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Hordogeneity of Individual Value ientationst

A Macro-Social InVesti :tion

In macro-sociological' discussions, particularly of the polity, there
are frequent assertions abcatherelativ homogeneity of a i5eoplea,hd
of their culture, but these assertions e rarely specified or derived
from quantitative empirical investigationS. A review of the literature
on cultural homogeneity and individual value orientations indicates
that there have been major obstacles to computing societal scores of
the relative degree of homogeneity in individual value orientations.
This paper proposes a new approach which avoigs the obstacles encoun-
tered in previous efforts; scores are computed for eleven nations, and
several propositions are Considered in an'effort'to account for these
national scores. In addition, suggestions are made for the application
of this new approach to other tevels of analysis.
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A.

. .

Homogeneity of Individual Value Orientations:

A Macro-.Social InvestigatiOn

William K. Cummings
(

The subject of this, paper is the relative homogeneity of

)

individual value orientations in eleven contemporary nations. The

concept of value orientations has been variously defined (Adler, 1956:

395), but our approach follows in the tradition of Kluckhohn (1951:

395), where values are defined as "conceptions of the desirable."

Values are institutionalized at,various levels in a social system.

The value orientations of individuals include not Only their conceptions

of the desirable society but also ther conceptions of ideal work,

community, and personal oiTanization among other objects. Thus it is

erroneous,to equate, the sum of individual'value orientations-with

societal values'; moreover, especially in complex societies, it is to

be expected that many individuals' will haie conceptions Of the desirable

society that stand.in substantial ,co4rAst with the,,dominant.values of

the society (Williams, 1970: 438ff.; Hollander, 1973: 119). 'These"

A

individuals may also vary in their boncep4ons of the'ideaI family,

community,' school, and Other social objects.' Olar concern in this paper

is with the extent to which.individuals of different societies actually .

vary in these conceptions on a range from relative unanimity (homogeneous

value orientations) great diversity(beterogeneous value orientations).

In addition, we will review several hypaheses which may account for this

id

"a
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variatio and the donsequences 4ifferent levels have for the fActioning

of then societies.

Macro-sociological treatments of individual societies often refer

to the relative homogeneity of. their members. For Redfield, "in the

ideal folk society, what one maniknows and believes is the same as what

all 'men know and believe (Red9y1d, 1959: 316)." The peoples of certain

modern societies have also been characterizedasr ively homogeneous
* ,

in 'theirs values: Sweden is frequently singled out an example (Childs,

1947). And according to Reischauer, "some observe1 feel that the Japanese

have achieved greater cultural uniformity throughoUt the length and the

breadth of the land and throughout the vertical Stratification of their

societYthan has ever been
f achieved in a country of Japan's size,and

they compare Japanese cultural uniformity to that of a primitive tribe

(Reischauer, 1962: 103).";

While such descriptive statements are prevalegt, no one tc.date

has completed a satisfactory comparative study of the relative homogeneity

of value orielitations. Thus far, all comparative attempts a easuring

homogeneity have, first, attempted to identify the content of v ue systems.

However, for various reasons which we now turn to consider, heseltemPirical

efforts at measuring the content of societal

Aftex) considering se previous efforts, we

avoids their shortcomings.

systemi have floundered.

present an approach which

The Measurement of Individual Value'Crientations ,

I

Two research traditions have attempted with only valified success

to devise instrumbnts for comparing the content of indlividual value

orientations in different societies. On4the one side is a universalistic

00005
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tradition initiated by Spran4erwhich postulates that men, regardless of

their heritage, are oriented to a common set of universal values; societal

differences occur(only in the.rela4ve emphasis that members place on the
t:

Ispective'l4ralues.' Spranger's theory was the basis for the deveFopment

the Allpoit-Vernon value" instrument during,,the thirties (191g, and this

.....,

instrument-has been used in several multi-nation studies by directly,
.

.4. \

translating it into the language of the participating nations. Morris

117

'0956), Rodd (1959), and others have developed similar instruments and
,

thesehhave also been used in comparative studies--primari on student
. .......

1
populations: If this universalistic, ab, tradition had velop d greater

7 -
6

momentum, we would by now hav&results from several studies administered
/

to representative samples of national populations. Measures of dispersion

in responses such as standard deviations and ranges could be used to

a

.

determine the degree of cultural homogeneity of different national groups.
.,1 .

However, the validity of the universalists' value instruments has

been challenged by cultural relativists who assert that the nuances of

the value systems of most` societies are so unique that devising a Aingle°

,

value instrument for use in different cultural settings is an impossibility.

Some moderate cultural relativists have suggested the utility of retaining

the assumption of universal value dimensions, but they s5ress the importance

of devising "equivalent" questions to- tap .where individuals indifferent
F

settings stand in terms of these dimensions (Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck,

1961); despite the merits of the proposal it has faltered due to the

4 *

difficulty in devising equivalent questions for Multi-nation studies. An

alternate approach in to use sentence completion stimuli and allow

respondents-to freely emit-their values; but in this Case the probAs of

developing A reliable coding procedure is subStantial.

00006
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Due to the debate bAween the universalists and relativists,
ry-

researchers do not have at'hand a ifidely approed instrument for the'study

. 4'of 'values across nations. Hence there, hois not been even a. single major yli

cross-national study ot value orientations.

