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A numbegr of cultural theories identily, or call for the elaboration of, deeper cultural patterns that
both disallow culiural invarianee and constrain culieral varinion. Grid-growp theory identifies
Four cultures: hicrarchy, cgalitarianism, individualism and fatalism, Thisarticle, which measures
grid-group theory's four cultures by means of cultwral biases, (1) explores the neglected
relationship between sociodemographic correlates and cultural biases, and (2} wests the theory's
hypothesized effects of cultural biases, comrolled for sociodemographics, on attitudes woward
nature, technology and human natuee, and on geographical belonging and trust in institutions,
The test draws on three independent surveys of the general public in NMorway in the 19903, The
empirical results show that culiural biases are significantly explained by sociodemographics, and
whereas convergent validity of cultural biases on selected attitudes and beliefs was acceptable,
discriminant validity was weaker and more inconsistent.

Introduction’

Harry Eckstein (1997) claimed that three postulates apply to culture as
orientations: oriented action — that cultural orientations are economizing
functions that facilitate predictions; the postulate of orientational vari-
ability - that orientations cannot be inferred directly from situations and
context; and socialization — that orientations are imparted by previously
socialized carriers of culture. Once the concept of culture is understood in
the way of orientations, then *anything clse about cultural theories [can] be
properly understood’ (Eckstein 1996, 472). Eckstein pondered whether a
deeper cultural pattern exists by which observed cultural orientations can
be described and explained; he wondered whether, some time in the future,
one may have a scheme of cultural patterns “analogous to the periodic table”
{1997, 29). Eckstein professed that grid-group theory’s four cultures of hier-
archy, egalitarianism, individualism and [atalism seem to be “especially
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promising constructions lor a cultural typology’. These types may be used
to characterize both general political cultures as well as individual orient-
ations.” *Mosl important, each may constitute a coherent “orientational
system™’, the combination of which ‘may in fact exhaust all possible such
systems of political orientations® (1997, 31).

Predicting a lot from little should be the sire gua non of a theory. A limited
set of cultural biases — or ‘social logics’ (Coughlin & Lockhart 1998),
‘superorientations’ (Eckstein 1997) or ‘master preferences’ (Wildavsky 1994)
= i plausible only if they are to have an economizing function. The central
feature of grid-group theory’s cultural biases, which is the focus of this
article, is found in their varying notions of the concept of equality. These are
as follows: egalitarianism — equality ol result/condition; individualism -
cquality of opportunity; hicrarchy - procedural equality; and fatalism - ‘no
cquality on this earth’ (Thompson 1992). Each notion of equality is used to
Justily an 1ssue (1.e. position, goal or policy}. These four justifications, grid-
group theory argues, are universal, whereas the number of issues available 1o
them is practically unlimited. Any issue can be coopted to justily a way of life
without the issue in any way constituting the way of life of the justificr. It
follows that these biases, or values, should themselves be especially resistant
to being modified.

Tests of grid-group theory should comply with a specific set of pro-
cedures. First, identily the four cultural biases; second, identily the lour
types of social relations that uphold the biases; third, show that biases and
social relations go together in the manner prescribed by the theory; fourth,
throughout the first three steps, test the predictions {or construct validity)
ol the theory. These tests should not only seek confirmation of the positive
predictions of a theory, they should also corroboraie a theory’s negative
predictions. These procedures are referred to as convergent and dis-
criminant validity, respectively (Campbell & Fiske 1959). Empirical tests
will remain incomplete il researchers neglect the two types of validity.

This article builds on and advances previous efforts in the field of
measuring and testing cultural biases through surveys (i.e. steps 1 and 4
above).” Using three surveys in Norway in 1993, 1995, and 1998, the
present analysis has three specific aims, First, 1o empirically identify and
measure the four cultural biases. Second. o analyze the elfects ol socio-
demographic correlates on cultural biases that, with a few signilicant
exceptions, have not previously been systematically addressed.® This is
also a response 1o the claim that “the rescarch on cultural theory variables
has not yet controlled statistically for sociodemographic and other likely
predictors’ {Stern et al. 1995, 1614). Third, 1o assess the ellects of cultural
biases, controlled for sociodemographics, on a set of dependent variables,
e.g. environmental concern, views on technology, views of humankind,
and institutional trust,
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Theoretical Predictions and Inferences

The dependent variables offered in the present data sets arc not always
phrased in such a way as to meet the predictive distinctions of each bias as
set forth by the theory. Some of the hypotheses below may therefore refer to
clusters of biases. Identical dependent variables across two surveys will
serve as a lest of the stability of causal patterns. Some hypotheses are more
stringently inferred from the theory than others.

Environmental Attitudes amd Concern

Individuals® values and choices are influenced by their way of life, and
their bounded rationality provides the direction of their systematic atten-
ton (i.¢. cultural bias). Individuals choose what risks to fear because the
selection of certain risks will bolster their way of life (Douglas & Wildavsky
1982}, The link between cultural biases and environmental concern has been
most Mrequently illustrated by egalitarianism: the imbalance in social struc-
ture, brought about by far greater restrictions on the boundaries than on
individual action within these boundaries (high group, low grid), compels
the adherents of the egalitarian culture 1o point to risks on the evil outside
to sustain the precarious inside. For that reason, the environmental issue is
a benign candidate for egalitarians (Wildavsky 1991a, 74-81).7 The argu-
ment comes full circle when, lor example, environmental activists are
worried aboutl environmental problems “not only because they are con-
cerned about the fate of the earth but because they desire to transform how
human beings live with one another in an egalitarian direction” (Ellis &
Thompson 1997a, 885).

Similar social mechanisms can be specified for all four cultures
(Thompson et al. 1990). In short, grid-group theory identifics four myths of
physical nature, cach of which is linked to a cultural bias and each of which
serves as the basis for predicting relationships between cultural biases and
the environment. In individualism, the myth of physical nature conveys that
nature is robust and benign and will recover from any external shock:
mature is therefore an exploitable, skill-controlled cornucopia. In egalitar-
tinism, the myth is that nature is in harmony. but ephemeral and Iragile:
the least jolt may generale catastrophic and irreversible outcomes. In
hierarchy, the myth of physical nature conveys that nature 15 tolerant within
given limits, but that once procedures are unheeded and limits transgressed,
the system will collapse: nature 15 therefore limited. but controllable. In
fatalism, the myth suggests that nature is capricious, unpredictable and
marred by chance: physical nature is therefore a lottery-controlled cornu-
copia { Thompson 1988 1992; Schwarz & Thompson 1990; Wildavsky 1994;
Grendstad & Selle, 2000).
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Adherents of hierarchy would not embrace environmental concern with-
out reservations, since problems in nature can be managed in the same way as
other deviances. The hierarchical aspects of society above nature, control-
lability and a greater leeway for societal discretion make adherents of this
culture less environmentally concerned, For adberents of individualism,
risks in nature can be handled in a manner similar to other risks or
opportunities. Moreover, since nature 15 a skill-controlled cornucoma,
adherents of individualism tend not to be too environmenially concerned. It
is less straightforward to cateporize adherents of fatalism with respect to
their environmental concern, because of their inactive complacency.

Although studies have used dissimilar measures of environmental con-
cerns or risks (Dake 1991; Jenkins-Smith & Smith 1994; Ellis & Thompson
1997b; Marris et al. 1998; Grendstad & Selle 1999}, their results converge so
as to formulate the first hypothesis:®

H1i: Respondents who lean toward egalitarian biases wifl tend to agree move
with environmental concern than those who fean toward Rierarchical,
fndividualistic or fatalistic biases.

