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Beyond Rokeach s Equality-Freedom Model: 'I‘wo-
Dimensional.

lues in a One-Dimensional World.

Valerie Braithwaite

Research School of Svcial-Sciences, The Australion National University

This article supports a two-value model of political ideology, similar 1o that
proposed by Rokeach (1973), through the validation of two value orientation
scales, international harmony and equality and national strength and order.

Drawing on data fiom five samples, these value orientations are shown to be
indépendent, robust, and predictably related to other value consiructs, social
attitudes, voting behavior, and political activism. The two-dimensional model is
reconciled with the ubiquitous left~right attitudinal continuum through differen-
tigting between the psychological world of ideas and the political world of
actipn. Political institutions have traditionally imposed a trade-off mentality on
decision-making behavior, and the left-right dichotomy is a useful heuristic for
making trade-offs when other options are not apparent. This paper argues that
individuals adopt a framework that is different from that imposed by political
institutions. Their framework allows both security conscious and protective val-
ues to be held alongside hunanitarian and sharing values, and their liberalism-
conservatism can be predicted by thé degree g which one value orientation
outweighs the other. The middle ground on liberalism—conservatism, therefore,
is not the sole domain of the politically naive or disinterested: Ui is also the
domain of those with balanced yet strong social value commitments who may
experience lack of engagement with left—right political discourse.

Rokeach’s (1968, 1973) seminal work on values was distinctive in its bid to
integrate several domains that previously had been kept apart, namely personal
goals foreign policy goals, preferable standards of behavior, and morals. Using
Lovejoy's (1950) d;stmcnon between Zld_}CC{lVd] and terminal va}ues asa conccp-
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dnbridging the gap between the desirable goals {h:i't"f""rﬁét)pfe strive for and their
ideal modes of conduct for everyday life. Less successfully integrated into the
value system, however, were social values~—that is, abstract beljefs about the
goals toward which We, as a society, should be striving. Twenty years on, this
__paper reviews the strengths and weaknesses of Rokeach’s treatment of social
values, and presents a program of research that gives social values a more secure
footing within the research traditions of human vz.x_z_lr-ge_s, social attitudes, and
~political bebavior. Data are presented that show thcthc social value domain is
‘best represented by two dimensions, f'menmu'ona[;_?idnnony and equality and
“national strength and order Following the theoretical formulations of Kerlj nger
. {1967, 1984) and Rokeach (1973), an argunient js presented for the distinctive-
“ness of these value orientations in (wo important respects. First, research find-
-ings demonstrate that support for one of these value orientations does not lessen
the likelihood of support for the other. Both types of values can be and ofteq are
held simultaneously in the general population. Second, the value orientations,
~nternational harmony and equality and national strength and order, are shown
-to have distinctive relationships with personal values, and to make independent
~conlributions to explaining social attitudes, political activism, and political be-
havior. The role of the lwo value orientations in determining attitudes and behav-
ior is explained through the value balance hypothesis: that socjal attitudes and
political behavior need (o be understood in' terms of the relative dominance of
\fonc value orientation over the other rather than in terms of the absolute strength
of either value orientation.

Rokeach’s ‘Two-Dimensional Social Value Model

Rokeach (1973) differentiated two kinds of terminal values; they could be
“self-centered or society-centered, intrapersonal or interpersonal in focus” (p. 8).
The former he called personal values, the latter social values. Rokeach included
five social values in the Valye Survey: national security, a world at peace,
equality, a world of beauty, and freedom. He argued that the personal values
were in competition with the social values, that people would vary reliably in the
priority they gave to personal values over social values, and that an increase in
one social value would lead (o an increase in other social valyes and decreases in
personal values.

m. (indepen-
opportunity for all),

cHIc that he claimed were
fundamental 1o political ideologies across time and cultures, In so doing,
Rokeach was not denying the complexity of political ideologies. Indeed, he
specifically differentjated values as “beliefs conceming,dcsimblq modes of con-
et or desirnble end-states of existence” {Rokeach, 1973,p. 7) from ideology
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defined as “an organization of beliefs and attitudes—religious, political or philo-
soplucai in nature—that is more or less institutionalized or-shared with others”

=1968, pp. 123-124). Thus, while values can bepart of an ‘1deology,
ldcologies'compr:sc a wider variety of beliefs and belief structures that dilffer in
their organizational complexity.

The purpose of the two-value model, therefore, was not to deny cognitive
complexity-in ideologies, but rather to challenge the dominant paradigm for
typing ideologies, the left—right continuum. Rokeach argued that the entrenched
left-right conceptualization was an inadequate basis for drawing distinctions and
ig:comparisons among ideologies (Rokeach, 1973, 5—168) and that
the minimum number of dimensions needed to develop a typology of ideologies

was two. He procceded to embark on a research program to demonstrate that
freedom.and equality were the core value components that could be used to
compare and contrast all ideologies. Rokeach’s central thesis was that the politi-
cal orientations of socialism, capitalism, fascism, and communism could be
mapped onto the four types of value orientations that emerged when the equality
and freedom dimensions were considered conjointly. Typifying ideologies that
valued both freedom and equality highly was socialism. In contrast, neither
freedom nor equality was expected to be valued highly within fascist ideologics.
Valuing one relatively more highly than the other was centril to the ideologies of
capitalism and communism, with capitalists valuing freedom at the expense of
equality, and communists valuing equality at the expense of freedom. Rokeach
(1973) and his co-workers found support for the model through a values content
analysis of the writings of advocates of different political persuasions.

Beyond the political writings of ideologues, however, support for the two-
value model was not forthcoming. A number of studies compared value rankings
of supporters and candidates of known political parties (Bishop, Barclay, &
Rokeach, 1972; Jones, 1982; Rokeach, 1973; Cochrane, Billig, & Hogg, 1979)
and the value rankings of students who had identified themselves politically as
liberals, moderates, or conservatives (Linder & Bauer, 1979; Rokeach, 1973).
Consistently, the value “equality (brotherhood, equal opportunity for all)” dis-
criminated people of different political persuasions. The value “freedom (inde-
pendence, free choice)”, however, did not prove to be a useful discriminator. In
five of the six studies just cited, freedom was ranked similarly, albeit highly, by
different political groups. In the Linder and Bauer study, the difference was in the
opposite direction to that expected. Freedom, like equality, was ranked more
higllly b llbcralsr than by conservatives.

variable, since everyone would be cxpectcd to value freedom in a dcmocmcy
Other findings reduce the plausibility of this defense. While freedom has been

?
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assigned a high rank in studies in democratic countries, it is often second in

importance to u world at peace (Beech & Schoeppe, 1974; Mayton, 1987, _

Rokeach, 1973, 1974). Yet a world"at peace has not lost discriminatory power
because of its widespread popularity (Mayton, 1987). In Britain, Cochrane et al.
(1979) challenged Rokeach's explanation in a study in which supporters of the
Communist, National Front, Labour and Conservative political parties were re-
cruited to complete the Value Survey. While rankings of equality, a world at
peace, national security, and a world of beauty differed between the groups,
{frecedom did not.

