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CHAPTER 3

Value Systems of Elites and Publics in the
Mediterranean: Convergence or Divergence

JuaN DiEz-Nicoris

Elites and Publics

The study of elites and publics has always received great attention in the
social sciences, since the early times (Lasswell 1936: Mannheim 1935;
Mosca 1939/1896; Ortega y Gasset 1929; Pareto 1902-03). In general,
the concept of elites has referred to social minorities and ruling minorities,
mainly in the fields of politics, the military, the economy, business, and
culture. In earlier times scholars did not differentiate so much among
different types of elites, and referred to them as minorities in power,
simply because there was a great overlap among the elites in different
fields. The tendency to refer to elites as a compound mixture of minori-
ties in different sectors of society persisted however for a long time, and
were generally referred to as the “ruling class,” “the power elite” (Mills
1956) or the like (Bottomore 1964; Lasswell 1952), though other
authors preferred to discriminate among different types of elites, for
example, “strategic elites” (Keller 1963), to designate minorities who
had authority or power in different sectors of society (politics, religion,
business, fashion, etc.). More recently there has been 2 proliferation of
country studies of elites (some examples are Collier 1999; Eldersveld 1995;
Lemer et al. 2004; Perthes 2004; Verba et al. 1987; Werbner 2004; Yoder
1999), whose findings are more difficult to generalize, as well as other
more general works (Carlton 1996; Etzioni-Halevy 1997 Marger 1981;



48 Juan Diez-Nicolas

Walden 2000). Most studies of elites, including those cited, refer to elites
as very small social minorities who occupy power positions either in
society at large or within some part of it. But, generally, there is little
comparison with publics or masses, which usually appear in the back-
ground as a necessary complement to elites, since there would be no
minorities without majorities. An important exception would be
Kornhauser’s fourfold classification of societies on the basis of accessibil-
ity of elites and availability of nonelites (Kornhauser 1959).

The approach that has been adopted in this research shares with most of
the works in this area the assumption that elites influence publics though
some recent research findings establish limitations of that influence
(Druckman and Nelson 2003; Paul and Brown 2001), but does differ from
them in several respects. First. the concept of elites is defined in a less rigid
and more flexible manner to avoid the rigid elites-publics dichotomy and,
instead, treat these two concepts as the poles of a continuum. In this
respect, the analysis follows a similar but revised methodology that Galtung
established four decades ago to construct a “social position” index as a tool
to test his “center-periphery”” theory (Galtung 1964, 1976). Second, rather
than focusing on the values of elites, the values of elites and publics are
always compared within and between societies (developed versus less
developed, Mediterranean-European versus Mediterranean-Islamic).

Galtung’s main assumption was that some social positions receive
more rewards (economic, prestige, power) than others. He then selected
eight sociodemographic characteristics that are rewarded differently by
societies to construct the social position index, which produced a scale
of nine categories.” Lower ratings received the name of “social periphery,”
while higher ratings on the scale received the name of “social center,” and
the extremes of the scale received the names of “extreme periphery”
and “decision-making nucleus” respectively. As may be noticed, the
conceptualization of “elites” and “publics” based on the social position
index allows for greater flexibility, since each researcher may define
elites-publics (center-periphery) differently (defining one or more positions
in the scale as center or periphery), in order to meet specific research
requirements. Social center (as the sum of the more socially rewarded
positions) and social periphery (as the sum of the less socially
rewarded positions) differ from each other in many respects. Individuals
belong to the social center or the social periphery not because of their
personal traits, but because of the different status they hold, which
corresponds to social roles they perform in society.

According to Galtung’s center-periphery theory, the center has more
knowledge, particularly about policies, while the periphery shows little
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knowledge, particularly in regard to policies. As a consequence, the
center has more opinions, while the periphery has fewer or no opinions.
Therefore, as the center has more knowledge and opinions and has more
access to mass media, communication flows generally from the center to
the periphery (among other things because the center has more things
to communicate). It also follows that the center will demand and show
more social participation, especially through secondary (associations)
and tertiary channels (mass media), while the periphery will demand and
exhibit less social participation, manifested through primary channels
(interpersonal communication). Therefore, new ideas and social values
originate mainly in the center and from it they are disseminated to the
periphery (and even if new values or ideas originate in the periphery,
they will have to be adopted by some group in the center if they are to
be disseminated to the rest of society). At this point it may be necessary
to clarify that the center is by definition ideologically heterogeneous (no
ideological characteristics are used to define center or periphery), so that
new ideas in the periphery may always find some group in the center
willing to accept them and disseminate them. Center and periphery
differ in many other respects, but especially on their orientation to social
change: the center will favor gradual change, reforms, while the periph-
ery will be more absolutist, in favor of changing everything (radical or
revolutionary change) or of no change at all (defense of the status quo).
Most of the hypotheses of this theory have been verified repeatedly
(Diez-Nicolas 1966, 1968, 1996; Halle 1966; van der Veer 1976), and
they have also contributed to specify some of the main hypotheses of
Inglehart’s theory of cultural change (Diez-Nicolas 1999, 2000, 2004a),
especially with respect to the emergence of the new values in favor of
protecting the environment.