Myths of physical nature can sometimes take on guasi-religious aspecets, in
that one’s social utopia is mapped onto nature, Cultural biases bear no direct
causality to such images, although expectations can be inferred. Egalitar-
ianism’s notions of the ‘evil outside’ versus the *precarious inside’, a fragile
nature, and its view of humankind as essentially good (sce discussion below),
should lead adherents of this culture (o view nature in harmony. Dictz et al.
{1998) have interpreted a notion of nature in harmony as a measure of the
egalitarian’s myth of physical nature as fragile. On the other hand, hierarchy’s
need for control and demand for subordination, individualism’s sacralization
of competition, and fatalism’s inertia and distrust of others should lead
adherents of these cultures Lo view nature as being in conflict. Henee,

HZ2: Respondents who lean roward egalitarian biases will agree with the
notion that natwre is fn harmony, whereas those who lean toward
hierarchical, fatalistic or individualistic biases wifl agree with the notion
that nature is in conflict, and vice versa.

The egalitarian notion of equality of results can extend its environmental
concern Lo include living beings other than humans. Although the argument
may be contested on theoretical grounds, Swedlow and Wildavsky (in
Wildavsky 1991a, 70-4) claim that advocacy of animal rights and liberation
is key evidence of the rise in egalitarian culture. Hence,

H3: Respondents who lean morve toward egalitarion biases will suppori
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animal rights, whereas those whe lean toward hierarchical, fatalistic or
individualistic biases will disagree with such vights.

At the level of preferred environmental policies, two strategies prevail. At
the roots of these strategies lics the dilemma of ‘contrasting positions on the
robustness of natural systems to withstand shock, the seemingly bountiful
adaptiveness of human societies to cope with change . . . | and the apparant
inherent unwillingness to attach much importance to what may or may
not happen beyond one’s lifetime’ (O'Riordan & Jordan 1993, 198). First,
the ‘precautionary principle’ prescribes that society should err on the side of
safety. Decision makers should act in advance of scientific certainty and
stick to the principle of nsk avoidance ‘where there is reasonable uncer-
tainty regarding possible environmental damage or social deprivation
arising out of a proposed course of action” (1995, 194). Despite its vague-
ness, the precautionary principle has ‘become the repository for a jumble of
adventurous beliefs’ which challenges established scientilic methods, con-
tests the application of cost-benefit analysis, and *calls for changes (o
established legal principles and practices such as liability, compensation
and burden of proof” (1995, 191, 193).

Second, the precautionary principle is a rejection of ‘the proofl-first
principle’. Its shorthand ethos “if it aint broke, don’t fix it" undergirds
conventional economic, democratic and scientific ideas and practices
(Wildavsky 1995). An important distinction between the two principles is
that adherents of the precautionary principle are more likely to call for
action if a possibility of harm is detected, whereas adherents of the proof-
first principle prompt action, if at all, only at a certain minimum level of
probability of harm. Since theorists expect adherents of fatalism to re-
main inactive in policy debates (Thompson & Rayner 1998). the
hypothesis 1s:

H4: Respondemts who lean toward egalitarian biases will agree with the
precantionary principle, whereas those whe fean rovward individualistic and
fievarchicel biases witl agree with the proof-first principle, and vice versa.

Technology and Human Natwre

Grid-group theorists maintain that technological issues effectively separate
adherents of egalitarianism from those of individualism and hierarchy (e.g.
Schwarz & Thompson 1990). Technelogical innovation attracts adherents
of individualism because of expanding opportunities, whereas for adherents
ol hierarchy technology is “a way to make good on the promise of a better
life if the experts and procedures it validates are followed” (Thompson et al.
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1990, 271). Egalnanamsm’s goal of diminished differences leads s ad-
herents to reject technology and technological progress because of ils
origins in big business and its potlential for causing social alientation and
greater inequality. The adherents themselves distrust technology due to its
impurity compared with nature itself. Some technology, on the other hand,
may be considered useful, since it is seen o protect nature (Douglas &
Wildavsky 1982).7 Although some of the correlations were weak, empirical
studies have supported these positions (Wildavsky & Dake 1990; Dake
1991; 1992; Peters & Slovic 1996; Ellis & Thompson 1997a). Hence,

H3: Respondents who lean roward egalitarian biases will see technology as
harmfuf 1o hmans and navre, whereas those who fean 1oward individu-
alistic, fatalistic and hierarchical biases will see technology as favourable to
heemans and nature.

The hierarchical myth of human nature 1s that humans are born in sin, but
are malleable and redeemable through traditional institutions. These insti-
tutions can purify individuals and prescribe their stations so that everyone
can live together harmoniously. The fatalistic myth of human nature is that
humankind is unpredictable and consequently untrustworthy, Fatalism's
lack of trust in others prevents individuals from improving their own lives.
The individualistic myth is that individuals are born good and that their
self-seeking provides benefits to all. The egalitarian myth is that humans are
born good, but are corrupted by repressive and competitive institutions
(Thompson et al. 1990, 33-8; Wildavsky 1994, 142-6).

There are few empirical analyses of this issue, and results are inconsistent.
Boyle and Coughlin (1994, 2021.) found that a view of human nature as
‘essentially pood’ correlated with hierarchy and individualism, whercas
human nature as ‘essentially evil and perverse’ correlated with egalitar-
ianism and fatalism. Ellis and Thompson (1997b, 179), however, found
among organized environmentalists a positive correlation between egalitar-
ianism and a composiie variable of humankind as inherently good; other
correlations were not reported. The hypothesis follows the theory:

Ha: Respondents who lean toward egalitarian and individualistic biases will
tend 1o see aman nature as essentiolly good, whereas thase whe fean toward
hierarchical and foralistic biases will tend to see lnoman natvre as essentiafly
evil.

Geographical Ties and Institutionad Truse

Belonging and geographical ties are linked, more exploratorily, 1o the group
dimension. Toward high group, individuals experience increasing face-to-
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face contact between a limited number of individuals in shared residence,
work and recreation. High group, which accounts for hierarchical and egali-
tarian biases, is therefore associated with more limited geographical areas.
One may conjecture that these areas are limited up to the border of, say, the
nation state. At low group, individuals find themselves in a social position
without recognizable boundaries, where the horizon is indefinite. Low
group, which translates into individualism and fatalism, is therefore ex-
pected to associate with broader geographical areas, say, from the nation
state and outwards.

Trust, meaning someone or something in which confidence is placed, is
‘widely considered to be of fundamental importance in political explan-
ation’ (Eckstein 1997, 32). Grid-group theory suggests that each of the four
cultural biases associates with institutions according to the degree to which
adherents consider them trustworthy or not (Molenaers & Thompson
1999), Hierarchy is associated with trust in formal institutions and organiz-
ations run by certified experts, and distrust of institutions associated with
social deviance, insubordination and subversion of the public order. Egali-
tarianism 1s associated with trust in institutions that are critical of the
established order, and distrust of institutions that challenge equality of
condition. Individualism is associated with trust in institutions that secure
individual freedom, competition and entrepreneurship, and with distrust of
institutions that challenge equality of opportunity. Fatalism’s distrust in
man extrapolates to a distrust of institutions in general.

Empirically, trust has been identified as an important variable in studies
of cultural biases and risk perception: the greater the trust in institutions
responsible for managing certain risks or implementing certain risk policy,
the less one perceives the risk (c.g. Jenkins-Smith & Smith 1994). Asking
respondents who they would trust to tell the truth about risks, Marris et al.
{1998) found that trade unions were distrusted by individualism and hier-
archy, but trusted by egalitarianism; the government was trusted by in-
dividualism and hierarchy; hierarchy was associated with trust in scientists,
whereas epalitarianism was associated with trust in the media.

Sociodemographics as Cause and Control

Cultural biases are assessed as deep-scated values and are therefore ante-
cedent to attitudes and beliefs. It follows that cultural biases are inde-
pendent variables, whereas attitudes and beliefs are dependent variables, In
survey analyses, sociodemographic variables are frequently entered as
independent variables of attitudes and beliefs. The independence is justified
more by custom and implicit time order than by explicit theoretical merit,
Yet their inclusion is instrumental and necessary in determining the caus-
ality that researchers aim to establish on behalf of their theories.
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When rescarchers include sociodemographics as independent variables
o detect their statistical effects, the variables operate as correlates. When
researchers include them as independent variables in addition o those that
have a prime theoretical interest, the variables operate as controls, To con-
trol means to subtract statistically the effects of independent variables (e.g.
sociodemographics) other than those of theoretical interest (e.g. cultural
biases) to see what the theoretically prescribed causal relationship of the
correlates would be without the controls. Researchers thereby detect the net
effects of the independent variables of theoretical interest on a dependent
variable in excess of the controls.