Three social values in the Val ”’Survey—a world at peace, national security
and a world of beauty—have been used successfully to predict support for
different political parties, political leaders, and social policies (Cochrane et al.,
1979, Feather, 1975; Rawls, “Harrison, Rawls, Hayes, & Johnson, 1973:
Rokeach, 1973; Sidanius, 1990).:' The pattern has been for left-wing party sup-
porters and leaders to value a world at peace and a world of beauty more highly
than those with a right-wing orientation and to value national security less highly.

In order to explain the absence of support for a freedom dimension, atten-
tion focused on the linguistic ambiguity of Rokeach’s item, freedom (indepen-
dence, free choice) (Braithwaite, 1982; Cochrane et al., 1979; Mueller,
19744,b). Cochrane et al. referred to the word “freedom™ as more of a symbol
than a value, with deeply different interpretations in different ideological con-
lexts. A number of questions were raised: Does freedom give individuals the

" Mght to encroach on the liberty of other citizens? Is it a license for inappropriate

behavior, or is it a more modest statement about human rights? Exacerbating the
problem of multiple interpretations was reliance on a single-item measure rather
than a multi-item scale (Braithwaite & Scott, 1991; Gorsuch & McFarland,
1972), an issue that becomes particularly salient given that the test—retest re-
Hability of freedom is relatively low (.63 in Rankin & Grube, 1980; .61 in
Rokcach, 1973; .60 in Feather, 1975). Following this line of argument, the
problem could be one of measurement rather than of the freedom-equality con-
ceptualization being unsustainable.

Mueller (1974a,b) tast some light on this dilemma through developing new
multi-item measures of the concepts of equality and freedom. A 22-item equality
scale and a 23-item “democratic” freedom scale correlated modestly with their
counterparts in the Value Survey {r = .39, p < .01, in the case of equality and

= .25, p < .05, in the case of freedom). They also proved to be strongly
correlated with each other (r =3:43, p < .01), however, and were similarly
related to liberalism—cénservat emocrat students scored more
ly on both the freedom.and eq cales.than conservative republicans.
same pattern emerged in the Linder and Bauer (1979) study.

Together these data provide little suppert for a freedom dimension that is
independent of equality yet predictive of differences in political attitudes and
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behavior. Indeed, the findings have led Cochrane et al. (1979) and Sidanius
(1990) to the conclusion that a two-value model is too simple to explain the
variation in political be iefs, a.view that appears to have been shared by many-

interest in the two-value & del faded.

An Alternative Perspective

While these data seriously challeriged Rokeach's conceptualization of politi-
cal ideologies in terms of the value dimensions of freedom and equality, they did
not necessarily support Cochrane et al.’s (1979) position that several value diss
mensions were required tosexplain the values underpinning political ideologic
Cochrane et al. assumed .that the four social vajues that distinguished political
groups represented unrelated aspects of political values. Their thinking was.in..
accord with the dominant paradigm of the time, which was responding to Con=
verse’s (1964) claim that mass social and political attitudes lacked coherence and
stability. The tide-within political ideology research had turned away from gener-
alized and simplified models of belief systems and was seeking explanation in
diverse and complex cognitive structures (Feldman, 1988; Inglehart, 1985; Judd;~
Krosnick, & Milburn, 1981). &

Yet values represent only one component of a person's ideology and there-is
no reason to asswme that values share the complexity of organization found
among more specific beliefs and attitudes. A simple value structure does not
imply a simple ideological structure. Moreover, the data from structural and
cogelational analyses of the Value Survey (Bond, 1988; Feather & Peay, 1975;
Mahoney & Katz, 1976; Munson & Posner, 1980; Rokeach, 1973) suggest that
many values are interconnected, even though the strength of the intercorrelations
tends to be low. With inclusion of other political and social values, il was
conceivable that an underlying two-dimensional structure could be found to
support Rokeach’s model.

To test this hypothesis, the domain of political and social values had to be
represented more comprehensively than was the case in the Value Survey.
Rokeach’s five social values had been sclected to minimize redundancies. The
first task, therefore, was (o reverse this process and obtain a representative
sample of values from the political and social values domain. '

Developing a Representative Value Instrument

A representative sample
thé aspirations ané: coric 1e.general population. The basic pemise w
that individuals were the<best-informants on the values that were important ©
them and that a strategy that maximized their voice in compiling a list of values
was superior to one that relied on a researcher-imposed theoretical schema. The

was defined as those values thagireflecte
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——-maore recently by Sullivan, Fried, Thei orse, and Dietz (1990, see also Theiss- =
Morse, Fried, Sullivan, & Dietz, 1991)=Sullivan et al. are critical of the praclice
of operationalizing constructs according to researchers’ hunches or theories.
Through arbitrarily restricting the domain in this way, they argue, “investigators
are not likely to learn much from the subjects of their inquiry, other than whether —
people gencrally respond as predicted by researchers’ hunches or theories. A
richer process of learning and discovery by truly listening to respondents’ views
is precluded” (p. 3).
The rescarch goal, therefore, wa -develop a set of value items that reflected
the way in which the adult population'siw their world rather than the way in which
social scientists thought they should seg it. Representative sampling of value items
was achieved through intensive semistructured interviews with a sample of 73
adults stratified on sex and occupation-and randomly selected from the electoral
rolls for one division of the city of Brisbane, Australia. The division chosen was
‘ heterogencous in terms of age and socioeconomic status. Since voting is com-
—_ - pulsory in Australia, the electoral rolls-provided a satisfactory basis for drawing a
random sample. Of the |15 names drawn, 88% still resided at the address given on ;
the electoral rolls, and of these, 72% agreed to take part in the study (see ~
Braithwaite, 1979, and Braithwaite & Law, 1985, for further details).
Setling the boundaries of the interview in abstract terms was intimidating
and mystilying to people who were not familiar with social science research and
" who were not all that convinced that studying values was “any use to anyone.”
On the other hand, setting no boundaries was equally unhelpful Fecause both
interviewer and interviewee became lost in the vagueness of the task of deciding
what was a value and what was not a value. The favored solution was to depart
somewhat from the initial and ideal position of having respondents determine the
content of the value domain to one in which respondents made a contribution
against a backdrop that was sketched out for them. The backdrop was the Value
Survey, which respondents initially completed using ranking and rating proce-
dures. Respondents were then asked to critique the instrument and reconstruct it
in a way that reflected their view of the world. Thus, the boundaries of the
domain were effectively set through example. |
As a consequence of this procedure, Rokeach’s 18 terminal values expanded
to a list of 36 personal goals and 18 social goals, and the 18 instrumental values
expanded to a list of 71 ways of behaying (Braithwaite, 1979, Braithwaite &
Law, 1985; Braithwaite & Scott, 199: is- paper. will focus on social values

Measuring Social Values

The 18 social goals (see Table 1) were measured separately from the person-
al goals. The rationale was the need to change respondents focys from the world
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Table 1. The Scales and lems of the Social Goals Inventory

