single system for requirements and for 

operational rules. Euclidian, or Plane Geometry, and geo

metries which take into account the curvature of space, are 

axiomatized. The calculus and the quantificational calculus 

are axiomatized. 

To illustrate the successful use of different mathe

matical, logical systems in writing axiomatic theories which 

describe and predict data fields, attention is called to the 

fact that Hans Reichenbach, in 1944, showed that auantum 

mechanics cannot be axiomatized without contradiction on the 

basis of "classical" logic but that it can be axiomatized with

out contradiction using Lukasiewicz's three-valued logic. 2 

p. 78. 

1Gibbs, Sociological Theory Structure, p. 102. 

2Bochenski, The Methods of Contemporary Thought, 
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Further, Noam Chomsky has utilized Boolean algebra for the 

axiomatization of relational systems which generate all and 

only the sentences in a language. 1 Syntactic and phonologi

cal rules are axiomatized and context-bound using a binary 

(or two-valued) system. · Semantic properties of sentences 

are held to evolve from syntactic arrangements by Chomsky. 

Definitional systems and operational (or transformational) 

rules are included in Chomsky's theories. Students of 

Chomsky and other linguists have been forced to state argu- · 

ments favoring the semantic component over the syntactic 

component in the transformation of sentences from "deep" to 

"surface" structure in mathematical form, and to adhere 

rigorously to rules for their logical derivations. 

Reichenbach2 and Chomsky have used different axio

matic systems to generate descriptions of their respective 

data fields axiomatically. Axiomatic theory can be used 

successfully in physics and in linguistics. This has been 

demonstrated by the two above-mentioned theorists. In writ

ing axiomatic theory, the "assessment of the relative merits 
j 

of systems of mathematical logic has become a problem for 

1chomsky, Syntactic Structures. 

2Hans Reichenbach, Axiomatization of the Theory of 
t§~§f~vity (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
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methodology." 1 Bochenski tells us that the system which 

allows the field to be axiomatized without contradiction in 

the simplest way should be chosen. Aesthetic considerations 

play a part, says Bochenski, and the simpler and more ele

gant the proofs in a system, the fewer the axioms, the 

better. As has been said, Chomsky has only one primitive 

term: sentence (S). His theory is the epitomy of elegance. 

It is an open sy~tem and very few inconsistencies have 

appeared. Inconsistencies have been corrected when 

discovered. 

The Application of Axiomatics 
to- Social Science 

While there is no need to give up hope that axio

matics will some day play an important role in generating 

data fields within sociology, psychology, and other social 

sciences, to date there have been no successful attempts. 

The author would like to comment tha·t some "pi-throwing . 

and "mathmanship" have occurred within these fields, and 

would pre·fer to leave such efforts either anonymous or 

pseudonomous lest the accusation of "mud-throwing" result. 

The apparent reason for failure to successfully axiomatize 
' 

any theory in social science is the profound alienation of 

the social scientist from philosophy, mathematics, logic, 

p. 78. 
1Bochenski, The Methods of Contemporary Thought, 
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and linguistics. A tende-nc-y to concentrate efforts to learn 

on the graduate level to only the subject-matter of sociology 

has afflicted this field, making it in-bred. Coercive 

restrictions ·in terms of graduate programs tend to mitigate 

against the application of new ideas and new methodologies. 

Such efforts as have appeared are lamentable. However, a 

certain admiration for the sociologist who attempts axio

matic theory construction is indigenous to the present dis

sertation and its entire effort of criticism and testing. 

Ordinary.Language: Zetterberg, 
Gibbs, ·and Goodnight 

There is disagreement.between. Hanz Zetterberg, Jack 

Gibbs, and Barbara Goodnight on the issue of whether or not 

the rules of ordinary language are sufficient to generate 

axiomatic theory. Zetterberg thinks that they are, while 

Gibbs and Goodnight do not. Evidence pro and con must be 

presented before a decision can be reached. 

Since the axiomatic sets of Chomsky will generate 

all and only the sentences in a language, and generate them 

albebraically (which is to say axiomatically), there is a 

pretty strong case that the rules of ordinary language are 

sufficient. The rules of ordinary language apply to defini

tion and to demarcation of classes of things which are equal 

and which can be substituted. Symbolic logic's nineteen 
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rules of inferences are understood in terms of ordinary 

languag.e: the meaning of syncategorematic words such as 

'and', 'or,' 'greater', 'lesser!, 'if and only if' and so 

forth. It is interesting to point out here that no one has 

ever succeeded in defining [the meaning of if-then] analyti

cally. If-then represents implicatio·n: the presence of 

'A' (if 'A' then 'B') implies the presence of 'B'. Or, con

ver·sely, the absence of 'A', if that implies the presence of 

'B' may be postulated. 

Gibbs says: 

For example, Ze·tterberg' s version of the axio
matic Iijethod excludes formal rules of derivation, 
evidently on the presumption that "ordinary 
language" is adequate •••• 1 

Further, Gibbs comments that: 

Zetterberg's statement of the subject is in
credible: 0 it is usually very hard to confirm a 
single hypothesis but quite easy to confirm a 
theory, a system of hypotheses." Since the judg
ment of a theory depends on interpretation of 
tests of hypotheses, it -is inconceivable that the 
former can be easier than the latter. Zetterberg 
persistently blurs the distinction between theorem 
and hypothesis (evidently using the terms as inter
chang.eable) , but even so his statement is still 
incredible, if only because it ignores! the dilemma 
of induction and the fallacy of affirming the 
consequent. (Italics mine.)2 

Barbara Goodnight criticizes Zetterberg for 

assuming that the rules of ordinary language are 

1Gibbs, Sociological Theory Construction, p. 102. 

2Ibid., p. 362. 
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adequate. 1 It depends. Incredible as it may seem, as 

Bochenski points out, no one has yet defined the meaning of 

'if-then'. It is assumed that the implication and this can 

lead to quirks and turns in logical systems. If-then is 

both ordinary language and a constituent of the rules of 

inference: an important constituent since implication is 

the basis of derivation. Incredible as it may seem, too, 

here is a case where a single hypothesis, that of implica

tion between relational terms in a theory, is VERY HARD to 

prove! 

Since the rules of ordinary language and the rules 

of symbolic logic are both axiomatized in a Boolean system, 

the dispute seems quite unnecessary. Some issues in logic 

must be accepted and this is one. In applying ordinary 

language rules one does not neglect the FORMS of deriva

tion of symbolic logic. These forms result from language, 

definition, and from signing as a result of definition. 

Recursively, one could define 'if-then' working within the 

definitional frame of the whole axiomatic theory. Disputes 

such as this may be important, but they are not the most 

important issue in advancing rigor in axiomatic theory 

construction. Gibbs' discussion of moving from intrinsic 

1Barbara Goodnight, Adolescence in American Societ~: 
A Codification of Current Sociolo ical Knowled e With Im li
cations or Further Researc Michigan: University Micro
films , Inc • , 19 6 8 ) , p • 3 5 • 
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meaning to epistemic statement by way of real definition, or 

"referential formulae" for testing is far more valuable to 

the advancement of axiomatics in sociology. 1 

There are many kinds of definitions. The distinction 

between nominal and real definitions originated in early 

Green times. Gibbs does not wish to quibble over the use of 

the word "operational" definition in terms of whether or not 

it is nominal or real. He seems to favor real definition, 

and even essential definition. The definition of terms is 

all-important to the meaning and the testing of the theory. 

Therefore, in Gibbs' view, the theorist is responsible for 

building into the theory a clearly defined taxonomy and for 

selecting the "referential formulae" for testing. Whatever 

referential formulae the theorist chooses, Gibbs insists 

that the measure be isomorphic with the objectivity to be 

measured. For this reason, he would rather discard the use 

of traditional operational definitions in favor of referents 

which say something about the reality to be tested. It is 

necessary for the theorist to move from analytic statements 

to synthetic statements in writing the theory. 

The author would. not entirely disagree with Gibbs 

and Goodnight in their objections that Zetterberg failed to 

include rules of inference as necessary to axiomatic 

1Gibbs~ Sociological Theory Construction. 
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derivation, but Zetterberg's book is intended to be pedagogy 

on a rather simple level. 1 He is in.traducing axiomatic theory 

to sociologists in a sense. Recall the issue, the dilemma, 

pointed out by John Kemeny that the author writing on such a 

complex topic is faced with the possibility of either over

simplifying, or presenting the topic in a manner which to 

many would-be readers would appear to be "pi-throwing" with

out any relevance to problems which they encounter. 

As far as the "blurring" of terms such as proposi

tion, theorem, statement., lemma, hypothesis, contingency, 

conditional, and so forth, this "blurring" is a function of 

the use of the terms in the literature of mathematics, logic, 

and languag-e and philosophy. There is some overlap and 

interchangeability of the terms. In this dissertation, 

whenever Goodnight' s Resea:rch Propositions are referred to, 

the words are capitalized. Propositions as they are used 

in logic are not capitalized. A proposition, statement, 

lemma, and hypothesis may be used interchangeably.. None of 

these has a necessary correspondence with ~sentence', although 
' 

logical predication must occur in them. Using any of the 

first three, one is 'positing' a relationship, so that they 

are hypoeheses, though not in the tradition of the use of 

hypotheses in probability statistics. A little thought will 

lHans L. Zetterberg, On Theory and Verification in 
Sociolo!i' 3rd enlarged ed. (Totowa, N,J,: The Bedminster 
Press, 66), p. 76. 
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discover that propositions, statements, and lemmas have con

traries {recall dialectic premisses and demonstrative 

premisses) • The null hypothesi.s is a form of contrary con

dition to that posited in a . hypothesis using parametric and 

non-parametric statistics. The word premiss {major and 

minor) is the word which . refers ·to statements in order in 

syllogistic form.· The conc.lusion is also a statement, 

proposition, contingency, conditional, lemma or hypothesis, 

depending on how or where it is used in induction, deduction, 

and abdu.ction. Some authorities suggest that theorems, 

lemmas, and postulates are derived from axioms. But any 

derivation is an hypothesis, so the quarrel with Zetterberg 

over his incredible interchangeability of terms is unfounded. 

Zetterberg is oversimplifying, perhaps assuming that the 

reader o.f Theory and Verification in Sociology has a broader 

base of knowledge in mathematics and logic than he probably 

has. 

Any sociologist who undertakes to write axiomatic 

theory without at least a provisional knowledge of the dis

ciplines of mathematics, logic, .philosophy, and linguistics 

Places himself in serious intellectual jeopardy. Perhaps it 

would be instructive to examine some examples which Jack 

Gibbs includes in his book for flaws in logic. 
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Jack Gibbs and Logical Derivation 
in Soci'ology 

Examples from the work of Stinchcombe, Smith, 

Loprato, Chafetz, Homans, Udy, Davis and Moore, and from 

Talcott Parsons are introduced by Gibbs in Sociological 

Theory Construction. He says that the "logical relations 

among the components of a theory [are] ambiguous, the 

practice is endemic in sociology." Gibbs' comments continue: 

Further, sociologists persist in the belief that 
testable predictions can be derived systematically 
from the well-known theories of the field. For ex
ample, according to Stinchcombe (1968:16), Durkehim 
[sic] derived the following statement from his 
theory of egoistic suicide: "Protestants in France 
will have higher suicide rates than Catholics in 
France."l 

Gibbs points out that Durkheim took suicide rates as 

"fact" and not as derived prediction. He notes that testable 

predictions about suicide rates cannot be derived from 

Durkheim's theory. It is a sociologi~al myth that Durkheim 

provided a "basis for the systematic derivation of predic

tions.112 If we take it to be true that any formal mode of 

logical derivation is incomplete without specification of 

explicit ~ules,· even though one asserts that ordinary 

language and derivational rules are not entirely distinguish

able, one must agree with Gibbs when-he says that 

1Gibbs, Sociological Theory Construction, p. 102. 

2Ibid., p. 106. 
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contemporary practices in theory construction offer 

supposedly derived assertions, but that the assertion is, 

in fact, "conjectural." The nineteen rules of inference are 

clearly stipulated,and they are adequate for derivation in 

ordinary language terms. The passage from Stinchcombe intro

duced by Gibbs ignores both rules of ordinary language and/or 

rules of inference in two-value Aristotelean based logic as 

set forth by Irving M. Copi, Max Black, and Alfred Tarski. 1 

Gibbs quotes Stinchcombe: 

PASSAGE I: "Usually people can adopt religious or 
magical beliefs to relieve their anxieties fairly 
'cheaply. ' " 

Religion and magic do not have many negative effects. 

Hence religion and magic are fairly constant features 
of societies."2 

To examine log.ical flaws in this deduction may be 

profitable in explicating rules of derivation. It could be 

more clearly stated. An 'if-then' form might be used. The 

major premiss implies instantiation to an existential condi

tion by virtue of people "usually can adopt." This is not 

a universal general statement. It is quantified to 'some

times' and demonstrative existentially in some cases. The 

1Max Black, Critical Thinking, 2nd ed. (New York: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1952); Irving M. Copi, ibid. and idem., 
enlarged and rev. ed.; Alfred Tarski, Introduction to Logic 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1941). 

2Gibbs, Sociological Theory Construction, p. 102. 
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modality changes from 'can adopt' in the first premiss to 

'do not have' (a universal general proposition) and to 'are 

fairly constant' in the conclusion. Modalities should not 

be changed throughout a syllogism if correct form is used. 

It is also contrary to ordinary language rules. Remember 

it was ~pointed out that men used logic long before it was 

formalized. 

Further, the use of 'can adopt' carries no necessary 

implication that people 'do adopt'. It would better be 

worded "Some people adopt religious or magical 

beliefs •••• " The modality would agree with that of the 

minor premiss. 

At 'this point, between major and minor premiss, an 

unstated assumption is involved in deduction, making the 

reasoning enthymematic. An enthyrneme is "an agrument which 

is incompletely expressed, part of it being 'understood!. 1 

Follow: people wish to relieve their anxieties fairly 

· 'cheaply'. That is the suggested goal of the adoption of 

religious or magical belief,although it is not stated. A 

further assumption is that, if religion and magic do not 

have many negative effects (minor premiss), they are 

'cheap'. A whole set of assumptions stemming from 

utilitarianism and Bentham's "Mathematics of Emotion" are 

1copi, Symbolic Logic, p. 155. 
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involved in this deduction. A chain of assumptions leading 

to the postulated relationship between minor premiss and 

major premiss are left unstated. 

Relational premisses may be understood as auxiliary 

premisses. "When the indicated missing premiss is supplied, 

a formal proof of the ~rgument's validity is very easily 

set down." But, when a needed premiss is left unexpressed, 

it must be supplied. Missing premisses, says Copi, are not 

always easily noticed and supplied in an enthymematically 

expressed argument. "Where a necessary premiss is missing, 

the inference is technically invalid. 111 No statement doubt

ful or debatable as an argument's own conclusion may be 

admitted as a supplementary premiss. Only the "sheerest 

platitudes should be left unexpressed" to be supplied in an 

enthymematically stated argument that is valid. The missing 

premisses in the case under study is no sheer platitude. 

One may conclude that the inference is not valid from this 

simple fact that the argument is· enthematically stated. 

There are other things wrong with the wording. There is a 

hidden assumption that because religion and magic do not have 

many negative effects they are 'cheap~. This kind of reason

ing is flagrantly lacking substance even to the reasonable 

man who has never heard of enthymemes or rules of inference. 

1Ibid. , p. 155. 
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A contradiction in terms occurs because of changing 

modalities: the conclusion is that religion and magic are 

fairly constant features of society. The syllogism moves 

from an existential particular through a universal general 

to an existential particular. The introduction of 'fairly' 

into the conclusion keeps it from being an existential 

general: it is quantified to 'most'. In reality, no logic 

follows from thi~ syllogism which is invalid for a number 

of reasons. The substitution of negative effects (minus) 

for 'cheap' equates the terms,and this is not permissible. 

A standard-form categorical syllogism has only three terms 

and the middle term must be distributed. If one were to 

correctly word this, one might get: 

Some people adopt religious beliefs and magic. 
Religious beliefs and magic are cheap remedies. 
Therefore, some people adopt cheap remedies. 

This does not seem to be congruent with the sense of the argu

ment that Stinchcombe is trying to present. There are other 

ways of distributing the terms, but working with this proposi

tion is not productive in asserting the meaning it probably 

attempts to convey. The pi-throwing and mathmanship are 

lamentable. The other examples given by Gibbs could be 

anaJ.yzed in such a manner, but it would not particularly 

serve the purpose of the dissertation. 



84 

Summary of Chapter II 

It has been the purpose of Chapter II to introduce 

to the reader problems involved in the use of axiomatic 

theory. First, the nature of mathematics and its potential 

for use in all fields ·were discussed. Early origins of logic 

which involved ordinary language and men making logical 

deductions about their world via the medium of language were 

examined. The introduction of taxonomy and syllogistic logic 

in Aristotle's later years were summarized. Questions raised 

in the post-Aristotelean era by Theophrastus and Sextus, the 

Megarians and the Stoics were introduced. Among them were 

questions of meaning--the difference between what a person 

means and what a sentence means, and the necessity of 

reliance upon the sentence unit for meaning. Questions of 

changing modality and scope of operators (which imply the use 

of quantification and the domain of the part over the whole 

or vice-versa) were introduced. 

The difference between real and nominal definitions 

dating to Aristotle was seen to be important. That demon-

' strative premisses were necessary for apodeictic argument 

and that there was a difference between demonstrative and 

dialectical arguments has been established. The emergence 

of the notion that the rules of logid and the content be 

separate and independent was noted. Various kinds of 
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definitions were discussed with stress on the importance of 

definition which was clear and stable and which was isomor

phic with the reality under study. Various kinds of 

ambiguity were noted with the most important being syntactic 

ambiguity and semantic ambiguity. Real definition and the 

specification of 'referential formulae' for testing are 

considered the responsibility of the axiomatic theorist. 

The necessity for moving from analytic statements to syn

thetic or epistemic statements in order to test for truth 

value was discussed. 

Such possibilities as 'sillygisms' rather than syllo

gisms which result from the misuse of logical derivation, 

were considered. The potential for pi-throwing and mathman

ship in the misuse of symbolic logic was acknowledged. 

While it is possible to prove that black is white using 

logic, it is in no sense desiiable. The aim of the disser

tation is to discu.ss all points relevant to a profitable use 

of axiomatic theory in sociology and certainly the possi

bilities of misuse of axiomatics is a grave concern. Jack 

Gibbs presented instances of misuse of axiomatic and logic 

in sociology. One of the examples which Gibbs presented was 

analyzed in greater detail than it was by Gibbs in Sociologi

cal Theory Construction. 
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Looking at the temporal sequence of developments in 

mathematics and logic, it was concluded that, with the excep

tion of Leibniz, the early Greek times, and the late 19th and 

early 20th centuries were the most profitable and fertile in 

the development of logical systems and their application to 

other fields. Logic itself has been axiomatized. Mathe

matics and language have been axiomatized. The different 

kinds of axiomatic systems were introduced, although the use 

of two-valued Aristotelean based logic was recommended as a 

starting point in sociology. 

In looking at applications of axiomatic theory, it 

was shown that geometry both plane and curved are axiomatized. 

Reichenbach applied a three-valued logic to quantum mechanics 

to avoid inconsistency in 1944, and in 1957, Noam Chomsky 

successfully axiomatized languages. The choice of a system 

of axiomatics then depends on the reality problem to be 

solved. 

The nineteen rules of inference were introduced. 

Their use is recommended even though there is no clear-cut 

difference in the algorythms used in logic and language. 

The difference in form of argument is probably important 

enough to insist upon their use until the theorist is 

familiar enough with rules of inference to use them naturally 

in ordinary language. 
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Incremental change, quantification, and the applica

tion of the sign rule were discussed. The use of the sign 

rule is of particular importance to the discussion and test

ing of the Goodnight theory of adolescence. Confusion of 

terms such as proposition, lemma, hypothesis, and statement 

were noted. A possible blurring of the terms is 

endemic to the nature of logic, and this was pointed out. 

It was noted that axiomatics were very general and 

could be applied to any field. The fact that axiomatic 

theory in sociology and the social sciences has not been 

successful was pointed out. The cause of this failure to 

succeed with mathematical proofs is seen to lie within the 

constraints of the discipline itself. The person not 

familiar with intracacies of mathematics, logic, and language 

puts himself in serious jeopardy when he attempts axiomatic 

theory. Training in these necessary areas is not usual in 

sociology. Such instruction is necessary,but it is beyond 

the limits of this dissertation·. Relevant points to the 

discussion and eval~ation of the axiomatic theory under • 

study were stressed. 