A somewhat middle -of -the -road approach, though drawing more closelif'N't

on the first tradition, isRipkeach's new value instrument (1973) which

4'-consists'of 18 words or phrases respondents are asked to rank. The

4

advantage of the Rokeach test over :earlier instruments is that the 18 woidi

. .,,

present a much simpler and hence potential] less culture7bound stimulus.0

..,

F i

On,the other hand, the instrurt
.,

presents miblemskof translation.
rA. .
raC,

Moreover, because most individuals do not hpe Elear'conceptions of their
. . - . lit.

,

systems of value,orientations but cather°ments*y code these associations

instrument for identifying: the content of value systems. FinallT, Rokeach

does not indicate how his instrument might be used to measure ,differences

with-idiosyncratic life experiences, it can be doubted whether the Rokeach

instrument provides a sufficient stimulus to elicit valid orderings.

Rokeach dismisses these problems. , However, most tests of this instrument

have been conducted in the U.S., and primarily by Rokeach or his associates.
is

o

Thus we have little evidence on the cross - cultural validity of the

in degree of the homogeneity of individual value orientations acrOs?

societies.

These problems in value research have led us to considerlhe works

of other fields bearing on homogeneity. Our concern with the relative

,homogeneity of individual 'value orientations is relevant to the concept

of cultural pluralism,, which Furnival (1948) used to characterize societies

---composed-of-zroups-wi-th distinct catureabut linked through-commen-ejkomic
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and political institutions. Anthropologists have compared several African

societies in terms of the differences in the cultures of thtir constituent

groups (Berghe, 1965) and one recent study bas even quantified and analyied

the causes and consequences of the relative degree of cultural pluralism

of 114 contemporary soieties. This latter study concluded that "plural

societies ere typically young nations, covering large, sparsely populated

areas, engaged chiefly in agriculture, and poor; their governmental

functions are still shaky and unstable,, as literacy rates are low, and

various interest groups struggle confusedly for dominance." (Haug, 1967:

304). If. inter -group and inteD.individual homogeneity were closely

correlated,.

But we have

theoretical

individuals

we could use the measures developed by Haug for our purposes.

no definitive studies on this correlation. And there are

reasons for doubting its strength. For example, we know thitt

are imperfectly socialized to group cultures. And according
A

to Durkheim (1964: 136-7):'-

far from the two varying with each other, we shall see that the
effacement of one is the necessary condition for the appearance of
the other. The'ee is now less distance than heretofore between
the Frenchman and the Englishman, generally speaking, but that does
not sop the tontemporary4renchmen from differing among themselves
more than the Frenchmen of yesteryear.

vir,

AnAlternate Approd:ch.to Measuring Homogeneity

Since neither the research traditions concerning values br

.cultural pluralism have developed acceptable approaches for measuring the '

Oneity of individual value orientations, we have found it necessary
iP

, vjg

'to develop a new approach building on attitude research. The concept of
, .

''attitude has a somewhat ambiguous status in social science. Attitudes
P 0 1

r

eemmenly defined as the-evaluations-that-individuals-make vis -a -vis

I

woos
0
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4
specific social states; whil ere is agreement on this general definition,

se o ars dif r poncernin e relation of attitudes tp the deeper levels

of human person; Raw empiricists are content, to define attitudes

simply as the answers that individuals give ioevaluStive questions; the

implbation of this'definition is that people do.not have attitudes until

interviewers evoke them. In other words, attitudes are regarded as
).

A

ephemeral utterances with an uncertain origin in the minds of respondents.

However, those, more firmly rooted in the social psychology tradition

believe attitudesha.11 a relatively stable bagis in individual personality.

In this view, attitude

1,

are mutually determined by several factors and

among these is an individual's value system,, that sector of his personality

most directly concerned with evaluation. For example, Allport (1961:

802-k3) asserts that "attitudes themgelves depend on pre-exigting values"

and Watrson-(1966: 615) claims that "attitudes express values."

Our approach to measuring homogeneity rests on this assumption

ilk

that attitudes are in some degree a reflection of individual values. It

is possible to measure the relative liksOld that individuals randomly

chosen within different sub-groups. wil4phoose answers on attitude

questions identical to, those selected W-others in thlir sub-group. This
. .... m' f

-a 1.

measure is constructed by summing the frequency with Which members of a

sub -group choose the most commonly chosen-answer for a large number of

,questions, and then repeating the procedure for other sub-groups. The

rank-order for the sums reflects the relative likelihood that members in

0
the respective groups will give similar answer,., A single attitude question

,3

A

presumably evokes evaluations frOm a sub-sector'Of an individual's value-
;

system. A large number of questions should stimulate evaluations based
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7

on a substantial proportion of the values helkby an individual. As.

attitudes are a reflection of values, we feel our procedure is a'plausible,

though indirect, way to measure the homogeneity of individual value:

orientations.

Several aspects of this approach' deserve
x,

menti

(1) It does not reveariJaything about the content of value systems.

'

It assumes that the members different ocieties have different values,

and this will be expressed by differences in the answers that are most

, 0

commonly chosen in the different societies. The approach attempts to

determine the relative extent to which individuals in different societies
V-

concur with the majority opinions of their particular,socity--whatever

these 2itxx be.

.
(2) Our approach recognis that the-'ink between values an

,

ol
___ ______, .

attitudes 4s imperfect, and that the re of values in determiniag answers
-.___./

to particular attitude questions will vary between individuals and societies.