International harmony and equality —
~ Agood life for others (improving the welfare of alfEpgople in need) 7
Rule by the people (involvement by all citizens in making decisions that affect their community)
International cooperation (having all nations working logether to help each other)
Social progress and social reform (readiness (o change our way of life for the better)
A world at peace (being free from war and conflict)
A world of beauty (having the beauty of nature and the arts: music, literature, ant, eic.)
Human dignity (allowing each individual o be treated as someone of worth)
Equal opportunity for all (giving everyone an equal chance in life) .
Greater economic equality (lessening the gap between the rich and the poor)
Preserving the natural environment (preventing the-destruction of nature's beauty and resources)
National strength and order
National greatness (being a united, strong, indepenc and powerflul nation)
National economic development (having greater economic progress and prosperity for the nation)
The rule of law (punishing the guilty and profecting the innocent)
National security {protection of your nation from cncmies)
Additional items )
Freedom (being able to live-as you choose whilst respecting the freedom of others)
Reward for individual effort (letting the individual profit from initiative and hard work)
Domination of nature (controlling nature and making use of the forces of nature)
Upholding traditiona} sexual moral standards (opposing sexual permissiveness and pornography)

of the individual to the world of the group, that is, the nation or society. The
instructions for the Social Goals Inventory asked respondents to consider the
importance of each goal as a principle that they would use to make judgments

out national policies and about world and community events, and at times, to
guide their own actions (e.g., when joining certain organizations or voling in
elections). Respondents rated each social goal on a 7-point asymmetrical scale
(1: 1 reject this, 2: I am inclined 1o reject this; 3: I neither reject nor accepi this;
4: 1 am inclined to accept this; 5: I accept this as important; 6: [ accept this as
very important; 7: I accept this as of the greatest importance).

The Social Goals Inventory was among the measures administered o a
stratified random sample of 483 adults living in Brisbane, Australia, and to two
university samples comprising 208 and 480 introductory psychology students
from the University of Queensland, Brisbane, in the middle to late 1970s.

Based on the sample of 208 university students, the test~retest reliabilities
for the social values over a four-week period ranged from .46 to .92 (median =
.62; Braithwaite, 1982). Of the 18 values, 14 had significant and stable loadings
on two dimensions that consistently emerged across two student samples and one
seneral population sample and ac oss different factor-analytic models (Braith-
e; 1982; Braithwaite & Law;a1985). 4 oF
harmony and equality and national streng@renil ordér:

When the social values were analyzed-separately, these two dimensions
dominated the solutions, accounting for around 80% of the factored variance.
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Other factors extracted were defined by pecific items (Braithwaite, [882).
When the social values were analyzed with the personal values (Braithwaite &
Law, 1985), they dominated the analyses once again, coming together to define
the same two major factors and remaining quite distinct from those reflecting
personal values. Internarional }zm-mori}?ﬁ&?qua!ity and national strength and
order were robust across orthogonal and oblique rotations, suggesting that the
two dimensions were independent of e:

The Social Value Scales: nternal C onsistency and Intercorvelation

Scales of international harmony and'national strength and order were con-
Structed by summating responses on the flems with significant and stable load-
ings across factor models and samples (see Table 1 for scale items). Pearson
product moment correlation coefficients were calculated belween scores on inter-
national harmony and equality and national strength and order. The correlations
were 38 (n = 465, p < .001} in the random population sample, and .23 (n =
462, p < .001) and .12 (n = 208, p < .05) in the student samples. The alpha
reliability cocfficients for international harmony and equality across the three
samples were .83, .86, and .86 respectively. The alpha reliability coefficients for
national strength and order across the three samples were .83, .82 and .78

Y respectively.

In a 1988-1989 study of 197 students at the Australian National University
(Braithwaite, 1994a), international harmony and equality had an alpha reliability
coeflicient of .85, national strength and order had an alpha reliability coefficient
of .78, and the two dimensions were orthogonal (r = .05). Heaven (1991) found
that the two scales correlated .24 in a 1991 community sample of 256 Australian
adults, with alpha reliability coefficients of .83 and .79 respectively (personal
communication, February 1993). )

These data lend support to Rokeach’s notion of a two-dimensional value
model underlying the political idcology domain. Three departures  from

- Rokeach’s model are of note. Instead of single-value items, the dimensions are
defined by clusters of items defining value orientations. Second, while interna-
tional harmony and equality captures Rokeach’s notion of equality, national

strength and order is a different concept from freedom. Indeed, one might argue
that it is the socially desirable. manifesta of the curtailment of freedom.
hird, the correlations betweenihe two, alesrange from .05 to .38 (mean
-20), with higher correlations occurriag community samples. Overall, it is

reasonable to conclude that the scales. are relatively independent as Rokeach
proposed in his model. Of some surprise is the finding that when these scales do
correlate, they do so positively, not negatively. The positive, sighificant correla-
tions between international harmony and equality and national strength and
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order challenge traditional assumptions that values of the left and values of the
right are incompatible.

- Response Bius

One possible explanation for the posttive relationship between the two value
scales is response bias since both fmemmiwi@wny and equality and national
- strength and order are affected by such problems to some degree. In the scale
development study involving 480 students (see Braithwaite & Law, 1985), nation-
al strength and order was found 1o be positivelycrelated to Couch and Keniston’s
' (1960) Agreement Response Scale (r = .30, 63, p<.001). Nuational strength
and order is characterized by the same commilitient to order and hierarchy that is
part of authoritarianism (Adorno, Frenkel, Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford,
1950), a personality dimension that has an established link with response acquics-
cence (Couch & Keniston, [960; Peabody, 1966). International harmony and
equality hud a significant but very small association with Crowne and Marlowe’s
(1964) social desirability scale (r = .09, n = 463, p <.05). Inan early study of the
Value Survey, Kelly, Silverman, and Cochrane(1972) reported that social values
were particularly susceptible to response biases of a socially desirable kind.
The most important question associated with response bias is whether the
relationship between the value orientation scules would be negative if response
biases were controlled. When the effects of social desirability and acquiescence
were taken into account through a second-order partial correlation, the relation-
ship between national strength and order and international harmony and equal-
ity remained unaffected (r = 21, n =458, p < .001). Response bias does not
. appear to account for the two-dimensional structure, leaving intact the central
/oy thesis that two relatively independent dimensions underlie social values.

Demographic Correlates and Further Validaion

A review of the demographic correlates of international harmony and
i equality and national strength and order identifies only one stable relationship.
Older respondents place higher value on national strength and order than young-
er respondents. In Braithwaite and Law’s (1985) random sample, the correlation
was .19 (p < .001). In Heaven's (1991) community sample, the correlation was
20 (p < .001; personal communication, February 1993).
A comparison of mean scores on the scales across lime shows a pattern of
change consistent with findings reported with. (5 alue Survey (Rokeach, 1973
keach & Ball-Rokeach, 1989). 1 politiciiFactivism on univer-
-sity-Gampuses was high, with major cleavagesaeeurring in the commupity over
~the Vietnam War, civil rights, and environmental issues. At this time, students
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were less concerned about-national strength and order than was the gencral
population [M = 19.07" 4.48 compared with M = 2238, SD = 4972
((961) = 11.80, p < .001). However, they were not significantly more con-
cerned about international harmony and equality (M = 57.04, SD = 7.58
compured with M = 56.19; 8D = 7.64, ((961) = —=1.73, ns]. By the late 1980s,
students were less concérned about both value orientations M = 54.99, SD =
1.95 lor international harmony and equality, ((675) = 315, p < 0l and M =
17.48, §D = 4 .45 for national strength and order, (675) = 4.20, p < .001],as:
was the community [M 4.21, D = 7.44 for international harmony an,
equality, 1(739) = 3.38, p.< 001 and M = 20.52, SD = 4.88 for national
strength and order, ((739) = 5.39, p < .001]. -
The scale developmerit sample of 480-university students completed a set of
value instruments that could be used to validate international harmony and
equality and national strength and order. Included in a battery of tests, adminis-
tered over four sessions spanning a month, were measures of Scott's (1960)
foreign policy goals of competitiveness and cooperation, Morris” (1956) Ways (o
Live, and a rating form of the Rokeach Value Survey. Further validation took
place in the 1988—1989 student study in which the ranked form of the Value
Survey was used. '