At this point, the reader should be prepared to move 

to Chapter III. Chapter III entails a discussion of the 

specific Research Proposition to be evaluated and tested. 
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Hopefully, some points in Chapter II, the overview of the 

literature in an attempt to describe both the nature and 

uses of axiomatic theory, will be helpful to the reader in 

the following chapters. 



CHAPTER III 

A DISCUSSION OF GOODNIGHT'S THEORY CONSTRUCTION 

IN RELATION TO ITS TESTABILITY 

There is general agreement among sociologists that_, 

to be useful, a theory must be testable. As rationalism 

and empiricism have tended to combine in contemporary 

approaches to science: 

The problems of value, of empirical fact, and of 
logical conceptualization could not be isolated 
from one another •••• 

The inclination to treat thought as a unity 
was also critical to the rise of science. The 
classical temper and its axiomatic method fell 
short of science in a basic respect. Science 
deals with matters of fact that can only be 
settled on the basis of empirical investigation. 
However, factual investigation alone falls short 
of science.l 

Joseph Gusfield, in "The Literary Rhetoric of Science: 

Comedy and Pathos in Drinking Driver Research," discusses the 

"language of presentation" in science. He shows that theoriz

ing and conclusion-making "involve presentational devices of 

literary selection and language which confer policy implica-

tions upon them."2 
I 

As Gusfield points out, the.title of his 

loon Martindale, Prominent Sociologists Since World 
War II {Columbus, Ohio: Char·les E. Merrill Publishing 
Company, 1975), p. 19. 

2Joseph Gusfield, "The Literary Rhetoric of Science: 
Comedy and Pathos in Drinking Driver Research," American 
Sociological Review 1976 41 {February 1976):16. 

89 
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article poses an obvious contradiction: the rhetoric of 

research. Rhetoric and research have been, and still are in 

some views, considered to be exclusive modes. Rhetoric tra

ditionally involves persuasion while science remains neutral. 

Yet, while scientists are thought to express their findings 

in neutral language, such a neutralized use of language may 

be an impossibility. Gusman quotes Northrop Frye: 

Anything which makes a functional use of words 
will always be involved in all the technical 
problems of words, including rhetorical prob
lems. The only road from grammar to logic, then, 
runs through the intermediate territory of 
rhetoric.! 

In the literary style of science, Gusman insists that 

"the writer must persuade the audience that the results of 

the research are not literature." 

The style of non-style is itself the style of 
science. There is literary art involved in 
scientific presentation.2 

Goodnight's Axiomatic Theory 

Upon first reading or casual reading of Barbara 

Goodnight's theory of adolescence and adolescents, the reader 
'I 

is often persuaded that the theory does, indeed, fit the 

facts of the social phenomena described. The audience for 

the book is a sociological audience, more or less familiar 

1Ibid., p. 17. 

2rbid. 
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with the constructs, concepts, and relationships which are 

codified in the theory. One is, therefore, persuaded that 

since the theory appears to be descriptive of facts as they 

are known, the theory must have predictive value as well. 

That the uses of theory involve description, explanation, and 

prediction is not usually argued even though the fourth use, 

social control, may be argued. 

While the Goodnight theory is persuasive, it falls 

short of being well-written theory in spite of the limita

tions which its author points out: it is incomplete and 

delimited to contemporary conceptions of adolescence, the 

adolescent world, and subculture. 1 One of the advantages of 

the theory which Goodnight points out is that: 

the utilization of axiomatic theory construction 
as strategy for codification of sociological knowl
edge of adolescence demonstrates the feasibility 
and profitability of its use as a technique for the 
codification of sociological knowledge in general. 
The organization of propositions according to the 
axiomatic format is significant because it not only 
provides for an orderly, logical presentation of 
material but also because it necessitates the 
(1) spelling out of basic assumptions; (2) careful 
definition and consistent use of·concepts; and 
(3) explicit statement of deductions~ 2 

1Barbara Goodnight, Adolescence in American Society: 
A Codification of Current Sociological- Knowledge With Impli
cations for Further Research (Michigan: University Micro
films, Inc., 1968), p. 9. 

2Ibid., p. 11. 
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The rhetoric of research is involved in the surface 

persuasiveness of the theory. The inclination to treat 

thought as a unity (see Martindale, above) has been ignored. 

The Goodnight theory falls short on the careful definition 

and consistent use of concepts, the spelling out of basic 

assumptions, and the explicit statement of deductions. All 

of the above are validations for the effort made by 

Dr. Goodnight for her own work, in her own work. Part of 

this difficulty lies in the fact that the theory was con

structed using scientific studies of adolescence and adoles

cents already extant in contemporary science. The result is 

often tautological, with definitions taken for granted by the 

theorist and inconsistently substituted on the grounds that 

they will be "understood" by the researcher. 

Goodnight is interested in the testing of the axio

matic theory. Moving from a taxonomic level, she has con

structed thirteen Research Propositions with the hope that 

these Research Propositions be tested. Specific difficulties 

in testing, due to wording or in constructing a research 

instrument linguistically consistent with the meaning of the 

theory, become a rather formidable problem. 

By the nature of axiomatic theory, true conclusions 

can only be drawn from true premisses, and the first, or 

major, premiss must be a demonstrable premiss. From this, 
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it follows that any research proposition may be selected for 

testing and that a false, unclear, or non-demonstrable 

premiss or conclusion at that point may indicate a prior 

weakness in the theory as well. Research Proposition III was 

selected for testing because, after some study of the entire 

set, it seemed to offer the most tangible indicators for 

testing. This was not the case as this particular proposi

tion for research was studied further. Some of the diffi

culties encountered resulted from the wording of the 

propositions contained in Research Proposition III and others 

from the use of tangible indicators which are not suitable 

for use in stochastic testing. An axiomatic theory should, 

ideally, predict regardless of time and place if the proposi

tions are correctly and consistently stated and the rules of 

deduction, induction, and abduction followed with rigor. 

Difficulties in Wording of 
Lemmas or Propositions 

nThe predictive accuracy of a theory depends entirely 

on definitions" according to Jack Gibbs. 1 The theorist him

self is responsible for providing clear extrinsic statements 

so that intrinsic meaning may not be confused by a researcher 

in term selection or choice of an indicator which is both 

1Jack Gibbs, Sociological Theory Construction 
(Illinois: Dryden Press, Inc., 1972), p. Sl. 
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real and operational. This, for Gibbs, is not so much a 

question of "operationalism" as a possible confusion of 

analytic and synthetic statements in theory construction. 

Tests must be made according to synthetic statements. Refer

ential realities in the Goodnight statements are a problem. 

Goodnight's Research Propositions are constructed so 

that the contingency statements in each Research Proposition 

(these are numbered) are followed by conclusions (these are 

lettered). The statements are worded in terms of greater 

than/lesser than properties. The lettered conclusions of 

Research Proposition I become the numbered contingency state

ments in Research Proposition II and so on throughout the 

thirteen Research Propositions. By virtue of this, con

tingency statement (1) in Research Proposition III has 

already been encountered as a conclusion in Research 

Proposition II. 

Contingency statement (1) in Research Proposi

tion III reads: 

(1) The greater the age range of persons popularly 
referred to as adolescents, teen-agers, and youth 
and/or the greater the number of years between 
physical maturity and full economic self-support. 1 

In logical reduction, this proposition may be treated 

as either a conjunction or as a disjunction because of the 

!Goodnight, Adolescence in American Society, p. 54. 
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"and/or." Talcott Parsons pointed out the difficulty in 

measuring full economic self-support as one of the defining 

criteria which he supplied for his concept "isolated nuclear 

family." Data were more readily available and more reliable 

for the determination of whether or not this family pattern 

prevailed in the United States from census information as to 

marriage, place of residence, numbers of families per house

hold, and so forth, than data regarding "full economic self

support." The present researcher concurs that whether or not 

any couple is fully economically self-supporting is a matter 

which defies the United States census and tickles the fancy 

of the Internal Revenue Service. Not to mention the social-· 

ogist who considers the problems of reported income in 

research! 

An even greater proble~ lies with the concept of 

physical maturity: in Research Proposition VI, contin

gency (2), what have been "physical maturity" and "full 

economic self-support" become "development of the capability 

to bear children" and "full economic independence." While 

substitution from a set equally defined is allowed, substi

tution of essentially different terms is not allowed in 

axiomatics. The development of the ability to bear children 

implies part of a physical maturation process, but research 

on inability to bear children indicates that psychological, 
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emotional, and physical factors are very important. With 

therapy, with adoption, and with surgery, the development of 

the ability to bear children may be accomplished in what 

would popularly be referred to, to paraphrase Goodnight, as 

physically mature adults. Sometimes, no treatment for 

sterility is possible. 

It would seem to behoove a researcher in search of 

indicators which were at once "real" and "operational" to 

discard this disjunction in favor of the first lemma since 

neither end point in the determination of number of years 

between physical maturity _ (or development of the ability to 

bear children) and full economic self-support (or full 

economic independence) is clear and objectively obtainable. 

The decision was made to use the first lemma in testing: 

the greater the age range of persons popularly referred to 

as adolescents, teen-agers, and youth. 

Difficulties, not immediately apparent, are inherent 

in the wording of this statement as well. A question arises: 

does the theorist mean to equate adolescents, teen-agers, and 

youth, or does she mean for them to be overlapping sets of 

persons considered by society (in its popular references) 

to be somewhere between childhood and adulthood? 

Since the wording of the proposition includes not 

only "popularly referred to" in this lemma, but "society 
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will view" in conclusion (a) of Research Proposition III, it 

would appear that society is being anthropomorphized. 

Because of this wording, a questionnaire administered to all 

age groups, both sexes, and as variegated a population as 

possible (in terms of social class, race, religion, and other 

sociological indicators) was decided upon for testing. In 

wording the questionnaire, it was decided to separate adoles

cents, teen-agers, and youth conceptually in order to deter

mine whether or not the same or nearly the same age ranges 

were perceived to apply to each of the three terms used in 

the wording of the proposition. Since the theory deals with 

adolescents and adolescence, it was decided to use this 

reported age range from the sample in the actual testing of 

the proposition. The researcher perceived that there might 

be a substantial difference in the popular definition of 

youth as opposed to teen-age or adolescence, and this was, 

indeed, the case. Research findings are reported in 

Chapter IV. However, at this point, it is important to note 

that in constructing axiomatic theory, one must be careful 

not to use overlapping sets in a statement where they may 

possibly be semantically equated. 

Ideally, in the construction of axiomatic theory, 

once a set is defined,any member of the set may fit into a 

blank slot. For example, in all __ are __ , one might 
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substitute 'dogs' and 'mammals'. Further substitution could 

then occur in the first slot from the class, or set, of 

mammals: 'all cats are mammals'. Further substitution could 

then occur in the first slot from the class, or set, of 

mammals: 'all cats are mammals', 'all monkeys are mammals', 

and so forth, staying within the bounds of the set. If one 

were to substitute 'white' or 'four-footed', so that the pro

position read 'all dogs are white' or 'all dogs are four

footed', logical problems would occur. The use of quanti

fiers and the avoidance of universal quantifiers was the step 

in the development of logic which enabled the person wishing 

to use speech and logical patterns in such a way as to 

describe real conditions to do so effectively, avoiding the 

"black swan" problem. In the further sophistication of 

axiomatic theory, as in Noam Chomsky's transformational

generative theory of language, what fits into any slot is 

context bound; that is, it is bounded by what is stated in 

the primary sentence, or propositional, unit. We could not 

say 'all clocks are mammals' because clocks are minus ani

mate, and animate is a defining characteristic of mammalians. 

Logicians, axiomatic theory constructionists, and linguists 

are interested in sense statements and try to eliminate non

sense statements as possible derivations from a theory. 

Thus, while 'colorless green ideas sleep furiously' is 
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grammatical, the sentence makes no sense. The occurrence of 

'green' is constrained by the presence of 'colorless', which 

negates all colors. Further, 'ideas' do not sleep because 

they are abstractions,and they are minus animate. Since 

they do not sleep at all, they cannot sleep in any way, 

'furiously' or otherwise. 1 

In Goodnight, an assumption is made that, in some 

societies, there is a period between childhood and adulthood 

referred to as (stated in Research Proposition III) adoles

cence, teen-age, and youth. One should, therefore, be able 

to substitute in a meaningful statement, or logical proposi

tion, any of these terms without violating either syntax or 

sense. The blank would be bounded by childhood and by 

adulthood: C Adult. 'All those not children or adults 

are ' is another way of stating this. C • A* are --
Any of the three words should fit. Youth appears experien

tially to be the least likely to substitute, since both 

children, teen-agers, and young adults are often referred to 

"popularly" as "youth." Teen-agers does not by the fourth

order defining criteria offered: some teen-agers have chil

dren and are (more or less) self-supporting. In discussing 

1Noam Chomsky, Syntactic Structures (1957) through 
The Sound Pattern of English, with Morris Halle (1968) . 

....,. -*c. A reads 'not child and not adult'. 
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the fit of adolescents here, the societies, underdeveloped 

or primitive, where the major divisions in age-grading are 

childhood and adulthood must be considered. In some socie

ties where this age-grading is present for the most part, a 

few "adolescents" may emerge in the upper social strata where 

Western patterns are more likely to be imitated. 

The sets would seem to overlap in such a manner: 

,. ....,. - - - Adolescence 

------ Youth 

----- Teens 

only overlap each other, but 

overlap perceptions of teen-age and of youth. They do not 

include all of the age span of youth and do not coincide the 

teen-age boundaries. This was an inference on the part of 

the researcher in examining the Goodnight construction, 

which is profoundly enthymematic in this area. 

From the third order concepts in Goodnight, adoles

cence and group~one obtains the following derived definition 

of adolescence: 
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Adolescence refers to the age period in the life 
of an individual when his society ceases to 
regard him as a child but does not accord to him 
full adult status, roles and functions.l 

This definition is derived from concepts designated as first 

order, second order, third order, or fourth order "depending 

on the number of logical steps required for their deriva

tion." Goodnight starts with basic concepts, assumptions, 

and builds into her derived concepts in the orderly fashion 

described above. Adolescence is a concept which she states 

is derived from (1, 8, 9, 24, 29, 31, 33, 34, and i). (See 

Appendix I for clarification.) In this system of notation 

(i), is an assumption: There may be a lag between the bio

logical and social maturity of human individuals. Adoles

cence is derived from basic concept age; from basic concept 

function; from basic concept human individuals; from basic 

concept society; from derived first order concept adulthood; 

from derived first order concept childhood; from derived 

first order concept status; and from a concept which appears 

to be missing. The Goodnight text skips numerically from 

derived concept of the first order status~to adolescence. A 

second order concept is introduced which is not numbered. 

It is assumed this is missing. This assumption is made on 

the basis of human fallibility and not strict mathematics. 

!Goodnight, Adolescence in American Society, p. 54. 
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The basic concepts from which adolescence is derived 

can be fairly taken for granted in three cases, at least in 

American society or perhaps, more generally, in Western 

society. Westeners are very aware of age, of human individ

uals, and of society. The fourth basic concept, function, 

would seem to require some definitional status in the theory, 

at least in view of the definitional struggle of Robert 

Merton, Ernest Nagel, and others to isolate the meaning(s) 

of function in structural-functional theory. 1 In the Good

night theory one is required to take the me~ning of function 

for granted, a risky thing considering the history of the 

debate over meaning in this particular case. 

From age, function, human individuals, and society, 

apparently adulthood, childhood, and status are derived. 

Role (the missing number) is a second order derivation, 

attaching apparently to status for its derivation. With the 

assumption (i) of a possible lag between biological and 

social maturity, adolescence is derived as a third-order 

concept. 

At this point, Goodnight would have been well-advised 

to leave her concept of adolescence and its definition where 

it stands. It is acceptable on the conceptual, definitional 

level of sociology. The addition of teen-age and youth as 

1N. J. Demerath III and Richard A. Peterson, System 
Change, and Conflict (New York: The Free Press, 1967). 
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equivalent terms in the Research Proposition no longer 

allows the basic conceptualization to be "taken for granted." 

One must question the three as equivalent terms both in a 

real sense and in a stipulative sense. Axiomatic theory 

must be absolutely clear definitionally and referentially for 

substitution to occur. For this reason, questioning of the 

sample of respondents as to their perception of definition 

boundaries of these terms was considered to be of value in 

eliminating hazards from the theory. 

An old question is posed regarding the difference in 

what a sentence means, and what a person means. 1 In axio

matic theory, it is absolutely essential to KNOW what the 

sentence means. The thrust of Gibbs' work is that the 

theorist is responsible for eliminating definitional confu

sion and for stating extrinsic indicators or "referential 

formulae for testing" of the concept to be measured. 2 The 

confusion over meaning is one which is continually 

encountered in Goodnight. 

While Dr. Goodnight does inventory her basic con

cepts, derived concepts, and assumptions, she gives neither 

a complete taxonomy nor her method for the derivation of the 

lwilliam Kneale and Martha Kneals, The Development 
of Logic (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1971), p. 157. 

2Gibbs, Sociological Theory Construction. 



104 

first, second, third, and fourth order concepts. She speci

fies that she uses both induction and deduction and apolo

gizes for the "excessively large number of concepts 

incorporated into [the] theory."l Zetterberg is criticized 

for his "failure. to explicitly state a rule for 

deduction. Rather, he indicates that 'the deduction rules 

of ordinary language are (to be) used.'" From this point, 

Goodnight relies upon Costner and Leik and the use of the 

sign rule (the albegraic product of the signs of the postu

lated relationships). This mode of deduction is illustrated 

by Goodnight as follows: 

The greater the A, the greater the B. 
The greater the B, the greater the c. 
The greater the A, the greater the c.2 

The logical mode is modus Eonens where A implies B, B implies 

C, therefore if A, then C. However, in working syllogisti

cally with the basic concepts and the assumptions, it is 

difficult to derive role from age, function, human individuals 

and society (social). 

One might say that: 

Human individuals imply society. 
Society implies function. 
Therefore, human individuals imply function. 

!Goodnight, Adolescence in American Society, p. 46. 

2 Ibid., p. 35. 
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It is noted that function is undefined in the theory. To 

carry the simple logic further, one might say that 

Human individuals imply function. 
Function implies role. 
Therefore, human individuals imply roles. 

One might then go back and pick up basic concept (1) 

in the Goodnight theory, continuing 

(1) Human individuals imply age. 
Age implies role. 
Therefore, human individuals imply role. 

or 

(2) Human individuals imply role. 
Role implies age. 
Therefore, human individuals imply age. 

or 

(3) Age implies roles. 
Roles imply human individuals. 
Therefore, age implies human individuals. 

or 

(4) Age implies function. 
Function implies roles. 
Therefore, age implies roles. 

Each of the above syllogisms is equally valid in form, since 

they each contain only three terms with the middle term dis

tributed. But, their truth value depends upon a demonstrable 

first premiss. Number (1) above has a demonstrable first 

Premiss and, if one says that age implies role, one may have 

a true conclusion. But, notice in (4) above, the conclusion 

is the same as the minor premiss in (1). The major premisses 
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in (2), (3), and (4) above are non-demonstrable, except 

tautologically, in the language of sociology. For them to 

be true, the definitions of function and of role are 

absolutely essential in deciding whether or not there is a 

demonstrable first premiss. As pointed out, a true conclu

sion may not be derived from a non-demonstrable, or from a 

false, premiss. Clearly, at a rather basic level, entrap

ment in vicious circles and infinity in terms of word and 

referent, or symbol and referent, is an issue in the logical 

foundation of the Goodnight theory. Lack of clarity in 

definition of role and function affect the feasibility of 

designing a test instrument which will measure the contin

gencies which Goodnight eventually postulates in her Research 

Propositions. 

Research Proposition III, in contingency state-

ment (2), also contains an either conjunctive or disjunctive 

statement so that it is possible to discard (2) completely 

in testing this Research Proposition. In constructing the 

questionnaire, questions were asked about popular perception 

of occupational, political, marital, and leadership roles 

open to adolescents, but this information is in no sense 

considered "hard" data. One of the serendiptious findings 

of the test which agreed with the researcher's problem of 

the meaning of the statement was that most persons queried 
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consistently raised questions as to what was meant by 

"leadership roles" for adolescents, or for "political roles" 

open to adolescents. These are questions which the 

researcher could not answer since the theorist did not 

specify on a taxonomic level either a set of leadership 

roles or political roles for adolescents. 

