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ing flexible public transport (such as com-

puter-operated mini-buses), underground
freeways, increased use of electronic com-
munication in preference to trips, closed

cycle eco-systems, better access to outdoor
recreation and open space, and reducing
perception of overload by the creation of
visual beauty.
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HOW SHOULD SOCIAL SCIENTISTS
STUDY VALUES?

The social-psychological approach illus-
trated by N. T. 1~eather and G. Wasyluk
in their investigation, &dquo;Subjective Assimila-
tion Among Ukrainian Migrants: Value

Similarity and Parent-Child Differences&dquo;
(1973) leaves much to be desired both

theoretically and methodologically. My
first major reservation about the research
is that there is a generally uncritical accept-
ance of the dated theoretical, and narrow-
ly behavioural, approach to the study of
values and value &dquo;systems&dquo; as developed
by Rokeach. One must question the prac-
tice of measuring &dquo;values&dquo; simply by rank-
ing Australians on the rather ambiguous
and arbitrary 36 value names selected by
Rokeach for use in the United States. One

might also question any research procedure
that forces subjects into selecting among
only these &dquo;given&dquo; values. Given the op-
portunity, subjects might well identify for
themselves quite different values that they
maintain relate more appropriately to their
lives. Not to deal with these other values is
to deny social reality and prefer data that
fit nicely into the social scientist’s accepted
modes and techniques of analysis.

In carrying out Rokeach type value re-

search, social psychologists should no

longer ignore the growing body of research
on ideology and social action. Connell and
Goot (1972-3), for example, have set out

a trenchant critique of value research that
relies on the &dquo;forced choice&dquo; questionnaires.
Their suggestions for an alternative and

potentially more fruitful approach (1972-3:
185ff) support the above contention that
to draw on available research into ideology
will assist social science break through the
rather sterile behavioural and descriptive
(rather than explanatory) studies that have
characterised much of U.S.-derived social

psychological &dquo;value&dquo; research.

Methodologically one might query the
cross-cultural validity and reliability of thc
value terminology used by Feather and

Waysluk, particularly when Rokeach’s
terms are presented to people whose

mother-tongue is not English, when the
terms are fairly ambiguous even in English,
and given that any explanation of these
terms had to be made by the Ukrainian

migrants’ children against whose values
the parents’ values were to be compared!
Connell ( 197? ) has made an empirical
examination of the specific biases intro-
duced when children are used to administer

questionnaires to their parents in a situa-
tion where value differences between the
two generations are to be examined. His
main critique centres on the fact that

typically (and this is the case with the
Feather and Wasyluk study) the response
rate among parents is relatively low and
this self selection biases the sample towards
high generational value correspondence.
Conr.ell observes that

&dquo;It is not hard to see that with this

method, the students who did get their

parents to do the job would generally be
those who had a closer relationship with
them, and hence quite probably those
who shared their opinions most closely&dquo;
(326).
In addition, Connell points out that to

concentrate (as Feather and Wasyluk have)
on the average values between generations,
without also explicitly comparing this to the
within-family &dquo;pair&dquo; correspondence, con-

siderably lessens the value and theoretical
usefulness of the study.

Since the authors admit (30) that many
extraneous factors such as the educational
level of the migrants’ children, could easily
be producing the relationships found, it is

strange that such controls were not intro-
duced.

Another methodological reservation with
the study is the continual and inappropriate
use of tests of significance. The subjects
studied do not in any way represent a ran-
dom sample and the authors admit a fairly
low parental response rate (50 to 60 per
cent) even within their non-random

sample. The &dquo;Australian students&dquo; in the

study came from a university science
students association, yet in other studies,
Feather (1970 and 1971) has maintained
that science students’ values differ in many
respects from other students, such as those
in Humanities. As this limitation is acknow-

ledged in the study along with many other
qualifications and assumptions, we must
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wonder why the study was still carried out.
In this situation tests of significance and

any worthwhile generalisations about Aus-
tralian society are quite untenable’.

While this particular study is thus metho-
do’ogicaHy imprecise, my major reservation
remains the theoretical one concerning the
validity of the Rokeach approach to the

study of values.
_ _ __ _ FOOTNOTE - _ __

1. For a discussion of the misuse of tests of signifi-
cance in American and Australian social research, see
Webb and Clements (1972), and Edwards (1971). 
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MANY ROADS LEAD TO ROME:
A REPLY TO WITTON

Witton’s comments on the validity of the
Rokeach Value Survey used in our study
(Feather and Wasyluk, 1973) would de-
serve more attention had he at least indi-
cated some acquaintance with the many
studies using the Rokeach procedure and
with their theoretical rationale. Some of
these investigations have been mainly con-
cerned with obtaining descriptive informa-
tion about the value systems of different

groups, (in passing, it seems naive of Wit-
ton to claim that descriptive studies are

&dquo;sterile&dquo; since it would be difhcult for any
science to progress without reliable descrip-
tive information), while other studies have
been more closely related to a theoretical
framework-for example, to an analysis of
the nature and structure of value-attitude

systems and the effects of inconsistency
within these systems (Rokeach, 1968), or

to a general approach dealing with the

individual’s attempts to resolve discrepan-
cies in organized cognitive structures,

usually compromising in some way between
stability and change (Feather, 1971, 1972).
Witton’s implication that these value studies
are sterile, descriptive, and behavioural is
far from the truth and based upon a super-
ficial acquaintance with the literature.
He also adopts an extreme position in

arguing against the use of questionnaires,
particularly forced-choice ones. We doubt

that Connell and Goot (1972-73) would
want to adopt such an extreme stance.

Witton appears to believe that the use of

questionnaires is the social-psychological
approach (a very narrow view considering
the many other procedures for data collec-
tion and analysis that social psychologists
have pioneered). We would certainly not

want to restrict value research to question-
naire administration. Many roads lead to

Rome and detailed studies filling in the

fine-grain of the structure revealed by
Rokeach’s procedure would obviously be
worthwhile. Such studies will involve multi-

disciplinary efforts.
In the Value Survey, Rokeach has pro-

vided a procedure that has general applica-
tion, using lists of values culled from many
sources so as to cover a very wide spectrum
( Rokeach, in press). The question of how
respondents might interpret the value labels
is an interesting research problem (if in-
deed answerable), just as is the question
of how respondents may interpret other
stimuli-for example, the questions asked
of them in a face-to-face interview con-

cerning political ideologies. Those using
the Value Survey have been more concern-
ed, however, with looking for consistent

regularities in response, and meaningful
results have been obtained in a variety of
contexts. Moreover, the average value

systems are very similar when one employs
different assessment procedures-ranking,
rating, and pair-comparison (Feather, in

press) or semantic differential (Rokeach,
in press). Note that the rating and

semantic differential procedures do not in-

volve forced-choice. Let us not shut our

eyes to a useful technique because of some
simplistic notion of what social science is

about.
Witton’s comments on the methodologi-

cal deficiencies of our study provide little

that is new. We noted in at least two places
in our paper that we made the most of a

situation (so often the case in applied
social research) where one has to build

upon available resources, using samples that
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