Table 2. Correlations of luternational Harmony and Equality
and National Strength and Order with Scott's Foreign Policy Scales,
Morris® Ways, and Rokeach's Socin] Values (n = 463)

International harmony National strengih
Related constructs and equality and order
Scotr's foreign policy goals
Humanitarinnism 36rHx —. ¥
Pacifism ‘ PYLTL ~.08*
Coexistence VIRLL : .02
Culural development _ D R —.04
Nationalism —.05 gLEwe
Power —.06 - S
Morris’ ways )
Mastery and control {Way 6) -.04 2Bk
Tradition and discipline (Way 1) ~.02 WL
Concern for others (Way 3) 22EE* - .06
Rokeach’s social values
A world at peace ' S50 # A3

A world S3exr 23

Equality Ll 07
Freedom _ ; 5k : AT7H
National security o BERAL, Y Rk
*n < 05.
*rp < 01

t*#i) < OOI.
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Table 3. Mcdian Ranks for Rokeach's Five Sociad Values Difterentiating High and Low Scurers
on Internationat Harmony and Eguality and National Strength und Order

International harmony and equality Nativnal strength and order

Values Low scorers “p*  Lowscorers  High scorers pt
A world o peace 12 7 001 9 10 ns
A world of beauty 13 I 01 11 12.5 ns
Freedom 8 e nse 6 8 ns
Equality 13 15 001 10 I ns
National security 17 16 ns 17 15 00!

*The Munn—Whitney U test was used (o

25t for statistical significance.
“ns: Not significant ar the .05 level or 16885

Scolt’s measures of humanitarianism, pacifismn, coexistence, and cultural
development were expected to ovErlap with international harmony and equality,
and his measures of nationalism and power with national strength and order. The
Pearson product moment correlation coefficients in Table 2 support these predic-
tions.

Morris® (1956) 13 Ways to Live instrument comprises complex paragraphs
describing lifestyles or philosophies of life that have relevance across particular
cultures and societies. Because each lifestyle incorporates a conglomerate of
beliefs, a direct correspondence was not expected between Ways (o Live and the
two value orientations under investigation. Nevertheless, the highest correlations
between the two instruments were consistent with the manner in which the value
drientations have been interpreted. From Table 2, national strength and order
correlated most highly with Way 6, concerned with mastering threatening forces
and controlling the world through practical intervention, and Way 1, reflecting
the preservation of the best, order, and discipline. In contrast, international
harmony and equality was most highly related to Way 3, the central theme of
which is sympathetic concern for other persons. These findings support a model
that presents international harmon y and equality and national strength and order
as two distinct value orientations.

Links were also anticipated between the Social Goals Inventory and the
Rokeach Value Survey. A world at peace, a world of beauty, cquality, and
freedom were hypothesized as the Rokeach counterparts of international harmo-
ny and equality, while national security was the predicted counterpart of national
strength and order. Using the rating form of the Value Survey, Pearson product
moment correlation coefficients were calculated between the value orientation
scales and Rokeach’s social goal itemis: The coéfficients in Table 2 again config
the hypothesized relatiogghips. - '

In the 1988-1989 student study=Rokeach’s

it ] Tanked social goals were related
to the two value orientations of international harmony and equality and national
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strength and order. Respondents were grouped as high or low scorers on each of
the value orientation scales, and the median ranks for Rokeach’s social values
were compared acro oups-using the Mann-Whitney U test. The findings
confirmed previous conclusions, that those who had a high score on internarional
Jharmony and equality assigned greater importance to a world at peace, a world of
beauty, and equality in the Value Survey. Freedom was not significantly linked
with either value orientation. As predicted, national strength and ordfrwvas
related to national security (see Table 3).

the Value Model

Theoretical Suppor;,

The emergence of two relatively independent dimensions representing no- :
tions of order and equality is not without precedent. Over an extended-period,
rescarch has uppeared supporting a two-dimensional model, but prevailing
thought has tended to’cling to notions of bipolarity, preferring to inlerpret one
dimension as a left—right political orientation and the other as a personality
dimension (see Wilson, 1973). The classic study of this kind is that of Eysenck
(1954), who proposedtwo orthogonal dimensions underlying social almudes

“liberalism—conservatism” and “tough—tender-mindedness.”

A study that Rekeach (1973) saw as being more compatible with his own

was that of Kerlinger (1967, 1984). Like Rokeach, Kerlinger attacked the perva-
sive assumption of bipolarity in political beliefs, explaining his finding of two
orthogonal dimensions of “liberalism™ and “conservatism” in terms of his theory
of criterial referents. Central to Kerlinger’s thesis is the notion that the salient
referents of conservatives are different in kind from those of liberals or progres-
sives. Conservative referents are private property, religion, tradition, discipline,
individual initiative, and patriotism, while progressive referents are social pro-
gress, social change, civil rights, racial equality, separation of church and state,
and rationality. Conservatives hold strong views about their criterial referents but
may vary on how they regard the criterial referents of progressives, and vice
versa. Kedinger argued that bipolarity rather than dualism would exist if a
referent was criterial for two groups, positively for one and negatively for the .
other. This may occur when attitudes of extremists are sought. But, Kerlinger
argued, such’ bipolarity should not be assumed a priori, as is the cuse when
forcing individuals to choose between two options or when reversing items for
unidimensional attitude scales. :

In the case of values, Kuhnbu 15 (1984) arg,umeut gams consldcrablc ap-
pLdl Valuegzare, by fon; s

~To meet standards of social '1cccpmb|l:ty, most individ-
uals choose positive criterial referents from society’s values and bypass, rather
than reject, the values that do not have personal appeal. Where society’s values
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are rejected openly, allegiance to some politically extreme subculture would be
hkely. Thus, when the structure of the value domain 1s under question in the
general population, dualism rather than bipolarity provides the more plausible
conceptual-Starting point for research. ' .

As a5 having support in the classic social am[udc _ lurc. th, two-
value model is represented in different guises in recent values research. Katz and
Haas (1988) have measured two independent dimensions, which they label as
“the Protestant ethic,” defined by individuul achievement, dévation to work, and
discipline, and “humanitarianism—egalitarianism,” defined by the democratic
ideals of equality, social justice, and concern for others” well-being. In a study of
the valuessthought to underlie judgments of fairness in societyzRasinski (1987)
failed to fi support for his hypothesized four-factor model. Instead, two factors
emerged.Ihe first factor was labeled “proportionality,” expressing a sentiment
toward rewarding individual contribution to society and withholding bcmlus
from lhosﬂfwho do not contribute. The second factor, c;,al_' iunism,” repre-
sented societal concern about equal access to basic services, equal trealment of
all members of society, and the redistribution of wealth.