Contingency (2) reads: the fewer occupational, 

political, marital, and leadership roles that are open to 

adolescents, and/or. We have said that axiomatic theory 

should hold in any time and place to predict the phenomena 

with which it deals. Since a longitudinal design was 

selected, even the occupational and marital data were not 

available in comparable form from the early century to the 

present time. In a cross-cultural study, one would encounter 

difficulties in collecting data on occupations for teen-agers 

and marital roles, since children often work illegally, are 

the chief support of the family as beggars, and often enter 

common law marital relationships. 

Language Problems in Conte·nt 
Analysis of Lemma Three 

Since it is a disjunct, and offers meaning difficul

ties in measurement, this proposition concerning roles was 

discarded from the testing of the propositional statements 
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by the use of Rho. Contingency statement (3), the more time 

and space devoted to stories of adolescent crime, crazes, 

fads, and demonstrations by the mass media, was selected as 

the proposition which would have more reliable and valid 

data. 

Here again the theorist has failed to stipulate 

definitions and to word the proposition in such a way that a 

researcher may test it in terms of what it MEANS. Interest

ingly enough, although Research Proposition III is formulated 

as part of the "theory of adolescence," some clues as to the 

meaning of its terms are presented in the "theory of adoles

cents" which follows. The "theory of adolescents" is derived 

in the same manner as that of "adolescence": from basic con

cepts, derived concepts, and assumptions. However, it is 

necessary to utilize both conceptual frameworks to work with 

the first theory (of adolescence). Role, for example, is 

derived differently in the second theory although it is 

defined the same way. 1 

Goodnight has stated that: 

axiomatic theory must satisfy the following con
ditions: (1) its propositions must be stated in 
precisely defined terms; (2) its propositions 
must be consistent, i.e., contradictory state
ments cannot exist within the same system; and 
(3) it must be complete, i.e., all the theorems 

l Ibid. , p. 71 



109 

which can be derived from the axioms must be 
included in the system.l 

The first criterion above, precise definition of terms, be

comes farcical when a term used in the first theory is not 

defined until the concepts, taxonomy, and assumptions of the 

second theory are explained. In the second theory, role is 

derived from (4, 9, 11, 21, c). Basic concept (4) is 

behavior, (9) is expectation, and (11) and (12) are, 

respectively, human individual and informal. The assump

tion (c) is that "The behavior and interaction of human 

individuals and groups are patterned and their structure may 

be examined." (Again, see Appendix I.) 

The concepts in the two Goodnight theories are 

neither consistently defined nor derived. Some definitions 

_needed for testing the first theory are not entered in the 

text until the derivation of the second theory is discussed. 

This is the case with "fad" and with "fashion," two terms in 

lemma (3) of Research Proposition III. These are two of the 

eight second order derived concepts in the taxonomy of the 

theory of adolescents, although they are employed without 

definition in the theory of adolescence which appears first. 

The definitions given in the second theory are: 

Fad refers to a short-lived, extreme range of normative 

1Ibid. , p. 29. 
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behavior. Both are derived from (4, 30). Behavior is (4) 

and norm is (30). 1 How both could be derived from behavior 

and norm without an unstated assumption is dubious. How

ever, at this point, the researcher is grateful for defini

tions of any kind. 

Further difficulties in the wording (meaning) of this 

contingency statement, or proposition, or lemma, are en

countered. Goodnight assumes that the axiomatic theory she 

has written is testable either longitudinally or cross

sectionally.2 Since time and space do not add, and since, 

in a research design which is longitudinal, there was a point 

when no "time" in the mass media was devoted to adolescents 

because neither radio nor television had become items of mass 

consumption or were not yet invented. The terms should be 

separated,and the proposition would more accurately read 

"the more time and the more space" since we are dealing with 

two separate units. 

The next definitional difficulty occurs with the use 

of "stories." Stories is not defined at all, as Goodnight 

assumes that some of her terms are so familiar that they need 

no definition. But, with stories, there is a further dilemma: 

news stories or fiction stories? What appeared to be the 

most concrete of statements has become vague, posing 

1 Ibid. , p. 71. 2Ibid., p. 51. 
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problems of stipulative definition for the researcher. One 

can assume that news stories are meant in the sentence con

text, but not with certainty. Movies and television as well 

as published fiction have dealt with adolescent crime, crazes, 

fads, and demonstrations. But, since much fiction reflects 

the reality reported in news coverage by the mass media, one 

delimits the meaning of stories to news stories only, elimi

nating both journalistic columns of advice on pimples {since 

they are advice, not stories of any kind) and fictional 

representations of adolescence either in print, on radio, 

television, or in movies. Also eliminated are stories of 

adolescents when they have become institutionalized activi

ties such as high school sports, sorority and fraternity 

affairs, engagements, debuts, and the like. Institutional

ized activities do not fit the definitions given by the 

theorist for crazes or fads, and they are certainly not 

crimes or demonstrations. 

Another meaning problem occurs with the wording 

"adolescent crime." This may be taken to mean either crimes 

committed by adolescents, or crimes most frequently com

mitted by adolescents such as runaways and auto theft which 

are, therefore, categorized as "adolescent crimes." The 

definition makes a great deal of difference in measuring 

time and space devoted to the reporting of adolescent crime. 
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Again, one must assume rather than know that adolescent crime 

refers to all crimes committed by adolescents, or on adoles

cents. And no age boundaries are provided to guide in the 

classification of crimes by adolescents. There is disagree

ment in the literature as to the age boundaries of adoles

cence in America with suggestions of twelve to twenty-two and 

thirteen to nineteen, etc. There is even more disagreement 

among the general public as to the age boundaries of adoles

cence, as was determined by pre-testing. 

Semantic Judgements 

In classifying stories in the news and on television, 

since ages are sometimes reported and sometimes not, semantic 

judgements were necessary in decision making. While this is 

risky, it is not totally unreliable. For example, in read

ing newspapers printed in the first decade of the century, 

it was found that "boy" sometimes referred to a Negro,regard

less of age,. and that it sometimes referred to a child under 

ten,as well as to an older child of a status family such as 

Theodore Roosevelt's "boy" (who had just entered Harvard). 

In most cases, other clues in the news story aided in deter

mining if the "boy" was adolescent or not adolescent. 

The conclusion of Proposition III offers some inter

esting, undefined, terms such as "having fun," meaningless 
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protest and rebellion, or "sowing wild oats. i, Goodnight has 

purposely put two of these terms in quotes to indicate that 

she knows they are from the vernacular,and, hence, she 

assumes that they have an underlying discourse of meaning 

common to all members of society. Since the conclusion 

anthropomorphizes society in terms of how "it" will view 

adolescent behavior, in testing, one can simply ask if that 

is how adolescence is viewed by individuals, assuming 

"society." 

An interesting serendipitious finding of the ques

tionnaire is that while most respondents agree that there 

is such a thing as "sowing wild oats" few were able to 

articulate a meaning for the activity. Among the respon

dents who were able to offer definitions, few agreed as to 

what sowing wild oats might, indeed, BE. Some perceived a 

difference in expectations about sowing wild oats for boys 

and for girls. This in itself suggests that Goodnight has 

failed in both theories to distinguish adolescence and 

adolescent behavior between males and females. Since much ,: 

of the literature from which the theory was presumably drawn 

deals with distinctions in the experience and definition of 

adolescence for boys and girls, it would seem of the utmost 

importance to make a sex distinction earlier in the theory. 
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Sowing wild oats also differs by social class and race so 

that it would seem advisable for the theorist to introduce 

in no uncertain terms differences by sex, race, and social 

class at an early point in the theory. "Having fun" also 

differs by sex, race or ethnic group, by religion, and by 

social class. Dancing and card playing are not sanctioned 

behavior by some religious groups. In some communities 

little of what may be considered having fun in others is 

included: what is work for some is play for others. 

Further, consider the wording "meaningless protest 

and rebellion." Questions: Is all protest meaningless or 

is some meaningful? And which is which? Is all rebellion 

meaningless and some meaningful, or is this a term not meant 

to be qualified by meaningless at all? The author incor

porated the term'meaningless protest and rebellion' into the 

questionnaire as it was worded in the theory, and then ques

tioned people on the above-mentioned issues. The most common 

responses were laughter and bewilderment. The theorist would 

have done well to leave out meaningle~s in wording this pro

position, or to have been very precise in'defining meaning

less protest and rebellion. 

Another particularly disturbing term used by the 

theorist occurs in Postulate XI, page 70: The greater the 
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velocity of movement within the social structure. Interest

ing, but rather meaningless in terms of any substantial 

defining criteria. An addition of bicycles, cars, planes, 

and trains, divided by numbers of passengers and times the 

speed of light as a constant is conceivable! 

Referential Formulae 

An essential lack in the theory is propositions which 

are stated in precisely defined terms. This problem is 

diffuse throughout both the theory of adolescence and of 

adolescents. Gibbs' demand that the theorist build into the 

theory extrinsic statements for testing purposes comes to be 

more and more appreciated by the researcher struggling to 

design a meaningful research instrument. Even when Goodnight 

does attempt to suggest "referential formulae" for testing, 

problems with testing in terms of real referents occur. 

At this point, and in this context, it would be 

advisable to review the two Research Propositions preceding 

the one tested in this dissertation for referential diffi

culties, especially since, as has been noted, contingencies 

become conclusion~. and these conclusions become contingencies 

as one moves from Research Proposition I to Research Proposi

tion II to Research Proposition III and so on through the 

set of thirteen Research Propositions. 
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Goodnight states: 

Few sociological statements concerning adolescence 
have been written which do not include at least 
some mention of the relationship between adoles
cence and urbanization, industrialization, societal 
complexity, and social change. Although there 
seems to be a general consensus concerning the 
nature of the relationship, it would be difficult 
to cite an instance of its empirical verification. 
This may be due in part to the difficulty in 
selecting and measuring meaningful indicators for 
the variates. A longitudinal study--either retro
spective or prospective--of demographic data and 
public records should provide the information re
quired for testing Postulate I.l 

Postulate I is one of the postulates of marginality and leads 

into the Research Propositions for testing marginality in 

adolescence. 

Research Propositions I and II follow 

Research Proposition I 

(1) The greater the per cent of population urban, 
the per cent of the labor force in non
agricultural occupations, and the occupa
tional specialization of the society, and/or 

(2) the greater the rate of application for 
patents, passage of new legislation, and 
change in the occupational structure of 
the society, 

(a) the greater the differences in the legal 
rights and restrictions of children and 
adults and the more child labor legislation 
and compulsory education, 

(b) the fewer occupational, political, marital, 
and leadership roles that tend to be open 
to adolescents, and/or 

{c) the greater the lack of, or proliferation of, 
rites of passage and the more varied the ages 

lrbid., p. 51. 
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at which adulthood is recognized in such areas 
of experience as voting, marriage, military 
service, and negotiating binding legal con
tracts tend to be. 

Research Proposition II 

(1) The greater the differences in the legal rights 
and restrictions of children and adults and the 
more child labor legislation and compulsory 
education, 

(2) the fewer occupational, political, marital, and 
leadership roles that are open to adolescents, 
and/or 

(3) the greater the lack of, or proliferation of, 
rites of passage and the more varied the ages 
at which adulthood is recognized in such areas 
of experience as voting, marriage, military 
service, and negotiating bindirtg legal 
contracts, · 

(a) the greater the age range of persons popularly 
referred to as adolescents, teen-agers, and 
youth and/or the greater the number of years 
between physical maturity and full economic 
self-support.I 

There is no particular problem with contingency state

ment (1) in Research Proposition I in census data. Contin

gency statement (2) poses a problem wit~ the inclusion of 

rates of application for patents and passage of new legisla

tion. Data on patents are coll~cted by state and by country 

when United States patents are applied · for. In either a 

longitudinal or cross-sectional design, patent application 

as distributed by unit terms selected (states, countries) 

would not reflect realities in the industrial world. One 

company, Texas Instruments, Incorporated (hereinafter, Texas 

1Ibid., p. 53. 
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Instruments), holds patent rights from its employees through 

contractual agreement. The company has locations throughout 

not only the United States but the world. All patents are 

registered under statistics for Texas, since this is the 

location of the central office facility. Texas Instruments' 

patents used in Fishkill, New York, would, therefore, be 

collected under Texas patents. If one considers the fact 

that there were three United States patents issued in San 

Salvador, El Salvador, in 1975, one would also have to con

sider that this country utilizes not only United States 

patents collected in the Texas statistics for Texas Instru

ments but those of other American based industries and from 

businesses from other countries as well. Since it is a 

rule of thumb in business to not only diversify but to 

internationalize in search of cheap labor, patent borrowing 

is a phenomenom which typifies developing countries. The 

reality of the country's industrialization, urbanization, and 

modernization is not reflected in available data on the 

measure of rate of application for patents. Another point 

which Gibbs consistently drives home is th~t the indicator 

selected by the theorist be one which reflects reality, not 

simply a convenient stipulative definition. Rate of appli

cation for patents should be discarded as an indicator, since 

it neither reflects industrial realities in foreign countries 
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nor in units of states within the United States of America. 

On the contrary, this measure occludes the rate of indus

trialization rather than portraying it accurately: the 

opposite of the desired goal in social science theory and 

testing. 

Passage of new legislation, chosen by Goodnight as a 

measure, has drawbacks as well. There is an overlap of 

city, state, and national laws, but, more seriously, there 

is a fluctuation in the passage of new legislation on the 

national level from one session of a Congress to the next. 

More legislation is passed in the second session of Congress 

because of the need to "wind things up" for the incoming 

legislators. Laws passed by the Congress of the United 

States fall into two classifications, Public law and Private 

law. In examining legislation passed by the United States 

Congress, it was discovered that in certain periods a great 

many more Private laws are passed than in other periods. 

For example, during wartime, a great deal of Private legis

lation deals with such matters as the entry of a wife or 
l 

relative into the United States. This legislation is war-

related and has nothing directly to do with either adoles

cence or with industrialization and societal complexity. 

Considering this defect to be serious,by virtue of the 

number of these Private laws passed, the researcher would 
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recommend that passage of new legislation be dropped as a 

measure of industrialization and societal c0mplexity. MOST 

laws passed are Private laws and are not designed to 

directly affect the public sector. Further, in one clean 

sweep, a number of laws could be felled by the passage of 

one resolution: adopt a new constitution for the State of 

Texas. In a longitudinal design, this is a serious defect, 

since it would be the CAUSAL factor in the passage of new 

legislation to replace that which was discarded. And, in 

the case of states such as Texas where the state legislature 

meets only every other year, an unknowing researcher might 

randomly select a year when the legislative body is not in 

session to measure the number of laws ·passed. Zero laws 

passed in an off year would not reflect this reality. 

Change in the occupational structure of society is 

not available in comparable units in some cases in the United 

States census when working with some categories which affect 

adolescents and child labor. This measure is of dubious 

value in a longitudinal design because of the noncomparabil

ity of certain units collected by the Uni~ed States Census. 

Shyrock and Seigell report changes in the nature of 

1Henry s. Shyrock and Jacobs. Siegel, M~thods and 
Materials of Demograph~ (Springfield, Va.: National Tech
nical Information Service; Depository Libraries C 3.2: 
D39/V.1, 2; 1971). 
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information collected by the census since its inception in 

1790. The attempt to standardize units for comparability 

in longitudinal studies is familiar to sociologists and 

need not be expanded. 

Statistics on What? 

The next one encountered is conclusion (b), which 

is taken as a true (demonstrable) disjunctive premiss in 

Research Proposition III. In Research Proposition I, it 

would be a shaky conclusion by virtue of the premisses from 

which it was derived. The vagaries of leadership, occupa

tional, political, and marital roles have been discussed. 

Comparative census data are not available on occupational 

roles for adolescents in the early century in the United 

States. There is a further linguistic difficulty in that 

the phrasing refers to roles that are "open" to adolescents, 

not to roles that are filled by ado.lescents. This kind of 

linguistic difficulty again crops up in Research Proposi

tion IV, contingency proposition (2), "the greater the 

number of groups, both formal and informal, to which adoles

cents belong or aspire to belong." Not all groups keep 

membership statistics, and there are few groups who keep 

waiting lists (a possible indicator of aspiration to belong). 

Although this lemma is stated with a~ "or" (aspire to 
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belong), it is a conjunct and not a disjunct. It should 

read "to which adolescents EITHER belong OR aspire to belong," 

since the meaning of the proposition depends on both 

conditions. 

To return to specifics in conclusion (c) of Research 

Proposition I: "the greater the lack of, or proliferation 

of, rites of passage and ••• " sustains a contradiction in 

terms. Recall that Goodnight (see above) has said that pro

positions must be consistent, that contradictory statements 

cannot exist within the same system. -It is difficult to see 

how either a great iack of,or a great proliferation of,rites 

of passage can be a meaningful conclusion here, or a meaning

ful contingency later. The researcher supposes that this 

proposition could be manipulated mathematically and the 

golden "mean" used as an obverse to a state of none or many 

rights of passage, but this borders the sublimely ridiculous 

methodologically. Rites of passage, extrapolated from 

primitive to industrial societies, are difficult to define 

as well. Note that this is a conjunct and cannot be dis

carded. In Research Proposition II, it bet:::omes disjunctive, 

but disjunctive with the contingency concerning roles. 

Neither of the two are demonstrable premisses. Conclu-

sion (a) is drawn from them,and conclusion (a) becomes 

contingency (1) in Research Proposition III. 
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Basic Flaws and Value Judgements 

Testing an axiomatic theory at any one point and 

finding a weakness in terms of testing results either indi

cates that there is a flaw in the theory or a flaw in the 

testing. .It would seem that the basic flaw in the theory 

lies at the taxonomic .lev.el and at the linguistic level. In 

addition to the weakness of indicators, of wording, and of 

stipulative definition corresponding to reality, the 

researcher is faced with such concepts as "overprotection" 

and "overindulgence." One does not have to be extremel_y 

bright to understand that these two terms are, and can only 

be, value judgements. Protection and indulgence might be 

more easily defined, and would need to be defined before 

excesses of either could be measured. 

This is not a complete inventory of weaknesses in 

the axiomatic theory construction under study. At this 

point, it is clear that Goodnight has not met two of the 

criteria for axiomatic theory construction which she sets 

forth: (1) propositions must be stated in precisely 

defined terms; and (2) propositions must be consistent, i.e., 

contradictory statements cannot exist within the same system. 

Completeness and Consistency 

On the third criterion mentioned by Goodnight, the 

axiomatic theory must be complete; she states that it is 
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not complete while apologizing for this fact. That it is 

not complete is to be regarded as one of .its virtues, as we 

have seen in Chapter II of this dissertation that a theory 

cannot be both complete and consistent in terms ·of the laws 

of mathematics. This has been demonstrated arithmetically 

by Kurt Godel and algebraically by Alfred Tarski and others 

as discussed above. Considering the importance of social 

change and the difficulties sociologists have in assessing, 

describing, and predicting change, it would seem very advis

able to leave an axiomatic theory of adolescence open, so 

that it could generate all and only the conditions pertain

ing to the state of adolescence in any one time-place setting. 

Repairing the Theory· 

Even though the theory is incomplete, we have seen 

that it sustains inconsistencies in the wording of proposi

tions, absolute contradictions as in the case of none or 

many rites of passage. Taxonomy appears to be the level at 

which one should undertake to repair the theory. On this 

point, Dr. Goodnight comments in her c'onclusions: 

Aside from the tremendous volume of material to 
be analyzed in the study, perhaps the most vexing 
problem encountered was the formulation and ex
plication of the taxonomy and basic assump-
tions ••• the author literally had to assume 
the assumptions basic to each of the studies 
analyzed in order to make explicit the 
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assumptions for the theories under construc
tion. The development of a concise, logically 
integrated taxonomy incorporating all the 
necessary concepts from the wide range of 
studies examined proved to be an impossible 
task. The author's efforts ••• produced what 
at best can be called a glossary of terms.l 

Dr. Goodnight goes on to suggest that the problem of develop

ing a taxonomy should be handled by the researcher developing 

his own taxonomy. This researcher agrees with Jack Gibbs 

that such is the responsibility of the theorist, since each 

researcher would undoubtedly, in this case, develop different 

taxonomy and different indicators. But, this researcher does 

not regard the task of writing a taxonomy for the theory an 

impossible one. Nor is it considered impossible by the 

researcher to state the propositions in precise terms and to 

use the terms consistently. The prospect of re-writing the 

theory so that it would sustain no 6ontradictions is a little 

more awesome in view of the fact that even Noam Chomsky's 

axiomatic theory of grammar, one of the most precise of axio

matic theories, at times required ad hoc- explanation when an 

apparent contradiction developed. It would be the suggestion 

of the researcher to re-write the theory ,:of adolescence with 

only one term undefined to the left of the arrow (equivalence 

sign). That one term taken-for-granted should be "adoles

cence." The re-written theory would then contain clearly 

!Goodnight, Adolescence in American Society, p. 82. 