The subsequent analyses draw upon six sociodemographic variables, both
as correlates and controls: gender, age, education, income, occupation,
and residence. Although cultural biases, attitudes and beliefs cannot be
antecedent to gender or age, they are more likely 1o interact with education,
residence, occupation, and income in ways presently unaccounted for by
grid-group theory.

Conjecturing Effects of Sociodemographics on Biases

Gender divisions are expected to run along the group dimension in that
women, more than men, are more likely to engage in closed networks and
tight-knit groups. But women will correlate more strongly with egalitarian
than hierarchical biases because of the latter’s traditional affinitics with
patriarchy. Older people are on average expected Lo be more traditional,
and therefore more likely to express hierarchical biases. Social mactivity 1s
not restricted to the older generation, but it is expected to affect older people
disproportionally (see Peters & Slovic 1996, 1438), leading to their being
associated with fatalism. Education seems to bear little relation to cultural
biases, although Peters and Slovie (1996) found the less educated to score
higher on a combined latalism/hierarchy scale, Jenkins-Smith and Smith
contemplate whether increased education leads to “a greater reluctance on
the part of the more sophisticated respondents to strongly agree with any of
the cultural bias items’ (1994, 27). Marris et al. (1998, 639) found only those
with high egalitarian scores to have *higher educational qualifications’.
Grid-group theory holds that it is not what you have of earthly goods that
matters, but what you do with them (Thompson & Wildavsky 1986). This
sugpests Lhat personal and household income does not have any direct effect
on cultural biases. Peters and Slovie (1996), however, found that those with
less income tended to score higher on a combined fatalism/hierarchy scale.
Income has also been found to correlate positively with individualism and
nepatively with egalitarianism (Jenkins-Smith & Smith 1994). This, in part,
may be an effect of the way in which these biases are measured. The multiple
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tasks of the public sector make 1t difficult to predict the ways in which 1t
may affect cultural biases. Yet its conspicuous redistributive and caring role
in the country where the surveys were carried out may suggest positive
effects on egalitarian biases. Urban residence may provide opportunities to
go from rags to riches; but the reverse route cannot be ruled out either. This
correlate is most likely least capable of affecting cultural biases.

Few studies have reported the joint effects of sociodemographic cor-
relates on cultural biases, Marris et al. (1998) included sex, age, social class,
level of education, and household income in their regression model, whereas
Jenkins-Smith and Smith (1994) included gender, education, income, age,
and ethnic minority in theirs. Pitted against cultural biases, these correlates
explained, respectively, 7 percent and 11 percent of the variance {R:] in
egalitarianism, 16 percent and 4 percent in individualism, 16 percent and 7
percent in hierarchy, and 23 percent in fatalism (Jenkins-Smith and Smith
did not include fatalism in their study).® These results suggest that cultural
biases may be influenced by sociodemographics in ways unaccounted for by
the theory. This quibble is approached rom an orthodox position:

H7: Sociedemographics do not correlate with any of the four cultural
Biases.

The Radical-Conservarive Dimension

Reseachers include the radical-conservative dimension as an ideological
measure in its own right (e.g. Knutsen 1995) or as a conventional correlate
(e.g. Jones & Dunlap 1992). For cultural theorists, it is an ideological di-
mension against which cultural biases are compared and vie for prediction
(Wildavsky 1987; Ellis & Thompson 1997a). Coughlin and Lockhart ob-
serve that, although *a unidimensional scale of political attitudes offers the
virtue of parsimony, [it] is insensitive to some important distinctions’ {1998,
40, 52). They demonstrate that cultural biases increase the variance of
political attitudes already explained by the left-right dimension. More
important, however, ‘is the way in which cultural bias indices allow us to
unpack the left-right dimension, more accurately pinpointing the foci of
cleavages and isolating stronger effects than are generally produced by the
conventional measure of ideology” (1998, 48).

The eighth hypothesis concurs with previous research (Dake 1991:
Grendsiad & Selle 1994; Endresen 1996; Peters & Slovie 1996 Coughlin &
Lockhart 1998). Due to inconsistent results and exclusion from some prev-
ious studies, the status of fatalism remains unclear. Hence,

HE: The radical-conservarive dimension covaries positively with individu-
efisin and hierarchy and negarively with egalitariainisin,
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Data, Variables and Method
Data Sampling

The data used in this article are taken from three independent surveys in
Norway. First, in the spring of 1993, the International Social Science Pro-
gramme (ISSP) and the Norwegian Social Science Data Services (NSDY)
surveyed the Norwegian public on attitudes toward the environment. The
international module contained questions designed to measure a number of
attitudinal dimensions, but only the Morwegian survey included questions
measuring cultural biases. The postal survey started off with a gross
national sample of 2300 randomly drawn by the Norwegian Government
Computer Center from the Central National Register. An envelope con-
taining a cover letter, the self~administered questionnaire, and a postage-
paid return envelope was mailed directly to the respondent. National regu-
lations permitted one reminder (by posteard) and two lollow-ups to non-
respondents (cover letters with replacement questionnaire and postage-paid
return envelope). The final sample included 1414 respondents (adjusted
response rate of 63.4 percent) (Skjik & Boayum 1994). Second, in May 1995,
a postal survey, methodologically identical to the previous one, started off
with a random sample of 2000. The sampling process was closed in late June
1995, including a net sample of 1024 respondents (adjusted response rate
of 52.4 percent) (Stremsnes et al. 1996).

Third, in August 1998 Gallup International Norway carried out a tele-
phone survey. The sample was drawn by random digit dialling among
private households, proportional to the number of inhabitants in every
Norwegian municipality, with additional corrections for county and gender
proportionality. When telephone contact was established, the interviewer
asked for the adult person with the most recent birthday. If the right person
was available the interview was carried out immediately. [Mnot, standardized
procedures were followed in order to obtain subsequent contact or to move
on to another respondent. The sampling process included 2895 persons, of
which 1006 respondents completed the interview, yielding a response rate ol
34.7 percent.’

Culiural Biases

All three surveys included between eight and 12 cultural bias items. Not
all of the items were identical across the three surveys, but each of the four
sets of items converged on the same theme.'” The hierarchy items measure
support for authority and respect for the past, the egalitarian items measure
commitment o equalizing differences, the individualist items measure sup-
port for equal opportunity and the pursuit of property, and the fatalist
items measure individual inefficacy and the futility of cooperation.
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All items were presented through a five-point Likert-type response scale.
The items in the 1993 and 1995 surveys used ‘strongly/partly dis/agree’
with a midpoint of *both agree and disagree’ and a *don’t know’ option. The
items in the 1998 survey used ‘completely/partly agree/disagree’ with a
midpoint of ‘neither agree nor disagree’; the “don’t know’ option was not
offered but recorded if the respondent voluntereed it. For all three surveys,
the *don’"t know’ option was recoded to the middle value before analysis.
This procedure minimizes the number of missing cases without seriously
altering the distribution of a variable,

Within each of the three data sets, all cultural bias items were cast into
principal component analyses requiring four components to detect the theo-
retically prescribed dimensionality (see Table 1). Due to high cross-loadings
in the 1993 and 1995 analyses, a fatalist item (i.e. ‘cooperation with others
rarely works") was excluded to ensure the necessary degree of distinctiveness
between the four cultural biases across the three data sets.

Coefficient alpha measures internal consistency, the depree to which a
scale measures one underlying construct only. Alphas exceeding a value of
0.70 are associated with acceptable scales. In addition, scales with such
a high value reduce attenuation (Zeller & Carmines 1980; Nunnally &
Bernstein 1994}, The coefficient alphas in these analyses range from 0.38 to
0.61, which is low, but not surprisingly so, considering the limited number
of items available for each scale.