.Suppor! er the Value Model Through Self-Justifications

order can cx;;t alongside commitment to international harmony and equality.

- The basis for identifying these patterns of interrelationships has been statistical.

In other words, these data do not indicate whether individuals are conscious of
the way in which their values are related, why they are related, or whether
commitment to one value is justified through another. Insight into the way in
which individuals perceive their values to be related may provide useful data for
understanding why the social value domain lacks the bipolarity that is so fre-
quently found in the social attitude domain with the radicalism—conservatism
construct.

A valuc justification study was (.onducu.d in which a snowball sample of 40
adults was asked to complete the Goal and Mode Value Inventorics and to
subsequently build a model of the way in which the values were interconnected
(Braithwaite, 1979). Participants were required to identify two types of connec-
tions. The link could be dependent in that a person justifies belief in one value
through a belief in another, or the link could be associative in that the values

-went together without one being more basic than the other. “Going together” was

thc likely response when values were considered synonymous or when they were
\ 1ce——£ha[ is, Ilvm;, by one valm, meant Ji¥ing by the olhu
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goals (personal and social together) and for the modes of behaving. In order to
case participants into the task, they were asked to go through the instrwment.ant
identify their basic v fues first. A basic value was defined as one that was vahed
for its own sake and that could not be justified in terms of any other.
The models built by individuals differed enormously. The measure taken
was a count of the number of times any two goal values (or mode vilues) were
linked in an associative relationship or a dependent relationship. The results
reported here deal only with connections involving social goals. It is worth
noting, however, that.it was rare for personal values and social valuesto:
connected in either agsociative or dependent relationships. Respondents
to separate the two value systems. =
The number ol times in which a particular social value was used to justify
another value ranged-from | 0 81. Four social values stood out as the most

7. commonly used basis for valde justification: (a) international cooperation (53

times), (b) freedom (60 times), (c) human dignity (76 times), and (d) a world at
peace (81 times). All were associated with the international harmony and equal-
ity cluster. Of considerable importance was the fact that the values belonging to
the national strength’and order cluster were much less likely to be justified in
terms of each other. They were most commonly justified in terms of a world at
peace. The national strength and order value that was most frequently used to
justily other values was the rule of law (18 times).

Interms of the associative connections between the social values, the most
striking finding was that national strength and order values were not perceived to
be linked to a significant degree. Their associative connections in total ranged
from 0 to 13, and were mainly between national greatness and national security,
national security and international cooperation, and rule of taw and rule by the
people. In contrast, the international harmony and equality values were the most
highly linked on the associative criteria. Most frequently connected values were
freedom (24 times), a good life for others (38 times), rule by the people (35
times), international cooperation (26 times), and social progress or social reform )
(24 times). Their connections were more likely to be with each other than with ¢
values from national strength and order.

The low perceived interconnectedness of the national strength and order
values together with their infrequent use as basic values suggests that they may
be held in high regard by the sample because of their strategic importance. The
national strength and order values may be honored, not because they are desir-
able in their.own right;:but because they are necessary to achieve:the mor
and agreed ' ¢, freedom, and human digggly. Th
nation is in | model of nuclear war policies propesed by K
(1985). He identifies “peace through strength” as one approach and “peace
through cooperation™ as the other.

The cognitive maps drawn by this sample of respondents contribute to an
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underctanding of why the national strength and order value orientation and IhL.
internctivnai rarmony aiidieguality vatue orientation are often positively corre
lated in traditional statistical”analyses. Narional strength and order may bE™
rejected by some, but for many it is a means to achieving the more popular end
states incorporated in the_value orientation, international harmony and equality. ..

The Relationship Between Social and Personal Values

Although internationat=harmony and equality and national strength c
order are empirically and"Conceptually distinguishable from personal values,
social value scales have béen found to correlate consistently with the persona
value scales developed from the Goal and Mode Values Inventories (Buuthwmu_
1979: Braithwaite & Law, 1985; Braithwaite & Scott, 1991). '

International harmony and equality was related to personal growth and
inner harmony, a scale that represented goals such as wisdom, self-respect, self-
knowledge, self-improvement, the pursuit of knowledge, and inner harmony.
Also related to the interrational harmony and equality dimension was sympa=
thetic concern for the welfare of others. This scale brought together such ftems as
being tolerant, considerate, understanding, helpful, forgiving, and generous---

Unrelated to this cluster were scales concerned with status within society.
Those with high scores on national strength and order scored well on social
glandmg, made up of three items: recognition by the community, authority, and
economic prosperity. Propriety in dress and manners also formed part of this
cluster with its emphasis on being polite, clean, prompt, neat, refined, and
reliable. Such a clustering of values was predicted by Feather (1970), who noted
patterns of relationships between the Rokeach values tapping traditional au-
thority.

Although the correlations between the personal and social value scales were
not always strong, they raised important issues of an interpretative kind. The
social  value orientations were reminiscent of Fromm’s (1949) typology of the
humanistic copscience and the authoritarian conscience. According to Fromm,
the essence of the humanistic conscience is to strive to fulfill onc’s human
potential, to have faith in the capacities of oneself and others, and thereby to
achieve harmony in one'’s world. The authoritarian conscience, on the other
hand, represents the internalized standards of the authorities in one’s culture,
whatever those standards anay be. Its strength is derived both from fear of and
admiration for:tk ' ' uals find security through ali [
selves with powerful off pating in the authority’s stfeh

the point of view of thepresent research, the most important aspectof Fromnrs
work was that he conceived of the authoritarian and humanistic consciences, 1ot~
as mutually exclusive, but as coexisting in every person.

Fromm's (1949) ideas, together with the links observed between personal
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and sociad values, sugpested that the two-dimensional vilue model could have
relevance beyond the domain of political ideology. The picture emerging was of
a sct of values thut were other oriented and sharing and a set of values that were
self-protective and security conscious. ‘To test these obserValons more thorough-

C 19881989 student data were used (0 examine whethier personal values
would predict social values in a manner consistent with Fromm's juxtaposition of
humanistic and authoritarian consciences. _

Hicrarchical least squares regression analysis was i8ed'to test two hypothe-
ses. First, other-oriented humanistic personal values would:predict international
harmony and equality, but security-conscious authoritarian personal values

~pot. Second, security-conscious authoritarian perso

wr-oricnled humanistic personal values were operationalized as a posi-
entation to others, personal growth and inner harmony, and secure and
satisfying interpersonal relations. Security-oriented anthoritarian personal values

Table 4. HMicracchical Least Squares Regression Anatysis Predicting {nternational Harmony
N and Equality from Personal Values :

