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Preface


Understanding human values is a never-ending process—a groping toward an ultimate objective that can be attained only by a method of successive approximation. In this volume, I have attempted to bring together recent contributions from several social science disciplines that in my judgment advance further our understanding and appreciation of the ubiquitous role that human values play in everyday life.

The main criterion that I employed when selecting a contribution for inclusion in this volume is that it advances theoretical, methodological, or empirical knowledge about human values. Thus I included contributions—from my own work and the work of others—that attempt to go beyond earlier work in several directions. The study of human values is extended from the individual to organizational, institutional, societal, and cultural levels of analysis. Attention is drawn to several ways in which supposedly enduring, stable, centrally located individual values naturally undergo continual change in everyday life, and an attempt is made to identify several individual and social antecedents and consequences of value and value change. Explanations of naturally occurring value change are related to explanations of value change in experimental studies. I include experimental studies that suggest that, by increasing self-awareness about one’s own and others’ values, it is now possible to envision enduringly affecting the values of large numbers of people in socially desirable directions via interactive computers and the mass media. The ethical question as to whether it is possible to manipulate people’s values for evil purposes, a question raised in my earlier work, is further pursued. Finally, I include several contributions that deal with implications for education and value education.

Chapters 3, 5, 12, 14, 15, and 18 are new contributions published here for the first time. Other chapters are elaborations, extensions, or integrations of previously published works. Chapter 2 by Robin Williams is an updated version of a paper previously published in Stability and Social Change, edited by B. Barber and A. Inkeles. Chapter 6 is a further elaboration and theoretical integration of Norman Feather’s work on cultural assimilation of Ukrainians and Latvians in Australia, reported in his Values in Education and Society. Chapter 8 by Carol Ryff is a more detailed report of research that she co-authored with P. B. Baltes that appeared in Developmental Psychology, 1976. Chapter 10 by Cochrane, Billig, and Hogg is a fuller report of research concerning the equality-freedom model of political ideology in England than the one they published in the British Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 1979. And Chapter 16 is revised and extended from my earlier paper in Values Education, edited by J. Meyer, B. Burnham, and J. Cholvat. The remaining chapters—4, 7, 9, 11, 13, and 17—are reprinted with permission, with minor editing, from various sources.

The papers authored by myself and collaborators were supported by Grant No. GS-3045 from the National Science Foundation, and preparation of this volume was further facilitated by Grant No. 1 RO1 MH29656-01 from the National Institute of Mental Health. I am deeply grateful to both of these agencies for their support.

Finally, I wish to thank Ann Dougherty for the many ways she helped in preparing this manuscript for publication. Her considerable secretarial skills intermingled so greatly with her considerable interpersonal skills that I was unable to tell which exceeded the other, and which I appreciated more.



Chapter 1
Introduction


Milton Rokeach

This volume presents recent theoretical, methodological, and empirical advances in understanding, and also in the effects of understanding, individual and societal values. These advances come from contributors trained in a number of disciplines—sociology, psychology, political science, philosophy, management, and communications. Empirical advances are based upon data obtained by survey research methods, content analysis, and controlled experiments. The fact that these diverse contributions come from such a variety of fields testifies to the central position of the value concept across the several disciplines concerned with the understanding of human behavior. Moreover, it suggests that the value concept, perhaps more than any other in the social sciences, is meaningful at all levels of social analysis, and that a substantive interest in the antecedents and consequents of human values is not likely to be co-opted by any one discipline.

This volume undertakes to elaborate and to extend previously published reports of research programs concerned with human values (Feather, 1975b; Rokeach, 1968, 1973) in four main directions: first, it attempts to go beyond the conceptualization and measurement of individual values to the conceptualization and measurement of supraindividual values, and to a consideration of the reciprocal relationship and fit between individual and supraindividual values; second, it attempts to draw attention to what appear to be some major determinants and consequences of value organization and change that can be observed to occur naturally within the individual and society; third, it attempts to extend in several directions earlier experimental work concerned with the effects of inducing self-awareness about one’s own and others’ values on long-term changes in values, attitudes, and behavior; and fourth, from an analysis of the crucial role that values play in all institutional settings within a society, special attention is directed to the role that values and value education should play within the context of the educational institution.

As indicated in the next chapter, which is authored by sociologist Robin Williams, values are core conceptions of the desirable within every individual and society. They serve as standards or criteria to guide not only action but also judgment, choice, attitude, evaluation, argument, exhortation, rationalization, and, one might add, attribution of causality. Values, according to Williams, are complex “pre-codings” that are a result of learned fusions of “cognitive-conceptual with imperative elements.” They are, moreover, capable of being structurally organized within the individual and the society not only in terms of priority, but also in terms of extensiveness, universality of application, and consistency. Williams’ analysis points up the embarrassing fact that, despite all that has been written by social scientists on the subject of human values, conceptualizations of values and value systems are still poorly understood, yet continue to improve in clarity and precision with continued analysis. Better than any other student of the subject, Williams has succeeded in drawing our attention to the fact that values are multifaceted cognitions and affections representing far more than mere standards or criteria for action.


We cannot safely underrate any value merely because it seems characterized by lip-service, or more honored in the breach than in the observance, or is advocated primarily by hypocrites. For all these activities serve to maintain the value as valid currency or acknowledged benchmark—whereupon it can be used at any time to praise or blame, to honor or bring into disrepute. We must never lose sight of the fact that values continually are used as weapons in social struggles, (p. 26)



All the contributions in this volume, I believe, share certain assumptions that make possible the interdisciplinary and cross-cultural study of stability and change in individual and supraindividual values: that the number of human values are small, the same the world over, and capable of different structural arrangements, that they are the resultants of societal demands and psychological needs, that they are learned and determined by culture, society, society’s institutions, and personal experience, that they are determinants in turn of attitudes, judgments, choices, attributions, and actions, that they are capable of undergoing change as a result of changes in society, situation, self-conceptions, and self-awareness, and finally, that changes in values represent central rather than peripheral changes, thus having important consequences for other cognitions and social behavior.

Supraindividual Values. Part I focuses attention on supraindividual values. The chapters included in this section make it apparent that it is just as meaningful to speak of societal values, institutional values, organizational values, ideological values, and the value-transmitting functions of social movements as it is to speak of individual values. Williams focuses his main theoretical attention on the role that values play in the affairs of a society, and his chapter also provides us with a good summary of what is known about the values of American society in particular. His chapter is rich in ideas about the variables that may affect values and value change, at the individual as well as at the societal level.