One respect in which attitude questions vary is in their degAe of '

t.

a
I

etractness: ,
in-selecting attitude questions, we haie observed the rule

_;?AK

tit- all questiJ included in the coMPUtation of homogeneity scores
1 0 .

-.
. . .

,---...

should deal with general issues or situations rather than with issues or

situations particular to' individuals, sub-groups, or societies. A second

difference in attitude questions is the

\,

assuming that'questions focused on only
..,

A only a segment of an individual's value
Y
systeml we recommend the use off

spheresphere they bear on;
V o .

one social sphere will evoke

questions bearing on as wide an array, of social spheres as possible:

Finally, regardless of these precautions, specific questions will vary

in their saliehce to individuals and societal group's., To the ,extent a

4.
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particulars question varies in salience, its tendenc'r to evoke unanimity

./s

will also vary by societal group. One means of, adjusting for this problem

I

is to include as large a number of questions apoSsible whefi constructing
1

an i x:Of homogeneity--we recommend a minimum ofiLn questions.t
1 (3) Our ,approach assumes that attitudes ar equally a reflec on

of 'yelps in all Locieties. But some social philosophers (Nikirmura,/4'964;
.

Hsu, 4153) suggest that feelings and action in certain societies are

f

(irrelat vely more situation bound than in others. The implication is that

situions, including the interview situation, will provide a stron er

. .

_
4

stimulus for attitudes in these societies than'will values. On the other
Ak

..

hand, in othbr societies, individual values might have a 7er ,relation
,r4

toyalues. While we acknowledge'this proposition, it should be pointed'
1

out that it thus far has no empirical support.' To the extent this
, *

proposition is correct, our effort to measure relative value homogeneity

is confounded, and our approach reduces to a mere measurement of relative

attitude homogeneity.

Application of the Eleve1i- Nation 'youth Survey

While there are lew cross

values (and not even one based on

ational surveys of, the content of -

resentative national samples) in'

recent years there have been several cross-national surveys of other

a4eCtdlof belief systems -- fertility attitudes and behavfor, political

4eulture,

Many of

'samples

scores.

Political behavior, iouth attitudes--to note a few examples.

these studies have administered lengthy questionn4ri's to nation
0>

and provide suitable data.for the computatAin of homogeneity

1, +'1,
.

a
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A isurveY.pf particular interest to iza was conducted in.1973 by ,:*

, 4,.,.
--Th .

Gallup International'at the request of the Prime Minister's -Oftce in ;.

. /

Japan.
2

National Samples of yOuth 18-23 were selected in 8 advance4. s,
, ,

, . .

,

societies; in addition, youth samples of reasonably high quality were

selected from,3 develop g societies.

Host.ortfie questions (see Appendil0 were designed tOlet9rmine

the attitudes of youth
is

to their social institutions or to Comprehend

youthiscphilosoPhy of life. The 1ponses indicated larei dififerences
.-.

1 ,

between nations. For example, one question asked-"What do you think'is.

the most impotfaht thing for our country to do now ?" foliowe y ,a list
i

, ..,, , -, ,

of six alternatives.' Ove one-third of the selected you h in seven of

fst
,

, 411

. *
,

,

the societies felt the m Important thing was for,their
C

country "to

place extra-emphasis on social security an provide a secure way of life

for the people." On the other hilnd, American youth emphasiz
/

the need

.\
. 9/

"to build a peaceful society," and youthin England, India; a,104 the
*

si.
is

&)
4...

Philippines stress ed the/need for their countryinto promote Industry. -and
,.

.
...

fa

enrich the nation's life." On other questions, the response Att.ggpv .

was restricted to an agree-disagree Ormat:' for example, "Is 'human

47e

:nature' fUndamentally bad?"' Here again( here were substantial national

differences with one-third of Japanese youth agreeing whereas less than
1

one-sixth of the youth in the U.S.-, Englind,West Germany, and ,Switzerlan4

agreed... Comparing ,Question by'queption indicates tkat the4youth of these r,

11' nations do differ substantially in their social attitudes, and'presumably
4t

their value orientations whichunderlie these attitudes.

We would like to propOse that this questiohnaire might also be
4

er

used as ameans-of measuring the relative extent pf homogeneity,in the

a d,
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attitudes (and hence the valUe orientations);of the south oaf the

respective samples. For'example,rconcerning the first queStion cited
. .

above (What do you think is the most important thing for our country to

do nowt) .among Japanese youth, 56.7% agreed that their countrYLsmobt -

`impoftant 'problem is to emphasize social.seiurity. In France, more
, .

Youth chose "emphasizing social security"than any'of)the other

/ *

alternates,.blit still the proportion who chose this alternative was only

For American youth, social security was'less important than

"blinding a peaceful society," and 54.6% felt that the latter was most

f

important: \

It would not be proper on the basis ofone question to say that

the attitudes of Japanese youth are more uniform than French youth.

However,-through adding up for each country the. per cent who chose the

majority response for a large number, of questions, we beTieve it is

possible to develop an indicator If the, relative degree-of homogeneity-

of the attitudes of youth-40these,countrieS.