126 

defined terms to the right of the arrow, and each term would 

be defined before moving to the left of the definitional 

sign. In this manner, all definitional components can be 

included in working with adolescence and adolescents. Sets 

which are open (infinite) can be entered definitionally and 

added to as behavioral neologisms accrue. For example, 

Sowing wild oats ~ painting water towers 
sexual intercourse for boys 

girls 
painting bridges and 

overpasses 
freque~t dating girls 

boys 
drinking 
smoking marijuana 

cigarettes 
sticks, etc. 

making daisy chains 
picnics 
row-boating 

• 
• 
• 
n 

Summary 

Most of the difficulties have been shown to revolve 

about the use of language and the lack of ~recise definition 

and/or indicators which reflect the social reality. The 

development of a taxonomy with precise definition and con

sistency in use of terms is essential for further testing 

of the theory. The theory is a valuable one to the extent 
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that it reflects previous research and attempts to codify 

the body of findings into a sequence of related propositions 

for testing. Testing the theory in its present form, 

especially pre-test interviewing, enabled the researcher to 

devise a research instrument which, while somewhat unortho

dox, nevertheless has elicited information valuable for 

re-writing the Goodnight theory. The purpose of the test 

instrument was both to test Research Proposition III and to 

gather information which might clarify some meaning terms 

involved in Research Proposition III. Taxonomy is the urgent 

problem. Logic,following the rules of symbolic logic, 

deserves the next priority. Logic is impossible without pre

cise definition. The proper use of logic would insure 

clarity in the substitution of terms. Addition of terms and 

transposition of terms, following transformational rules, 

would further enhance consistency and clarity which are 

lacking in the theory. 

Briefly, the theory as it stands is· neither precise 

nor consistent. Ironically, the fac~ that it is not complete 

is .seen as a virtue by the researcher,rather than the draw

back to its author regards it to be. Following the above 

suggestions, however, the theory might be re-written using 

open sets. In this case the theory could allow for change 
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over time. It could describe and predict all and only the 

conditions of adolescence if indicators isomorphic with 

reality were built into the theory. With precise defini

tion, the criterion of consistency could be met. The 

Goodnight theory is a valuable effort and provides a basis 

for a theory of adolescence. Refinement of the theory is, 

at this point, deemed necessary. 



CHAPTER IV 

SAMPLING, METHODOLOGY, AND FINDINGS 

Since the wording of some of the propositions to be 

tested in Goodnight's Research Proposition III anthropomor

phise society, it was decided that the only way to test 

"society's view" of the issues was to ask individuals. A 

questionnaire was constructed employing the exact wording of 

the Goodnight propositions. Since the design of the study 

is longitudinal, -cesting for differences in the popular view 

of adolescence in Texas in 1905 and in 1975, a large sample 

was needed. 

The language of the theory to be tested is all too 

familiar to sociologists and may be said to be taken for 

granted by this group. To avoid a possible contamination of 

responses by the very fact of familiarity with the concepts 

being explored, sociologists, sociology and psychology stu

dents and other social science groups were eliminated from 

the sample. The aim was to reach as broad a section of 

society as possible. The total sample mimbers five hundred 

and twenty-seven. Both males and females are included and 

respondents range in age from 10 to 96. There are one 

hundred and ninety-two respondents under nineteen years of 

age. One hundred and twelve persons range in age from 

129 
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nineteen to twenty-four. Sixty respondents are between 

twenty-five and thirty-five and sixty-eight range from 

thirty-six to fifty years of age. There are ninety-five 

people in the sample over age fifty-one: of these ninety

five, seventy-two people are between fifty-one and sixty

nine years of age. In the age bracket of seventy and over, 

there are twenty-three people. 

Age 

Under 

19-24 

25-35 

36-50 

51-69 

70 and 

TABLE 1 

SAMPLE COMPOSITION 

Number of 
Respondents 

19 192 

112 

60 

68 

72 

over 23 

Total 527 

Over half of the sample falls in the age bracket under 

twenty-four years of age. There are fewest people in the age 

bracket of seventy and over. 

As pointed out in Chapter I, three methodologies were 

to be used in testing Research Proposition III: 
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questionnaire, interview, and content analysis. While more 

younger people filled out the questionnaire, in-depth inter

views were gathered from persons in the age bracket seventy 

and over. Since the design is longitudinal and relies on 

retentive memory of those who were teen-agers in 1905 or who 

were old enough to remember the quality of life in that time, 

these in-depth interviews are important to the findings. A 

word must be said about sampling in this age.group. 

Persons over seventy were interviewed in depth. A 

total of eighty-five persons in this age group were inter

viewed. Only twenty-three of these eighty-five persons 

either filled out questionnaires or were able to respond to 

the direct questions in such a manner so as to permit the 

interviewer to mark the questionnaire for them. The problems 

involved with persons over seventy filling out questionnaires 

are discussed below. Fifty of the respondents over seventy 

were residents of homes for the aged. Thirty-five lived 

either with their families or independently. The fifty 

respondents in the sample lived either at Fairhaven in Denton, 

described as "apartments for the active t'etired" in the tele

phone directory, or at Forestdale apartments for the aged in 

Dallas. The residents of Forestdale filled out twenty of the 

twenty-three questionnaires included in the test statistic. 

Three were filled out by persons over seventy who lived at 
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home. The thirty-five people over seventy residing in 

private dwellings were located in Dalls, both in Oak Cliff 

and in Northeast Dallas, or in San Antonio, Comfort, and 

Denison. The study deals with adolescence as a period in 

the life cycle as remembered by residents of Texas. Since 

the study was not funded and the interviews with older per

sons took as much as one hour, sometimes more, the above 

named geographical distribution was the widest possible. 

Interviewing techniques with the aged differed from 

techniques with younger respondents primarily in that more 

time was necessary to keep the attention of older people on 

the particular variables under study. When the older group 

wished to digress to other aspects of their youth, this was 

allowed and the information later recorded. While a good 

deal of conversational information from this group is 

extraneous to the study at hand, the need to prevent this 

group from feeling exploited called for free conversational 

flow. The researcher took advantage of natural pauses to 

interject questions on the variables ~nder study. 

Fifty of the respondents in the age bracket seventy 

and over lived in communal homes for the aged. The two 

homes were quality homes where above average income for this 

age bracket is obvious. Some of the homes do not allow the 

use of questionnaires because this infringes on the rights 
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of privacy of the oldsters. The administrator of one of the 

homes where older people were interviewed explained that 

they do not like to and, in some cases, are not able to fill 

out forms of any kind. He reported that this age group has 

a suspicion of anything on paper since they seek his help 

with government forms and have been one of the most "over

researched" groups in the area since gerontoloty became 

popular in the late 1960's. He would allow note taking if 

it was casual and did not offend the residents of the home. 

Minimal note taking turned out to be the most effective, 

since the act of writing even the briefest token in a note

book distracted the person from what he was saying, pulling 

him into the present and out of the past. Since this fact 

soon became apparent, the researcher made notes upon leaving 

a home after a stay of several hours. The gain in informa

tion contributed made up for any loss in transfer of infor

mation to paper later. Twenty-seven respondents over seventy 

who lived in homes for the aged are not represented in the 

quantitative analysis. 

Thirty-five of the respondents over seventy were not 

residents of homes for the aged, or of apartment complexes 

designed to suit the needs of this group. However, it was 

found that note taking in any interview situation with the 

over seventy group interfered with the flow of conversational 
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exchange. In twenty-three cases, it was possible to get the 

person over seventy to answer the questionnaire and these 

are the cases included in the sample upon which the 

statistics are based. The qualitative findings from this 

age group are considered to be more important and do agree 

generally with what this age group responded on the question

naires. It should be noted that, once the oldsters felt 

comfortable with the interviewer, and when they realized they 

were not going to be questioned about AGE but rather about 

YOUTH, their enthusiasm for the project mounted and they 

seemed to enjoy recalling the past and their experiences 

growing up. 

There were eighty-five people over seventy who were 

interviewed; twenty-three filled out questionnaires. Some 

of those over seventy were more able than others to recall 

older brothers, sisters, or friends and their activities 

within family and society in the first decade of the century. 

There was a differential of memory among middle-age 

respondents, too, but with prodding f~om the interviewer, 

middle-aged respondents were often able td recall lore passed 

on to them by parents and relatives about the early century 

and live in Texas at that time. The author feels that the 

in-depth interviewing of the sample over thirty-five more 

than makes up for the declining number of respondents as age 
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increases. A great deal of time was spent in talking with 

older respondents throughout both 1975 and 1976. In conver

sation, those over seventy often wandered to other subjects, 

other memories, but, it was found that, by just listening, a 

point was often reached where a simple question could relate 

seemingly extraneous thoughts to the concepts related to 

youth which were under study. 

Kenneth Burke says, in discussing the Lynds' second 

study of Middletown: 

If one had to find a quick slogan for summarizing 
the way in which science is effective, should pro
pose the formula: stooping to conquer. Such is 
the experimental method at its best. Insofar as 
is humanly possible, it begins by listenin~ rather 
than by asserting. It is postponed assertion, 
somewhat as investment is said to be postponed 
consumption. 

The bonds, Burke points out, between investigators and 

investigated, are not broken in such a sociological coup: the 

emphasis is on analysis and not exposure. The typical is 

what is desired in translation of evidence to scientific art 

form.l The methodology employed by the Lynds is essential 

to an understanding of the met~odology of the present study. 

The effort of the researcher has been to understand through 

listening the typical feelings of "society," i.e., the 

respondents, about adolescence and some of its aspects. 

It may be noted here that surving males in this age 

bracket seem to have a clearer perception of "sowing wild 

1Kenneth Burke, The Philosophy of Literary Form: 
Studies in Symbolic Action (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State 
University Press, 1941). 
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oats" (and indicates that they did their share of it) than 

younger respondents. 

One hundred and twenty-nine of the questionnaires 

answered by younger respondents came from college classrooms. 

To avoid the possible bias of students in sociology or 

psychology, classes in Logic, English, Business, Philosophy, 

and Interdisciplinary Studies were chosen. There were three 

levels of income and social class represented by the uni

versities. The schools where the questionnaire was admin

istered were Southern Methodist University in Dallas, North 

Texas State University in Denton, and The University of 

Plano in Plano. 

Respondents under eighteen and over twenty-four were 

solicited so as to include the broadest range of ethnic 

groups, income groups, and social settings possible. Friends 

of the researcher from University City Apartments and from 

The Timbers in Denton took the questionnaires to hometowns 

in the surrounding area. About one-third of the question

naires reached lower and middle income respondents. When 
·j 

friends returned the questionnaires, they reported on comments 

about the information sought made by persons participating. 

These comments were remarkably uniform throughout the sample. 

Questionnaires were filled out by people in shopping 

centers in various locales throughout the state. These 
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shopping centers were Denton Center, Carriage Square, and the 

downtown square in Denton; Valley View Center, Wilshire, 

Lakewood, North Park, Highland Park Village, The Miracle 

Mile, Hillside Village, Wynnewood, A. Harris, and Jefferson 

in Dallas. Shopping areas in Waco, San Antonio, Laredo, 

Denison, Sherman, and Hillsboro also provided respondents. 

The shopping centeres were selected as representative of 

different socio-economic classes in these cities. 

A large Dallas-based electronic firm supplied 

respondents ranging from janitor to vice-president. Comments 

made by people responding to these questionnaires were 

recorded. The comments dealt. with the quality of life in 

different periods, different times, and different stages of 

the life cycle, bearing on adolescence. Two cafeterias in 

Dallas gave permission to interview customers if the customer 

would agree. Wyatt's Cafeteria in Hillside has a clientele 

which is composed largely of people over fifty since demo

graphics show it to be located .in an "aging" neighborhood. 

Fred's Barbecue on Greenville Avenue is patronized by pro

fessional men and residents of the · surrounding apartment 

complexes. The patrons are largely young adult to middle-aged. 

Two Alcoholics Anonymous centers, one on Lovers Lane 

in Dallas and the other in Lakewood, were visited. These 

centers had an average of ten people per day who were willing 
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to either fill out questionnaires or to talk about the 

variables under study. A group of fifty Rotarians and their 

wives, middle-aged and upper-income, filled out question

naires and commented. Youth groups from the Catholic church 

in Denton and the Methodist church in Oak Cliff responded. 

Sunday School classes at a Baptist church in Denton answered 

the questionnaire. 

In addition to questionnaires, interviews were 

carried out in shopping centers, cafeterias, parties, and 

poolside. Interviews during a non-consecutive two months in 

hospitals over the two-year period of this stage of research 

provide important verbal support. This verbal support of 

the questionnaire data is considered important, since approxi

mately seven hundred people were interviewed on the variables. 

The technique of this interviewing was casual but always to 

the point. The manner of eliciting this data was unobtrusive 

and the technique is described below. 

It was felt that interviewing without a schedule or 

paper and pencil at hand would aid in . obtaining answers which 

were thought-out and non-threatening to respondents. These 

interviews resulted from people asking the researcher what 

she was doing in school. The reply was "working on a disser

tation." The respondent would then ask what the dissertation 

was about and the researcher answered "adolescence." People 
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found adolescence to be an interesting area for research, 

particularly in view of the axiomatic theory on which the 

research was based. They asked further questioris which 

enabled the researcher to suggest that maybe they could help 

on certain problems such as the meaning of sowing wild oats, 

and what the age ranges of adolescence were in the two 

periods, if youth, teen-age, and adolescence meant the same 

time period, if there were more roles open to adolescents 

in the early century or at present, and if adolescence was 

viewed as a period of having fun and meaningless protest and 

rebellion. Also, the researcher asked if there was a dif

ference between meaningless protest and rebellion and mean

ingful protest and/or rebellion. Every effort was made on 

the part of the researcher not to influence the respondent 

in any way. After answers were given, on many occasions, a 

lengthy discussion followed. These comments are included in 

the qualitative findings. They are felt to be valuable to a 

researcher attempting to re-write the theory under test at 

some future date. They do agree with quantitative findings 
,, 

but · go beyond these findings by virtue of the feeling of 

respondents that "adolescence" may occur at any state of the 

life cycle. Comments were recorded as soon as possible after 

interviewing, particularly comments which had not appeared 

earlier in interviewing were noted. 
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The Content Analysis 

The proposition (3, in Research Proposition III, 

Goodnight) reads: the more time and space devoted to 

stories of adolescent crime, crazes, fads, and d~monstrations 

by the mass media. Operational definitions in measuring time 

and space are in order. In a longitudinal design, time and 

space must be separated and mass media defined. Since the 

study is limited geographically to Texas and the questionnaire 

and interviewing data were gathered for the most part in and 

around the Dallas area, it was decided to use the two major 

newspapers as "mass media" where space was concerned. There 

were, and are, undoubtedly a number of small town papers 

published in the area where the data were gathered, but since 

there is considerable fluidity in the sample in terms of geo

graphic movement from one part of Texas or the nation to 

another part, local newspapers were eliminated. Both The 

Dallas Morning News and The Dallas Times Herald were well 

established in 1905 and their circulation reached a periphery 

of small town residents. These newspapers are subscribed to 

by residents of cities in South Texas as ~~11, suggesting 

that they reflect the important news of both eras in Texas 

and the nation. Small town newspapers have a bias in 

reporting local events which feature activities of the local 

elite. Magazines were eliminated as "mass media" because of 
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the fictional or feature story nature of their content. The 

"stories" mentioned in the proposition were delimited to 

news stories only. 

Neither radio nor television could be considered 

"mass media" in 1905. On this particular aspect of news 

coverage, it is clear that more time is devoted to adoles

cent crime, fashions, fads, and demonstrations now than in 

1905. As a matter of interest, and a possible contribution 

to future longitudinal research, a content analysis of tele

vision time devoted to news stories about adolescents in the 

above categories was made during the week of October 4, 1975. 

It is impossible to listen to all channels and all stations 

at once on the same day. Separate figures result when news 

stories are separated from total air time devoted to adoles

cents. In researching purely "news" time and "news" stories, 

the researcher skipped channels, listening to morning news 

on one channel, noon news on another, evening news on 

another, and late night news on the fourth channel and multi

plied seconds by four. The figure is .an approximation 

derived on this basis. 

Channels Four, Five, . Eight, and Eleven were selected 

as channels to which the majority of the public (society) 

tunes in the area. Channel Thirteen is the Public Broad

casing System channel and has a specialized audience. Some 
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sets are not equipped for Channel Thirty-nine as is a 

limited range ultra-high frequency {UHF) channel and, for 

this reason, Channel Thirty-nine is eliminated. 

While the results are reported for one week only, 

October 4, 1975 to October 10, 1975, the researcher con

tinued to spot check time devoted to adolescent crime, 

fashions, fads, and demonstrations throughout 1975 and 1976. 

Although some variance in time devoted to these categories 

is found, it is slight. 

The actual time devoted to stories of adolescents 

is minimal when compared either to total air time or total 

news time on television. When features about adolescents 

are included as in television situation comedies, the amount 

of time and the percent of time in terms of total air time 

is minimal. By stretching the im~gination, television 

series about adolescents might be included as "stories" of 

adolescents. No stretch of the imagination would allow 

this researcher to include rock concerts in the statistics. 

The results of the studies of time devoted to teens on 

television are presented below. As has be~n said, the 

variance from week to week is so slight that this may be 

taken as a representation of central tendency. 
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TABLE 2 

TIME DEV9TED TO STORIES OF ADOLESCENT CRI~, CRAZES, 
FADS, AND DEMONSTRATIONS IN ACTUAL HOURS AND PER

·CENTAGE OF THESE STORIES TO TOTAL AIR TIME 
OCTOBER 4 THROUGH OCTOBER 10, 1975 

Time Hours 
. Percent Teen 

Category Teen Total to Total 
(News and Series) Air Time Air Time 

Crime 2.26 .52 

Fashion 4.12 .95 

Fad 5.80 1.35 

Demonstration .14 .03 

Total 11.52 429.50 2.68 

Fads and fashions occupy most of the air time. This 

figure is influenced by the nature of the situation comedies 

which aired in 1975. Happy Days repeated daily in a morning 

time slot and aired a new episode once a week. Welcome Back, 

Kotter, while set in Brooklyn with a story-line revolving 

around the "Sweathogs" and their teacher, is basically a 

situation comedy and reflects adolescent fads and fashions 

more than crimes and demonstrations .•. The latter are only 

occasionally and peripherally elem~nts of,: the story-line. 

Happy Days is supposed to reflect the 1950's era of adoles

cents, with "greasers" and a motorcycling anti-hero. There 

are many anachronisms in this series, in language, in dress, 
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and in situation. These anachronisms are probably necessary 

elements in successful competition for contemprary audience, 

but they blur somewhat the notion that fads and fashions, 

crimes and demonstrations included in the 1975 analysis 

reflect only fads and fashions of that year. The emphasis 

is on the fifties in Happy Days. 

When including fictional stories in the time statis

tic, less than three perce·nt of total air time deals with 

stories of adolescents. About twelve hours of actual air 

viewing time are devoted to adolescents in the time period 

of the research. Checks were made through 1974, 1975, and 

1976 so that the figure is representative of the reality. 

Isolating straight news coverage of adolescent crime, 

fashions, fads, and demonstrations presents a statistic 

reducing the percent of this news coverage to just over one 

percent of total news coverage. The ratios were figures 

using total adolescent time to total air time above, and 

total adolescent news to total news time in this case. 

Minutes, seconds~ and hours constitute the units involved · 

in the computation of the statistic. Table 3 presents the 

data. 
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TABLE 3 

RATIO OF REPORTING OF ADOLESCENT NEWS TO GENERAL 
NEWS ON TELEVISION FOR THE WEEK OF OCTOBER 4 

THROUGH OCTOBER 10, 1976 

Min. and Sec. Total Hours Percent of 
Category Adolescent News of News . Adolesd~nt News 

Crime 17 minutes .42 

Fashion 2 minutes, 
33 seconds .19 

Fads 17 minutes, 
3 seconds .so 

Demonstrations 5 seconds .oo 

Total 45 minutes, 
32 seconds 66 1.12 

Forty-four minutes out of sixty-six hours give an 

approximate one percent of news time devoted to stories of 

adolescents. In this figure, it was necessary to make quali

tative decisions as to the weight of the news story to arrive 

at a figure. An example of this is the recruiting of young 

men for the Garden City Platoon by the Marine Corps. Promises 

to the young men were not kept and the platoon was dispersed. 