The next chapter, by Rokeach, is primarily methodological. In what sense can those supraindividual entities we identify as institutions be meaningfully and unanthropomorphically characterized as “possessing” values? What methods are available to social scientists interested in the measurement of the values of supraindividual entities that cannot be interviewed? Is it possible to conceptualize and study within a single universe of discourse the interactions and consistencies between supraindividual entities and individuals? The key to all this, it seemed to me, is that all persons raised within the context of society are caught from the moment of birth between their own individual needs and society’s goals and demands. A person’s individual needs somehow become cognitively represented as values, and so also do societal goals and demands. Thus, we may come to view the value system that each person internalizes to be just as much a reflection of individual needs as of societal goals and demands—a resultant of internal psychological and external sociological forces acting upon the person. At the same time, as Feather’s analysis in Chapter 6 suggests, the fit between the individual and various components of the individual’s environment is not always perfect; there is a tendency on the part of the individual to select social environments to minimize value discrepancies.

Connor and Becker’s main focus in Chapter 4 is on organizational values. They point out that, despite a long interest in human values, few investigators have focused on the role that values play in organizational processes. Questions regarding how values relate to organizational reward structure, upward mobility within organizations, goal commitment, conflict, cooperation, group cohesion, communication, and leadership effectiveness remain unresolved. Within a general-systems framework, they offer a model to identify the reciprocal effects of values and various organizational variables, and within such a paradigm they propose a series of testable hypotheses. The focus of these hypotheses is not so much on individual values and behavior as on organizational values and behavior.

In Chapter 5, Ball-Rokeach and Tallman attempt a theoretical analysis of the cognitive functions served by social movements. They view social movements primarily as value-exhorting consciousness-raising movements that, through five moral confrontation strategies, attempt to increase individual awareness about positions taken with respect to certain positive or negative values, in order to expose internal contradictions and hypocrisies implicating one’s values and self-conceptions, and thus to induce people to become dissatisfied with themselves. In this way, social movements attempt to increase the priority of exhorted values, and thus to pave the way for active participation and the success of the social movement.

Some Major Determinants and Consequences of Value Organization. The selections in Part II are recent empirical contributions that identify some major variables present in most societies that may affect, or that may be affected by, value orientations. These contributions report cross-cultural data obtained in Australia, Britain, and the United States. Chapter 6 by psychologist Norman Feather combines theoretical analysis with methodological innovation to report research findings concerning the effects of migrant assimilation on value change. He provides us with an analysis of processes of cultural assimilation within the framework of discrepancy theory, which is an elaboration and application of a theory about person-environment consistencies that he had put forward in an earlier monograph (Feather, 1975b). At the empirical level, his chapter is a report of the extent to which second-generation Ukrainians and Latvians have assimilated into Australian society. He reviews various types and approaches to the study of cultural assimilation and proposes several methods for measuring the degree to which there is assimilation. Two of them are new and rely on value comparisons: (1) comparison of the degree of similarity in value priorities between second- and first- generation immigrants with the degree of similarity between second- generation immigrants and representatives of the host culture; (2) comparisons of the accuracy of perception of one another’s values as an index of subjective assimilation. He relates such findings to other findings concerning perceptions of ethnic identity and attitude similarity, to provide us with a broad array of methods and findings that should prove useful to those interested in studying the manifold effects of cultural assimilation.

In Chapter 7 Rokeach reports on the values, the value priorities, and the factorial structure of the values of adult Americans considered as a whole, and of various subgroups of Americans. His research demonstrates that the values of a representative sample of Americans can be easily and economically obtained, and that they are stable. It also demonstrates that meaningful changes in American values can be detected even over a short period, and that these changes can reasonably be attributed to changes in the salience of such issues confronting Americans in the sixties and seventies as civil rights, women’s liberation, and concerns about ecology. Thus, we see both stability and change in American values and can anticipate continuing changes in American values as a result of the ever changing salience of societal issues.

In Chapter 8, Carol Ryff proposes a novel “instrumentality-terminality sequence” hypothesis to account for changes in value organization among adult Americans undergoing a transition from middle to old age. Her methodology is equally novel: she employs what she calls concurrent, prospective, and retrospective techniques to measure changes from instrumental to terminal value orientations. Her findings have important implications for a deeper understanding of the processes and consequences of aging and should, moreover, lead us to ponder whether it is possible and desirable to inhibit the aging process by finding ways to inhibit or delay the transition from instrumental to terminal value orientations.

In Chapter 9, political scientist Donald Searing describes the procedures that he employed to ascertain the values of several hundred Labour and Conservative Members of the British Parliament. His findings on this elite sample of politicians can be compared with those reported by Cochrane, Billig, and Hogg in Chapter 10 on the values of less elite partisans identified with the Labour, Conservative, Communist, and National Front parties in Britain. Taken together, these two chapters shed light not only on the values underlying British politics in the 1970s, and on their ability to predict political identification, but also tell us about the validity of the two-value model of political ideology (Rokeach, 1973). This model proposes that the four major ideologies of the twentieth century—communism, fascism, socialism, and capitalism—differ most fundamentally from one another in the distinctive positions they take with respect to two political values, equality and freedom. Socialism is hypothesized to be an ideology that holds both of these values in high regard, whereas fascism holds them in low regard; communism values equality but not freedom, whereas capitalism values freedom but not equality. The two chapters on British values and politics not only identify certain clusters of values as determinants of political activism, but also point to the differences we may expect when analyzing the values underlying identification with abstract political ideologies, on the one hand, and participation in concrete political parties, on the other. These differences are considered more fully in Chapter 11, wherein I present my reactions to the findings and conclusions of Cochrane, Billig, and Hogg.

Value Change. Values are standards that are to a large extent derived, learned, and internalized from society and its institutions. These standards guide the development of a socially defined sense of self as a competent and moral member of society. Many different kinds of definitions of what it means to be competent and moral are possible; these will vary, depending upon the structural position of the individual within the social system, the relative influence and importance to any given person of the various social institutions, of institutionally related organizations, and of reference groups. Definitions of what it means to be a competent and moral person will also vary with such factors as occupational role, sex role, and changes in the life cycle through which the individual passes (Erikson, 1950), which make different demands upon the individual, and which are associated with differences in the range of possibilities of which one can become aware (Smith, 1969). Moreover, definitions of self can be affected by changes in the salience of societal issues—for example, increases or decreases in the salience of racial justice, sex-role equality, involvement in an unjust war, or threats to health from pollution. As different issues become salient in day-to-day affairs, say, through mass media coverage, they become consciousness-raising—that is, they raise people’s awareness of themselves with respect to their stand on such issues and make possible changes in self-conceptions. Other ways of increasing salience, and thus providing an impetus for changes in self-conceptions, would include sudden and drastic changes in personal circumstances. Examples of the former would include natural catastrophes, invasion, declarations of war, widespread unemployment, energy shortages, or changes in laws forbidding discrimination; examples of the latter would include illness, accident, loss of job, change in occupational role, or mandatory retirement.