It is impossible to know whether each of the cultural items is an equally
strong measure of the underlying construct it is intended to measure. In
addition, no item has an intuitive unit of measurement. Therefore, within
each data set, the following scaling procedure was followed. First, each of
the items was transformed into a z-score.!' Second, each respondent was
given a mean score across the number of standardized items belonging to
the scale. Finally, each scale was standardized by recoding its minimum
value Lo 0 (disagreement) and its maximum value to | (agreement).

Cultural bias scales should be correlated to detect the degree of inde-
pendence among them. This is important with respect to the empirical dis-
tinction suggested by grid-group theory and to multicollinearity {when the
scales are used as independent variables). Although correlation between
biases has not been theoretically prescribed, the default assumption must
be that the biases are either uncorrelated or negatively correlated, since
cach bias appears irrational from the perspective of any other (Schwarz &
Thompson 1990, 5). This assumption, however, has not been consistently
supported empirically. For instance, Dake and Wildavsky (1991) were
unable to separate the scales of hierarchical and individualistic biases
{r,, = 0.54) (this problem was also encountered by Marns et al. 1998),
whereas Peters and Slovic (1996) were unable to distinguish hierarchy rom
fatalism, thus allowing these items to load on the same dimension,'”
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Table 1. Cultural Bias ltems and Principal Component Analyses

1993 1995 1998

Hierarchy (coefficient alpha) .38 046 047
Eigenvalue 1.20 1.33 1.51
One of the problems with people today 13 that they challenge 088 0385 Q.65
authority too often

The best way to provide for future generations is to preserve the 64 074 065
customs and practices of our past (i-93)

Society works best when people strictly obev all rules and d 4 .74
regulations

Egalitarianism (coefficient alpha) 056 053 0.6l
Eigenvalue |.44 140 1.76
What the world needs is a fairness revolution 1o make the 085 0084 079
distnbution of goods more egual *

I support a tax shift so that burden falls more heavily on .79 .78 .6l
corporations and people with large incomes ™

The world would be & more peaceful place i its wealth were d 4 Q.81
divided more equally among nations

Individualism {cocfficient alpha) 040 038 058
Eigenvalue .29 14 LTI

Evervone should have an equal chanee 1o succesd and fail without 0470 054 06l
government interference (F-25)

If people have the vision and ability to acquire property, they .31 090  ORD
ought io be allowed 1o enjoy it

People who are successfiul in business have a right 1o enjoy their a 4 077
wealih as they see fi

Fatalism (cocfficient alpha) i . 41
Eigenvalue Loz 17 LM
It seems that whichever party you vole for, things go on preity 0.97 0,91 0.62
much the same*®

The future is too uncertain for a person 1o make serious plang d 4 .59
Cooperation with others rarely works ? ’ 0,74
Percem variance accounted for in four-component solution e 719 530
M {listwise deletion) 1342 45] 1 (R

Nare: All item scores are loadings on relevanl component, virimax rolation, four components

requested, Only on two occasions were cross-component loadings exceeding 0,30 identified;

these loadings are idemified within parentheses at the end of relevant item, indicating year and

component on which they cress-loaded.

*Inthe 1998 survey “the world”® was replaced by “our country’.

® In the 1998 surveys ‘1" was replaced by “you® 1o accommodate the wlephone format; and *more
heavily' was replaced by ‘most heavily” to increase “difficulty’, thereby reducing the high
degree of agreement that was identified for the 1993 jtem,

“In the 1993 survey “whichever party” was replaced by “whomever®.

“ Item not included in survey.

“Item included in survey but excluded from component selution due to confused loadings and
inconsistent component solution.

" Coefficient alpha would increase were this item to be removed from the scale (19985 data
anly}.

FCoefficient alpha not calculated.

Source: See text.
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Table 2. Correlations between Cultural Biases; Pearson's Correlation Coeflicient

Higraschy Egalitarianism Individualism

I3 1995 1508 (R I R | I b L

Egalivarianism 0.4 009" f e
Individunlism 0.33%  020%* (.13 = 174 =D21%* =0, 16%*

Fatalizm 0.12%%  0Q8** Q.26 Q.07 Q0E* 0I5 Qul4** 030 QLE2**
Nemin 1387 993 LE L1383 3 1006 1383 w3 1006
Neminz 1404 1000 L1 1398 10K 1006 1247 [ 100G

*p o< 005 ** p < 0.01, two-tailed; pairwise deletion of missing values,
Source: Seetext.

In the present study, the pattern of correlation between the cultural bias
scales is, with few exceptions, similar to that observed by others (Brenot et al.
1998; Coughlin & Lockhart 1998) (see Table 2). Fatalism, individualism
and hierarchy are weakly correlated, indicating that their conceptual dom-
ains partly overlap. This is unfortunate, because it might reduce these scales’
ability to measure the underlying constructs correctly. Egalitarianism stands
somewhat aloof from this triptych: it is almost unrelated to hierarchy and
fatalism, but finds itself in significant opposition to individualism. Ellis’s
{1993) claim that the major conflict in modern societies takes place between
egalitarianism’s equality of result and individualism’s equality of oppor-
tunity is thereby supported. The pattern of correlations, however, ensures
that there is no significant multicollincarity between these scales.

Correlates and Controls

‘Gender” is a dummy variable with women coded 1. *Age’ is measured in
number of years. ‘Education’ is total number of years of education.'” For the
1998 data, the education variable measures the level of completed education
as primary education {coded 1}, high-school education {coded 2) and college
and university education (coded 3). ‘Public sector’ is a dummy variable: those
who are employed in local/regional government activity, national govern-
ment activity or other public or quasi-public activity are coded 1. *Urban
residence’ was coded ‘less densely populated arca” (low score), *small town,’
‘smaller city,” "suburb,” and ‘major city’ (high score). ‘Income’ (i.e. family/
household) was measured using ten categories increasing in blocks of
NOK 350,000 beginning with ‘under 50,000 (low score) and ending with ‘more
than 500,000° (high score). For the 1998 data, where respondents reported
income in NOKI1000, the income variable was recoded accordingly. The
radicalism-conservatism dimension was measured by a self-placement scale
running from a ‘left’ (radicalism; low score) to a ‘right’ position (conserv-
atism; high score). Urban residence, income, and radicalism-conservatism
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do not have an intuitive unit of measurement. Therefore, they were recoded
so that their ranges run from 0 to 1. There was no substantial multicolli-
nearity among the correlates in the three data sets. '

Dependent Variables

A total of 18 constructs across the three surveys were selected to serve as
dependent vanables. Again, in the absence of an intuitive unit of measure-
ment, all dependent constructs have had their ranges recoded from 0 to 1.
[tems and composite scales are presented in the Appendix.

Procedure

If prediction is the object, then causal analysis is the appropiate technique.
The causal relationships are estimated by ordinary least-squares regression.
This technique allows the analyst to assess the causal linear effects of a range
of independent variables simultaneously and to control for spurious relation-
ships, ifany, among them. Since all dependent constructs range between 0 and
1, the unstandardized regression coefficient (b) shows the proportion of
change in the dependent variable attributed to a one-unit change in the
independent variable, controlled for the effects of other variables. 15 The test
of statistical significance informs on the probability (p) of the estimated
effect’s being equal to zero. Similar significant effects (i.e. p = 0.05) in more
than one survey demonstrate robust causal relationships. The adjusted ex-
plained variance (i.e. adjR") informs on the proportion of variance in the
dependent variable which can be statistically explained by its linear relation-
ships to the independent variables, controlled for the number of independent
variables in the analyses, The standard error of the estimate (5,,) measures the
average error of prediction over the entire scatter plot: the lower the standard
error of the estimate, the higher the degree of linear relationship between the
dependent and the independent variables in the regression. In each regression
analysis, proximal predictors are entered in the second block.'®

Analyses
Correlates of Cultural Biases

The first analysis, in which cultural biases are treated as dependent variables
(see Table 3), shows that women tend to agree with egalitarian biases,
whereas men tend to agree with individualistic biases. Older people agree
with egalitarian and hierarchical biases. Education has almost consistently
negative eflects across the board, especially affecting hierarchy, individu-
alism and fatalism. This result concurs with Jenkins-Smith and Smith's ex-
pectations (1994, 27). Urban residence specifically affects disagreement
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with hierarchical biases, indicating that tradition and heritage are rural
phenomena. Public sector is conducive to agreeing with egalitarian biases
and disagreeing with individualistic biases. Income is weakly conducive 1o
disagreeing with hierarchy, egalitarianism and fatalism. The adjusted R* of
block one ranges between 2 percent for fatalism and 14 percent for hier-
archy. These results are in the same range, albeit with different magnitudes
for the various biases, as those obtained by others {Jenkins-Smith & Smith
1994; Marris et al. 1998). The strong pattern in these results indicates that
sociodemographics affect cultural biases. This result infirms the seventh
hypothesis.