Recruitment involved high-school dropouts ,; ex-convicts, average 

young men (below twenty) as well as some older men. Some crime 

had been perpretrated, although it would seem to have been a 

crime~ and not £l adolescents. Parts of the story dealing 

with the United States Marines rather than the Garden City 

recruits were "cut" from the time. Another example is the 
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Patty Hearst case. This involved coverage of William and 

Emily Harris, the Japanese-American girl, and the Symbionese 

Liberation Army. None of the persons captured with Patty 

Hearst could be considered teen-ag~rs or adolescents in 

terms of their actual ages. They were, however, part of the 

collegiate counter-culture on the West Coast, and might 

qualitatively have been considered "adolescents" in terms of 

non-responsible actions. The decision not to include time 

(or space) devoted to these three and to the Symbionese 

Liberation Army was made on the basis of the ages of the 

majority of the group and the ages of the three alleged co

horts of Miss Hearst. 

Qualitative judgements must be made in content 

analysis and does affect the quantification. To stay with the 

meaning of the Goodnight theory, this news coverage was 

dubious at best. Patricia Hearst was considered adolescent 

and stories about her were included. An offsetting feature 

of this sensational news of the capture of Patty Hearst in 

this time period is the . story of Monk Gibson, a black boy 

sought for murder, in the 1905 content analysis. The weeks 

were selected randomly with no anticipation on the part of 

the researcher that such stories would break in the time 

frames selected. 

The only conclusion to be reached in the content 

analysis of time devoted to the adolescent categories 
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described is that there was MORE time in 1975 than in 1905 

devoted to such stories. An interesting feature of the 

data in content analysis is that there was more SPACE 
I 

devoted to such stories in 1905. If the proposition reads 

as it does, the more time and space, it could be interpreted 

for testing in several ways. There was more time and space 

because there was no time in 1905. This interpretation makes 

the contingency a true proposition. Since they do not add, 

and time and space must be handled as separate units, and 

since there was more time now and more space earlier, the 

proposition might be considered to cancel out: more time 

now, less time then; more space then, less space now. 

This proposition cancels itself out in the longi

tudinal design. Mathematically, the results could not be 

included in the test statistics on the relationships 

between other contingencies and conclusions. Since the 

proposition is a disjunct with the number of roles open to 

adolescents, the data collected by questionnaire on roles 

are used in computing test statistics for Research 
I 

Proposition III. As stated in Chapter II) this dissertatiori, 

the contingency on roles of various kinds open to adolescents 

is considered the weaker of the two propositions. The results 

of the content analysis made its inclusion in testing neces

sary. The results of the content analysis on space are 
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presented below in Tables 4 and 5. They validate the state

ments made above. 

TABLE 4 

ACTUAL INCHES AND PERCENTAGES OF TEEN NEWS TO TOTAL 
NEWS IN THE DALLAS MORNING. NEWS AND DALLAS TIMES 

HERALD, OCTOBER 4-10, 1905 AND 1975 . 

· Actual Inches 
Percentages of Teen 

Category to Other News 
1905 1975 1905 1975 

Crime 956.50 218.00 1.37 1.02 

Fashion 214.50 173.25 .30 .81 

Fad 160.00 .74 

Demonstration 20.00 .09 

Total 1171.00 571.25 1.67 2.66 

The actual inches of adolescent news in 1905 during 

the week of October 4 to October 10 was one thousand and 

seventy-one inches. During the same week in 1975, the actual 

inches devoted to adolescent categories was five hundred and 

seventy-one inches. There was a little less than half on the 

actual space devoted to news stories about adolescents inl975 " 

when comparing this to space devoted to. adolescents in 1905. 

The percentage of teen news to total news in 1975 is 

greater than in 1905. This is presented as an interesting 

sidelight of the analysis. In Table 5, working with per

centages, the percent of teen news to total newspaper space 

in column inches is less in 1975 than in 1905. 
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TABLE 5 

PERCENT TEEN SPACE TO TOTAL NEWSPAPER SPACE 

Category 1905 1975 

Crime .87 .06 

Fashion .19 .05 

Fad .04 

Demonstration .005 

Total 1.06 .16 

Total newspaper space in column inches has increased 

dramatically from 1905 to the present. The typical work-day 

paper was eight to twelve pages in 1905. More advertising 

and features now affect the percentage when using a ratio of 

teen news to total news and teen news to total newspaper 

space. The actual inches are more than double those from the 

1975 analysis in the 1905 analysis. This measure is taken to 

be the solid meaning of "more space" in the Goodnight 

proposition. 

The Measurement of' Space in 
Content Analysis 

The proposition deals with stories. For this reason, 

columns, features, and advertisements were deleted from 

measurement. As adolescent activities such as high school 

football, glee clubs, debuts, and the like became 
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institutionalized or were considered to fall outside the range 

of the categories of crime, craze, . fad, or demonstration, 

these "stories" were eliminated from the measurement. 

Obituary notices and want ads were eliminated from measurement 

at both times and columns dealing with the arts were elimi

nated. While football reporting was left out of the analysis 

in 1975, the sport was not institutionalized in 1905. Horse 

racing was the major sports interest in 1905 and racing 

stories were presented as front page stories then. Theodore 

Roosevelt's son was mentioned in connection with football 

practice at Harvard, and this story was included since it 

dealt with a prominent adolescent, not with the sport. 

News stories are printed in various point types and 

in columns which measure two, three, and four inches across. 

The unit was standardized as a column of two-inch width and 

other column widths were corrected mathematically to a stan

dard two-inch column width. Four-inch column lengths were 

doubled and three inch column lengths were multiplied by 1.5. 

Since white space and headlines give ~mpact to a story, this 

white space was included in measurement. ,:No distinction was 

made when eight-point type was used in the lead paragraph 

and six-point type in the body of a story. This differentia

tion of type size is related to impact of the story and 

occupies more SPACE for this reason. In the 1905 newspapers, 
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typesetters had at times filled out space by inserting blanks 

between lines. This practice was a function of the produc

tion of newspapers at that time in terms of the printing tech

nology employed at that time. No correction was made for 

this kind of "additional space" because it was minimal. 

In working with percentages of teen news to total 

newspaper space, it is necessary to read carefully, since 

advertisements of the early time period often read as news 

stories. This affected the elimination of advertising, 

columns, features, want ads, and obituaries from total news

paper space to derive a figure for total news space in a 

newspaper. This sort of advertising in the guise of news is 

virtually absent from present-day newspapers. 

Conclusions from Content Analysis 

In working with time and space it was deemed advisable 

to separate the two units. For future longitudinal studies, 

the amount of time on television is reported for four major 

channels. These amounts are reported separately as strictly 

news stories and as fictional stories in situation comedies. ,: 

Rock concerts pitched to an adolescent audience are elimi

nated since they are not stories. Statistics are reported 

for total time when news and fiction stories are combined. 

There can be no doubt that more time was devoted to stories 

of adolescent crime, fad, fashion, and demonstrations in 
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1975 than there was in 1905. There can be doubt, however, 

that mass media will not change in the future in some way 

as much unanticipated as was television in 1905. Because -0f 

the changing nature of communications technology, it is 

advisable to separate categories, since additional and un

heard methods of communicating "stories" may eventuate with 

time. 

Measuring space from the two major newspapers, The 

Dallas Morning News and The Dallas Times Herald,considered 

mass media then and now, it was found that ·more than twice 

as much space was devoted to stories of adolescents in 1905 

as in 1975. Ratios were taken of teen news to total news 

and teen news to total newspaper space. The percent of teen 

space to total newspaper space is 1.06 in 1905 and .16 in 

1975. A greater percentage of newspaper space was devoted 

to adolescents in 1905 than in 1975. While the actual inches 

of teen news is greater in 1905, the percentage of teen news 

to total news (controlling for non-news categories described 

above), is less. In 1905, it was 1.67 percent and in 1975, 

2.66 percent. · The fact that ther~ is a gi~at deal more 

advertising now accounts for the discrepancy in percentages 

and the actual inches figure is used in testing. As has been 

said, there is a dilemma in whether to treat time and space 

together or separately. Together, there is more time and 
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space by virtue of the fact that there is any time at all. 

Separately, there was more space but less time in 1905, and 

more time but less space in 1975. The equation tends to 

cancel as the theorist has stated it. This proposition is 

not tested by Rho since it mathematically cancels out. Crime 

and fashion are the most frequently mentioned of the topics 

in the newspapers. Fad and demonstration are totally absent 

in 1905. Crime and fads are the most newsworthy in tele

vision analysis, although fads and fashions predominate 

when 1975 series are included. Some of these fads and 

fashions are carry-overs from the Fifties on the series 

Happy Days. 

Demonstrations, along with "meaningless protest and 

rebellion," might have characterized the decade of the 

Sixties when the theory was written, but they are negligible 

in news and fiction about adolescents in the two time frames 

under study. Politics and the state of the economy are 

postulated as variables affecting the shift away from protest, 

rebellion, and demonstrations. The Watergate scandal which 

terminated in the resignation of President= Nixon and the end 

of the Viet Nam war affected a move toward conservatism and 

compliance among adolescents worried about future employment 

in a dwindling job market. An interesting longitudinal 

design might deal with time and space devoted to adolescent 
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crime, fad, fashion, and demonstration in the Sixties and in 

the Seventies in the United States. 

Perceived Age Ranges from Question
naire and Interviews 

Paradoxically, the results from interviewing and the 

results from the questionnaire concerning perceived age 

ranges of adolescents, teen-agers, and youth in 1905 and in 

1975 do not agree. In pre-testing, and in verbal exchanges 

with a large part of the sample and with some not in the 

written sample, it was found that there was general agree

ment that "youth" was a term which implied an age range 

significantly greater than- either teen-age or adolescence. 

While this age range was "negotiable" socially, the verbal 

outer limit was fifty. This outer limit holds in terms of 

questionnaire data when the median figure is _used. However, 

extreme cases pull the figure in this direction. This is 

illustrated in Table 6, below. 

In interview situations, it was found that there was 

no significant difference in the perception of "teen-age" in 

190~ and in 1975. If modes are used to de£ine age range of 

teens, the questionnaire data can hardly be said to agree 

with the verbal agreement that teen-age begins at thirteen 

and ends at nineteen in both eras. The modal figure from 
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the statistics supports the perception of thirteen and nine

teen as cut-off points for teens. 

In verbal data, adolescence was often seen to begin 

at nine or ten years of age and to end between fourteen and 

sixteen. Only four of one hundred and twenty-nine people in 

the college age group thought of themselves as adolescents. 

High school age and younger respondents did not perceive 

themselves as adolescents. Adolescent and adolescence appear 

to have negative connotations among the respondents familiar 

with the terms. Both younger respondents and those in the 

middle-age group said adolescence did exist but the descriptor 

belonged to somebody else,-or to children of other families. 

In the questionnaire data, age ranges for adoles

cence run from birth through ninety-seven in 1905, and from 

birth to ninety-nine in 1975. Eliminating extreme cases, 

the range for adolescence extends from zero to twenty in the 

first case and from zero to twenty-two in the second. It .is 

true that, in verbal data, either the tendency to shorten 

and lower the period of adolescence occurred or the tendency 

to extend the period of adolescence through high school and 

college years was present. It is important to report both 

verbal and written findings in an effort to further understand 

acolescence and adolescents under study. The questionnaire 

data, although affected by extremes, are the data used in 

testing Research Proposition II from Dr. Goodnight's theory. 
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TABLE 6 

AGE RANGES OF TEEN-AGERS, ADOLESCENTS, AND 
YOUTH, 1905, 1975 

Category 1905 1975 
Begins Ends Begins Ends 

Youth 
Range 0 50 0 99 
Median 13.5 25 26.5 49.5 
Mode 10 20 10 20 

Adolescence 
Range 0 97 0 78 
Median 13 48.5 30 39 
Mode 12 16 and 18* 12 18 

Teen-age 
Range 0 90 0 60 
Median 30 45 10.5 30 
Mode 13 19 13 19 

*The cut-off point is bi-modal at ages 16 and 18 

The above table takes into account extreme cases. If 

the modal figures are used to test the proposition on greater 

age range of adolescents, a dilemma occurs. There is modal 

agreement that age twelve is the beginning age of adolescence 

in 1905 and in 1975. However, in 1905, agreement is equally 

divided between age sixteen and age eighteen as end points. 

Age eighteen ends the period as perceived by the sample group 

in 1975. As Dornbusch and Schmid state (A Primer of Social 

Statistics, p. 69), 
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Some distributions have two or more frequently 
occurring values that are widely separated. The 
mode is not a good measure of central value in 
such cases. 

And further, 

The relative influence of skewness is obviously 
greater for the mean than for the median .... 
Some information is unavoidably lost when a 
single measure is used to represent an entire 
distribution, but there is gain in simplicity of 
expression and ability to compare distributions 
with one another. l• 

Since the matter of determining the range of adoles

cence is vital to the testing of the proposition, further 

examination of the distribution is necessary. Two approaches 

are taken: extreme cases are eliminated from the distribu

tion as shown in Table 7, below, and numbers of respondents 

above, between, and below the two modes are examined. 

TABLE 7 

STATED AGE RANGES FOR YOUTH AND ADOLESCENTS 
ELIMINATING EXTREME CASES 

1905 1975 Category Begins Ends Begins 

Youth 
Range 0 40 0 
Median 10.5 20 10 

Adolescence 
Range 0 20 0 
Median 9 10 10.5 

Ends 

30 
15 

22 
11 

lsanford M. Dornbusch and Calvin F. Schmid, A Primer 
of Social Statistics (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
Inc., 1955), p. 69. 
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Extreme cases were those with less than four respondents 

indicating that age. 

Eliminating extreme cases, the age range of adoles

cence in 1905 is perceived to be greater by six months than 

in 1975. This would be a difference twice as great as the 

perceived range for adolescence in 1975. While this is 

true arithmetically, it is dubious that such a statement 

has any truth value in connection ~ith reality. 

It is not the purpose of this dissertation to "lie 

with statistics." Rather, a desire exists to be fully cogni

zant and to point out to the reader that statistics sometimes 

conceal rather than reveal" truth. Approaching the dilemma 

from the second direction, another indicator of greater 

than/lesser than properties is obtained. 

TABLE 8 

NUMBER OF CASES BETWEEN THE BIMODAL DISTRIBUTION 
FOR THE END POINT OF ADOLESCENCE IN 1905 

Category Number of Cases 

Below 16 167. 

At 16 75 

Between 16-18 40 

At 18 75 

Over 18 170 

N = 527 
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Again, the figures are very close, with one hundred 

and seventy respondents over eighteen and one hundred and 

sixty-seven under sixteen. Adding the number of respondents 

between the modal points results in two hundred and seven 

under against one hundred and seventy over. Adding the 

seventy-five respondents who answered sixteen as the cut-off 

point for adolescents to the first figure gives two hundred 

and eighty-two respondents indicating that adolescence ends 

before age eighteen. In contrast, two hundred and forty

five respondents say that adolescence ends at eighteen or 

later. The difference is thirty-seven respondents out of 

a sample of five hundred and twenty-seven. This is not an 

impressive difference. 

The mode does not have the arithmetic properties which 

the mean has as a measure of central tendency. It is not good 

practice to take the arithmetic average (in this case, seven

teen) as a measure of central tendency. Thirty-seven more 

people perceive adolescence to end just before eighteen than 

to end after eighteen. In comparing the bimodal distribution 

for 1905 with the 1975 results in Table 6, above, we are at a 

standstill. These figures would indicate that adolescence 

lasts a little longer in 1975 than in 1905 (perhaps a few 

months). The figures in Table 7 where extremes under four 
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are eliminated indicate that adolescence lasted longer in 

1905 than in 1975. What one has in terms of testing the 

proposition is another case where interpretation of data 

results in the greater than/lesser than properties canceling 

out. The median is considered to be a stronger measure than 

the mode, although it is affected by extreme cases which 

skew the distribution just as the mean is skewed by extremes. 

The bimodal figure tells us little.. Both the median where 

extremes are included (Table 6) and the median wherein ex

tremes are excluded (Table 7) indi¢ate that adolescence was 

perceived to be a longer period in 1905 than in 1975. The 

median cut-offs for the range of adolescence in 1905 are 

thirteen and forty-eight and one-half. As opposed to the 

1975 data in this table which indicates a 1975 age range of 

nine years, in 1905 the period of adolescence is perceived as 

thirty-five and one-half years. The medians in both cases 

indicate that adolescence was perceived to be a longer period 

in 1905 and 1975. 

While this is not the kind of a case that any sociol

ogist would like to "take to court," to· borrow from the argot 

of forensics,one can conclude that adolescence was perceived 

to be slightly longer in the earlier time period, thus refut

ing the notion that with increasing societal complexity the 

period of adolescence tends to increase in social settings. 
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This notion is fundamental to the assertions made in the 

Goodnight theory. The theory, at this point, appears to be 

weak in positing the extension of adolescence with increases 

in societal complexity as well as in positing that more 

attention is paid to adolescents by mass media as societal 

complexity increases. 

Both tables and qualitative data show that while 

teen-age is uniformly perceived as thirteen to nineteen, 

youth and adolescence are not uniformly perceived. With 

this in mind, it would be well to strike both "youth" and 

11 teen-age" from the wording of the proposition. An open set 

defining adolescence could then be equated with, or re-written 

as, whatever word or term is in use in any country or place at 

any time which corresponds isomorphically with a postulated 

interim period between childhood and adulthood, where full 

adult status and rights are not granted. 

The Test Statistics,Variables, and Results 

Since it is possible to rank the variables, Spearman's 

Rho, a measure of rank order correlation,was used in testing 

relationships between variables. 

As long as both variables can be ranked, either of 
these latter measures [Spearman's Rho and Kendall's 
tau], can be used to give correlations which are 
somewhat analogous to product-moment correlations . 
• • • We compare the rankings on the two sets of 
scores by taking the difference of ranks, squaring 
these differences and then adding, and finally 
manipulating the measure so that its value will 
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be +1.0 whenev.er the rankings are in perfect 
agreement, -1.0 if they are in perfect dis
agreement, and zero if there is no relation
ship whatsoever.l 

In accordance with the explanation by Blalock above, 

and looking at the results for the total N of five hundred 

and twenty-seven respondents, one concludes that there are no 

relationships between any two of the eighty-one combinations 

of variables posited in Research Proposition III. The 

results may be found in Appendix II, Table 1. The strongest 

relationship shown is a combination of variable three, age 

of respondent and having fun in 1905. This is a negative 

relationship of -0.216. As the figure moves toward unity 

in either direction, the relationship between variables be

comes stronger. It can be said that this relationship, 

while not strong, is considerably stronger than any other 

correlation shown on the table for the total sample. 

Permutations of age ranges of adolescents, teen-agers, 

and youth with occupational, political, and leadership roles 

and with having fun, meaningless protest and rebellion, and 

sowing wild oats for both time periods were examined for 

possible relationships between variables in ,:the direction 

posited. The sign rule indicates that the product of the 

signs, in greater than/lesser than propositions such as 

Goodnight's, be taken as the direction of the test statistic. 

laubert M. Blalo.ck, Social Statistics (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1960), p. 317. 
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There are eighty-one possible combinations of varia

bles when age range of respondent is added to the above 

variables. These eighty-one combinations are listed in 

tables contained in Appendix II so that it is not necessary 

to list or discuss combinations where there is not strength 

of relationship in terms of the posited relationships in 

Research Proposition III. For the total sample, there were 

no relationships of any strength. 

This evidence would preclude the truth value of the 

proposition insofar as "society" is represented by the 

present sample. Whether the outcome is the result of weak

ness in theory construction or in test design is moot. What 

is important is that the theory be modified, or clarified, 

so that individual researchers can work with concrete defi

nitional terms or with referential formulae. It is important , 

that, while substitution of equivalents may occur, the defini

tional terms within the theory do not change from original, 

clear definition or measures to be used. 

In order to further aid in refining the theory, the 

eighty-one relationships between variables were controlled 

for age and sex of respondent. The results of these con

trols are not startling, except perhaps for their absence of 

significant relationships, but they do offer some sugges

tions. Few support the theory. 
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Test Results Controlling for Sex and .Age 

When controlling for sex only, no relationship 

appears in the data with a . Rho of .3 or more in either direc

tion. There is a positive relationship (.358, Appendix II, 

Table 6) between having fun in 1905 and political roles among 

the age group from twenty-five to thirty-four of both sexes. 