Value change, and related changes in attitudes and behavior can come about either as a result of (1) changes in self-conceptions or definitions of the self or because of (2) increases in self-awareness—about hypocrisies, incongruities, inconsistencies, or contradictions between self-conceptions or self-ideals (Leff, 1978), on the one hand, and one’s values, related attitudes, and behaviors, on the other. In the former case, the value changes are naturally occurring changes that come about as a result of changes in individual needs and perceptions of societal goals and demands. In the latter case—increases in self-awareness concerning internal contradictions—value change is motivated by a need for the maintenance and enhancement of self-esteem and by a need for consistency between one’s conception of self and one’s beliefs, attitudes, values, and behavior (Aronson, 1968, 1969; Rokeach, 1968; Greenwald and Ronis, 1978). Thus, value change following self-awareness becomes synonymous with value reeducation, a process removed from persuasion- and manipulation- oriented theory and research on attitude change, and thus more relevant to the concerns of education, psychotherapy, counseling, and religion than to the concerns of advertising and propaganda. In either case, whether we are dealing with changes in self-conceptions or with increases in self-awareness about internal contradictions, a process of value, attitude, and behavior change is assumed to be initiated as a result of some felt experience of self-dissatisfaction, the origin of which is specific enough to be felt, experienced, or identified by the person concerned.

Experimental investigations of the effects of changes in societally defined and societally imposed self-conceptions are still far off in the future, and difficult to envision because of ethical considerations. For this reason, we have been content to study value differences rather than value changes, as a function of naturally occurring differences in self-conceptions, as indicated by differences in race, sex role, social status, age, religion, and the like. Differences (or changes) in social status or age, for instance, are accompanied by and thus imply differences (or changes) in self-conceptions, and such differences (or changes) in self-conceptions are in turn expected to lead to differences (or changes) in value systems and in value-related attitudes and behavior.

Experimental work has concentrated, instead, on the second of the two main determinants mentioned above—value, attitude, and behavioral changes as a function of increasing self-awareness—about contradictions between self-conception, on the one hand, and values, attitudes, and behavior, on the other. The method advocated and typically employed in previous experimental work to increase such self-awareness is the method of self-confrontation, and the psychological mechanism that this method is intended to activate is the arousal of a state of self-dissatisfaction. The arousal of self-dissatisfaction by self-confrontations designed to provide awareness of internal contradictions implicating one’s sense of self and one’s standards is posited to initiate a process of cognitive and behavioral change.

The focus on inducing self-awareness via a wedding of method to process—the method of self-confrontation to activate the psychological mechanism of self-dissatisfaction—is a deliberate one. Such a focus was designed to overcome a number of ethical problems that plague contemporary experimental research in social psychology. First, the emphasis on the effects of self-awareness is education oriented rather than persuasion oriented. Second, deception cannot be employed to induce self-awareness; indeed, it would be a contradiction in terms to say that one wishes to increase self-understanding, self-awareness, or self-insight by employing deceptive techniques. Third, the state of self-dissatisfaction that is activated is aroused rather than induced. Internal contradictions are assumed to exist chronically below the level of awareness in many persons, and such persons are merely made aware of internal contradictions that already exist. Thus, the state of self-dissatisfaction is aroused rather than artificially induced. Respondents are not experimentally manipulated to say things they do not believe in, or to do things they would not otherwise do. Those who, as a result of self-confrontation, do not experience or perceive any internal contradiction are not theoretically expected to experience self-dissatisfaction and are therefore not expected to undergo value, attitude, or behavioral change. Fourth, the method of self-confrontation allows us to respect the respondent’s right to privacy since the experimenter is not required to know how any particular person is responding or whether he or she is exhibiting some internal contradiction. Fifth, informed consent is now possible since respondents can be informed beforehand that they will be provided with information about their own and about others’ values, and that they are possibly at risk in discovering something unpleasant about themselves in exposing themselves to such information.1 Sixth, respondents in our experiments receive something in return for their participation. They find out something important and true not only about themselves but also about others. Thus, respondents who feel they are learning something important from their participation are more likely to perceive the experiment as personally and socially relevant.

But previous experimental work has thus far been limited in a number of ways. It has confined itself primarily to the experimental induction of self-awareness about contradictions implicating one’s position with respect to two values in particular (equality and freedom), and it has typically confined itself to face-to-face interactions between an experimenter and a relatively small number of students in classroom contexts. This work has also been limited by the fact that specified target values had been selected in advance for experimental treatment and, moreover, by the fact that the data communicated to respondents required additional interpretations deliberately designed to needle students to make them feel uncomfortable, such as: “The finding that most college students rank freedom far ahead of equality suggests that they generally care more for their own freedom than for the freedom of others.”

In the present volume, this work is extended to consider the effects of self-awareness on other values, particularly those that have implications for health-related public policy. William Conroy’s Chapter 12 is a contribution to what might be called the field of value therapy—an approach to behavior modification that offers an alternative to Skinner’s operant approach, one that proposes that health-related behavior modification can be brought about as a result of changes first brought about in the values that underlie a particular behavior. While Conroy’s main experimental concern is on changes brought about in smoking behavior, by acting upon and arousing self-dissatisfaction about certain values underlying smoking, he focuses his analysis more generally to point up the potential of value therapy for reducing all sorts of health-destroying behaviors. Thus, behavior modification through value therapy is seen to have implications for and applications to such problems as obesity, alcoholism and drug abuse, achievement-related tension, unsafe driving, and physical inactivity.

Experimental work is further extended by considering whether value change can be induced not only by human experimenters who interact face to face with students in classroom contexts, but also by computers interacting with respondents (Chapter 13). The computer study further extends earlier work by studying the effects of self-awareness on bringing about persisting value change under conditions wherein there are no preselected target values and, moreover, wherein interpretations of findings are not offered to respondents.

Chapter 14 by Sanders and Atwood takes us beyond the question as to whether computers can affect human values to the effects of television and the written word. Their research will be of special interest to those concerned with mass media effects. The implications of their work will be obvious when we keep in mind that large numbers of people can be reached by television and the written word, that the experimental treatment is a single treatment lasting less than an hour, and that the values affected are political values.

All such experimental work suggests that values can be affected, and that value changes can persist and can lead to related and persisting changes in attitudes and behavior. Inevitably, such findings give rise to an ethical uneasiness and apprehension about those who might be tempted to change our values in one or another direction for evil reasons (Schwartz, 1974). Is it possible to manipulate people’s values arbitrarily to conform to whatever are the whims of an ethically insensitive experimenter, a power-hungry demagogue, a repressive government, or a profit-seeking advertising industry? Who will decide which value to change and in which directions to change them? The unidirectional hypothesis, originally put forward in 1973, proposes that although people can be induced to change their values by arousing a state of self-dissatisfaction, their values cannot be arbitrarily manipulated. Value change, and other cognitive and behavioral change that might follow from value change, is inherently unidirectional rather than bidirectional in nature:


A person should undergo an increase or decrease in regard to any given value in only one direction—whichever direction will provide… self-conceptions with a certain mileage—and not in the other direction. In the final analysis, self-conceptions reflect social definitions of the self. (Rokeach, 1973, pp. 328-329)