The effects of the radical-conservative dimension are statistically signi-
ficant in the hypothesized direction on all the cultural biases: negative effects
on egalitarianism and positive eflects on the others, including fatalism.
Hypothesis eight is therefore confirmed. Assessing this dimension’s impact
by the increase of explained variance in the cultural biases, however, reveals
significant differences. For egalitarianism, the explained variances increase
by 15 and 18 percentage points in 1993 and 1995, respectively, and lor
individualism the parallel increases are 12 and 9 percentage points. The
marginal impact on hicrarchy and fatalism is negligible. This strongly sug-
gests that egalitarianism’s equality of outcome and individualism’s equality
of opportunity are inversely related to the radical-conservative dimension.
Hierarchy's notions of tradition, heritage and authority, and fatalism’s traits
of individual inefficacy and the futility of cooperation are not captured
or accounted for by the radical-conservative dimension. This confirms
Coughlin and Lockhart's claim that this dimension is ‘insensitive’ to im-
portant social distinctions (1998, 52).

Environmental Arritudes and Concern

Environmentalism, including beliefs, concern, animal rights, risks and
policy, has perhaps been the area in which grid-group theory has been most
frequently applied. The tests of hypotheses one through four are shown in
Table 4. For one of the most widespread constructs of environmental
concern, i.e. the New Ecological Paradigm Scale {NEPE],” adherents of
hierarchy and individualism consistently disagree, whereas adherents of ega-
litarianism agree. With the exception of fatalism, these resulis corroborate
the first hypothesis.

Egalitarianism strongly concurs with the view that ‘nature would be at
peace and in harmony if only left alone from human beings,” whereas the
other three biases somewhat surprisingly also weakly concur with this view,
Only individualism and fatalism significantly predict that “nature is really
a fierce struggle for survival of the fittest’; hierarchy and egalitarianism
insignificantly predict this construct in the hypothesized direction. Thus,
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the second hypothesis is weakly corroborated with respect to ‘nature as a
struggle” while, due to inconsistent results, the hypothesis is not corrobor-
ated with respect to *nature in harmony’.

Only egalitarianism, inconsistently followed by fatalism, is found to cor-
relate significantly with animal rights issues. Because hierarchy and in-
dividualism were to correlate negatively with this issue, the third hypothesis
fails to be supported.

The weak inverse relationship between the precautionary and the proof-
first principles (i.e. r,, = —0.23, p < 0.01) fails to consistently polarize
the hypothesized effects of the cultural biases. Egalitarianism predicts the
precautionary principle, whereas hierarchy and individualism predict the
proof-first principle. Taken individually, the cultural eflects on each of these
policy items partially support the fourth hypothesis in terms of convergent
validity. But since the weak and inconsistent pattern fails to meet the re-
quirements of discriminant validity, the corroboration of the fourth hypo-
thesis remains incomplete.

The radical-conservative dimension fails to significantly predict any of
the environmental issues included here. This result accords with previous
grid-group-based research (Jenkins-Smith & Smith 1994; Ellis & Thompson
1997b), but not with other survey research on environmentalism {e.g. Jones
& Dunlap 1992). Apart from young people who endorse animal rights, few
other controls contribute significantly. Indeed, the first block of correlates
explain only 1-6 percent of the variance in the environmental issues. But
cultural biases boost these figures for the NEP2 scale and the proof-first
principle only.

Technology and Human Nature

Adherents of individualism are in consistent and significant disagreement
with the view that technology, in various guises, harms humans or nature (see
Table 5). On the other hand, it 15 surprising that adherents of egalitarianism
fail to mobilize consistently along lines which pit technology against humans
and nature. Fatalism, which parallels the anti-technological, but insignifi-
cant, pattern suggested by egalitarianism, indicates a latent technophobia
which is not consistently caplured in previous rescarch. To some extent,
hierarchy departs from individualism’s techno-optimism and partly, but
statistically insignificantly, sides with the technological views of egalitar-
ianism and fatalism. This result is contrary to expectations. Since the overall
pattern of coefficients 1s inconsistent with expectations, the fifth hypothesis
1s therefore not corroborated.

There are only insignificant effects of cultural biases on views of human
nature. The weak results fail to corroborate, or even falsify, the sixth hypo-
thesis in any way.
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Table 5. Technology and Human Mature; Regression Analyses, Unstandardized Regression
Cocfficients 1993, 1993

Technalogical Progress Technology  Technology Huemans Are

Will Harm Humans Harms Contrals Essennially
MNalure Humians Good
1993 [ %5 1993 s 1995
Mean 042 0.5 0,49 Qds .59
Block 1
Gender (1 = woman) D076 0138 0034 R no73**
Age{in years) ={,001 =0.4N =0,001 (0K 0,001
Eduwcation (in years) —i 002 0.2 0,000 =05 ~ 0,004
Ueban residence (0-1) —{.045 —0pa2e —0.006 =003 0.030
Public sectar (=1) e AU -0.018 —0.000 — 0.0 0.003
Income (D-1} =iy, ] 14** =0,107** =0,007 -0.032 oo+
Rad-Cons (1) ~ih, 104} ~0,147* =(h0TH =LK} =0.074
Block 2
Hierarchy (0-1) 0.003* 0,003 = 05( 0.097* -0.074
Egalitarianism {0-1) 0041 0,043 0.1 * QL1404 0.006
Individualism (0=1}) =i, 2234 =0,171%* =(), | 9= ={),175%# 0.0
Fanalism (0-[) 0. 100* 0017 010 *= 0.057 (008
Trnercept 0.558 046461 0.537 0395 0626
Adj, B 08 013 (L 0,09 0032
= Adj. &, Block 1 only .06 .11 L] 0.0% .03
5E Estimate 0.30 0.28 028 0.24 0.24
— SE Estimate, Block 1 only 0.30 0.28 0.2% 0.24 0.24
N 854 % 6l T2 ™

*poc 003 ** 5 o< 000 The range of all dependent variables runs berween 0 and 1.
Seueree: Seetexl.

As for the controls, high income is conducive to disagreement with tech-
nological harm and agreement with the view that humans are essentially
good (the latter corresponding with the postmalerialist prediction that in-
creased standard of living produces good people, e.g. Inglehart 1997).
Gender is consistently divided over the issue of technology and human
nature. In general, the first block of correlates explain 3-11 percent of the
variance in technological issues and human nature, whereas cultural biases
hardly augment these figures at all.

Geographical Ties and Institutional Trust

In peneral, insignificant effects of cultural biases on geographical ties and
belonging indicate that there are no statistical relationships between implied
cultural and geographical horizons (see Table 6). However, those with
hierarchical biases are signficantly more tied to local and regional areas,
whereas those with individualist and fatalist biases significantly diverge. i.c.
they are strongly tied and not tied at all, respectively. to geographical areas
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outside the country in which they live.'® Age and education are the most
potent control predictors, All correlates combined explain 1-8 percent of
the variance of the dependent variables, with cultural biases contributing
nothing in excess of this.