The positive number could be· the product of either two posi

tives or two negatives. Research Proposition calls for 

-political roles and +having fun so that the relationship is 

showing strength in the wrong direction to showing support 

for the Goodnight theory. The same is true of the relation

ship between age range for youth 1905 and leadership roles: 

to support the theory the relationship should be negative 

instead of positive according to the sign rule. 

There are slight, but meaningful, relationships in 

this age group (25-34) between age range and having fun and 

age range and meaningful protest and -rebellion. Again, the 

sign rule must be applied to determine if the relationship is 

in the posited direction. There is another positive relation

ship between sowing wild oats and leadership roles in 1905. 

In terms of the theory, it is -political and +sowing wild 

oats, so the relationship should aga~n be negative. 

Among women age 18 to 24, a slight positive correla

tion between age range for youth and political roles is shown 
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in Table 10, Appendix II. Again, the sign rule would indi

cate that a negative relationship is needed to support the 

greater than/lesser than Goodnight proposition. 

With women in the age group twenty-five to thirty

five, there was a correlation between meaningless protest and 

number of occupations open in 1975. In this case the positive 

correlation supports the theory. The perception of this group 

between age range of youth and sowing wild oats in 1975 also 

supports the theory. Age range for youth and leadership 

roles in 1905 is a positive relationship. This positive 

relationship is the product of two negatives and supports 

the theory. It is possible to look at the relationships in 

the tables which are marked by an asterisk, and, applying 

the sign rule, determine if the relationship supports or 

negates the directions posited in Research Proposition III. 

Only the strongest relationships in the data are discussed 

from this point since those discussed so far have been 

rather weak and have been utilized to illustrate the neces

sity for application of the sign rule in determining validity 

of relationships to support the theory. 

The age range for teens in 1975 correlates positively 

with having fun in 1905. The relationship is .542. Accord

ing to the theory (if ·teens are equated with adolescents) the 

relationship should be greater in 1975 on the first variable 
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and less in 1905 on the second. This fairly strong relation

ship does not support the theory. The relationship of -0.661 

between age range for youth in 1975 and having fun 1975 does 

not support the theory because both of these are posited as 

positive or greater-than relationships. The 0.661 relation

ship between youth in 1975 and meaningless protest in 1905 

does not support the theory since this should be negative as 

a product of a positive and negative relationship. This is 

true of the .542 relationship between age range of teens for 

1975 and having fun in 1905; the relationship in order to 

support the theory should be negative. 

In Table 12, Appendix II, controlling for sex and 

age, women between thirty-five and fifty show a -0.846 between 

meaningless protest and leadership roles in 1905. Both of 

these variables are negative in terms of the theory and 

should show a positive relationship in order to support the 

theory. 

It appears that the theory does not receive sub

stantial support, rather lack of support, when control 

variables are introduced. Relationships over .3 are reported 
,: 

in the tables of Appendix II and further elaboration of these 

relationships does not seem necessary in order to conclude 

that the Goodnight theory, or the test instrument, is in need 

of repair. Some flaws have been suggested in the wording of 
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propositions. One did not expect to find ' so little support 

for the theory in the data. As pointed out in Chapter II 

of the dissertation, the theory reads well. A sociologist 

familiar with the literature on adolescents and adolescence 

would more than likely agree that the theory posits valid 

relationships. The rhetoric of science has interfered with 

the precision of science. Only examination of the Goodnight 

theory under a logical and linguistic-mathematical microscope 

shows how clearly the theory needs modification. Conclusions 

about the theory and its revision are discussed in the next 

chapter. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

In Chapter I, the specific, Research Proposition to be 

tested was introduced. Its terms were logically reduced in 

the propositional calculus for testing. The test statistic, 

in accordance with the suggestion of Jack Gibbs in Sociologi

cal Theory Construction, was Rho. This statistic tests both 

the strength and the direction of relationships. Due to the 

fact that the Goodnight propositions are stated as greater 

than/lesser than contingencies, the application of the sign 

rule was necessary in determining truth value of the proposi

tions. The relationships which resulted from the empirical 

test were not strong in most cases. In many cases where 

strength of relationship was indicated, the algebraic product 

of the signs was in the opposite direction for verification 

of the relationships. 

Occupational, political, and leadership roles is a 

stable variable in terms of the data: it was fairly uni

formly conceived to be lesser in i905 and greater in 1975. 

Some people perceived the number of roles open to be "about 

the same" in both years, but qualified their statements by 

saying that the kinds of roles had changed from the early 

century to the present time. Conditions of war affect the 

168 
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number of roles open to adolescents regardless of other 

societal conditions, and some account of this fact should be 

taken in re-writing the theory of adolescence and of adoles

cents. In terms of the theory as it is now stated, roles 

should have been greater in 1905 and fewer in 1975, since the 

theory postulates that as societal complexity increases, the 

range of adolescent years increases and fewer roles are open 

to adolescents. Conditions of societal complexity positively 

affect perceptions of adolescence as having fun, and more 

attention is theoretically given t~ the activities of adoles

cence which range from fashions and fads, which are acceptable 

modes of behavior, to crimes and demonstrations, which are 

not . . These relationships did not hold up under testing. 

Since the results of testing were negative in support 

of the theory in the longitudinal design, there are two possi

bilities to examine in pin-pointing cause: the theory or the 

test instrument. 

In Chapter II, the nature and uses of axiomatic theory 

were discussed. The development of logics used in axiomatic 

theory construction is a highly complex topic. There are 
,; 

several kinds of logic available for use by an axiomatic 

theory constructionist. Whatever logic is chosen should best 

generate all and only the relevant issues of the data field 

under study. The use of a two-valued Boolean algebra and the 
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use of the nineteen rules of inference from contemporary 

symbolic logic was recommended as a starting point for soci

ologists attempting axiomatic theory construction. Other 

systems such as the three-valued logic of Lukasiewicz, which 

was used by Reichenbach in his axiomatization of quantum 

mechanics, may prove useful later since they capture more 

movement within the data field. At present, it is felt to 

be an urgent need for sociologists to learn to operate suc

cessfully within a binary system. Whatever system is chosen, 

the derivations should be consistent within that system. 

Many topics were discussed in Chapter II which are 

of concern to anyone who wishes to write axiomatic theory or 

to re-write the Goodnight theory. The basic underlying 

difficulty with the Goodnight theory as is is written is that 

meaning of propositions is not clear, terms are not defined 

in many cases, and referential formulae such as number of 

patents and others suggested do not reflect the realities 

which they are intended to represent. There is no use in 

engaging in logical argument or axiomatic derivation unless 

the premisses are demonstrative and the argument apodeictic. 

Dialectics is another form of logical argument, but has no 

place in science. 

Much attention was devoted to definition, both real 

and nominal. To get at essential meaning, there must be 
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isomorphism of indicator and data field. Ambiguity, which 

could be either syntactic or semantic, is a serious problem 

in the Goodnight theory. Both kinds of ambiguity are 

involved. The author agrees with Jack Gibbs that it is the 

responsibility of the theorist to clearly define terms and, 

insofar as is possible, to build into the theory what he 

calls referential formulae for ·testing. But, he does not and 

the author does not believe that simply suggesting a measure 

such as percentage of population urban or number of laws 

passed will necessarily reflect the reality. It is the 

responsibility of the theorist to check carefully into avail

able data (census data, laws, patents, and so forth) to see 

that there are no problems with the measure chosen. The 

difficulties involved in the use of the indicators which 

Barbara Goodnight included in Research Propositions I and II 

of her theory have been discussed. The critique concurs 

with Gibbs that the theorist must be ·perfectly clear in 

choice of indicator and in definition so that any researcher 

may move from intrinsic meaning to espistemic statement by 

way of testing. Clear definition is ladking throughout the 
•: 

theory. Since it is often unclear to the researcher exactly 

what is to be sought in testing, the wording of the Goodnight 

propositions as they stand (as much as possible when convert

ing them to questions) was incorporated into the test 
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instrument. The test instrument was also designed to pick 

up additional knowledge which might clarify the theory. 

One important instance of this was in the finding that 

people do not equate childhood, adolescence, and youth. 

Since there is no longer a need for ontological 

priority in the axioms, as was seen in Chapter II, adoles

cence should be the one primitive, . undefined term in the 

re-writing of the theory. Everything after that should be 

defined to the right of the arrow and then moved to the left 

of the arrow for further definition. Definitional sets such 

as sowing wild oats should be left open to take account of 

sociological neologisms as they accrue. It was shown in 

Chapter II that a theory cannot be both complete and con

sistent. Consistency must appeal to reason as the choice 

between the two criteria~ 

Content Analysis 

Content analysis was used in measuring time and space 

in the two time frames of the longitudinal study. Measure

ment was made for only one week, bµt, after measuring, it is 

possible to tell by glancing through the ne~spaper whether or 

not the amount of adolescent news is regular and predictable. 

For several years, this practice was followed and the ratio 

of teen news to total news remained fairly constant through 

the years 1974 to 1976. By chance, during the week selected 
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for measurement, October 4-10 in both years, an unusual and 

sensational story dealing with a teen-ager or adolescence 

"broke." In 1975, Patty Hearst ha~ just been captured and in 

1905 Monk Gibson was sought for murder. Purhaps the sensa

tionalism was greater in 1905 in terms of the chase of a 

colored boy for the murder of a white woman. Restraints of 

newspaper and air coverage have become more severe in terms 

of Supreme Court precedents overturning jury trials when 

even change of venue would not solve the problems of pre

judgement by a jury because of press coverage. At any rate, 

more space was devoted to stories of adolescents in 1905 in 

the categories of fad, fashion, crime, and demonstration. 

This is against the direction predicted by the theory. There 

was more time in 1975 by virtue of the fact that there was no 

time in 1905. This proposition cancels out mathematically. 

Time was reported in the interest of any future researcher 

who might wish to use TV time as a measure. The ratio of 

adolescent news in these categories to other news was minimal. 

It is recommended tha-t time and space be kept separate, since 

they do not add, for future research. -Also, the invention of 
,: 

a new media which might involve some other dimension may 

affect this proposition in the future. The principles of 

television wer-e known before World War II, but television was 

a laboratory curiosity" earlier in the century. Some new 
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curiosity as a mediwn of reporting may spring up in the world 

of satellite pictures and moon landings. 

Definition of "stories" in this proposition was 

impossible to determine. There are two kinds of stories: 

fiction and news. These kinds of stories were separated 

because there seemed to be some constraints in the wording 

which indicated "news"· stories. Also, while fiction reflects 

reality to some extent, it is not fact or reality. It is, 

in fact, necessary to violate truth in order to write fic

tion, by definition. 

Qu~litative Findings 

Interviewing was used along with questionnaires and 

content analysis in the empirical test. Primarily the pur

pose of interviewing was to uncover facets of people's per

ceptions of adolescence which the short questionnaire would 

not. Apparently, adolescence is a "movable feast" in the 

United States since perception of the years when it occurs 

is variable. Many people see it as beginning as early as 
·' 

nine years and ending by fourteen. Others extend the period 

through college. The fact that the range i~ so great for 

"adolescence" in the data is a function of the perception 

that this stage in the life cycle is not fixed and can occur 

at fifty, at seventy, at thirty-five, or whenever an indi

vidual indulges in certain behaviors and instabilities. 
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Adolescence may be a figment of the imagination of 

social scientists. The Proposition tested dealt with 

society's perceptions: and for this r .eason, social scientists 

were eliminated from the sample. - The most typical response 

to the questionnaire was "I never even ·think about these 

things" or "I don't know." One black youngster asked "What 

is this adulscence, anyway?" It may be tentatively concluded 

that what is studied as adolescence-and adolescent behavior 

may not have ontic status in some social contexts such as 

hard-core poverty areas .and certain ethnic areas. 

In interviewing, the question "What do you think sow

ing wild oats means?" was persistently asked. Most people 

agreed that such a .thing did exist but were unabl.e to define 

it. -Those who were ,. able to ·a·rticulate definitions and give 

examples did not a-gree. Some per.ceived wild oats in a sexual 

context as stemming from biblical reference to spilling the 

seed-. Some people saw no necessary .. connection between sowing 

wild ·oats and sexual activities. It was pointed out that 

there was a difference in societal expectations between boys 

and g·irls in sowing wild oats. Boys are allowed the privi

lege and girl-s are protected from it, at least in certain 

classes.; The tendency for· people to apply the term to the 

activities o·f girls i-n adolescence increases with time. The 

in-depth interviews with people over seventy indicate that in 
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1905 the term only applied to boys. A strong suggestion is 

made that a sex differential be added to the Goodnight 

theory, since much research on adolescents indicates a 

distinct difference between adolescent experiences for boys 

and for girls. 

Re-Writing the Theory 

It was pointed out in Chapters II and III that per

suasion and rhetoric differ from the language of science in 

their intent. The Goodnight theory reads well and is likely 

to be accepted by anyone familiar with the literature on 

adolescence. Attention was called to the rhetoric of 

science. The theory as it now stands tends toward rhetoric, 

and very persuasive rhetoric. 

In re-writing the theory, taxonomy is the first point 

of attack. Every term should be defined except adolescence 

itself, which is to be taken for granted. It is advisable 

that terms be defined in accordance with essential meaning 

and real referent rather than by an ope_rational indicator 

which may not be isomorphic. Refe~ential formulae must also 

adhere to the realities involved. In the ca~e of number of 

laws passed, it must be specified what kinds of laws. Public 

laws affect society while private laws affect individuals 

within the society. In some states, the legislature meets 

only every other year and the researcher who did not know 
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this might randomly select an off year. Also, in the 

national Congress, there is a strong trend for more laws to 

be passed in the second rather than the first session of a 

Congress. An axiomatic theory about adolescence must 

generate conditions in time and space in terms' of unit 

selection for cross-sectional or longitudinal testing. 

Restrictive conditions, constraints on the data, must be 

stated. 

Once the definitional base is clearly established, 

derivational steps should be recorded and marked with the 

rule of inference which led to the conclusion. Only in this 

way can meaning and derivation be checked so that a potential 

researcher may understand exactly what is being posited. 

While there is an affinity between rules of ordinary language 

(all theory is mathematical) and rules of inference, a recom

mendation is that rules of inference be used and clearly 

indicated at this stage of axiomatic theory use in sociology. 

For example, changing modalities within a logical set vio

lates rules of ordinary language as well as rules of logical 

inference-. However, while the author is inclined to agree 

with Zetterberg's statement that ordinary l~nguage will 

suffice for derivation, it is certain that he did not intend 

the misuse or the faulty use of ordinary language. Since 

language seems to be becoming a more and more difficult 
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medium for American students, it is highly recommended that 

logic and the rules of inference be studied so that ordinary 

language can be used properly in derivation. 

A great deal of value should not be placed on the 

results of the empirical test because of the inexact founda

tion upon which the test was based. However, the results of 

interviewing are valuabl.e in terms of information gathering 

for the re-writing of the theory. The most important con

tribution of the study has been the logical analysis of the 

theory construction itself and the undeniable need for the 

theory to be clarified throughout. This is by no means an 

impossible task.. It is beyond the . limits of this disserta

tion. The Goodnight theory has · value. An attempt to 

rewrite the postulates and Research Propositions in a form 

where they could be clearly understood: and clearly reflec

tive of social and temporal realities, would be a valuable 

enterprise for sociology. 
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APPENDIX I 

TAXONOMY, DERIVATIONS, AND ASSUMPTIONS FOR 

BARBARA GOODNIGHT'S THEORY OF ADOLESCENCE 

and 

TAXONOMY, DERIVATIONS, AND ASSUMPTIONS FOR 

BARBARA GOODNIGHT'S THEORY OF ADOLESCENTS 



I • FRAME OF REFERENCE 

The frame of reference of a theory consists of a 

taxonomy comprised of basic and derived concepts and a set 

of assumptions pertaining to them. Formulation of the 

present theory involves twenty-eight basic concepts (terms 

which are undefined in the frame of reference since there is 

assumed to be a general consensus of understanding about 

their meaning} and twelve derived concepts (terms which are 

defined through the combination of basic concepts and assump

tions}. The derived concepts are designated as first order, 

second order, third order, or fourth order depending upon 

the number of logical steps required for their derivation. 

Basic Concepts 

The basic concepts in the taxonomy of the present 

theory are: (1) age; (2} behavior; . (3) biological; (4) com

plexity; (5) conflict; (6) culture; (7) discontinuity; 

(8) function, (9) human individuals; (10) idealism; (11} iden

tity; (12) industrialization; (13} integration; (14} inter

action; (15} mass media; (16) matuiity; . (17) milieux; 

(18} model; (19} needs; (20) overindulgence; (21} overpro

tection; (22} pattern; (23} segregation; (24} society 

(social); (25) stress and strain; (26) structure; (27) urban

ization; and (28) values. 
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Assumptions 

The following statements· concerning these basic con

cepts, their nature, and inter-relationships are explications 

of some of the assumptions implied in the studies synthesized 

by the theory: (a) Age is a basic biological-psychological-

sociocultural characteristic of human individuals. (b) The 

behavior defined as appropriate for human individuals differs 

with age. (c) The needs and values of human individuals 

differ with age. (d) The behavior and interaction of human 

individuals and groups are patterned and their structure may 

be examined. (e) The patterning of the behavior of human 

individuals is not always the result of consensus; it may be 

based on conflict. (f) The behavior of human individuals is 

influenced by the prescriptions, proscriptions, and limita-

tions of their social, cultural, and natural milieux. (g) The 

milieux of human individuals is dynamic, but the rate and 

degree of its change varies with time, place, personnel, and 

natural conditions. (h) The sociocultural milieux of human 

individuals differs significantly in terms of degree of 

urbanization, industrialization, and complexity. (i) There 

may be a lag between the biological and social maturity of 

human individuals. (j) The behavior younger individuals are 

taught as appropriate tends to be more idealistic than the 

behavior they observe in older individuals they must use as 

models in their search for identity. 
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Derived Concepts 

The derived concepts of the taxonomy are presented in 

the order of their derivation. The first order concepts are: 

(29) adulthood; (30) age grading; (31). childhood; (32) social

ization; and (33) status • . Adulthood is the age period in the 

life of an individual which is characterized by full maturity 

--social as well as biological. (+, 3, 9, 16, 24, i) Age 

grading refers to differentiation and organization of indi

viduals based on age. (1, 24, a, b, c, d) Childhood is the 

age period in the life of an individual which terminates 

with the achievement of biological maturity. (1, 3, 9, 16, 

i) By socialization is meant the interactional process 

through which the human individual acquires the sociocultural 

qualities that make him a member of society. (6, 9, 14, 24, 

d, f, j) A status is a position in the social structure 

which is either assigned (ascribed status) or earned (achieved 

status). (24, 26, d) 

The second order concept is role, the behavior 

expected of a human individual who occupies a given status 
I 

in the social structure. (2, 9, 24, 26, 33, b, d, f, j) The 

third order concepts are: (35) adolescenc~: and (36) group. 

Adolescence refers to the age period in the life of an indi

vidual when his society ceases to regard him as a child but 

does not accord to him full adult status, roles, and 
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functions. (1, 8, 9, 24, 29, 31, 33, 34, i) A group con-

sists of two or more human individuals who interact with one 

another in terms of specific statuses and roles. (9, 14, 

33, 34, d, f) 

The fourth order concepts in the frame of reference 

are: (37} deviant activities; (38) marginal men; (39} peer 

group; and (40} subculture. Deviant behavior departs from 

or runs counter to the expected and accepted behavior of a 

group or society. (2, 24, 36, d, f, j} Marginal men are 

human individuals who are neither completely in nor out of a 

group; they are between groups. (9, 36} A peer group is a 

group composed of one's equals, particularly one's age mates. 

(30, 36, a} A subculture consists of the culture common and 

peculiar to a specific group or category within a society. 

(6, 24, 36, d} 



I. FRAME OF REFERENCE 

Formulation of the present theory involves twenty-six 

basic concepts, seven basic assumptions, and sixteen derived 

concepts. 