“Standardized regression co-

efficients
Peediclors r Mudet | Model 2
Pasitive orientation to others A4 33ee RYAAAY
Personal growth and inner hanmony A2 g 21x#
Secure and satislying interpersona relutions .29 .08 A5
Religiosity« 19 .04
Propriety and clicctiveness® 11 —.05
Social stunding and achlevement” —.19 —.25%*+
Physicul well-being A2 .0}
Assertiveness .07 .05
Social stimulation .03 —-.03
Adjusted R PIELE 26+
Change in K2 .06+

“This is u composite of 1wo of the ariginal scales, traditional religiosity and religious commitment,
Their intercomelation was .53, presenting problems: of multicollinearity in the regression analysis
when used separately. ' ) '

“This is a composite of two of the original scales, propricty in dress and manners and competence and
elfcctiveness. Their intercorrelation was .52, presenting problems of multicollinearity in the regres-
sion analysis when used separately. '

“This is & composite of two of the original scales, social standing und geiting ahead. Their intercor-
relationzwas .53, presenting problems of mubticollinearity. in the regréssion analysis when used
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Table 5. Hicrarchical Least Squares Regression Analysis Predicting National Strengih and Order
from Personal Values

Standardized regression co-

efficicnts
Predictors r Model | Modcet 2
~Propriety and effectivenesse A8 T 26k A0
~—S8ociul standing and achievemem® 1 R 38 354k
Physical well-being 25 ' .05
Religiositye .25 AT
Secure and satisfying interpersonal relations .29 5%
sitive arientation (o others 18 —.10
sonal growth and inner harmony 03 —2ftex
) Assertiveness . .26 —.08
Social stimulation 15 .01
“Adjusted R? PERE ALY 39t
“Change in R? . 04

“This is a composite of two of the original scales, propriety in dress and maoners and competence and
- effectiveness. Their intercorrelation was .52, presenting problems of multicollinearity in the regres-
sion analysis when used separaiely. o
+="This is a composite of two of the original scales, social standing and getting shead. Their intercor-
=relation was (53, preseating problems of multicollinearity in the repression analysis ‘when used
separately. :
~ “This is a composite of two of the original scales, traditional religiosity and religious commitment.
Their intercorrelation was .53, presenting problems of multicollinearity in the regression analysis
when used separately.
*p < .08,
?*p < .0J.
*rtp < 001,

were operationalized as propriety and effectiveness, social standing and achieve-
; ment, physical well-being, religiosity, and secure and satisfying interpersonal
relations. Secure and satisfying interpersonal relations was hypothesized as a
A predictor of both international harmony and equality and national strength and
order because the scale reflected both concern for the well-being of others as
well as concern for oneself. Physical well-being was of marginal relevance to
both clusters of values, but was placed among the security conscious group as a
goal that was an outward symbol of status and an inward symbol of personal
safety.
~ From Table 4, the other-oriented humanistic personal values accounted for
21% of the variance in international harmony and_equality, with a positive
ntation fo others and personal growth and inneg eny.making the major
ontrary 10 expectations, theSecurity ussaathoritarian val-
-added-a-significant 6% of variance, with the majoer-contributor being social
-standing and achievement. High scorers on international harmony and equality
placed low value on social standing and achievement.
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Table 5 presents a similar story for the personal value predictors of national
strengih and order. The security-conscious authoritarian personal values ex-
platned 36% of the variance in national strength and order, the major predictors
propriety and effectiveness and social standing and ichiievement. Contrary
e yothesis, the other-oriented humanistic values ace ounted for an addition-
al and significant 4% of variance. Personal growth and inner harmony emerged
as & significant predictor, with low commitment (o this value orientation being
assoctated with strong support for national strength and order.

~ These findings demonstrate that the personal value system (terminal and
mstrumental) is linked with the soctal value system in a highly coherent fashion.
1ore, the nature of these relationships supports Fremm’s descriptions of
ritarian and a humanistic conscience. The results. do not support the
eness of the humanistic and authoritarian consciences; however. Some
personal values that were central (0 one cluster were not independent of the other.
Personal growth and inper harmony was a negative predictor of where people
stood on national strength and order, while social standing and achievement was
a negative predictor of where people stood on international harmony and equal-
ity. Thus, for some people, tension is likely to exist between their authoritarian
and humanistic consciences. Those who value personal growth and inner harmo-
ny ar€ likely to endorse international harmony and equalily and have low regard
for national strengih and order. On the other hand, those who value social
standing and achievement are likely to pursue national strength and order and
disregard international harmony and equaliry.

Social Values, Social Attitudes, and Political Behavior
Mwmteriulism—Postmaterialisim

Inglehart’s (1971) concepts of materialism and postmaterialism have been
central to discussions of political values over the last decade. Although some of
tnglehart’s values are more akin to attitudes within Rokeach's conceptual frame-
work, parallels can be drawn between materialismy and national strength and
order and postmaterialism and international harmony and equality. Inglehart
pitted nyaterialist values against postmaterialist values, conceptualizing these
types as opposite poles of one dimension. Materialist values are the concern of
those who have experienced economic or physical insecurity: They give priority
to order and stability, and to economic and military strength. In contrast, post-
niaterialists have been exposed to greater security and are likely to place a higher
vilueron ideas, brotherhood, greater citizen involvement dm-decision making at
20 mmunity levels, and envirogmenta
821989 student data provided an opportunit

minethe relation-
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ships between the social value orientations of international harmony and equality
and natione gthandorder and Inglehart’s (197 1) typology o rialists and
postmaterialists.— Inglehart’s  (1971) four-item  measure  of—materialism -
postmaterialism’ compnbes two malterialist goals (maintaining order in the nation;

fighting rising prices) and two postmaterialist goals (giving the people more say in
important government decisions; protecting freedom of speech). Respondents are
required to choose the two goals from the list of four that they consider to be the
most important. Depending on their choice, they are classified as pure materialist,
: fist, or mixed. Using an ordered probit model, .natonal strength
and order andinternational harmony and equality have been-shewn to make
significant andrindependent contributions to predicting membershipin Inglehart’s
groups (Braithwaite, Makkai, & Pittelkow, 1994). It appears that Inglehart is
measuring a construct that reflects tension between the ideals ofsccunty and order
on the one hand and sharing and caring on the other.

Radicalism—Conservatism

Using the Rokeach Value Survey and Wilson and Patterson’s (1968) Conser-
vatism Scale, Feather (1979) identified a set of values relating positively to
conservatism, including national security, and a set of values relating negatively
to conservatism, including equality and a world of beauty. These findings led to

y the prediction that conservatives would endorse the national sirength und order
“ value orientation but would be less favorably disposed to international harmony
and equality. Furthermore, if the two value orientations are independent of each

other, they should add to the predictive power of each other and not detract from
each other (Braithwaite, 1994a).

The independent contribution of each value orientation to explaining conser-
vatism was demonstrated through hierarchical least squares regression analyses
using the scaje development sample of 480 students. National strength and order
was added (o the regression equation predicting conservatism after international
harmony and equality and vice versa. When international harmony and equality
was added to the equation after national strength and order, the adjusted R?
changed from 4% [ (1, 460) = 22.17, p < .001) to 17% [F (2, 459) = 49.20,
p < .001], a significant change of 13% [F (1, 459) = 72.76, p < .001]. When
the value orientation scales were entered into the regression equation in the
‘the addilion of national srreng!h and order after_jnternational

j : @-51] In the regression cqualxon rcdzct 1 1
international mrmony and equality had a standardized't xegressmn coeflicient of
—.30 (p <.001) and national strength and order had a standatdized regression
coefficient of .37 (p < .001). Thus, as predicted, the two value orientations cach
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costributed 1o explaining conservatism net of the other: One was not made
redundant by the inclusion of the other.