For the 1973 PurreS,_we have chosen 34 .questions from a total of

;

"60 attitude questions acofrding to the criteria mentioned above. Those

ques tions in the survey dealing With very personal situations or problems

peculiar to Japanese society -"Japan sponsored the survey and developed

the questionnaire --were eliminated. At the same time, guestions'were
14,

retained whidh probW attitudes to the social spheres of family, education,

ioirk .society, and politics. Of the 34 questions, one has 9 alternatives,

one ,has8,'one has 7, seven have alternatives, three have foUr

*44,.

alternatives, one has 3, and twen

smallest sum a nation could have

-have only 2 alternatifes. Thus, the-
-

uld 4110t89.6% and the largest sum

06013 *-
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11 .

t
-

would be.3400%. In the Appendix we list 'the sums for each of the'11

nations in the',1975'eurvey as well as detailed information on the'
ii

., ,

computations.
,,,,-

1 - .,- .

,

When the' scores for the 11 countries are compared Table 1)

perhaps the most interesting result is the relatively small range

between the country scoring lowest on the index.ofheterqgeneity (West

Germany with 1952.4) and thecountry

2243.6). Some might infel from this

scoring highest (Yugoslavia with
1.

bunching of scores that our strategy

' a -
is not a very'sensitive or reliable discriminator of degree of homogeneity.

However, we have used several tests to evaluate the:reliability of our

I

measure, and all are reEmsuring.

One was to compute rank-order correlations of the overall scale
..

with several sub-scales to determine whether one of these attitudes

*as the Major'cOmponent. To the contrary, the rank-order for countries'

'in the, education, politics, and social attitudes area where numerous

questions were available all were significantly correlated with the

rank-order'of countries for the total index. The rank-order coefficient'

for education_was .71; it was .41 fpr political; and .85 for social.
.

Only the work scale 'hadql negligible relatipn to the overall scale.

In a,secopd test,'we dropped-all questi4 with only two responses

(e.g.; agree, disagree) on, he assumption that a few deviant answers on

.these could lead to wild fluctuations, and computed a new index. The
*- 4

Spearman rank-order correlation coefficient of this sub-index with the

'original index was .74-.

Next we randomly selected-ten questions fromthe original 34 and

computed'asub-index in the same manner.' The ,Spearman rank-order correlation

coefficient of the reduced,with the original index was

I I

. 00014
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would be 3400%. In the Appendix we list the sums for each of the 11 '

nations in the 1973 survey as well as detailed information on the

..

computations. f-/-,..911 -,-

,t/ht..., .: j/ I.- e r ' v -r k ;.7 Ic.(--R--- C a,A,tri:A.0 ', ft' i <7,277 '.. ,:,',. t ,

Perhaps the most interesting result is tha.relatively small range

I
) %

between the country scoring lowest on the'index of heterogeneity (West

'Germany with 4952.4) and the country scoring highest (Yugoslavia with

2243.6). Some might infer ffqm this bunching of scores that our strategy

is not a very sensitive or reliable discriminator of degree of homogeneity:

However, we have used several tests to evaluate the reliability of'our

measure, and all'are reassuring.,

One was to compute rank-.order correlations of the overall scale

'with several sub-scales to determine whether one attitude was the major

component. Wrthe contrary, the rank-order for coAtries in the education,

politics, and social attitudes areas where numerous questions were
-

available all were significantly correlateAlth the _rank-order of

,

cbuntries,for the total index. The rank-order coefficient for edUcation

was .71; it was .41 for politiCal; and .85 for social:- Only the work

scale had a negligible relation to the overall scale.
4

In-a second test,"we dropped all questions-with only two responses
r.

(e.g., agree, disagree)'on the assumption that a few deviant answers on Ar

these could lead to wild fluctuations, and Computed a new index. =The
.

Spearman ;rank-order correlation coefficient of this sub-index with the

.original index was .74.

Next we randomly selected ten questions from the original 34 and

:computed a suli-index in the same- manner. The Spearm rank-brder.correlation

eoeffiCient of the reduced with the original index waa :84.
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TABLE.2

HOMOGENEITY STUDIES COMPUTED FOR THREE

ADDITIONAL CROSS-NATIONAL STUDIF,S

4
t

Almond -Verba o

(16 questions)

Low Homogeneity

.

Verba -Nye

(21 questions)

.

Low Homogeneity
.

Buchanan-Cantril
,, (7 questions)

,
,

Low Homogeneity

.

1 Italy 1 Japan 1 Netherlands

2 Germany 2
_ .

,,

United States 2 France

3

,.,

United Kingdom
-

3 Indi-a------ 3 Italy.

4 United States
c

4 Britain

)Mexico
,

5 -- 5 Germany -
. .

.

6 Norway

. 7 Mexico

.

.. -
8 United States

. 9 Australia
K-:-.

t

a
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Finally we turned to three other comparative' studies --the

'Almond-Verba study of Political Culture,- the Verba-Nye Study of Tolitical

V-4.
Behavior, and the Buchanan-Cantril study,,of International Perceptions.

3

.

The first two of these studies used questionnaires which were somewhat

N
. .

narrow in scope for our purposes and covered a smaller number of

countries -- the Verba-Nye study used an identical questionnaire for

; only three countries and the Almond-Verba an identical questionnaire

.i*
.

A for five. We Vdthftid 16selecte questions from the Almond -Verba study and 21
1

...- ,

from the Verba-Nye study and used the same procedure as above to compute

three new sets of scores as presented-in Table-2. In our view, these

indexes were less satisfactory in that they had few questions on attitudes

outside the political area. Nevertheless, it is interesting that, in

bothcases, whereveilthere is overlap, the rank-order for degree of

4

heterogeneity of countries is identical with that for'the 1973 youth

survey.