Two studies described in Chapter 15 by Rokeach and Grube attempt to address themselves to this issue of unidirectionality. In the first study, respondents are asked to imagine that they have unlimited power to change other people’s values, and then to imagine that certain others have such unlimited powers. Which values would the respondents want to see increased or decreased, if they had the power to do so? And which values would they resist having increased or decreased if others initiated them? How powerful are the norms or the consensus about increasing or decreasing specified values? And will people respond consistently about themselves wanting to increase certain values, yet resist others’ attempts to decrease them, and vice versa? A second study, carried out by Joel Grube, is more experimental in design, and builds on the first study. Two groups of antiegalitarian respondents are compared with one another in an experiment explicitly designed to increase their value for equality. The first group was selected because, notwithstanding their antiegalitarian position, they had previously indicated that they would increase the importance of equality to others if given the chance, and would moreover resist attempts by others to decrease equality. The second group had previously indicated, consistent with their antiegalitarian position, that they would decrease the importance of equality if given the chance, and would resist attempts by others to increase the importance of equality. The unidirectional hypothesis predicts that the former group of antiegalitarians would be vulnerable to value change by information about their own and others’ values designed to increase value for equality, whereas the latter group would be invulnerable.

The ethical question, Can values be arbitrarily manipulated?, is, however, too complex to be settled by one or two studies. The most that I can reasonably hope for, in publishing these studies, is that it will pave the way for others to pursue this question further.

Value Education. Theory and research on the effects of increasing understanding about one’s own and others’ values has educational implications, and is particularly relevant to the field variously identified as value education, values clarification, moral education, or moral development. Chapter 16 by Rokeach provides an analysis of the role that values necessarily play in all institutional settings, with special reference to the role that values do and should play in educational settings. Consistent with the analysis of institutional values offered in Chapter 3, the position taken in Chapter 16 is that the educational institution has a special stake in certain values that are broadly identified as educational values, that the educational institution has an obligation to inculcate students with educational values, and, therefore, that the educational institution cannot be value-neutral. Educational values pertain to issues of competence development no less than to issues of moral development. Both kinds of development, I argue, would be advanced by a mandated program of value inculcation, on the one hand, and by a program of substantive value education, on the other.

An emphasis on increasing understanding about one’s own and others’ values in educational settings is desirable not only for its own sake but also because it can lead to increases in student perceptions of personal and social relevance of course content. Such increases in perceptions of relevance are widely sought after in educational circles because they are believed to lead to increases in academic motivation. In Chapter 17, philosopher Ronald Epp discusses how’he has employed the technique of increasing such understanding to heighten student interest and participation in a course dealing with traditional ethical theories. And in the final chapter, Lundy and Rokeach report on their experimental studies designed to ascertain the effects of increasing personal relevance by increasing self-understanding on the short- and long-term academic performance of students in a social psychology course. These findings about the effects of self-understanding have implications for the teaching of social science courses more generally.

Judging from the diversity of the various contributions to this volume, it may be anticipated that theory and research on the antecedents and consequents of human values will be especially receptive in the years ahead to genuinely fruitful interdisciplinary thinking and collaboration.

1. In previous work, this point was not made explicitly enough to respondents. There is no methodological or moral reason, however, why it should not be made in future work. 



PART ONE
Societal, Institutional, and Organizational Values




Chapter 2
Change and Stability in Values and Value Systems: A Sociological Perspective


Robin M. Williams, Jr.

This chapter represents a revision and elaboration of ideas that have been developed in various publications over a period of some twenty-five years (Williams, 1951, 1967, 1968, 1971; Goldsen, Rosenberg, Suchman, & Williams, 1960). Some overlap and duplication is inevitable, especially in the case of the closely related treatment of the topic in Barber and Inkeles (Eds.), Stability and Social Change (1971). Our presentation deals briefly with background questions about the nature of values and their place in the determination of behavior, but focuses mainly on theory and data concerning change in values, especially macrochanges in American society.

We start with the observation that all continuing human groupings develop normative orientations—conceptions of preferred and obligatory conduct and of desirable and undesirable states of affairs. Such normative orientations are highly diverse across different societies, and are concretely very complex. Essentially, however, the most important types of normative elements are norms (specific obligatory demands, claims, expectations, rules) and values (the criteria of desirability).

THE NATURE OF VALUES

The term “values” has been used variously to refer to interests, pleasures, likes, preferences, duties, moral obligations, desires, wants, goals, needs, aversions and attractions, and many other kinds of selective orientations. To avoid such excessive looseness, we have insisted that the core phenomenon is the presence of criteria or standards of preference (Williams, 1968, 1970). The beginning point or substrate is preference (Pepper, 1958). But sheer preference alone leaves out the conceptual and directional qualities that are of greatest interest and importance for explaining human social behavior. Values merge affect and concept. Persons are not detached or indifferent to the world; they do not stop with a sheerly factual view of their experience. Explicitly or implicitly, they are continually regarding things as good or bad, pleasant or unpleasant, beautiful or ugly, appropriate or inappropriate, true or false, virtues or vices. A comprehensive initial view of the field of valuing must identify the generic characteristics; for specific purposes, more restrictive conceptions should be formulated as needed. All values have cognitive, affective, and directional aspects. Values serve as criteria for selection in action. When most explicit and fully conceptualized, values become criteria for judgment, preference, and choice. When implicit and unreflective, values nevertheless perform “as if” they constituted grounds for decisions in behavior. Individuals do prefer some things to others; they do select one course of action rather than another out of a range of possibilities; they do judge their own conduct and that of other persons.

As we examine evidences of values, we find them appearing in various admixtures with knowledge and beliefs. For our judgments of what should be are always related to our judgments of what is. Thus our present view of mental illness as illness (rather than as possession by demons, or as the result of morally culpable behavior) points to humane medical treatment rather than punishment as a “good.” The change from older orientations is partly a change in biological, psychological, and sociological knowledge, but in the long run the changed beliefs profoundly affect evaluative standards even as, in turn, changes in values will affect our conceptions of reality.

Values are not concrete rules of conduct; nor can values be merged into the concept of institution. Rather, institutions must be conceived either as complex sets of rules (Williams, 1970) or as “value-integrates” (Parsons, 1951, pp. 36-45); in either formulation, some consistent or systematic combinations of concrete criteria and objects of preference are implied. One must avoid the trap of confusing value standards with objects of cathexis, and values cannot be assimilated to either existential beliefs or to concrete evaluations (such as ideologies). Beyond question, then, values are defined by analytic constructs; they are not object-bound.

But if this conception is held, what can values possibly be—if, indeed, the existential verb makes any sense here? Can the social actor be “committed” to or come to “internalize” a particular value? If so, values must be characterized by some quality of “entitivity” (Campbell, 1958)—some boundedness or object quality. And if a value may be likened in some way to an “object” (of regard, of affect, etc.), this conclusion would appear to rule out a sheerly nominal status, that is, a concept of a value as purely a “tendency,” “vector,” or “principle” as inferred by an external observer. Otherwise, values would be analogous to principles of syntax wholly unknown to the speakers of a language. In this event, the particular manifestations of correct or appropriate values would be positively regarded, to be sure, but one would be stretching the point to assert that the values themselves were objects of positive regard.