Basic Concepts 

The basic concepts in the taxonomy of the present 

theory are: (1) achievement; (2) age; (3) athletic; 

( 4) behavior; ( 5) biological; (6) control; (7) culture; 

(8) educational institution; (9) expectation; (10) formal; 

(11) human individual; (12) informal; (13) interests; 

(14) mass media; (15) maturity; (16) organization; (17) popu

lar; (18) sanctions; (19) segregation; (20) self; (21) society 

(social) ; ( 2 2) solidarity; ( 23) success; ( 24) unity; 

(25) value; and (26) visible. 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions are implied in the studies 

synthesized by the theory: (a) Age is a basic biological

psychological-sociocultural characteristic of human individ

uals. (b) The needs, values, and behavior .~efined as 

appropriate for human individuals by their culture differs 

with age. (c) The behavior and interaction of human indi

viduals and groups are patterned and their structure may be 
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examined. (d) Adolescence is a time when peer relations 

become of major importance . . (e) Adolescence is a time of 

development and evaluation of values. (f) Adolescence is a 

time of seeking status as an individual. (g) An adolescent 

society exists and is a widespread and dominant pattern 

among adolescents in American society. 

Derived Concepts 

The derived concepts are presented in the order of 

their derivation. The first order concepts are: (27) activ

ity; (28) adulthood; (29) childhood; (30) norm; and 

(31) status. An activity is a specific, visible behavior 

or interest of human individuals. (4, 11, 13, 26) Adult

hood is the age period in the life of an individual which is 

characterized by full biological and social maturity. (2, 

5, 11, 15, 21, a, b) Childhood is the age period in the 

life of an individual which terminates with the achievement 

of biological maturity. (2, 5, 11, 15, a, b) A norm is a 

culturally defined expectation of behavior. (4, 7, 9, b) 

A status is a position in the social structure which is 

· either assigned (ascribed status) or earned (achieved ,: 

status). (24, c) 

There are eight second order derived concepts in the 

taxonomy: (32) class; (33) code; (34) convention; (35) fad; 

(36) fashion; (37) role; (38) rule; and (39) status system. 



A class is a category of human individuals who occupy the 

same status in society. (11, 21, 31, c) By code is meant 

a norm formally agreed upon by the human individuals to which 

it applies. (10, 11, 30, b) A convention is a norm which 

is accepted as appropriate but not insisted upon. (30, b) 

Fad refers to a short-lived, extreme range of normative 

behavior. (4, 30) By fashion is meant a range of permitted 

normative behavior. (4, 30) Role refers to the behavior 

expected of a human individual who occupies a given status 

in the social structure. (4, 9, 11, 21, c) A rule is a 

formally enacted norm. (10, 30) By status system is meant 

the totality of statuses in a social structure. (21, 31, c) 

The third order concepts in the taxonomy are (40) 

adolescence, the age period in the life of an individual 

when his society ceases to regard him as a child but does 

not accord to him full adult status, roles, and functions. 

(2, 11, 21, 28, 29, 31, 37, a, b, d, e, f) and (41) differ

entiation, the assignment of statuses and roles on the basis 

of biological and/or social characteristics. (5, 21, 31, 
I 

37, b, c) The fourth order concept is (42) leading crowd, 

the individuals in the highest category of statuses in the 

adolescent social structure. (11, 21, 31, 40, c, f, g) 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

Directions: Put ages in blanks beiow, please. 

1. What do you think was considered the age range of persons 
popularly referred to as adolescents in Texas in 1900? 
Begins ___ Ends __ _ 

2. At what ages did teen-age begin and end in Texas in 1900? 
Begins ___ Ends __ _ 

3. What age range do you think people thought of as "youth" 
in 1900 in Texas? Starts ___ Ends ___ (Approximate) 

4. What age range do you think people refer to when they 
talk about adolescence now in Texas? 
Starts Ends 

5. In the 1970's, when does teen-age begin and end? 
Starts ___ Ends 

6. In the 1970's, in Texas, what years do you think people 
include when they speak of "youth"? Begins ___ Ends __ _ 

Directions: Questions 7 through 12, check either yes or no, 
please. 

7. Do you think people viewed adolescence as a period of having 
fun in 1900? Yes ____ No 

8. Do you think people view adolescence now as a period of 
having fun? Yes ___ No __ _ 

9. Do you think people regarded adolescence as a period of 
meaningless protest and rebellion in the 1900's in Texas? 
Yes ___ No 

10. Do you think people in Texas now regard adolescence as a 
period of meaningless protest and rebellion? 
Yes No 

11. Do you think people viewed adolescence as a time of "sow-
ing wild oats" in the 1900's in Texas? Yes ___ No __ _ 

12. Do you think people now regard adolescence as a time of 
"sowing wild oats"? Yes ___ No __ _ 

189 



190 

Directions: Estimate the number of ways known to you in 13-18 
below. 

13. How many political roles were open to adolescents in 1900 
in Texas? Estimate a number -----

14. How many political roles are open now to adolescents? 

15. How many leadership roles were open to adolescents in 
1900? 

16. How many leadership roles are open now to adolescents? __ _ 

17. How many occupations were open to teen-agers in 1900? 

18. How many occupations are open to adolescents in 1970? 

19. Your age now 

20. Check one please: Male --- Female 

Thank you very much! 



APPENDIX III 

TABLES SHOWING TEST RESULTS WITH SPEARMAN'S 

RHO CONTROLLING FOR VARIABLES 



Rho 

-0.007 
0.078 

-0.043 
-0.066 

0.073 
0.017 

-0.073 
0.087 
0.026 

-0.019 
0.012 
0.014 

-0.080 
0.032 
0.080 
0.018 
0.034 
0.016 

-0.216* 
-0.032 

0.007 
0.062 

-0.014 
-0.108 

0.071 
0.140 
0.096 
0.030 
0.046 
0.010 
0.062 

-0.044 
-0.013 
-0.143 
-0.088 
-0.034 
-·O. 067 
0.038 
0.113 

-0.003 
0.046 
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TABLE 1 

SPEARMAN'S RHO, ALL AGES AND SEX 
(N=527) 

Variable 

022 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1975 
024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
022 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1975 
024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
022 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1975 
024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
029 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 

Variable 

028 Political Roles** 
028 Political Roles 
028 Political Roles 
028 Political Roles 
028 Political Roles 
028 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
029 Leadership Roles 
029 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
030 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
030 Occupations 
030 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1905 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1905 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sow~ng Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations -
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 



Rho 

-0.093 
-0.039 
-0.066 
-0.053 
-0.043 

0.022 
-0.112 

0.049 
-0.091 
-0.061 
-0.015 

0.001 
-0.091 
-0.013 

0.024 
0.049 

-0.031 
-0.041 
-0.091 
-0.026 
-0.057 
-0.090 
-0.048 

0.001 
0.008 

-0.004 
-0.035 
-0.040 
-0.008 

0.115 
-0.046 

0.028 
-0.049 

0.047 
-0.002 
-0.077 
-0.073 

0.022 
0.112 

-0.037 
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TABLE 1--Cdntinued 

Variable variable 

Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U28 Political Roles 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 
Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
Ul9 Age Range of· Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U28 Political Roles 
Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U29 Leadership Roles 
Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U30 Occupations 
U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U23 Having 'Fun 1975 
U20 Age Range of Teens l905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U28 Political Roles 
U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
U20 Age. Range of Teens 1905 U30 Occupations 
U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U27 sow~ng Wild Oats 1975 
U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U28 Political Roles 
U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U30 Occupations 

*Shows some relationship, but under .3 in either direction as used 
in following tables. 

**Variables on political, leadership, and occupational roles are 
stable throughout the tables as negative in 1905 and positive in 1975 
on a greater than/lesser than dichchotomy in the data. 



Rho 

0.004 
0.038 

-0.045 
-0.136 
0.062 
0.079 

-0.138 
0.079 
0.089 

-0.062 
0.026 
0.056 

-0.084 
0.039 
0.095 

-0.015 
0.013 
0.051 

-0.210 
0.034 

-0.011 
0.093 

-0.058 
-0.038 

0.027 
0.144 
0.128 
0.096 
0.015 
0.052 
0.059 
0.039 

-0.071 
-0.096 
-0.077 
-0.096 
-0.053 

0.046 
-0.039 
-0.020 
-0.070 
-0.141 
-0.113 
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TABLE 2 

SPEARMAN''·S RHO CONTROLLING FOR SEX (MALES) 

Variable 

022 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1975 
024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
022 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1975 
024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
022 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun·l975 
024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
03 Age of Respondent 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range.for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 

Variable 

028 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
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TABLE 2--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.089 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.132 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.049 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.015 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.046 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.046 Ul8 Age Range of ·Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.077 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.077 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.077 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.136 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.032 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 030 Occupations 
-0.098 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.119 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.072 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.093 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.052 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.004 019 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.049 019 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 028 Political Roles 
-0.083 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

0.025 019 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 030 Occupations 
-0.060 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.060 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.042 020 Age Range of Teens 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.022 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.040 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.040 020 Age Range of Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.110 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 028 Political Roles 
-0.020 020 Age Range of Teens 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.042 020 Age Range of Teens 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.085 021 Age Range of Teens 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.121 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 
-0.086 021 Age Range of Teens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.071 021 Age Range of Teens 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.031 021 Age Range of Teens 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.000 021 Age Range of Teens 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.172 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U28 -Political Roles 

-0.082 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.029 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 030 Occupations 



Rho 

-0.008 
0.122 

-0.052 
0.009 
0.075 

-0.071 
0.019 
0.091 

-0.053 
0.024 

-0.013 
-0.046 
-0.070 

0.017 
0.058 
0.049 
0.050 

-0.030 
-0.204 
-0.139 

0.000 
0.021 

-o. 007 . 
-0.208 

0.068 
0.119 
0.036 

-0.046 
0.082 

-0.034 
0.067 

-0.143 
0.055 

-0.201 
-0.103 

0.037 
-0.086 

0.027 
0.264 
0.016 
0.180 

-0.038 
0.050 
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TABLE 3 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR SEX (FEMALES) 

Variable 

U22 Having Fun 1905 · 
U23 Having Fun ' l975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having_Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
Ul6 Age Range _for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
016 Age Range for Youth 1905 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1975 
017 Age Range for Youth 1~75 

Variable 

U28 Political Roles 
028 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
028 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
029 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
030 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
030 Occupations 
030 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
022 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

·028 Political Roles 
029 Leadership Roles 
030 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leaciership Roles 
030 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
028 Political Roles 
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TABLE 3--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.036 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.040 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 

-0.027 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.057 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.190 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1:905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.146 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.119 Ul8 Age Range of· Adolescence 1:905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.013 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.003 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.109 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.065 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 · U30 Occupations 
0.056 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.160 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence· 197 5 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.043 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.075 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.035 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.104 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.084 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U28 Political Roles 
-0.053 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.121 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.035 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.033 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.034 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.017 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.032 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.082 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
0.025 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.142 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U2°9 Leadership Roles 
0.028 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U30 Occupation 
0.181 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U22 Having Fu.n 1905 

-0.033 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.108 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.030 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.007 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-o. 081 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
0.067 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.121 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.017 U21 Age Range qf Teens 1975 U30 Occupations 



Rho 

0.005 
0.132 
0.008 

-0.093 
0.047 
0.022 

-0.082 
0.111 
0.076 

-0.142 
-0.025 
0.029 

-0.019 
-0.017 

0.158 
0.028 
0.129 

-0.050 
-0.045 

0.177 
-0.077 

0.233 
-0.134 

0.047 
-0.185 
-0.076 

0.036 
-0.013 

0.049 
0.066 

-0.116 
0.006 
0.037 
0.061 
0.068 

-0.071 
-0.172 
-0.019 
-0.205 

0.044 
-0.192 
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TABLE 4 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR AGE 18 

Variable Variable 

U22 Having Fun 1905 U28 Political Roles 
U23 Having Fun 1975 U28 Political Roles 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U28 Political Roles 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U28 Political Roles 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U28 Political Roles 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U28 Political' ·Roles 
U22 Having Fun 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
U23 Having Fun 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
U24 Meaningiess Protest 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
U26 Sowing . Wild Oats 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
U22 Having Fun 1905 U30 Occupations 
U23 Having Fun 1975 U30 Occupations 
U24 Meaningless Pr'otest 1905 U30 Occupations 
U25 Meaningless Ptotest 1975 U30 Occupations 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U30 Occupations 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U30 Occupations 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U23 Hav1ng Fun 1975 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U28 Political Roles 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U30 Occupation 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 , U23 Having Fun 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U28 Political Roles 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 197 5 
Ul8 Age Range pf Adolescence 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
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TABLE 4--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

0.007 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
0.002 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 

-0.001 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.074 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 
-0.048 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.116 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.014 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.110 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.034 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.050 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.079 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U28 Political Roles 
-0.149 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.029 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.048 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.009 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.056 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.004 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.050 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.029 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.049 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 028 Political Roles 
0.033 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.075 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 030 Occupations 

0.086 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 
0.044 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 
0.087 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.027 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.070 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.060 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.049 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U28 Political Roles 

0.039 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

0.032 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 030 Occupations 



Rho 

-0.083 
-0.016 

0.011 
-0.106 

0.124 
0.038 

-0.090 
0.008 
0.084 

-0.019 
0.104 
0.035 

-0.084 
-0.048 
-0. 027 

0.092 
-0.003 
-0.029 
-0.216 
-0.001 
-0.026 

0.001 
-0.033 

0.010 
0.136 
0.200 
0.073 

-0.029 
0.055 

-0.001 
0.095 

-0.002 
0.095 

-0.288 
-0.200 

0.000 
0.069 
0.052 
0.182 

-0.047 
-0.023 

0.034 
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TABLE 5 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR AGE 18-24 

Variable 

U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905. 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oat~ 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range f6r Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 

Variable 

U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U3 0 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U3 0 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 5--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.144 U17 Age Range for Youth 1975 U28 Political Roles 
-0.040 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.152 U17 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.039 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U2-2 Having Fun 1905 

0.024 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.132 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.013 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.031 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.099 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.005 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.027 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.193 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 
-0.011 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.032 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.033 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.043 Ul9 Age Range of Adolesc·ence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.016 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.079 U19 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.030 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 197 5 U28 Political Roles 
0.027 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 · Leadership Roles 

-0.182 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.034 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 · U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.116 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.053 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.037 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.002 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.034 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.024 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 U28 Political Roles 

0.219 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.022 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 030 Occupations 

-0.006 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.056 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.013 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.003 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.078 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.002 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U27 Sowfng Wild Oats 1975 

-0.022 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U28 Political Roles 

0.173 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.036 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U30 Occupations 



Rho 

0.358* 
0.156 

-0.087 
-0.139 

0.025 
-0.004 

0.067 
0.303 

-0.014 
0.062 
0.190 

-0.118 
-0.085 

0.029 
0.157 

-0.091 
0.003 

-0.085 
0.192 
0.107 

-0.075 
-o .133 

0.342 
-0.063 

0.110 
0.313* 

-0.183 
-0.302* 
-0.192 

0.048 
0.244 
0.157 

-0.126 
-0.124 
-0.071 

0.121 
-0.028 

0.254 
0.090 

-0.003 
-0.033 
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TABLE 6 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR AGE 25-34 

Variable Variable . 

U22 Having Fun 1905 U28 Political Roles 
U23 Having Fun 1975 U28 Political Roles 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U28 Political Roles 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U28 Political Roles 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U28 Political Roles 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U28 Political Roles 
U22 Having Fun 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
U23 Having Fun 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
U24 Meaningles·s Protest 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
U22 Having Fun 1905 U30 Occupations 
U23 Having Fun 1975 U30 Occupations 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U30 Occµpations 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U30 Occupations 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U30 Occupations 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U30 Occupations 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U23 Having Fun 1075 
U16 Age Rang~ for Youth 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U-25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 · U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U28 Political Roles 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
Ul6 Age Ra·nge for Youth 1905 U30 Occupations 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

· Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U28 Poiitical Roles 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 197 5 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 197 5 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
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. TABLE 6--continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

0.045 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.041 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 

0.172 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905. U29 Leadership Roles 
0.017 Ul8 Age Range .of Adolescence 1905 030 Occupations 

-0.141 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.082 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.340* Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 . U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.209 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U.25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.012 Ul9 Age Range of .Adolescence 1975. U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.224 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence -1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.081 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U28 Political Roles 

0.081 Ul9 Age Rang~ of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.102 Ul9 Age Range· of Adolescence 1975 · 030 Occupations 

0.193 U20 Age Range for:. -Teens 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 
0.003 020 Age Range for Te~ns 1905 -U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.181 020 Age Range for ·. 'l'eens 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 19·05 
-0.017 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.051 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.020 020 Age Range fo~ Teens 1905 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.086 020 Age Range for Teens · l905 028 Political Roles 

0.131 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.249 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.168 021 Age Range £or Teens 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0.028 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.081 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.188 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 025 Me_aningless Protest 1905 
-0.143 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.209 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.351* U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 028 Political Roles 
0.160 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.359* U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U30 Oc.cupa tions 
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TABLE 7 

SPEARMAN IS. RHO CONTROLLING1FOR AGE 35-50 

Rho Variable Variable 

0.016 U22 Having Fun 1905 028 Political Roles 
. -o. 050 023 Having Fun 1975 028 Political Roles 

-0.252 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 028 Political Roles 
-0.111 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 . U28 Political Roles 
-0.026 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.175 027 Sowing Wild.Oats 1975 028 Political Roles 
-0.067 022 Having Fun. 1905 {!29. Leadership Roles 
-0.068 023 Having Fun 1975 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.401 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.125 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.354* U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.164 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.056 022 Having Fun 1905 U30 Occupations 
. o. 265 U23 Having Fun 1975 030 Occupations 
-0.059 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 030 Occupations 
-0.195 025 Meaningles~ Protest 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.244 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.201 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 o~o Occupations 
-0.045 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0.030 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.143 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.037 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.038 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.018 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.063 Ul6 Age. Range f0r Youth 1905· 028 Political Roles 
-0.155 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 029 Leadership Roles 

0.235 Ul6 Age Range for Y9uth 1905 .U30 Occupation 
-0.077 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0.055 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.261 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.120 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.175 017 Age Range for ¥outh 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.168 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.165 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 028 Political Roles ,. 