4", The Buchanan-Cantril study, conducted in 1948-1949, included a

larger number of countries thhn either Almond-Verba or Verba-Nye,'but

the respondents of each nation were asked fewer attitude questions. Only

seven questions were minimally 'appropriate for the<computation of the

homogeneity scores summarizedin Table 2, whereas we believe at least

-
* -

ten should be, used. 'Nevertheless, the rank-order of the CCuntries in

terms of degree of homogeneity is similar to that for the youth study

, (only Germany;is,ranked substantially out of order and possibly

contributing to this difference was Buchanan-Cantril's restricting their

survey to British-occupied Germany) and the Almond-Verba study. Mexico

,

scores slightly higher in cultural heterogeneity than the U.S.A.n the

Buchanan -Cantril study, whereas in the Almond-Verba study-she rankb
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slightly lower. These parallel results from three reputable surveys

based on national samples increased our confidence in the proposed

procedure.

Determinants of-the Relative Degree of Homogeneity

The resultant-ordering of societies in terms of their relative

degree of homogeneity in individual value orientations may surprise

some readers. For example, in recent years Americans have become

increasingly conscious of the heterogeneity of this nation, thanks to

%
the forceful reminders of social protest movements. Ethnically, America

,is a diverse society and, moreover, its occupational and political

'systems are among the most complex in the world. Presumably, social

and cultural differentiation are interrelateq.
4

Nevertheless, according

to our index, the U.S. is more homogeneous in value orientations than

two!developing societies and even Japan -rtet nation which has supposedly

410

achieved an unusual degree of cultural uniformity.

Clearly Many factors have-independent roles in determining the

4

nations' relative homogeneity,in value orientations. Though the small

number of countries for which we could construct a homogeneity index doeis

not allow a serious'evaluation of these factors, it is worthwhile to

review them as we search for an Understanding'of the relative ranking

of thg 11 cases.

The Division of Labor. Possibly the most widely accepted

explanation for heterogeneity ih vaide orientatioh is that it is brought,

about through the increasing division of labor. Durkheim (1964: 170,

172) submits that with the division of labor "there is a decreasing

number of collective beliefs and sentiments." While the common conscience

00019
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sloes not disappearkedMpletely, "it more and more comes to consist of

very general and'very indeterminant ways of thinking and feeling, which

leave'an otien'place for a growing multitude of individual differences."

This general perspective is consistent with the evolutionary formulations

of a large number of anthropologists ,from Morgan, to Redfield. Lenski

(1970: 100) agrees with the division of labor generalization, but :doubts

that it will continue to be valid: "the effects of technological

advance in the years ahead are likely to prove very different from its

effects in the past, at least insofar as social and cultural diiersification

is concerned. Instead of increasing diversification; technological

advance is likely to reduce it." We used two familiar indexes of economic

development -- GNP per capita and the proportion,of the labor force in

agriculture -- to determine whether the more developed countries of our

sample were also more heterogeneous'in value orientations.
5

For.41Soth

indexes, there was no significant relationship.

Educational Revolution. One reason for the low relation of

elopmentand heterogeneity. in values is.that the theories are

.primarily concerned with major thresholds in social type, as between

agrarian and industrial society, rather than with differences within

these types. Also, the theories assume that the division of labor allows

far greater heterogeneity but does not guarantee it. Parsons and Platt's

(1973: 267-303) recent work on the''"educational revolution" has underlined

the important role of the edticational system gird especially the university

in irbmoting cultdral heterogeneity. One feature of the educational

t°P
revolution is the large number of people permitted to work at the

4,

university developing new "definitions of the societal situation." In

addition, grolding proportions of the population attend higher educational
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institutions and learn-these new advanced definitions. The educational

revolution normally follows the induStrial and democratic rzolutions,

but there is no determinate sequence. Thus in our sample, the Philippines

is a country that has gonejurther in developing educational institutions

than factories and it scores high on the heterogeneity index. Generally,

educational development (indexed by the adjusted school enrollmentAratio)

is a weak predictor of heterogeneity in value orientations; the rank

order-correlation is .26.
6

Information System., While the educational revolution may serve

to promote diversity, other o1 the new institutional complexes such as

the information system composed of, the mass media and aNertising are

Potential promoters of 'homogeneity. This complex is most likely to

affect the quality of cult* if it operates from a single center and

dbvelops messages that become widely diffused. On theother hand, tol,

the extent that the complex is decentralized And several centers compete

for public attention, we might expect the information system to have

little effect on culture, or even to promote some diversity. Unfortunately,

there are no ready comparative indexes of the degree of decentralization-
,

competitiveness of.this complex. While it is easy to obtain data on the

per capita distribution of Newspapers, TVs, radios and telephones, these

measures are peripheral to the deentralization-competitiveness

hypothesis. Thus it is not surprising that the correlates of those indexes

with heterogeneity are uniformly law. ._Ttrning to particular societies,

one discovers that some have relatively centralized institutions for one

information sphere and decentralized ones for another. For example,

''television is relatively centralized in the U.S., with only three major

00021
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networks ail working, out of New Virk°,Aild offering similar femats; the

only significant source of-aversiti is the struggling publii broadcasting

!system. On the other hand, most newspapers, though they upend on the

major, wire services, have a local base and are filled predOminantly with

local news. In contrast in Japan, the newspaper industry is highly

centralized.. While there tare local papers, most families depend on one

of the three major national daily newspapers published from Tokyo.