But the implied problem is not really so difficult. Observation of processes of evaluation makes it quite clear that some values are, indeed, highly explicit, and appear to the social actor as phenomenal entities: the person can state the value, illustrate its application in making judgments, identify its boundaries, and the like. Other standards of desirability are not explicit; and social actors may even resist making them explicit. Nonetheless, some criteria of this kind can be inferred from selective behavior, and when such inference is presented to the behaving actor some individuals can recognize in their own conduct a value of which they had previously not been aware. In the enormously complex universe of value phenomena, values are simultaneously components of psychological processes, of social interaction, and of cultural patterning and storage (Parsons, 1951, 1968; Albert, 1968, pp. 287-291).

PATTERNS OF VALUES

Rokeach has indicated that differences among individuals may be not so much in the presence or absence of particular values as in the arrangement of values, their hierarchies or priorities (1973; Chapter 3). Certainly differences in values across total social systems and across major distinctive “cultures” or “civilizations” typically do not consist of the total absence of some values in one case as over against their presence in another. In every full-fledged society, every one of Rokeach’s 36 values will appear—as will each of the values or themes listed by C. Kluckhohn, F. Kluckhohn, R. F. Bales and Couch, C. Morris, M. Opler, and R. Williams. Yet as total systems, societies differ radically in their patterns of values. The differences reside not only in hierarchies or priorities—the ordering of values according to importance, in some sense—but also in other important modes of relationships among values.

What are these other modes of relationships among values? What we have just said is that out of a very nearly universal or constant list of values, societies (and other less inclusive collectivities) differ in the patterning of the values. In addition to hierarchical ordering (usually imperfect and partial), societies differ, second, in the extensiveness of adherence to any particular values (Williams, 1970, Chapter 11). Thus, equality may be an elite value in an aristocratic city-state: all oligarchs agree that oligarchs are equal, no one else counts. In a modern parliamentary democracy, equality may be much more widely shared as a value among the total population. A related but not identical mode of patterning, is, third, the degree of universality of application, for example, “all Americans must be free”—when “Americans” may mean white, adult, Protestant, property-owning males, or, in contrast, when the value is extended to more and more inclusive categories of the population. Values may be patterned in a fourth mode, that of consistency: in one society, a metavalue emphasizes logical or “deontic” consistency among various values; in another society, little attention is paid to consistency, or else there is a positive appreciation of ambiguity, paradox, and irony. “Inconsistency” may be prized as “richness,” as indicative of scope and grandeur in experience.

Beginning with a sociological definition of institution as “a set of institutional norms that cohere around a relatively distinct and socially important complex of values” (Williams, 1970 p. 39), Rokeach suggests in the following chapter that institutions be regarded as “social arrangements that provide frameworks for value specialization, that is, frameworks for the transmission and implementation mainly of those subsets of values that are especially implicated in their own particular spheres of activity” (p. 51). This is a useful perspective, particularly because it provides for the structural articulation of individuals’ values with macrosocial arrangements. In highly differentiated modern societies, such diversity of values is compartmentalized in the major specialized institutions (kinship, stratification, economy, polity, education and science,1 religion), and contradictions and incongruities are often dealt with by specialized collectivities and social statuses (e.g., those specialized in adjudication, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, therapy, suppression, or diversion).

HOW VALUES ARE STUDIED

Data, concepts, and research methods for the study of values have been drawn from several major fields of study—ranging across philosophy, the behavioral and social sciences, cybernetics, and several branches of the biological and physical sciences (Wiener, 1954; Pepper, 1958; Deutsch, 1963; Williams, 1967; Rokeach, 1968; Buckley, 1968; Parsons, 1968). The study of values cannot be confined to a single discipline or a narrow range of methods of research.

In the behavioral and social sciences, the discovery of the relative ease with which “attitudes” could be measured and manipulated in the laboratory probably has encouraged a concentration upon “problems of persuasion” rather than “problems of education and re-education” (Rokeach, 1968, 1973). The apparent usefulness of studies of opinions and attitudes to the advertising industry, to government and political leaders, to political propagandists of various kinds, and to business management probably also contributed heavily to this emphasis. At any rate, the American psychological research of the last few decades has apparently emphasized short-term effects, group conformity, and techniques of presentation and persuasion—rather than the possible long-term effects of “socialization, educational innovation, psychotherapy, and culture change on values” (Rokeach, 1968, p. 159). It is indeed very likely that a focus of attention upon quite short-range effects on relatively docile laboratory subjects would not supply a clear view of the long-range causal importance of pervasive values—which partly define the very limits of what is “possible” and “thinkable” in human conduct.

The dilemmas of defining value for research purposes are many, but the most crucial in many ways is the choice between a broad and a narrow definition. Highly specific definitions fail to deal with important phenomena that we are forced to recognize as having value properties. Very broad definitions tend to equate “value” with preference, desire, liking, or satisfaction (Fallding, 1965)—thus passing over the most distinctive feature of valuing, that is, the partial autonomy of criteria of desirability from desire or wish.

The growing attention now given to values in research may help to reduce the confusion in thinking about human social behavior that has often resulted from the absence of a clear discrimination between energy and information (Ackerman & Parsons, 1966, p. 37 ff.). Lacking an adequate conceptualization of values, some theorists have argued as if one could simply decide in general whether “ideas” or “material factors” were stronger determinants of behavior or whether “sexual drives” were more influential than “moral norms,” and the like. Such debates amount to elaborations of pseudoproblems, failing to deal with the relations between information and energy. Is a radar pulse stronger than a quart of gasoline? The question is manifestly absurd, unless further specified—and so are the equivalent psychological and social questions. For ideas, moral norms, values, beliefs, and symbols represent information, not energy. The energy of human action, which comes from the biological organism, and the environmental energies that the organism draws upon and that human action may release, are controlled by information, by signals, by symbols (Vickers, 1968, Chapter 7). The main cultural controls of action consist of (1) systems of knowledge and cognitive beliefs, and (2) systems of values and norms (Parsons, 1959, pp. 612-711). Without both energy and information, there is no social behavior.

A value system is an organized set of preferential standards that are used in making selections of objects and actions, resolving conflicts, invoking social sanctions, and coping with needs or claims for social and psychological defenses of choices made or proposed. Values are components in the guidance of anticipatory and goal-directed behavior; but they are also backward-looking in their frequent service to justify or “explain” past conduct.

