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Clearly the hypothesis has merit. Of the low attenders, 62.3 percent favor legalization, compared with 
45.8 percent of moderate attenders and 26.7 percent of the highly observant. And note that, given the 
way attend3 is coded—increasing values denote increasing church attendance—a negative relationship 
exists between religiosity and the percentage favoring legalization. As attendance increases, the percentage 
favoring legalization declines. (If you interpret the cross-tabulation by examining the “Not legal” row, 
then the tendency is positive. As attendance increases, the percentage opposing legalization increases.) 
How strong is the relationship? You can arrive at a quick and easy measure of strength by figuring out the 
percentage-point change in the dependent variable across the full range of the independent variable. At one 
pole, 62.3 percent of low attenders favor legalization. At the other pole, 26.7 percent of high attenders are 
in favor. Therefore, the percentage favoring legalization drops by 62.3 – 26.7 = 35.6, or about 36 percentage 
points. By this rudimentary measure, the relationship’s strength is 36. (In Chapter 7, we consider statistical 
measures of strength.)

What other factors, besides church attendance, might account for differing opinions on marijuana 
legalization? A plausible answer: whether the respondent has children. Regardless of religiosity, people 
with children may be less inclined to endorse the legalization of marijuana than are people who do not 
have children. And here is an interesting (if complicating) fact: People who attend church regularly 
are substantially more likely to have children than are people who rarely or never attend.1 Thus, when 
we compare the marijuana opinions of “High” and “Low” attenders, as we have just done, we are also 
comparing people who are more likely to have children (“High”) with people who are less likely to have 
children (“Low”). It could be that secular individuals are more inclined to favor legalization, not because 
they are less religious, but because they are less likely to have children. By the same token, those who go to 
church more often might oppose legalization for reasons unrelated to their religiosity: They’re more likely 
to have children. The only way to isolate the effect of attendance on marijuana opinions is to compare low 
attenders who do not have children with high attenders who do not have children, and to compare low 
attenders who have children with high attenders who have children. In other words, we need to control 
for the effect of having children by holding it constant. Crosstabs with layers will perform the controlled 
comparison we are after.

GSS2012 contains the variable kids, which classifies respondents into one of two categories: those with 
children (coded 1 and labeled “Yes” on kids) or those without (coded 0 and labeled “No” on kids). Let’s run the 
analysis again, this time adding kids as a control variable.

Again click Analyze → Descriptive Statistics → Crosstabs, returning to the Crosstabs window. You  
will find the dependent variable, grass, and the independent variable, attend3, just where you left them.  
To obtain a controlled comparison—the relationship between grass and attend3, controlling for kids—
scroll down the variable list until you find kids and click it into the box labeled “Layer 1 of 1,” as shown in 
Figure 5-1. SPSS will run a separate cross-tabulation analysis for each value of the variable that appears in 
the Layer box. And that is precisely what we want: a cross-tabulation of grass and attend3 for respondents 
without children and a separate analysis for those with children. Click OK. SPSS returns its version of a 
control table: 