Japanese TV is also=-relatively centralized, but at least there are-five

major networks and among these is a government subsidized National

.Broadcasting Company (NHK) which has both full-time'general interest and

educational channels. The several continental El4opean countries are

noteSpecially distinguished for the. decentralization of their media,

but competition 'is often evident. Moreover, the m4Ohers'of each society,

ma considerable use of media developed by their 'neighboring societies,
.

thus generating an-indirect mode of competitiveneis:- While this complexity

in the information systems of advanced societies makes comparisons between

them difficult, we should not ignore the obvious contrast with societies

. -

that have not-yet developed complex information systems. In our sample,

India, 'the Philippines, and Arazl are examples, and it is of interest

that two of these societies score exceptionally low on o ndex of

cultural homogen4ity.

Political Centralization. Political centralization is another

institutional variable olten cited'.in discussions of cultural homogeneity.

More centraliied polities have, the capacity to exert greater:control over

the culturally oriented institutionich as th schools, the media, and-

.

the church. Whether a central government uses this,capacity or not will
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depend on the circumstances of each case. However, there are doubtless

some regularities underlying government policy shifts towards the pr

founded and seeking

periods of violent

of homogeneity: for example, when nations are newly
#

their identity, during periods of martial law and in

ion

political competition, and when nations are at war or enduring a potentially

disintegrative national crisis such as a depression. Again, we are unable

to systematically evaluate any of these hypdtheses, as available measutes

of
1
governmentTentralization are too crude for our purposes. Nevertheless,

, -
we feel that the relative degree of value homogeneity in Yugoslavia and"

especially Sweden might, in part, be accounted for by the cultural activities

of these two nations' .governments. In the Swedish case, the government

has developed an ideologically oriented curriculum which is administered

uniformly throughout the nation. Thisis also the ideal in Yugoslavia,

though practical conditions inhibit full realization.

Ethnic Diversity. Apart_from the institutional variables, ethnic

diversity is also often pointed to as a determinant of cultural heterogeneity.

Seemingly in favor of this hypothesis is the-finding of several recent

studies on American ,ethnicity that distinctive sub-cultures have continued

to resist the temptations of the melting pot; (Glazer and Moynihan, 190;

Gordon, 1964). However, a careful reading of these studies suggests that

the distinctiveness of America's ethnic sub-cultures lies more in their
ti

styles of dress, diet, and language than in their, basic value commitments.

Indded, it appeirs that the recognition, of Sepaftteness'has induced many

ethnic leaders to try to bring the central commitments of their people

as closely in line with the central American values as possible. Thus°

it is not surprising that the U.S., which scores moderately high on several

4

indexes of ethnic diversity, nevertheless ranks high homogeneity.

Moreover, the data from our 1j countries suggest the American experience
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may be typical. Indeed; of all the determinants we have reviewed, the

strongest correlate we can report 'is between ethnic diversity and cultural

,homogeneity; the Spearman rank-order corr?Tation is .55.' The only

ethnically homogeneous country which also scores high on cultural '111

homogeneity is Sweden.

The institutionalization of class.stratification including barriers
7 4.

to intergenerational motility would be another plausible determinant of

value heterogeneity. Qualitative accounts lead'usto conclude that the

older industrial societies such as Germany, France-and Great Britain asFrance`; -and

? s;
/well as agrariaetocieties, have more

rigid.class'boundaries, and indeed,
,

cil, deveral of the societies classified in this manner are more heterogeneous.

'.; ' MOwever, it is difficult to find consistent support for this classification

14,v,

r

in the confused stratification and mobility literature. Moreover, though

we have a few studies detailing distinctive occupational sub-cultures,

the empirical evidence on class-based tub-cultures is weak. Thus, we are.,

not prepared, at this stage, to advance asps as an important determinant

of cultural heterogeneity.

The Consequences of Homogeneity-

Homogeneity'of individual value orientations-in combination with

other variables has frequentloy been viewed as an important factor in

social processes, especiallirof the polity., Kornhauser,(1961) distinguishes

pluralistic modern societies Vora mass societies by the extent to which the

members of the latter adhere to "mass standards" of evalUation. Observing

that "mass standards.'aiereadily used by mass-oriented elites as bases for .

manipulating and mobilizing large numbers of people," he concludes that

"a society characterized by mass standards lacks strong cultural support

. for the-defens_e_gt basic institutions, especially liberal democracy."
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aKornhauser, 1961: 103). Turning the argument around, Robin Williams
4.,. - ,

(1970: 302) suggests'that ateMocratic system is the only political

mechanism able to 'resolve the iiiektable conflicts that emerge in a

pluralistic system. In sum, theorists,argue tlat a certain degree of

heterogeneity is. vitally, related to the functioning of democratic

institutions.
t

s ,
,--

On the other hand, excessive heterogeneity threatens effective

go rnments. Thus, theefirst task of new governments is to gain broad

-acceptance for common national symbols and'political norms. To the extent

that the national composition is heterogeneous and especially if the

hetOogeneity is grounded in ethnic Or racial diversity, the tisk of

national mobilization is difficult. Separatist movements may emerge and

undermine thp strength of the national polity as has been the case in

India throughout the post-revolutionary period. (Harrison, 1960). .