Criteria of evaluation are always interdependent with beliefs, which orient actors to the putative realities of their existence. Such beliefs about existential realities are not wholly “arbitrary,” but they are surely open to a wide range of variation, within which they are not rigidly restrained by environmental imperatives. Actual selections of behavior result from concrete motivations in specific situations; both the motivations and the definitions of the situation are partly determined by the prior beliefs and values of the actor. A good illustration is provided by the relatively well-studied area of occupational choices. Such choices have been shown to be constrained by awareness of actual personal and environmental conditions, by values, and by beliefs about opportunities for value realization (Laws, 1976). In American society, for example, there are widely shared and somewhat stereotypic beliefs concerning occupations and employing organizations. There is some evidence that the image of the job in the large corporation is that of high pay, rapid advancement, and (somewhat less) a secure future, but of little initial responsibility or social recognition and of little development of lasting friendships (Braunstein & Haines, 1968). The preliminary testing on small samples so far reported show strongly patterned conceptions of the values prevailing in different types of organizations and occupations.

Valuations may refer to any existential objects whatsoever, including ideas and symbols as such. And social structures and processes may be affected by variations in those values held by social actors that concern nonsocial matters—physical objects, cultural objects, personalities as biopsychic entities, and so on. Not surprisingly, however, special importance for any analysis of social systems attaches to values which serve as criteria for judging social systems themselves.


The values which come to be constitutive of the structure of a societal system are, then, the conceptions of the desirable type of society held by the members of the society of reference and applied to the particular society of which they are members. The same applies to other types of social systems. A value pattern then defines a direction of choice, and consequent commitment to action. (Parsons, 1968, p. 136)



Thus, values constitute what Vickers (1968) calls “an appreciative system.” The total set of affective-conceptual criteria for preferential behavior not only is essential to deal with the world, but is constitutive of any enduring society. Any society must change in its value constitution to cope with changing adaptative problems, yet it must retain some coherence in its appreciative system (based on some minimal consensus) or the social order will break down (Vickers, 1968, p. 35). As components of the black box of the human social actor, values may be said to be complex precodings for behavioral choice—precodings that also continually change in response to current inputs.

Thus, values operate as constituents of dynamic systems of social action because of their interconnectedness, their informational or directive effects, and their capacities to serve as “carriers” of psychological energy. Values always have a cultural content, represent a psychological investment, and are shaped by the constraints and opportunities of a social system and of a biophysical environment. Changes in values are constrained and limited both by the external “reality constraints” of the aforementioned interpenetrating systems and by the “internal” dimensions of consistency, congruence, or appropriateness among values and beliefs themselves.

When we can identify interconnected sets of values and beliefs which describe a preferred or “obligatory” state of a social system, we speak of an ideology. Actual concrete specifications of preferred conduct are norms, which in turn are referred to values for legitimation, for boundary-setting, for redefinition, and for linkage to other norms.

Because concrete social action necessarily occurs in particular situations, generalized value commitments can become effective in behavior only through quite precise interpretation and adaptation to enormously varied situations. It follows that continuous fidelity to the essential meaning of evaluative standards requires a basic commitment by the social actor—most commonly a particular person who has internalized the value as a basic component of his personality as well as of his social status or social persona (Parsons, 1968, p. 144).2

If these considerations are valid, a scientific approach to values must analyze the empirical weights of varying preferential precodings in relation to the immediate, fluid, ambiguous situations which are typically the settings for our behavior. There would seem to be no doubt that the value space of human life necessarily becomes filled with standards relating to all the significant types of objects of experience. Values, accordingly, are always mapped on to the physical world, the human organism, other organisms, the biopsychic personality, social actors and relationships, cultural items, and cosmic or transcendental realms. Accordingly, the specifically social value orientations are embedded in a much larger setting of value and may be interdependent with any of these other orientations.

In each main area of the total value space, many different dimensions (modes) of valuing may be developed. For the field of social relations, for example, the criteria of desirability may emphasize:

equality or inequality;

collectivity or individual interest;

acceptance or rejection of authority;

individual autonomy or interdependence;

expressiveness or restraint (affectivity/neutrality);

diffuseness or specificity;

ascribed qualities or excellence of performance (ascription/achievement);

particularistic relationships or categorical memberships;

personalized or universalistic standards;

hostility or affection or indifference;

dominance or submission.

A relatively few major value dimensions can constitute the organizing principles for thousands of specific beliefs and attitudes (Rokeach, 1968, 1973). For example, Bales and Couch (1969) have shown that a densely filled “value space” can be represented reasonably well by four orthogonal factors: (1) the extent of acceptance of authority, (2) need-determined expression or value-determined restraint, (3) acceptance or rejection of egalitarianism, and (4) extent of acceptance of individualism (pp. 3-17).

We know that values are learned. This means that they are developed through some kind of experience—of pain or pleasure, deprivation or gratification, goal attainment or frustration or failure, social approval or disapproval, love or hate. Even very short-term experiences may appreciably influence evaluations and beliefs concerning both concrete objects and abstract concepts (Breer & Locke, 1965). Similar repeated and pervasive experiences are often characteristic of large numbers of persons similarly situated in society; such experiences are described, discussed, and appraised by the persons involved. The communication of common appraisals eventually builds value standards, which often become widely accepted across many social and cultural boundaries (Inkeles, 1960; Lipset, 1963; Kohn, 1969; Williams, 1970, Chapter 11; Inkeles & Smith, 1974).

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN VALUES AND BEHAVIOR

Values make a difference; they are not epiphenomenal. With this assertion, we flatly reject all reductionist formulations that would by fiat rule out values as significant causes of behavior in advance of specific investigation of particular empirical problems.

Evidence that values do influence subsequent behavior is not available in the quantity and with the decisiveness we would prefer, but the total research-based data are nevertheless quite impressive. College students make occupational choices consistent with their values and change their occupational choices in directions consistent with their values as expressed at an earlier time (Goldsen, Rosenberg, Suchman, & Williams, 1960, Chapter 2; Rosenberg, 1957). Changes in vocational choices as recorded six years after a training program, followed closely changes in broad types of values, as indexed by the Allport-Vernon scale (Kemp, 1960, pp. 335-345). The rank ordering of “salvation” in a set of 12 values is highly predictive of church attendance (Rokeach, 1968, p. 169). Differences in values have been shown to be associated with significant differences in the following kinds of attitudes or behavioral outcomes:


1. speed of recognition of words presented by means of a tachistoscope. (Postman, Bruner, & McGinnies, 1948);

2. occupational-career choices (Goldsen, Rosenberg, Suchman, & Williams, 1960) and occupations actually followed (Strong, 1955; Rosenberg, 1957);

3. cheating on examinations (Henshel, 1969, 1971);

4. political attitudes and behavior (Wickert, 1940a, 1940b; Smith, 1949; Levine, 1960; Almond & Verba, 1963; Baum, 1968);

5. anti-Semitism (Evans, 1952);

6. juvenile delinquency (Clark & Wenninger, 1963; Lerman, 1968);

7. choice of friends (Williams, 1959; Beech, 1966);

8. frequency of religious participation (Rokeach, 1960);

9. participation in civil rights activities (Rokeach, 1973);

10. public interracial behavior (Rokeach, 1973).



Data indicating that values are consequential for behavior have come both from experimental studies (Breer & Locke, 1965; Rokeach, 1968, 1973) and from nonexperimental studies using the most diverse methods and settings (Caudill & Scarr, 1962; DeCharms & Moeller, 1962; Hamblin & Smith, 1965).