With the conspicuous exception of fatalism, where there is consistent
distrust in all institutions under study, each of the other three cultural biases
15 distinctly associated with at least one institution in which confidence is
placed (see Table 6). Trust in the mass media and the business community
and in international regimes (i.e. the Europcan Union and United Nations)
is significantly predicted by individualism’s biases; trust in the Norwegian
state church and the military 1s significantly predicted by hierarchical
biases; and trust in the national political system (including the educational
system, political parties, legal system and courts) is significantly predicted
by egalitarian biases. Radicalism-—conservatism is predictive of distrust/
trust in all but one institution. All correlates statistically explain 5-10 per-
cent of the variance of trust in institutions. Only for trust in state
institutions do cultural biases signilicantly improve the explained variance,

Discussion

A limited set of cultural biases as orientations is plausible only if they are
to have an economizing function and if they facilitate prediction. A grander
expectation on behalf of grid-group theory is that the four cultural biases
constitute a ‘coherent “orientational system” * which ‘may exhaust all pos-
sible systems of political orientations’ (Eckstein 1997, 31). When testing the
predictive potential of a theory, hypotheses must be specified prior 1o the
analysis through which both convergent and discriminant validity must be
observed.

Sociodemographic correlates statistically explained cultural biases to a
greater degree than could be expected. Adjusted explained variance ranged
between 1 percent and 15 percent, with hierachical biases being at the higher
end. Does this mean that sociodemographics really explain cultural biases?
Consider the finding that gender predicts egalitarianism and that women
concur with egalitarian biases in every test but geographical ties and in-
stitutional trust. It is implausible that women concur with egalitarianism
because they are born female, More, not less, cultural analysis is therefore
needed to explore interactions between sociodemographics, social relations
and cultural biases.

The procedure of the hypothesis testing was carried out 1o see how much
cultural biases could explain in excess of controls (i.e. sociodemographics
and the radicalism-conservatism scale). The results of this testing returned
a mixed message. The up-side is that several results were consistent with
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the theory. This was especially the case for epgalitarianism predicting
environmental concerns. This result concurs with previous studies. In
addition, latalism, which tends to be neglected in some studies, proved to
predict diffuse institutional distrust. The down-side is that many of the
other hypothesized effects were either in the wrong direction, or statistically
insignificant,

More research is needed to improve measurement of cultural biases and
to test them. Eforts should also be made to develop dependent variables,
each of which should be better distinguished and be more precisely related
to one of the cultural types. Moreover, researchers should seek to improve
distinctions between proximal and distal predictors, specifically if attitude,
beliefs and value variables occur on both sides of the equation. If no
such causal differentiation is made between the relevant correlates in the
analysis, then correlates “that occur late in an assumed causal sequence will
be advantaged’ (Franklin & Ridig 1995, 421-2).

Attention should also be aimed at analyzing disagreement with cultural
biases: a cultural position may be held not only from agreement but also
through a process of disagreement with and rejection of a contested issue.
Disagreement and rejection can turn out to be consistently stronger than
agreement and approval (e.g. Oskarson & Ringdal 1998, 160-1). Olli (1999)
has explored the ways in which individuals combine agreements and dis-
agreements with cultural biases. This points in the direction of combinatory
methods (Ragin 1987). Olli's results suggest that a rejection of, for example,
individualism may take on quite a different meaning and have a different
effect depending upon whether it is combined with, for example, support for
hierarchy and/or rejection of egalitarianism. The results also show that
individuals combine biases in patterns inconsistent with the prediction of
grid-group theory. Analytical techniques that predict the consequences of
different combinations of biases may also be rewarding in explaining
people’s attitudes and beliefs in a larger number of fields.
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A previous version of this article was presented at the ECPR workshop ‘Plural
Rationality and Policy Analysis’, Umversity of Mannheim, Germany, 26-31 March
15999, 1 thank participants of this workshop, Richard J. Ellis, Charles Lockhart, and
Ecro Olli, as well as two anonymous reviewers, for useful comments.

The basic structure of grid-group theory, or cultural theory, is not uncontested. Some
emphasize its being 4 typology, whereas others identily a more fundamental causal
pattern behind the prid and group dimensions, e.g. Douglas (1978) and Thempson
(1996), respectively; see also Mamadouh (1999), Lockhart (199%), Thompson et al.
(1990) and Wildavsky (1987; 1991b). Here [ wse the term “grid-group theory®, which is
sufficient for the present purposes, a5 well a5 3 concession 1o those who do not see this
theory of culture as the only game in town.

For complementary survey approaches and national comparisons, see e.g. Grendstad
{1999k).

The exceptions are Jenkins-Smith & Smith (1994), Ellis & Thompson (1997a) and
Coughlin & Lockhart (1998),

For a concise discussion of this functional argument, see Grimen {1999),

For less confirmatory resulis, see Brenot et al. (1998) and Sjéberg (1997).

A view in which echnology and culiure are seen as more integrated can be found
Schmutzer (1995). .

Marris et al. (1998} reported adjusted B°, whereas Jenkins-Smith & Smath (1994)
reported unadjusted R°. Unfortunately, Marris et al.’s egalitarianism scale also in-
cluded items on vegetarianism, thereby reducing its content validity.

MNED provided the 1993 dawa; collection of the 1995 daa was supported by the
Morwegian Research Council and the Morwegian Research Center in Organization and
Management, and collection of the 1998 data was supported by a grant from the
Faculty of Social Sciences, University of Bergen,

The cultural hiases items specific to the three surveys were adapted from "Cultural
Biases Questionnaires’ developed by Karl Dake, University of California at Berkeley.
See Endresen (1996, 113-18) for a detailed discussion of items in the 1993 and 1993
EUFVEYS,

This procedure involves subtracting the mean of the item from each respondent’s score
and dividing by the ilem’s standard deviation. This vields a new variable with a mean
af zero and a standard deviation of one,

Dake & Wildavsky (1991) did not include items on fatalism.

In the 1995 survey, the respondemt was asked 10 report the number of vears of edo-
cation exceeding compulsory education. The school system and the length of com-
pulsory education in Norway changed during the 19605 from seven years to ning vears:
the rate of change in various regions of the country varied considerably. To make the
1995 figure comparable to the 1993 survey, the value of 8 was added o the 1993
education variable in order to account for, on average, the number of vears of com-
pulsory education for each respondent.

In 1993, the associations between the correlates ranged from r, = =030 (age and
education) to r,, = 0.36 (education and income); in 1995, from r, = —0.16 (age and
income) 1o r, = 0.20 (education and vrban residence); in 1998, from r,, = —0.36 (age
and income) to r, = 0.32 (cducation and income).

A conventional measure of causal effects is the standardized regression coefficient: beta.
It iz based upon variables” standard deviations, which we have no reason 1o belicve
are identical aeross different surveys. Beta is not used here, since its merits would he
deceiving in that it fails to provide comparability.

The radical-conservative dimension is treated as a distal/control variable when cul-
tural biases are entered as predictors.

Drietz e al. 199%; Dunlap & YVan Liere 1978; Dunlap e1 al, 1992 Grendstad 199%:;
Schuliz & Felezny 1999,

Geographical ties (o ‘Norway” reveals a distinet skewed distribution (79 pereem
strongly tied), indicating empirically almost invariant attachmenis which Timit
paoriential for covariation,

241



REFERENCES

Boyle, B. P & Coughlin, E. M. 1994, "'Conceptualizing and Operationalizing Culiural
Theory', in Coyle, I 1. & Ellis, R. 1, eds, Pofitics, Peficy and Cufture. Oxford: Westview
Press

Brenot, 1., Boonefous, 5, & Marris, C. 1998, *Testing the Cultural Theory of Risk in France',
Risk Amalysis 18(6), 729-39,

Campbell, D. T. & Fiske, I W, 1959, "Convergent and Discriminamt Validity in the
Multitrait-Multimethod Matrix®, Pspchological Bullerin 36(2), 81-105.