The degree/of hoMogeneity of a people has equally important

consequences for other initi,tutiolial areas. Insofar as a labor force is

homogeneous, employers find it easier to select and train employees, thus

0

resulting in considerable savings to their, organizations. Moreover, work

.4*

teams are not troubled'by the strains. that sub-culture differences might

generate. On the other hand, a homogeneous labor force may not he able to

develop,as many new ideas for improving the work process Also the lack

'of heterofeneity.makes it easier fOr a group of employees to agree on

"restriction oroutput",norms (Collins, D'alton, and Ray, 1946) and. to form

unioneOelling, '1960) -- both potentially counter terjthe interests of

management. Presumably, the control of the labor force would vary between

management and labor leaders depending on whether the labor force was

.

heterogeneous in its value orientations or homogeneous.
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Needless td say; the propositions we have mentioned here are

exceedingly difficult to test at the Alpietal,level, due to the influence

y, given,the small number of countries-for which

geneity meatiures, serious examination of these

fOile question HoweVer, the centrality of *iany,of

of other factors. C
)

we have computed hom

4 le
propositionaisvdatt o

-
these propogitions in sociological theorieg underlines the need for more

,

extensive sttempts.to ;Demure siad examine vul.tural, heterogeneity,

-),
64.

' .

Other Applications of the lidmogeneityMetisure ,q .

.

_

.°..,

,

.

P. Our previous discussion hastooncentrated on cross - national compaAsons
i

,
..

..,
of homogeneity; however, our approach .can be, applied to other protemsfor

example, tovariations over time in the homogeneity of a.given society or
p.

to differences in the relative homogeneity of societal

of the hypotheses elaborated abovecan be reformulated

sub - group.

to consider these

differfnces: In Japan an excellent nationwide survey of gdtional character
. , .

- .

has been conducte4 devery five yeais since 1953*(Tokei Suri Kenkyusho, ,

A .

.

1974). Preliminary anal;hes of the changing.content Of.Japanese national

character have been reported elsewhere--thepe suggest on the one hand
ti

impressive stabi)ity invalue orientiitiots concerning basic human relations
-

14

in the family, at the workplacet and between,friendst yetAthere.are ma or

eyc

0 A
40

changes in individual goals and attitude) towards government,; society and

the,envirdnment (Nishihira,1974). Concerning homogeneitythe educational

level of the,Japanese populationespecially' womenhas been'4substrtiai*
A

upgraded during the postwar period, but possibly counter-acting education's
p .

diversifying effect have been'the.centralizing trends in the mass media.

To examin homogeneity, we selected 18 queOtions from this survey which

wererepeted in 1953, 1963, and 1973and which conformed with the criteria

- ,

1noted ea er for our "approach. The' scores. on homogeneity were' 838 in
.--,1

d
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(7-- 1953, 822 in 1963, and 834 in 1973, suggesting little change in the degre

of homogeneity over this twenty year period.

Elie Japanese survey is a somewhat'unusuaisource in that national
zv,

opinion surveys with questions ranging over a variety of issues are rarely

repeated in any nation including therU.S. However, if ailarge number of

^N
.similar questions!.. re asked it one, point in time but on different surreys

,

T:14.
then these questioni.were repeated several years later, it would be

*

possible to pool the answers to surveys of the earlier ppriod, mompute a
yr

4 .

measure of homogeneity, and compare, it wj.th a measure for the,, same questions

in the latersurvey:. TheGeneral Social Suvvey of the National Opinion

\ 4

Researchlenter affords such an opportunity.

, .

Also tour approach can-be used to examine differences between

sub-groups: As p4d example, 'we have reviewedall the tables in Gerhard .

Lenski's The Religious Factor (1963) whic4.provided marginals.va attitudes

by socio -religious groups (only 8) and computed value homogeneity scores:

, middle-alas& Protestants scored high On homogeneity; working-class white

,pi'otesteSits and middle-class white Catholics hynched in the middle; and

black Protestants scored much lower.
8

In terms of our earlier, propositions, we might argue that the

higher degree of homogeneity of middle-class Protestants is due to their
1 .

greater exposure to the national mass mediatand possibly to their t'"

relatively well-integrated community life. _On the other hand,the other

groups apa,especially the lower-class blacks are possibly less affected r

by thegenOmogenizing experiences. Additional explanations might be

presented,-but without replications of this' computation for other 'samples

'extended Ipcuision is not 'Justified. Our purpose ie merely to illustrate
4a,

the possibility for sudh,an application.,

00027
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Similarly, our comput4tional technique can be applied to compute

_differences in,degree of homogeneity ,between occupations or peoplecof

different educational and income levels. 'Also, it could be used in small

group research as a baseline measure for group homogeneity prior to,

conformity experiments or the, coding of interAbtion processes: presumably

groups that scored higher on heterogeneity 'would manifest a lower incidence'

of con:orMity or of positiVe-interactions.

Conclusion

Our primary objective has been to idehtify, the obstacles that have
,

,

, 0

prevented earlier researchers from computing cross-national indexes o1 the

homogeneity of individual. value orientations, and to suggest a new approach

that avoids these obstacles. The Main obstacle has been the inability to

. .

. .

dtyelop an instrUmentfor measuring values that
.

has cross-cultural validity.