These findings have been interpreted in terms of the value balance hypothe-
sts; The position that_an_individual occupies on a radicalisin -cofiservati
mension can predicted from the tension that exists between that person's
conunitment to-tternational hurmony and equality and national strength and
order (Braithwaite, 1994a). Thus, one’s radiculism or conservatism does not
involve the rejection of some socially desirable values and the adoption of others,
but rather the relative preferences assigned 1o two nonmutually exclusive value
orientuations. Those occupying extreme positions on radicalism—conservatism
will adopt the-traditionally accepted view of supporting one set of values and
denying the. tunce of others. Those who occupy the middle.ground on
_ radicalism~canservatism, however, have value orientations that -balance each
other, without pecessarily being weak. Such people will endorse both interna-
tional harmony and equality and national strength and order. and their move-
ment up or down (he conservatism dimension can be brought about through
chunges in the importance of either value cluster, without necessary changes in
the tmportance of the other. Thus, in times of high unemployment and economic
tecession, people may become more conservative because they are sensitive to

arguments about the need (o “tighten the belt,” to control crime, to cling to
tradition, and to strengthen the nation. They have received the message that the
nation is in trouble and that values relating to self-protection, that is national
strength and order, must be given priority. This is not to say, however, that the
community values harmony and cooperation any less.

Election Issues

A further test of the importance of both international harmony and equality
and national strength and order in predicting social attitudes was undertaken
using issues that were salient in the 1987 federal election (Braithwaite, 1994a).
Political parties of the lelt and right disagreed on policies relating to income
redistribution, crime control, uranium mining, special benefits for aborigines,
and women’s job opportunities. The attitudes of the 1988— 1989 student sample
on these issues were highly coberent forming a lefi-right political attitude scale
(a = .74). When the social value orientations were used to predict attitude scores
that ranged (rom conservative through to progressive, 41% of the variance in the
critesion was explained, with international harmony and equality having a stan-
dardized regression coefficient of .47 (p < .001), and national strength and
order a coefficient of —.48 (p < .001). High scorers on internation
cely to favor income redistribugion, jol o
enefits for aborigines, and Oppose uraniwmsmining-and-
deterrence strategies for crime control. High scorers on national:strength and
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order=spposed income redistribution, job opportunities o nen, andﬂspccial
benefitsfor aborigines, and supported uranium mining and tough measures for
crime control. These findings were consistent with those obtained using the
psychological conservatism measure of Wilson and Patterson-(1968).
——Ofparticular interest in relation to the political issues was the way in which
groups with different degrees of balance in their value orientations responded 10
particular social issues. The students in the 1988—1989 _were divided into
four-groups: (a) dualists who scored above the median aiboth international
harn y-and equality and national strength and order, (b)Y moral relativists who
. scored below the median on both international harmony and éq:.tality and nation-
al strength and order, (c) the security conscious who scored:below the median on
international harmony and equality but above the median on national strengilh
and order, and (d) humanists who scored above the median on inrernational
harmony and equality but below the median on national strength and order (see
Braithwaite, 19943). .

“Humanists consistently adopted progressive positions on the five clection
issues. The security conscious favored conservative positions. What was partic-
ularly-interesting was that both the moral relativists and dualists, while “middle
of the roaders™ on the social attitude scale, adopted positions on all issues,
sometimes agreeing with the right, sometimes the left. They were no more likely

ythan any other group to express ambivalence about any of the issues. As a group,
“those with balanced value orientations seemed to be conforming to Boulding's
(1962) notion of social justice: that a social minimum of compassion and care is
important, but that above that leve!, individuals should be required to play by the

rules and earn their rewards. '
In general, moral relativists and dualists responded similarly to the election
) issues, although there was one marked exception. Dualists believed stiffer penal-
/ ties for law breakers should be introduced. Moral relativists opposed such a shift
in policy. Further work is needed to clarify the distinction between moral rela-

tivists and dualists.

Willingness to Engage in Political Protest

Students in the 1988-1989 study completed a political activism scale (¢ =
14, M= 12,72, SD = 2.13) in which they indicated their likelihood of engaging
in se t 1b ing-in‘boycotts;
demonstrations; (d) joining _oﬁ’icizﬁg (e} occupying
es; (f) damaging things, like breaking windows and remov-
ing road signs; and (g) using personal violence like fighting with other demon-
strators or the police. For each item, respondents indicated whether they had
done it (scored 3), might do it (scored 2), or would never.do it (scored 1).

The question of interest was whether both social value-orientafinme world
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contribute to explaining variation in political activism as was the casge in the
social attitude domain (Braithwaite, 1994b). In an ordinary least squares regres-
~sion analysis, international harmony and equality-and national Strengih and
word rtogether explained a relatively small but sigaifieant 16% of the variation in
illingness 10 protest. The standardized regression._coefficients for the scales
were 30 (p < .001) and — .32 (» <.001), respeetively. Those who were inclined
toward political activity were more likely to believe-in international harmony

___id_.equnh‘ry and less likely to believe in nationat tréngth and o+der as desirable
goals for their society. When the social value orientations were entered into the
regression equation in a hierarchical fashion, each_contributed significantly o

cxplaining activism, net of the other, When intern, ! harmony and equaliry

as added after national strength and order, the adjusted R2 changed from 8% [

(I, 189) = 1887, p < 0011 0 17% [F (2, 188) = 20.90, p < .001], a

significant change of 9% [F (I, 188) = 20.94;2p" < .001]. When national

strength and order was added after z'nler.-miiona!’_ harmony and equality, the

~-change in the adjusted R? was a significant 10% [F (1, 188) = 23.43, p < .001).