All major theories concerning the development of values through learning in early life suggest that the causal linkage between values and overt behavior should become tighter with increasing age. This result is predicted both because of the increasing scope and organization of moral cognitions and because of the greater integration of internalized values with patterns of motivation. In a carefully designed study, Henshel (1971) has confirmed the central hypothesis, showing that among schoolchildren the negative correlation between generalized honesty and number of cheating incidents increased sharply from the lower to the higher grades. (Further, at all age levels, fourth through seventh grades, adherence to honesty values as found by prior testing predicted to subsequent noncheating behavior.)

Values, our theoretical orientation would predict, should enter into motivation in two main ways: first, by defining the gratifications which establish and reinforce motives; second, by defining the sources of gratification. Conversely, a particular kind or type of motivation should affect behavior in different ways, depending upon the presence and the particular content of relevant values (Kohlberg, 1968, p. 484).

An analysis of the latter expectation is available for the case of the relation between achievement motivation (n Achievement) and occupational preferences. In a study of 394 entering freshman males at five two-year community centers of a state university, Lueptow found that scores on the McClelland test of n Achievement were essentially unrelated to occupational preferences. Yet n Achievement is positively related to a generalized goal of career accomplishment, whereas there is (as expected) no relationship to “extrinsic” goals of status success, security, or luxury. Therefore, “n Achievement appears to be related to ‘career salience’ but not to conscious intrinsic value-orientations” (Lueptow, 1968, p. 307). Students with high achievement motivation tend to prefer occupations with primary intrinsic rewards only when their value orientations define the occupation as a locus for intrinsic satisfaction. When occupational roles are defined in terms only of intrinsic gratifications, the tendency to choose intrinsic-satisfaction occupations is strong among students of high n Achievement. Therefore, it appears that the choice of occupation is affected by the motivational component only when there is present a mediating value standard which identifies the occupation as an appropriate avenue for expression and gratification of the need. The value orientation is essential, that is, in providing a basis for defining an appropriate goal-object (Lueptow, 1968, p. 311).

Although there are errors and inadequacies in some theories which have posited fixed stages of development of value orientations and moral judgments from early childhood to adulthood, there is evidence that some broadly invariant sequences do exist. Piaget seems to have formulated cross-culturally valid principles in pointing to the tendencies in young children to judge acts as wrong if they are punished, to judge consequences without regard to intentions, and to make absolute and total judgments of right and wrong. On the other hand, there is not a universal age-graded trend from obedience to authority toward peer-oriented egalitarian moral judgments. However, the general order of development is from premoral to conventional conformity to self-accepted principles (Kohlberg, 1968).

Of course, the particular norms to which an individual conforms may remain essentially unchanged throughout the individual’s life course even while the relation of the rules to the metaorder of values changes greatly. Such changes appear to follow a fixed sequence from (1) requirements based on power and external consequences, to (2) those based on exchange and gratifications, to (3) those based on maintenance of legitimate expectations, to (4) those based on values, ideals, or logical principles of social organization. Value commitments become increasingly stabilized by systematic conceptualization.

But, obviously, neither conceptual clarity nor individual commitment are sufficient to guarantee particular behavioral outcomes. Only when norms or values are “activated” can they influence conduct, and activation requires some cognitive linkage between the normative component and other aspects of the behavior setting (Schwartz, 1968, p. 355). For example, when social disapproval is expected to result from a value-conforming action, anticipated public disclosure of the action will reduce the rate of conforming responses (Warner & DeFleur, 1969, p. 164). Similarly, when behavior in accordance with a particular value is costly to the individual (by requiring sacrifices in other values or interests), and especially when the individual cannot count on a compensatory future realization of the value, the sheer internalization of the value is not likely to be a sufficient condition for the requisite conforming behavior. As Firey has indicated in a study of the conservation of natural resources, two other conditions appear to be necessary—namely, the institutionalization of sanctions and the linkage of conformity to the welfare of individuals and collectivities to which the social actor is strongly attached (1963, esp. p. 152).

The importance of this proposition for a theory of values has been somewhat neglected by those sociological and psychological analyses which tacitly assume that values are not determinants of conduct unless they operate in an immediate, unmediated way directly through the motivation of the individual. But the causal influence of values is much more complex than that, although we certainly grant that under some conditions individuals do express their strongly internalized values—for example, “follow the dictates of conscience”—in the absence of either negative sanctions or social support. The more frequent pattern, however, is that specific norms which express the behavioral implications of a value become established and enforced through the actions of persons who reap advantages therefrom—or, at least, who do not incur excessive costs in so doing. Once the norms are effectively institutionalized, nearly everyone may conform because it is now “in their interest,” even though few would have conformed in the absence of the superadded incentives of social sanctions and group attachments.

Values conceptualize needs and desires that can be represented to other persons as valid claims (Rokeach, Chapter 3); this means that values are conscious and capable of explicit statement, even when shaped to some degree by inchoate, unconscious, or socially condemned desires and needs. Accordingly, values are used socially to present claims, to evaluate other people, to evaluate oneself, to attack others, to gain revenge, to gain instrumental advantage. This means that we cannot safely underrate any value merely because it seems characterized by lip-service, or is more honored in the breach than in the observance, or is advocated primarily by hypocrites. For all these activities serve to maintain the value as valid currency or acknowledged benchmark—whereupon it can be used at any time to praise or blame, to honor or bring into disrepute. We must never lose sight of the fact that values are continually used as weapons in social struggles.

Once a given criterion has been learned and has become reinforced by vivid cues linking it to personally consequential rewards and punishments or deprivations, then, to a very large extent, the evaluation of particular objects of appraisal often becomes quasi-automatic or non-voluntary. Persons being inducted into an academic profession, for example, learn the criteria of excellence in their field, learn that their futures depend upon being able to produce evidence of these qualities of excellence in their own attainments, and are exposed to persons who are vivid exemplars of the appropriate values. Given these conditions, it is difficult to imagine how an inductee could possibly withhold attributions of prestige or respect to a person who manifests the proper qualities—even though the object of appraisal might be intensely disliked on other grounds—for example, “he is an awful so-and-so—but he is a great physicist.” Indeed, Hamblin and Smith (1965) have reported that professional status imputed to professors increased with attributed merit of publication, merit of teaching, “negative cordiality” (maintaining social distance), and length of service or experience in the discipline; the increase corresponded to a multiple-stimulus power function, (R - cS1n1S2n2…Stnt), and accounted for an extraordinary 98 percent of the variance.3 The authors propose:


Genuine status-giving is problematic because having feelings of approval, respect, or esteem for someone appears to be beyond the individual’s direct choice. (Hamblin & Smith, 1965, p. 184)



The sheer correlation of values with beliefs, opinions, attitudes, and other observed behavior shows only that there is a structure, a nonrandom patterning. To be able to infer causal sequences from values to other items, we need some evidence that the value or value system was present prior to or simultaneously with the explicandum, that its presence is associated with a heightened frequency of the phenomena to be explained, and that there is a theoretically compelling connection. Varying degrees of “strong inference” are, of course, to be expected.