4. I, .
4, -

, . db ,
However, if we" can agree thaunttitudes are a reflection of values, we

propose a.method for inferrinttithe,heterogeneityof valve orientations
1

, .

/
through a study of diversity in attitudes. Of.course attitudes are also

influen ed by other features of a situation,. andtto the extent that these

other /features prevail, our approach is rendered meaningless. For particularo
1.

ait ations, due to some strong stimulus such as the influence of a

significant other we know that individuals develop attitudes that are

contrary to their values. However, over a large number of situations we

2%,

assume that an individual's value orientations are the most consistent

influence on his,attitudes.

.,
An alternate approach might be to compute indexes of behavior on

the assumption t at behavior is also a re ectiOn of values. The advantage,

N
is that behavioral measures are more readily available (e.g. frPom censuses

e
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and official' surveys) anitcan be more ily validated; however, we suspect

25

that behavior is far more influence y aspects of social situations than
41.

are attitudes and hen4e,that,a behaviorally based approach would be even

less sensitive to true variation in the homogeneity ofvalue-orientations.

, The reliability of our homogeneity index, has been confirmed by

each of several -different measuring techniques. Given the present status

Of cross-cultural research, it is-difficult to conceive of a simpler and

more effective procedure for :measuring cultural, homogeneity. Insofar as

researchers' believe the concept of cultural heterogeneity is important,

4,tv,

they might seriously consider some alterations of future research designs

to inclUde questions that would best index the extent of diversity in the

attituaa; of different populations. One principle in such a strategy would

be to include questions which range over & sufficiently broad range of

areas--e.g., survey's that focus pn political behavior might fit% it

worthwhile to include attitude questions on issues such as the impoitance

. ,

of education, respect for parents; fertility ideals, attitudes to sex,

ltiews on the importance of life, and work, respect for law, views on the

ideal agenda for the national government, an&evaluations of the performance

'of government. Secondly, researchers could survey previous research studies

to"identify questions that ptoduce an exceptional degree of diversity.
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Footnotes

1. This, mistake-of summing or averaging individual variables to
operationalize a system level variable is characteristic-of studies based
on survey analysis. 'A familiar example is the landmark study of Almond
and Verba (1963: 14-15) where they'defined "the political culture of a
nation as the particular pattern of orientation toward political objects
among the members of the nation."

2. The Prime Minister's Office contracted with Gallup International to
conduct comparable surveys in the eleien countries of youth 18-24. 'In

most countries, a stratified random iampling was used to select,about 2500

: subjects; at least 1990 respondents completed the interviews in all of the
eleven countries and in the instances where a random sample had been
selected they constituted from 74 to 91 per cent of the intended subjects.
In France, Brazil,,,*d the Philippines rural youth were significantly
wndersampledl in the,latter instance; weights were used to adjust the,

distribution of responses prior to calculating the distributions analyzed '

in the text. FV11 details are reported in the Prime Minister's Office

report (1973: 38-51). An English translatia of the survey is scheduled
for publication in the near future through the Japanese Government Printing

Office.

3. Eachotudy used a uniform sampling design and identical questionnaires

administered by qualified research centers for ail'of the counts covered.
The Buchanan- Cantril Study (1964) was a pioneer in this type of research

as it was conducted immediately following World. War II. The Almond-Verba

study was'the-first cross-national study Of the sixties designed to evaluate

,an articulated theory of social process. And the Verba -Nye study which'
still remains to Vi;published was designed to pursue several issues in,

political behavior raised ,by the Almond-Verba'43tudy. Our indexes are

calculated from data Presented-in the published reports of the first two

surveys and from marginalg graciously supplied by the country teams of the

Verba-Nye project.

4. However, as Kornhauser observes (1964: 105)
"There is no one-to-one relation between social and cultural
differentiation or stability. In the United States, for example,

there appears to be greater social differentiation than cultural

differentiation, perhaps in part because 'of the system of-popular-

education that prevails in this country. .In France, on the other

hand4 the reverse situation seems to obtain, in part due to the

elitist character, of educational institutions in that country."

5. Full details on the measures we employ for these correlates are reported

in Taylor and Hudson (1972) on. the /alloying pages: The.division of labor

is operationalized as, GNP /capita and Pertent-in Non-Agricultural IWustries

as explained on page 314; educational development is operationalized by the
. .

ntchool enrollment ratio as explained oryipage 225; to evaluate the information

ayitemllypothesis, we Considered the relation to honlogeneity of newspapers /1000

and telephones/1000 as explained on page 239; ethnic diversity is operationalized -,

bra modification of the index of linguistic -and ethnic fractional' ation ,

originally developed in the Soviet U4on Atlas Narodov Mira as exp ned

on page 271.
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7. At the same time, it is-necessary tb recall, the sampling bias in the
Brazilian and Philippine samples towards urban educated:youth as noted in
footnote 2. While the respondents were weighted to compensate for the bias
towards the more modern sector of the 'population, these adjustments max
have been insufficient and hence may be partially responsible for the low
scores.

8. Suitable marginals for eight attitude questions were reported in
tables 10, 12, 15, 18 (two questions), 19, 22, and 23. The score for
middle-class white Protestants was 573, 514 for middle-class white
Catholics, 519 for working-class white Protestants, 526 for working-class
white Catholics, and 491,for workizig-clasiblacks.
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