-0.251 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 019 Leadership Roles 
0.207 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 
0.035 Ul8 Age Range of .Adolescence 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 

-0.199 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.123 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.134 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.089 U18 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
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TABLE 7--continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.100 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.011 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 

0.143 Ul8 Ag·e Range ·of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.132 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 

-0.053 Ul9 Age Range - of· Adolescence 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.000 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.172 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.016 Ul9 Age ·Range of ·Adolescence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.180 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U26 . Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.049 Ul9 Age Range· of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.112 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 19.75 U28 Political Roles 
-0.082 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.018 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.185 U20 Age Rang~ for Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.051 U20 Age Range for · Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.193 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.182 U20 Age Range for Youth 1905 U'25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.178 U20 Age Range for Youth 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.001 U20 Age Rarige for Youth 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.044 U20 Age Range for Youth 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.221 U20 Age Range for Youth 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.127 U20 Age Range for Youth 1905 U30 Occupations 

-0.158 U21 Age Range for Youth 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.266 U21 Age Range for Youth 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.189 U21 Ag:e Range for Youth 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.076 U21 Age Range for Youth 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.100 U21 Age Range for Youth 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.169 U21 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.011 U21 Age Range for Youth 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.244 U21 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.106 U21 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupation 
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TABLE 8 

SPEARMAN'S RHO FOR CONTROLLLNG AGE 51-96 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.122 U22 Having Fun 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.234 U23 Having Fun 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.003 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 028 Political Roles 
0.085 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 028 Political Roles 
0.190 U26 Sowing_ Wild Oats 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.165 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U28 Political Roles 

-0.039 U22 Having Fun 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.220 U23 Having Furi 1975· 029 Leadership Roles 
0.016 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
0.100 025 Meaningle~s Protest 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.164 026 Sowing.Wild,Oats 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
0.214 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.091 U22 Having Fun 1905. U30 Occupations 
0.002 U23 Having Fun 1975 U30 Occupations 
0.155 U24 Meaningl_ess Protest 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.105 025 Meaningless _Protest 1975 U30 Occupations 
0.110 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.193 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U30 Occupations 
0.033 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.031 Ul6 Age Range for · Youth· 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.116 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.013 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975· 

-0.254 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.240 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.158 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 028 Political Roles 
-0.131 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.161 016 Age ~nge for Youth 1905 030 Occupations 

-0.119 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 

0.139 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.008 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.081 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.040 U17 Age Range for Youth 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.283 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.095 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 U28 Pol:i,.tical Roles 

-0.044 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.188 U17 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 

-0.029 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 

0.168 018 Age Range of ·Adolescence 1905 023 Having Fun 1975 

-0.131 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 u24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.001 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.096 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.246 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 



207 

TABLE 8--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.094 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 028 Political Roles 
-0.094 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.271 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.119 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U22.Having Fun 1905 
-0.059 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U2l Having Fun 1975 

0.216 Ul9 ·Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.197 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.196 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.211 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.174 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 028 Political Roles 
-0.156 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.101 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.106 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0.137 020 Age Range of Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.037 U20 Age Range ·.of Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.177 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U25 M_eaningless Protest 1975 
-0.148 020 Age Range of Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.183 U20 Age Range of Teens 19.05 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.146 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.010 U20 Ag·e Range of Teens 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.148 U20 Age Range of Teens 1905 030 Occupations 
0.194 021 Age Range of Teens 1975 U22 H·aving Fun 1905 

-0.141 021 Age Range of ·Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.147 021 Age Range· of Teens 1975 ti24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.048 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 025· Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.039 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.149 U21 Age Range of Teens 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.095 021 Age Range of Teens 1975 U28 Pe>litical Roles 

-0.063 021 Age Range of Teens 1975 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.144 021 Age Range of Teens 1975 U30 Occupations 
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TABLE 9 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR WOMEN AGE 18 

Bh2. Variable Variable 

0.018 U22 Having Fun 1905 028 Political Roles 
0.018 023 Having. Fun 1975 028 Political Roles 
0.018 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 028 Political Roles 

-0.072 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 028 Political Roles 
0.141 026 Sowing_ Wild Oats 1905 028 Political Roles 

-0.026 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 028 Political Roles 
-0.082 U22 Having Fun 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.014 U23 Having Fun 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

0.017 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.018 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.056 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

0.042 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.053 022 Having Fun 1905 -030 Occupations 

0.019 U23 Having Fun 1975 .. U30 Occupations 
0.156 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 · 030 Occupations 
0.087 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 030 Occupations 
0.082 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U30 Occupations 

-0.038 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 030 Occupations 
-0.224 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 

0.238 Ul6 Age Range for 'Youth 1905 023 Having Fun 1975 
-0.085 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.103 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.116 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.069 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.158 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.063 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

0.110 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.079 Ul7 Age Range for Youth · l975 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.031 Ul7 Age -Range ·for Youth 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 

0.254 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.163 Ul7 Age ·Range for Youth 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.166 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.008 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.110 Ul7 Age Range -for Youth 1975 028 Political Roles 

0.168 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leaciership Roles 

0.051 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 030 Occupations 

-0.093 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 

0.092 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.227 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.208 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.250 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.187 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 9--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.014 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 028 Political Roles 
0.150 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.062 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 030 Occupations 
-0.140 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 

0.278 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 
0.036 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.032 019 Age Range of Adoiescence 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.008 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.104 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.102 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 028 Political Roles 
-0.162 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.090 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 030 Occupations 
-0.092 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.074 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.130 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.066 020 Age Range.for Teens 1905 . 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.148 020 Age Ra·nge for Teens 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.034 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.051 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 028 Political Roles 
0.081 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.051 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 030 Occupations 
0.233 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 
0.058 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 
0.197 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U24' Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.046 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.010 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 



Rho 

-0.070 
0.007 

-0.041 
-0.008 

0.159 
-0.133 
-0.017 

0.021 
0.009 

-0.047 
0.187 

-0.094 
0.017 
0.005 

-0.026 
0.000 
0.116 

-0.033 
-0.196 
-0.116 
-0.015 

0.012 
0.036 

-0.098 
0.086 
0.149 

-0.062 
-0.031 

0.152 
-0.100 

0.034 
-0.086 

0.080 
-0.378* 
-0.290 

0.092 
0.131 

-0.113 
0.134 

-0.004 
0.066 
0.027 
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TABLE 10 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR WOMEN AGE 18-24 

. Variable 

U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905· 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 19.75 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age .of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of ~espondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
U3 Age of Respondent 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age ~nge for Youth 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 

Variable 

U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
ui8 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Proter:t. 190~ 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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Table 10-.-Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.105 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 U28 Political Roles 
-0.087 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.033 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.060 018 Age Range of Adolescence l905 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.044 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.164 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.155 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.162 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 . U26 sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.075 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.053 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 

0.158 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.113 018 Age Range of Adoiescence 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.090 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 
0.151 Ul9 Age Range: of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.075 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.042 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.018 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.066 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.110 019 Age Range of Adole.scence 1975 U28 Political Roles 
-0.066 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.275 019 Age Range o·f Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 

0.040 U20 Age· Range ,por Teens 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 
0.115 U20 Age· Rang~ fcbr Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.052 020 Age Range. for Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.007 020 Age Range for ,Teens 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.004 020 Ag·e Range for :.Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.019 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.066 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.228* 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.110 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 030 Occupations 
0.163 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 u:22 Having Fun 1905 
0.079 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 . U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.088 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.028 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.029 021 Age Range .for Teens 1975 U.26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.019 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.150 U21 Age Range ·for Teens 1975 028 Political Roles 
0.068 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 029' Leadership Roles 
0.059 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U30 Occupations 
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TABLE 11 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR WOMEN AGE 25-34 

Rho Variable Variable 

0.158 U22 Having Ft1;n 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.228 U23 Having Fun 1975 - U28 Political Roles 

-0.125 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.120 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U28 Political Roles 
-0.158 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.101 027 Sowing Wild Ca.ts 1975 U28 Political Roles 

0.155 022 Hav:ing Fun·1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.403* U23 Having Fun 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.175 U24 Meaningless Protest 190S U29 Leadership Roles 
0.251 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.155 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.331 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.134 U22 Having Fun 1905 :U30 Occupations 
-0.280 U23 Having Furi ·1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.084 024 Meaningless Prot;est i905 U30 Occupations 
-0.354* U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 t.130 Occupations 

0.134 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 030 Occupations 
-0.418 U27 Sowing Wila Oats. 1975 030 Occupations 

0.250 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 
0.239 Ul6 Age Range for· Youth 1905 023 Having Fun 1975 
0.083 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.039 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.125 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 190!? 
0.316* Ul6 Age Range. for Youth 1905 - U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
0.069 Ul6 Age Range ~or Youth 1905 028 Political Roles 
0.458* 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.244 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 030 Oc~upations 
-0.408* Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0.661* Ul7 Age Range. for Youth 1975 023 Havin'g Fun 1975 

0.661* 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.316* 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.408* 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.167 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.060 017 Age Range for Youth l975 028 Political Roles 
-0.247 017 Age Range f_or Youth 1975 029 Leadership Roles 

0.447* 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 030 Occupations 
0.289 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 
0.354* 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 023 Having Fun 1975 
0.519* 018 Age Range 6f Adolescence 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.258 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.000 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.320* U18 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 11-Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.098 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence ···1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.048 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.194 Ul8 Age Range of Ad0lescence 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.158 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.337* Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.408 Ul9 Age Range ·of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.250 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.158 Ul9 Age Range of .. Adolescence 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.539* Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.029 Ul9 Age Range of .Adolescence 1975 U28 Political Roles 

0.206 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.032 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 
0.189 U20 Ag.e Range•:~ fc:;,r Tee·ns 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.337* 'U20 ·Age Range for Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-o. 083 U20 Age Range for Teeris 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.158 U20 Age Range for Teeris 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.189 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.372* U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.239 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U28 Political Roles 

0.335* U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 · U29 Leader~hip Roles 
0.308* U20 Age Range . for · Teens- 1905 ·u30 Occupations 
0.542* U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.194 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.218 U21 Age Range for'Eeens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.102 U21 Age Range for 'I'een_s 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.083 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.241 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.671* U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U28 Political Roles 

0.543* U21 Age Range for . Teens 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.158 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U30 Occupations 



Rho 

0.037 
-0.065 
-0.178 

0.055 
-0.012 
-0.234 

0.327* 
-0.065 
-0.846* 
-0.134 
-0.419* 
-0.299 
-0.452* 

0.200 
-0.191 

0.237 
-0.294 

0.332* 
-0.509* 
-0.133 

0.161 
0.127 

-0.167 
-0.054 

0.035 
-0.255 

0.516* 
-0.368* 

0.342* 
0.339* 
0.203 

-0 .118 
-0.064 

0.368* 
-0.333* 

0.185 
0.118 
0.130 

-0.312 
0.450* 
0.146 
0.130 
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TABLE 12 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLL~NG FOR WOMEN AGE 35-50 

Variable 

U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 · 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest. 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun ·1975 
U24 Meaningless Protestl905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild ·oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest .1905 
U25 Meaningle~s Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 19(5 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for .Youth 1905 . 
Ul6 Age Range .for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age ·Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range ·for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age· Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth .1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 

· Ul 7 Age Range for Youth 197 5 
017 Age Range .for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 

Variable 

U28 Political Roles 
.U28 Political Roles 
028 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
{]30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
030 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
022 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1075 
024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
028 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
030 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24· Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest· 1975 
U26 -Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 .Political Roles 
029 Leadership Roles 
030 Occupations 
022 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1975 
024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 12--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

0.201 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.205 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.287 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.200 Ul9 , Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.218 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.051 U19 Age Ra!1ge of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.016 Ul9 Age Rancje of Adolescence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.200 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
0.393* Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.054 Ul9 ·Age Range of Adolescence · 1975 U28 Political Roles 
-0.061 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.210 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupation 

0.032 U20 Age Range :fior Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.032 U20 Age Range f<!Jr Teens 1905 · U23 · Having Fun 1975 
-0.295 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.121 U20 Age Range ·for Teens 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.045 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.215 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.203 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U28 .Political Roles 
0.363* U20 Age· Range for Teens 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.081 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.280 U21 Age Range for Teens 197'5 U22 Having Fun 1905 

-0.292 U21 Age Range for ·Te·ens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.108 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.206 U21 Age Range for Teens -1975 ·u25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.122 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U26. Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.199 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.033 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U28 Political Roles 

0.187 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.341* U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U30 Occupations 



Rho 

-0.059 
0.392* 

-0.014 
0.057 
0.217 
0.182 
0.065 
0.473* 
0.031 
0.044 
0.166 
0.132 
0.021 
0.051 
0.174 
0.109 
0.050 
0.112 
0.081 
0.004 
0.089 

-0.074 
-0.306* 
-0.145 
-0.148 
-0.028 

0.000 
-0.230 

0.037 
0.200 
0.015 
0.354* 

-0.210 
0.053 
0.075 

-0.130 
-o. 075 

0.070 
-0.403* 
-0.057 

0.013 

TABLE 13 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR WOMEN AGE , 51-96 

Variable 

U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest • 1905· 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun . 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaning.less Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 ·sowing ?Jild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 197.5 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meani'ngless•Protest ·1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for.Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age· Range· for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age· Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range £or Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul7 Age Rarige for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Ran~e for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
UlB Age Range of Adolescence 1905 

Variable 

U28 Political· Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U2-9 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 

· 030 Occupations 
030 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
030 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
023 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28. Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27· Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 sowing Wild oats 1905 
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TABLE 13--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.359* Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.037 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.039 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.202 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.204 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.086 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.181 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0. 380* Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.171 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.286 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.231 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U28 Political Roles 
-0.108 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0 .135 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.197 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.168 U20 Age Ran~e ·for Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.016 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.048 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.175 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.160 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U27 Sowi~g Wild Oats 1975 

0.140 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.008 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.132 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.086 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 

-0.102 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.092 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.093 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.044 U21 Age Range ·for Te·ens 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.088 U21 Age Range -for Teens 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.025 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U28 Political Roles 

0.084 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.086 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U30 Occupations 



Rho 

0.005 
0.117 

-0.050 
-0.117 
-0.118 

0.085 
-0.082 

0.267 
0.161 

-0.300 
0.021 
0.012 
0.026 

-0.063 
0.161 

-0.051 
0.193 

-0.067 
0.154 
0.062 

-0.044 
0.423* 

-0.141 
0.000 

-0.158 
-0.066 
-0.014 
-0.141 

0.075 
-0.237 
-0.050 
-0.234 

0.100 
0.008 

-0.036 
-0.212 
-0.262 
-0.185 
-0.221 
-0.148 
-0.191 
-0.222 
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TABLE 14 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR MALES AGE 18 

Variable 

U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wi~d Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range £or Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 
Ul7 Age Range . for Youth 1975 
Ul8 Age Range. of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 
Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 

Variable 

U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
U30 Occupations 
·U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leaqership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 · 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
U28 Political Roles 
U29 Leadership Roles 
U30 Occupations 
U22 Having Fun 1905 
U23 Having Fun 1975 
U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 14--Continued • 

Rho Variab_le Variable 

-0.041 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.200 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.075 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.076 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.091 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun ·1975 
-0.021 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.294 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.101 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.025 019 Age Range. ·of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
0. 277 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 028 Political Roles 

-0.132 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 029 Leadership Roles 
0.054 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 030 Occupations 
0.024 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.121 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 023 Having Fun 1975 

-0.110 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.111 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.115 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U25 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.016 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.066 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 028 Political Roles 
-0. 032 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.110 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 030 Occupations 
-0.092 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 

0.018 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.114 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.122 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.206 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.077 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 15 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR Ml'.\LES AGE 18-24 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.094 U22 Having Fun 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.099 U23 Having Fun 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.060 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U28 Political Roles 

-0.273 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.209 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.127 U27 Sowing Wild .Oats 1975 U28 Political Roles 

-0.129 U22 Having Fun 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.056 U23 Having Fun 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

I 

0.189 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.032 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.032 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.111 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.226 U22 Having Fun 1905 U30 Occupations 
-0.045 U23 Having Fun 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.083 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.254 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.083 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.006 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.112 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.124 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.064 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.058 Ul6 Age Range · for Youth 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.093 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.167 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.092 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U28 Political Roles 

-0.113 Ul6 .A.ge Range for Youth 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.216 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.087 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.144 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.190 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.050 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.149 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.163 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.300* Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U28. Political Roles 

0.076 Ul7 Age Range · for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.389* Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupation 

0.049 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.129 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.061 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.008 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.177 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 026 sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.004 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.094 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 028 Political Roles 
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TABLE 15--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.193 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 . 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.268 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 030 Occupations 
-0.137 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0.200 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 

0.065 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.208 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.086 019 Age Range of· Adolescence 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.095 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.003 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 028 Political Roles 
0.106 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.265 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 030 Occupations 
-0.070 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 -022 Having Fun 1905 

0.050 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 023 Having Fun 1975 
0.126 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.015 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.065 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.091 029 Age Range for Teen·s 1905 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.106 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 028 Political Roles 

0.278 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.107 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 030 Occupations 

-0.124 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 

0.014 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 

0.062 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.051 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.065 021.Age Range for Teens 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.050 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.092 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U28 Politiqal Roles 

0.223 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
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TABLE 16 

SPEARMAN'S RHQ CONTROLLING FOR MALES AGE 25-34 

Rho Variable Variable 

0.398* U22 Having Fun 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.199 U23 Having Fun 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.018 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U28 Political Roles 

-0.124 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.132 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.115 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.025 U22 Having Fun 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.299 U23 Having Fun 1975 tJ29 Leadership Roles 
0.087 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.007 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.334* U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.038 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.081 U22 Having Fun 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.133 U23 Having Fun 1975 U30 Occupations 
0.306* U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.021 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U30 Occupations 

-0.037 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.036 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U30 Occupations 
0.167 Ul6 Age . Range for Youth 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.083 Ul6 Age .Range for Youth 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.120 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.165 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.449* Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.144 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 197,5 
0.117 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U28 Political Roles 

0.268 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.157 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U30 Occupations 

-0.309* Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 

-0.075 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.055 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.289 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.111 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.100 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.168 Ul7 Age Range ~or Youth 1975 U28 Politica'l Roles 

-0.045 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.006 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 

-0.167 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.229 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.080 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.112 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.033 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.011 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescnece 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 16--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.025 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.219 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.123 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 

-0.274 Ul9 Age Range o·f Adolescence 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.012 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.293 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest ·1905 
-0.151 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.103 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.093 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.176 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U28 Political Roles 

0.036 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.189 Ul9 Age Range·of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 

0.181 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0 .131 U20 Age Range for Teens l.905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.206 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.077 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
0.016 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.139 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.050 020 Age Range· for Teens 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.024 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 029 Leadership Roles 

-0.488* U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 030 Occupations 
0.074 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 

-0.116 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

-0.207 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.222 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.191 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.235 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.225 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U28 Political Roles 
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TABLE 17 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR MALES AGE 35-50 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.041 022 Having Fun 1905 028 Political Roles 
-0.044 023 Having Fun 1975 028 Political Roles 
-0.316* 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 028 Political Roles 
-0.239 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 028 Political Roles 
-0.040 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.120 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U28 Political Roles 
-0.219 022 Having Fun 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.063 023 Having Fun 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.182 .024 Meaningless Protest 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.131 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.331* 026 Sowing Wild- Oats 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
-0.130 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 029 Leadership Roles 

0.178 022 Having Fun· 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.314* 023 Having Fun 1975 030 Occupations 
0.009 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 030 Occupations 

-0.491* 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.206 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 030 Occupations 
0.136 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 030 Occupations 
0.246 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 

-0.004 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 023 Having Fun 1975 
0.212 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.148 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.172 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.017 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.098 016 Age Range ·for Youth 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.196 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 029 Leadership Roles 

0.139 016 Age Range for Youth 1905 <030 Occupations 
0.044 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 

-0.206 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 

0.223 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-o. 289 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

0.316* 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.196 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.027 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 028 Political Roles 

-0.227 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 029 Leadership Roles 

0.198 017 Age Range for Youth 1975 030 Occupations 

0.019 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 

-0.405 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 023 Having Fun 1975 

-0.009 018 Age Ran,ge of Adolescence 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.070 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.236 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.255 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 17.--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.146 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 028 Political Roles 
0.083 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
0.055 018 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 030 Occupations 

-0.201 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0.129 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 

0.328* 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.000 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.181 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.194 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.117 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 028 Political Roles 
-0.140 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 029 Leadership Roles 

0.158 019 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 030 Occupations 
-0.327* 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0.059 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 023 Having Fun 1975 
-0.120 020 Age· Range for Teens 1905 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.218 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.268 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

0.136 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.089 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 028 Political Roles 

0.109 020 Age Range for Teens 1905 029 Leadership Roles 
0.164 020 Age Ragne for Teens 190'5 030 Occupations 

-0.533* 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 022 Having Fun 1905 
-0.238 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 023 Having Fun 1975 
-0.259 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 024 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.082 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 025 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.275 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 026 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.247 021 Age Range for Teens 1975 027 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 18 

SPEARMAN'S RHO CONTROLLING FOR MALES AGE 51-100 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.177 U22 Having Fun 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.076 U23 Having Fun 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.026 U24 Meaningless Protest,1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.073 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U28 Political Roles 
0.162 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.133 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U28 Political Roles 

-0.146 U22 Having Fun 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.039 U23 Having Fun 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.000 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.139 U25 Meaningle~s Protest 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.162 U26 Sowing Wild bats 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
0.291 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.238 U22 Having Fun 1905 U30 Occupations 
-0.059 U23 Having Fun 1975 U30 Occupations 

0.135 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.113 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 U30 Occupations 
0.182 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 U30 Occupations 
0.295 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 U30 Occupations 
0.019 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
0.070 Ul6 Age Range . for Youth 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 
0.131 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
0.000 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.236 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.370* Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.167 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.230 Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.315* Ul6 Age Range for Youth 1905 , U30 Occupations 
-0.016 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.207 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 
-0.174 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.108 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.348* Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.370 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.226 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U28 Political Roles 

-0.158 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.246 Ul7 Age Range for Youth 1975 U30 Occupations 

0.020 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 

0.265 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.146 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

0.024 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.208 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.163 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
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TABLE 18--Continued 

Rho Variable Variable 

-0.154 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U28 Political Roles 
-0.154 Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.356* Ul8 Age Range of Adolescence 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.028 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.031 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 . 

0.257 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.017 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.222 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 
-0.137 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 
-0.118 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U28 Political Roles 
-0.204 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
-0.064 Ul9 Age Range of Adolescence 1975 U30 Occupations 
-0.007 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U22 Having Fun 1905 
-0.101 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.059 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 
-0.325* U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 
-0.126 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.210 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

0.153 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U28 Political Roles 
0.010 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U29 Leadership Roles 

-0.170 U20 Age Range for Teens 1905 U30 Occupations 

0.291 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U22 Having Fun 1905 

-0.179 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U23 Having Fun 1975 

0.201 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U24 Meaningless Protest 1905 

-0.139 U21 Age Range_ for Teens 1975 U25 Meaningless Protest 1975 

-0.111 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U26 Sowing Wild Oats 1905 

-0.188 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U27 Sowing Wild Oats 1975 

-0.221 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U28 Political Roles 

-0.221 U21 Age Range for Teens 1975 U29 Leadership Roles 
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