Coughlin, B. M. & Lockhart, C. 1998, *Grid-Group Theory and Political Idealogy: A
Consideration of Their Relative Strengths and Weaknesses for Explaining the Structure of
Mass Beliel Systems”, Journal of Theoretical Politics 10(1), 35-58.

Dake, K. 1921, ‘Oricming Dispositions in the Perception of Risks, An Analysis of Con-
temporary Worldviews and Cultural Biases’, Jowrnal of Cross-Cuftural Pivehofogy 22(1),
G1-82.

Dake, K. 1992, *Myths of Mature: Culture and the Social Construction of Risk”, fournaf of
Sacial Tssues 48(4), 21-37,

Dake, K. & Wildavsky, A, 1991, ‘Individual Differences in Risk Perception and Risk-Taking
Preferences’, in Garrick, B. ). & Gekler, W. C., ods, The Anafvefs, Corrrismicaifon and
Perception of Risk. Mew York: Plenum Press.

Dietz, T., Stern, P, C. & Guagnano, G. A, 1998, *Social Structural and Social Psychological
Bases of Environmental Concern®, Enviramment and Behaviar 30(4), 450-71.

Drouglas, M. 1978, Culrerad Bias, vol, 35, London: Royal Anthropological Institute of Greal
Britain and Ireland.

Douglas, M. & Wildavsky, A. 1982 Risk and Culture. An Estay on the Sefection of Technical
and Envirommental Dangers. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Dunlap, R, E. & Yan Liere, K, D, 1978, “The “New Environmental Paradigm”: A Proposed
Measuring Instrument and Preliminary Results’, feurnal of Environmental Education (4),
10-19.

Dunlap, R. E., Van Liere, K. D., Mertig, A. G., Catton, W. R, & Howell, R, E. 952,
Measuring Endorsement of an Ecological Woeldview: A Revised NEP Scale. Unpublished
paper, Washington State University, Pullman, WA,

Eckstein, H. 1996, ‘Cullure a5 a Foundation Concept for the Social Sciences’, Journal af
Theoretical Polieies B(d), 471-97.

Eckstein, H. 1997, ‘Social Science as Culiural Science, Rational Choice as Metaphysics', in
Ellis, B. J. & Thompson, M., eds, Culture Maiters: Exvaps in Honor of Aarow Wildavsky,
Boulder: Westview Press,

Ellis, R. I. 1993, “The Case for Cultural Theory: Reply 1o Friedman', Critical Review T(1),
E1-128,

Ellis, R. I. & Thompson, F. 1997a, *Culiure and the Environment in the Pacific Northwest”,
American Political Science Review B1{4), 815-97,

Ellis, B. 1. & Thompson, F. 1997b. ‘Seeing Green: Cultural Biases and Environmental
Preferenees’, in Ellis, B, ). & Thompson, M., eds, Cuftere Maters: Essays ir Honor af
Aaran Wildavsky. Boulder: Westview Press.

Endresen. A. 1996, Perspektivet teller, tradisjonen avgjer - Kulturteorien i mate med etablerte
tearitradisjoner. Unpublished Master’s Thesis, Departmemt of Comparative FPolitics,
University of Bergen.

Franklin, M. M. & Ridig, W. (1995). "On the Durability of Green Politics. Evidence From
the 1989 European Election Study’, Comparative Political Studics 28(3), 409-39.

Grendstad, G, 199%4. “The New Ecological Paradigm Scale, Examinmtion and Scale Analysis®,
Envirenmental Politics 8(4}), 196-20%,

Grendstad, G. 19990, “A Politcal Cultural Map of Europe. A Survey Approach’, GeoSfowrnrl
47(3), 463-75.

Grendstad, . & Sclle, P, 199, Comparing Theories of Political Colinre in Explaining
Enviranmental Attinedes, Bergen: LOS senterct.

Grendstad, G. & Selle, P, 1999, “The Formation and Transformation of Preferences. Culiural
Theory and Postmaterialism Compared’, in Thompson, M., Grendstad, G, & Selle. P,
eds, Crlteral Theory as Political Science. London: Routledge,

242



Grendstad, G. & Selte, P, 2000, *Cultural Myths of Human and Physical MNature: Integrated
or Separated?”, Risk Analvsis 20(1), 27-39.

Grimen, H, 1999, “Socicculivral Functionalism', in Thompson, M., Grendstad, G. & Selle,
P., eds, Crltural Theary as Political Scieace. London: Routledge.

Inglehart, R. 1997, Modernization and Postmodernization. Cuftural, Economic, and Political
Change in 43 Societies, Princeton: Princeton University Press,

Jenkins-Smith, H. C. & Smith, W. K. 1994, ‘Ideology, Culture, and Risk Perception’, in
Covle, D0, ). & Ellis, R. 1., eds, Politics, Poliey and Cultere, Oxford: Westview Press,

Jones, R. E. & Dunlap, R. E. 1992, “The Social Bases of Environmental Concern: Have They
Changed Ower Time?', Rural Sociofogy 57(1), 28-47.

Knutsen, Q. 1995, *Value Orientations, Political Conflicts and Lefi-Right Identification: A
Comparative Study', Eurapean Journal af Palitical Research 28, 63-93,

Lockhart, €. 1999, "Cultural Contributions o Explaining Institutional Form, Pelitical
Change and Rational Decisions”, Comparative Political Stwdies 32(7), 862-03,

Mamadouh, ¥. 1999, *Grid-Group Cultural Theory: An Intreduction’, Geodournal 47(3),
395400,

Marris, C., Langford, 1. & O'Riordan, T, 1998, *A Quantitative Test of the Cultural Theory
of Risk Perceptions. Comparison with the Psvchometric Paradipm’, Risk Anafvsis 18(5),
63547,

Molenaers, M. & Thompson, M, 1999 “The Cultural Condiions for Democracy and Their
Implications for Transitional Societies’, in Thompson, M., Grendstad, G, & Selle, P, eds,
Cuitural Theory as Polirieal Science. London: Routledge,

Nunnally, 1. C. & Bernsicin, 1. H. 1994, Psychomerric Theory, 3rd edn. New York:
MeGraw-Hill,

Olli, E. 1999, *Rejection of Cultural Biases: and Effects on Farty Preference’, in Thompson, M.,
Grendstad, G. & Selle, P eds, Cultwral Theory o Political Science. London: Routledge.

O'Riordan, T. & Jordan. A. 1995, “The Precautionary Principle in Contemporary Environ-
mental Politics', Enviranmental Falues 4030, 191-212.

Cskarson, M, & Ringdal, K. 1998, ‘The Arguments’, in Jenssen, A, T., Pesonen, P, & Gilljam.
M.. eds, To Sain or Not to Join. Three Nordic Beferendums on Membersfito in the Envropean
Lierignn, Oslo: Scandinavian University Press,

Peters, E. & Slovie, P. 199, “The Role of Affect and Worldviews as Orienting Dispositions
in the Perception and Acceptance of Nuclear Power”, Jowrnal of Applied Social Psycholagy
26(16), 1427-53.

Ragin, C. C. 1987, The Comparative Method, Movieg Bevond Qualiterive and Quriitative
Sirategies, Berkeley: University of California Press.

Schmutzer, M. E. A, 1995, fugenfwm ued fedivichamm: Eine Socialwissenschaitliche Theorie
vorn Wissenschal? und Technik. New York: Springer-Verlag.

Schuliz, P.W. & Zeleeny, L. C. 1999 *“Values as Predictors of Environmental Attitudes: Evidence
for Consistency across 14 Countries', Sorenel of Enviconeneit! Psveliofogy 19(3), 25505,

Schwarz, M. & Thompson, M. 1990, Divided e Stand, Redefining Poditics. Technology and
Secial Cholee. London: Harvester Wheatsheal

Sjberg, L. 1997, “Explaining Risk Perception. An Empirical Evaluation of Cultural Theery”,
Risk, Decision and Palicy 2(2), 113-30.