A consistent and plausible pattern of findings, analyzed by Kohn (1969), suggests that child-rearing practices derive in part from parental values, and that these parental values are substantially a joint result of social class and of class-linked characteristics of particular types of occupations. Analysis of data from a national (U.S.) survey indicates that social class is the most important single variable accounting for differences in patterns of values. Among the components of “class,” education is the most important, followed by occupation; income adds little to the predictions of values from education and occupation. The relationships of these variables to values are continuous, linear, and additive. The study finds no evidence that disparities between education, occupational level, and income have any important effect upon values (Kohn, 1969, Chapter 8).

The relations between occupations and values have been explored in several other significant ways. There are consistent and marked differences between educational and occupational levels of the American population in the criteria of desirability invoked in judging the “ideal” and “worst” features of occupations. Emphasized by persons of lower education and occupational position are security, fringe benefits, physical conditions, and nature of supervision. Mentioned more frequently at the higher levels are self-expression and development, creativity, active personal relationships, worthwhileness of work, challenge, and opportunity for personal achievement (Kilpatrick, Cummings, & Jennings, 1964, pp. 82-83).

If nonmonetary values were to play no part at all in the selection of an occupation, the proportion of persons freely choosing an occupation, of course, would be a linear function of anticipated earnings. However, if nonmonetary elements do enter into selections, the tradeoff curve between income and other criteria of occupational desirability is not likely to be linear. Specifically, there are likely to be some occupations which most individuals would reject even were the income extremely high (e.g., executioner, prostitute), because of social stigma, danger, disagreeableness, or moral repulsion. At the other extreme, some occupations may be so desirable in terms of prestige, freedom, pleasure, opportunity for creativity, and other nonmonetary rewards that they frequently will be chosen even though low paying. Over a wide intermediate zone, the nonincome rewards may be “psychologically equivalent,” that is, choice will be essentially responsive to expected income (Braunstein & Haines, 1968, p. 381).

A comparison of academicians and nonacademicians by major fields of specialization showed that, even though persons in academic employment were more highly trained and worked as many hours as their nonacademic counterparts, they generally earned less. Persons who have foregone the higher incomes in business and industry in order to stay in academia emphasize “professional” values in their work; others emphasize “acquisitive” values; furthermore, there is a positive correlation between level of education and emphasis on the professional values of originality, independence, and freedom. Analysis of specific types of work activities shows that those of high academic emphasis are associated with low income. It is concluded that nonmonetary values actually do constitute a tradeoff with money income for the choice between academic and nonacademic employment (Marsh & Stafford, 1967, pp. 740-754).

A beginning has been made in the empirical study of courses and consequences of differences in value consensus in specified settings (cf. references in Williams, 1971). Illustrative of findings and hypotheses are the following reported by Bowers (1968): Among American college students ( a sample of 5,422 persons at 99 colleges and universities), (1) the likelihood that an individual will violate a norm of behavior is lower in those colleges where group disapproval is frequent, independently of the person’s own sense of approval or disapproval; (2) the seeming effect of the group disapproval is greatest for individuals who themselves do not disapprove of norm violations; (3) the contextual effect does not appear, on the average, until the proportion strongly disapproving reaches a level between 40 and 60 percent; (4) the most pronounced drop in norm violation among individuals who do not personally disapprove appears only when as many as 80 percent of their fellows strongly disapprove. Thus, the individual behavioral correlates of consensus seem to depend upon both the individual’s own attitude toward the group and the extent of consensus in the local social environment.

Without citing the many other relevant studies, we believe that enough material has been presented to show that under appropriate conditions values are important determinants of social behavior. But it would be well nigh incredible were values, that is, generalized criteria of desirability, to predict such behavior precisely and regularly in all its delicate responsiveness to specific situations. If we could simply “deduce” such behavior by deontic logic from the a priori relevant values, it would follow that we would be dealing either with a world of “fanatics” and “psychotics” or else with a set of astonishingly simple and nonresistant situational realities. In a world of continually varying realistic exigencies and of multiple values, only a maniac or a saint will always act “consistently” in terms of a (1) simple, (2) prearranged, (3) hierarchy of (4) fixed desiderata.

In short, to hypothesize an influence of values upon social behavior under specified conditions is not to make the absurd claim that all behavior is merely an expression of values and has no other determinants. Any suggestion that value theory implies such a naive emanationist view must be rejected as grossly incorrect.

The anchoring effects of value systems can rarely be seen by analyses that are restricted to a particular local culture or set of processes—for the local ecological, demographic, technological, and social-structural factors already will have been “saturated” with numerous effects from prior social actions which themselves had been partly determined by value components. To detect these cumulative-diffuse effects, comparative analyses are required. On the basis of a single society (or type of society) one may find, for example, that rules of kinship, marriage, and affinity seem rather clearly to derive from systems of land tenure and property. But comparisons with other societies may then show that similar effects can be correlated with equally stable and definite features of values as embodied in law and rules of morality (Wijeyeswardene, 1966). Thus, the “material” relations to the means of production are not independent of prior value patterns.

This basic point is also illustrated in the historical hypothesis that the antislavery movement’s unity on behalf of black equality disintegrated in the 1870s, not merely because of the formal abolition of slavery, but because black equality was one among many values. Prior to 1860, other strongly held values of the antislavery proponents had not been in conflict with the preeminent position given to black equality; during the War, and increasingly thereafter, other values did come into opposition or contradiction. By 1877, many of the advocates of black equality were ready to acquiesce in the withdrawal of federal troops from the South—not merely “on grounds of expediency,” but because other high-ranking values were at stake (Carroll, 1969).

And Hammond (1974) has presented data that strongly support the proposition that certain nineteenth-century revival movements definitely increased political support for abolitionist parties in Ohio.

Value analysis in studies of social change can help to protect us from a mistaken readiness to attribute complex historical sequences to a few simple and sovereign causes. Thus in the United States, the history of relationships of black and white people, which in the 1930s and 1940s was often so simply explained as “economic exploitation,” was in the 1960s even more simply explained as due to something called “white racism.” Such overly simple formulations, so detrimental to accurate diagnosis, can be avoided by historical value analysis, which shows that the controversies over slavery are inexplicable without reference to exceedingly complex and deep interrelations and incompatibilities of beliefs and values. As David Brion Davis says:


Slavery, of course, was an economic institution closely tied to various social and political structuresæ. Yet the fact remains that it was a shift in value orientations that made possible the first organized protests against the institution … the very act of questioning brought deep conflicts to the surface and opened fissures in the prevailing ideologies æ. Abolitionism furnished a new basis for social organization and a new means for simplifying and socializing individual moral perceptions. (1968, p. 706; cf. Davis, 1966)
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