Varing Behavior
Heaven (1991) used international harmony and equality and national
—-strength and order 1o distinguish left- and right-wing party supporters in a com-
munity sample of 256 adult Australians. Both measures contributed to the dis-
criminant function separating four political groups, with those expressing left-
wing preferences scoring more highly on international harmony and equality and
; those with right-wing preferences scoring more highly on national strength and
order.
Using the 1988-1989 student sample, the value orientation scales were
related to actual voting behavior in the 1987 federal elections. Voters (those over
18 years of age) could align themselves with one of three established parties, the
Australian Labor Party, the Liberal-National Party Coalition, or the Australian
Democrats. The first two parties are the traditional left- and right-wing parties,
respectively, in Australian politics. The Democrats are a smaller and newer party
that identifies itself with smal} “1” liberals, with environmentalis[s, and with
disillusioned Labor Party supporters who believe their government has lost touch
with its constituency. On the basis of Heaven's (1991]) findings, the Democrat
supporters were combined with the Labor supporters for this analysis.
Of the 197 students who participated in the 1988—1989 study, 159 voted in
the House of Representatives election and 56 voted.: i
Ising discriminant analysis, one significangfunctio
B0 which both value orientationsEontrib ed |
“Hghtvoters for the House of Representatives electio
-nant-function coefficients were —.77 for national strength and order and .81 for
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international harmony and equality. In the Senate, the mcan of the discriminant
scores again differed significantly for left and right voters [x2 (2) = 22.20, p <
001}, witterational strength and order having a standardized:diseriminant func-
tion coefficient of —.73 and international harmony and equa ) a standardized
discriminant function coefficient of .81. Those who voted for the Liberal-
National -epalition in either the House of Representatives orsthc Senate were
significantly more likely than Labor or Democrat voters to value national
strength and order and significantly Jess likely to value international harmony
and equaliry. The misclassification rates for the House of Representatives and the
Senate discriminant functions were large (33% and 35%, respeclively), indicat-
ing that there are other important factors that need to be takeniinto consideration
to accurately predict voting patterns. This is consistent with recent work that
emphasizes the “individualization of politics™ and the degreeto which “contem-
porary publics are more likely to base their electoral decisions on policy prefer-
ences, performance judgments, or candidate images” (Dalton & Watlenberg,
\ 1993, pp. 20-21).

The three political measures—the social attitude scale, the willingness to
protest scale, and voting behavior—were all linked to international harmony and
equality and national strength and order in the same way. Furthermore, social
attitudes, willingness to protest, and voting were interrefated with correlation
coefficients ranging from |.25] to |.46]. Thus, the picture that emerges is of a two-
dimensional left—right value representation being transformed into a one-
dimensional left—right attitude/behavior representation.

Conclusion

The major goal of this paper has becn to establish the robustness of the two-
value model and to validate the social value orientations of international harmo-
ny and equahty and national strength and order. Robustness was inferred from

_t__he stabili f-the two-dimensional structure across samples and across mc(hods

'Mgoals 'Ro,cach-s (1968, 1973) Value Survey, Braithwaite and Law's (1985)
personal value scales, Inglehart’s (1977) materialism~postmaterialism construct,
and Wilson and Patterson’s (1968) Conservatism Scale. Theoretically, the two-
value model sits comfortably alongside other two-dimensional models in the
fields of. 'ﬁsacnal attitudes and personality, specifically Kerlinger’s (1967, 1984)

criterial referent theory and Fromm’s (1949) theory of thezauthoritarian and

humanistic consciences.

In spite of both theoretical and cmpirical support for the®two-value modcl,
an intelleCtually tantalizing question' remains: How can it bethat a significant
pmpnmon of people hold both “left” values, captured by international hurumny
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and equality, and “right” values, captured by national strength and order, simu)-
tancously. The near independence of the 1Ws dimensions across five samples

tions on one’s commitment to the other. The Justification study provided ap
explanation for the compatibility of the two:dimensions that many would have
expected o be polar opposites. Social va tended to be based on (he same
highly valued goal, a world at peace. Some saw thig goal as being achieved
through international harmony and equality, some through national strength and
order, and some through bol value orientations. For the severa] samples of
respondents who have completed the Socia] Goals Inventory, there is no apparent
inconsistency in simultancously holding international harmony and equality and
national strength and order as desirable values for society to pursue.

So why do these two indgpendent value orientations Mmap onto a single left~
right political dimension comprising social attitudes, voting behavior, and politi-
cal activism? The explanation offered distinguishes between the way in which
individuals think abouyt their world and the way dominant political institutions
allow them 10 express their ideas in the world of action.

The central explanatory principle is that social value trade-offs are not
imposed by the psychology of the individual, but rather at the level of socia}
institutions. Political institutions have traditionally presented choices between

political parties that are funning on a left or right platform and the media has

- played its part in reinforcing this simple method of identifying candidates and

issues. Thus, individuals may simultancously believe in national economic de-

protective goals and sharing goals do occur. Within the political arena, it may not
be possible to lower taxes and increase wej In_families, it may not be
possible to care for 4 sick child and yzn
we-of attention. At the level of behavior, teadé-offs are'made. To assume that
: always do have to be made, however, limits one’s capacity for creative
insights: Sometimes action plans can be devised that are both self-protective and
sharing in their outcomes.

r

' ot
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methodology of conflict resolution is to persuade conflicting parties to step back
from their positions on what they want so that they. can get to the more basic level
of examining their underlying interests. W-ts—through identifying their basic
interests that they can entertain multiple options for solving the problem and
arrive at a creative win—win solution. Within the context of this paper, values can
be equated with interests while attitudes Breferred policies, or behavioral
choices represent positions. To conceive of values as hierarchies of preferences is
to move to the level of positions and bypass the level of interests, thereby
hampering human adaptability.

Just as individuals sometimes must make trade-offs, political institutions
sometimes embrace self-protective and sharing values simultaneously. While the
left—right distinction continues to dominate contemporary political thought, it is
useful to conceive of Western democratic societies in terms of consensus politics
that break away from left—right dichotomies=In the 1992 United States clection,
Clinton did not challenge Bush’s view on thé need {o be self-protective. For the
most part he supported it, but he also took on board humanistic rhetoric about
building-bridges between the rich and the poor, and between different ethnic
groups. Clinton offered power to disempowered groups and emphasized the
iportance of bringing diverse groups together to work cooperatively to achieve
a better society. Bush, on the other hand, stayed true to the values that had won
him the previous election. He emphasized the importance of restoring economic
well-being and providing a secure future through traditional institutions like the
family, the church, unregulated business, and strong law enforcement agencies.
In rejecting Bush, Americans were not denying values of self-protection: they
-were convinced Clinton could achieve these objectives through activating anoth-
er set of values. The two-value model is compatible with consensus politics in a
way that the left—-right attitudinal dimension is not. Consensus politics is not
necessarily about lack of political commitment, but rather two-dimensional com-
mitment. )

Finally, the findings presented in this paper have relevance for the debate on
the complexity of populist political views (Converse, 1964). Contrary to main-
stream opinion, “middle of the road” attitudes were not the sole prerogative of
_ those who were uninterested in the kind of society in which they lived. “Middle
¢ road” attitudes were also expigssed by thbse '

- made by those with balanced value orientations is likely to be cognitively com-
plex, with levels of complexity increasing as commitment to the values in-
creases. Tetlock’s thesis would suggest that greater differences should have been

“found between moral relativists and dualists in.this study. Further work needs to

" be done to address this issue.

t
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making process to relieve value deadlock. The socjal context and beliefs (hat
certain policies will advance of hinder the attainment of desirable social goals
(Feather, 1992) are factors that-may be particularly important in the decision-
making process when equallyfmiportant values are at stake. In futyre research,
Lind’s (1992) fairness heuristic and Boulding’s (1962) notion of the social minj-
mum also may be usefu] concepts. for understanding the way in which those with
balanced value orientations arfive i their political judgments.

In the meantime, this paper has a different focus, one that js social rather
than cognitive. [t questions where the lack of political sophistication noted by
Converse (1964) actually lies. Poes it lie with individuals who fervently hold to
two value orientations deemed ixléonapatibic by their social inslilulions, or does it
lic with social institutions that fiinnel social choices into a trade-off framework of
left--right ideology?
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