Skjik, K. K, & Boyum, B. 1994, Undersoking om Verdicr, Namre og Milje 1993, Report Mo,
1H), Bergen: Morsk samfunnsvitenskapelig datatjeneste,

Siern, P. C., Dietz, T.. Kalof, L. & Guagnano, G. A, 1995 "Values, Beliefs, and Proenviron-
mental Action - Attitude Formation Toward Emergent Attitude Objects’. Joewrrad of
Applied Sacial Psychalopy 25(18), 1611-36.

Stremsnes, K., Grendstad, G, & Selle, P, 1996, Milfovermundersokelsen 1995, Dolumentas-
Jomsrappors (96161, Bergen: LOS senteret,

Thompson, M. 1988, ‘Socially Viable Ideas of Nature: A Cultural Hypothesis', in Baark. E.
& Swvedin, Ul eds, Men, Nerere ond Tochnodogy, Eizays on ohe Role of Meologieal
Perceprion. Mew York: 51 Marun®s Press.

Thompson, M. 1992, *The Dynamics of Cultural Theory and Their Implications for the
Enterprise Culture’, in Hargreaves Heap, 5. & Ross, A eds, Understanding the Enrerprise
Ceeftuere. Themes i the Wark of Mary Dowgles. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press,

243



Thompson, M, 1996, fafercnr Refarfonaling: An Anti-Dualist Approach o Instimutions, LOS
Report %08, Bergen: LOS senterel.

Thompeon, M. & Rayner, 5. 1998, “Cultural Discourses’, in Rayner, 5. & Malone, E. L.,
eds, The Societaf Framework af Climate Change. Columbus, OH: Batelle Press.

Thompson, M, & Wildavsky, A, 1986, *A Poverly of Distinction: From Economic Homo-
geneity o Cultural Heterogeneity in the Classification of Poor People®, Palicy Sciences 19,
163=90,

Thompson, M., Ells, B, & Wildavsky, A. 1990, Culteral Theory. Boulder: Wesiview Press.

Wildavsky, A 1987, "Choosing Preferences by Constructing Institutions: A Cultural Theory
of Preference Formation', Amrerican Political Science Review 81(1), 3-21.

Wildavsky, A. 1991a, Tie Rise of Radical Egafitarianism, Washington: American University
Press,

Wildavsky, A. 1991k “What Other Theory Would Be Expected 1o Answer Such Profound
Questions? A Reply to Per Selle’s Critique of Cullural Theory”, Scendiravian FPolitical
Studies 14(4), 355-60.

Wildavsky, A. 1994, “Why Sclf-Interest Means Less Ourside of a Social Context. Cultural
Contributions o a Theory of Rational Choices', Jowrnal of Theoretical Polivics 6(2),
131-59,

Wildavsky, A, 1995, Bur Is It True? A Citizen'’s Guide to Environmental Health and Safery
fsswes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Wildavsky, A, & Dake, K. 1990, *Theories of Risk Perception: Who Fears What and
Why?'. Daedafus 119(4), 41-60,

Zeller, R, A. & Carmines, E. G. 1980, Aeasurennr i the Soclal Seiences! The Link Betwean
Theory and Data. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

244



Appendix: Scale Items and Principal Component

Loadings

New Ecalogival Paradigm
(19952 = 060, EV = 1.42; 1998 ¢ = 0.60, EV = 1.43)
*Attitudes towards nature and the environment - Answer by checking one
box for each of the statements’, *
The balance of nature is strong enough to cope with the impacts of
modern industrial nations
The so-called ‘ecological crisis’ facing humankind has been greatly
exaggerated

Animal Rights (1993 2 = 0.52, EV = 1,35, 1995 2 = 041, EV = 1.26)

*To what degree do you agree or disagree with the following statements™ ®
Animals should have the same moral rights that human beings do
It is right to use animals for medical testing i it might save human lives

Geopraphical antachnent

*Below is a list of various places and regions. How strong are the ties you
feel to the various argas?
Local(z = 0.58, EV = 1.40),
The place where you grew up
The neighborbood you live in
Regiomal(a = 0.7%, EV = 2.13)
The town or municipality you live in
The district or county you live in
The part af the country you live in
Norway (one item only)
International (z = 0.78, EV = 2.10)
Scandinavia/ MNordie countries

Europe
The global communily

Truse i freseituerions

“How much trust do you have in the fellowing institwtionsT#
Media and business (x = 0.52, EV = 1.35)
The press and mass nedia
The business communily
Chrrch and armed forces (2 = 0.50, EV = 1.33):
The Morwegian state church
The Norwegian military
Neationel political sysvemr (2 = LG8, EV = 2.07):
The Morwegian educational system
Morwepian political parties
The Morwegian legal system (including courts)
Our natienal political system
Internattomnal repimes {x = 045, EV = 1.300:
The European Union (EL
The United Miions (LIN)

Nertuere by fraefl

Mature would be at peace and in harmony i only human beings would
leave it alone ©

Mature s really a fierce struggle for survival of the fittest ¥

1995

085

0LE5

1993

0.82
082

19093

0.34
0.54

0.81
0.91
0.63

0.83
0.90
0.74%

1995

0.52
0.32

0.81
0.5

0,59
0.71
0.7%
0.81

0.%1
0.%1
1993

1993

1995

0.85
(.85

1995

079
0.79

1995

1995
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Stravegies of Inervention in Nature

When it comes 1o environmental questions, we must often act even though 1993
we do not know how serious the situation is
When it comes to enviconmental geestions, we should wait and not 19935

implement measures unil we are certain of the pravity of the situation

Techmalogy

I the next 20 vears do you believe that technological progress will mostly 1993 1995
benafit or mostly harm humans (pecoded: | = mostly benefit; 2 = both,

neither; 3 = mostly harm)?

In your opinion, what kind of effect does the technological development 1993

have on the natural environment (recoded; 1 = predominantly positive;

2 = both positive and negative, DK; 3 = predominantly negative)?

Some people believe that humans control technology. Others believe that 1995
development has come so far that technology contrals humans. Below iz a

scule on which these two views have been placed at either end. Where on

the seale would vou place vour pwn view of the relationship between

humans and technology

{1 = humans control technology . .. 7 = technology controls humans)?

Myth af Human Natre

Some people believe that humans are essentially evil, and others believe 1985
that humans are cssentially good. Below is a scale on which these two

views have been placed at either end. Where on the scale would vou place

your own view of the nature of humankind

{1 =humans are essentially evil . . . 7 = humans are cssentially good)?

Mote: x = cotffcient alpha; EV = cigenvalue (Le. how much of the variation in the original
group of variables is accounted for by the particular component),

Response options; 1993 strongly agreefagree! neither/disagree/strongly disagree, DE; 1995,
strongly disagree/ disagree somewhat/both/agree somewhat/strongly ageee, DK 1998: agree
completely/ partly agree/ neither/ partly disagree/disagree completely (DK if volunteered).
*Tems recoded within each survey so that high scores indicate disagreement with the items
(negative wendency). The 1995 survey contained all 15 items of the revised scale, i.e. NEP2, but
the I8 survey contained only two items from the same scale. In order to obiain compar-
ability, only two items werg used in this analysis,

P Iems recoded within each suevey so that high scores indicate agreement with ‘moral rights’
and disagreemenm with ‘medical testing”.

* The original response options, i.e. strongly ted, partly tied, lintle tied, not tied at all, DK, were
reversed so that *strongly tied” receives the value of 4 and *not tied at all’ receives the value of
1, with DK set to 2.5 before scale analyses,

“The ariginal response options, i.e. very high trust, fair amount of trust, little trust, ao 1rost
atl all. DK, were reversed so that "very high trust’ recerves the value of 4 and “no trust at all’®
receives the value of 1, with DK set 1o 2.5 before scale analyses,

" lems recoded within each survey so that high scores indicate agreement with *moral rights”
amd disagreement with "medical testing”.
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