The main hypothesis that is tested here is another example of how
Galtung’s theory of the emergence and diffusion of new values can
complement Inglehart’s theory of cultural change. Thus, according to
Inglehart’s well-known hypotheses, postmaterialist, or self-expression
values are more frequently found, at the macro level, in more developed
societies, and at the micro level, in the upper strata of each society.
Consequently, elites (the social center) in developed and less developed
societies should be expected to share more similar values amongst themselves
than with their respective publics (the social periphery), so that it should
be possible to observe a convergence of values between elites at the
same time that a divergence of values occurs between elites and their
respective publics. The convergence of values between elites would be a
consequence of their greater access to communication facilities (telephone,
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internet, travelling, interpersonal communication through professional
meetings) and, as a result, to the greater possibilities of interaction between
them. A second hypothesis that will be tested is that publics in developed
and less developed societies should show the largest divergence in values,
due to infrequent interaction between them.

Does Globalization Lead to Convergence?

Globalization is not a new process. It has been at work since the begin-
ning of history, as human societies have grown from the early self-
sufficient and independent communities to ever expanding and
interdependent human communities in terms of population, elaborate
technology, complex social organization, and with access to an expand-
ing environment due to technological developments in the means of
communication and transportations (Diez-Nicolas 1999; Duncan 1964,
Hawley 1986). Fukuyama has observed that, after the fall of the Berlin
Wall in 1989, there seems to be only one model of economic organiza-
tion, the free market economy, and one model of political organization,
the parliamentary democracy (Fukuyama 1991), and that all societies
claim to have achieved or to be in the process of achieving both. The
explicit assumption of this argument is that there is a universal conver-
gence toward these two organizational systems, and that their universal
acceptance will be more or less permanent (an assumption that leads to
his conclusion about the end of history).” There is, however, an implicit
assumption in Fukuyama: that if there is 2 more or less universal conver-
gence toward the same models of economic and political organization,
there should also be a similar process of convergence in values and beliefs
systems. This assumption is tenable, because increasing economic inter-
dependence worldwide (and consequently increasing interaction world-
wide) leads to isomorphism of organizational arrangements (as it is
observed regarding political and economic institutions as well as other
institutional arrangements). And due to developments in the means of
communication and transportation (satellites, internet, and movies), one
should expect cultural convergence and isomorphism.

The explicit assumption about the institutional convergence in
the economic and political realms seems to be supported by facts, and the
implicit assumption regarding a certain convergence in values and beliefs
systems has been supported by the results of extensive analysis of values
surveys that were carried out by Inglehart and others. Just as societies still
differ in the degree to which they have achieved a free market economy
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and parliamentary democracy, societies still differ, probably even more,
in the degree to which they have achieved a certain cultural model char-
acterized by a new value system. Inglehart has shown how most societies
seem to be changing from survival values to self-expression values, from
traditional values to rational-secular values, and how the values systems
that accompanied the process of change from traditional to industrial
society are again changing in the transition from industrial to postindus-
trial society (Inglehart et al. 2004). Welzel has also explained how these
two processes are linked to produce a more encompassing process of
human development characterized by a continuous drive toward values
of emancipation that constitute the basis of democratic systems (Welzel
2003; Welzel et al. 2003). According to this theory, the new values are
more widespread among the more developed societies, and within each
society, among people with the higher socioeconomic status.

The methodological strategy of this chapter is twofold. First, compar-
isons at the macro level (using countries as units of analysis) must be
made with great care. This is because survey data are not in some cases
representative of the total population, but frequently neglect or under-
represent the lower strata (the social periphery). Second, comparisons at
the micro level will likely show that there are different rhythms of
change for different groups within each society. They also should show
that the different rhythms of change cause some unexpected (and maybe
undesired) consequences, the most important of them being that elites in
less developed countries are approaching the value systems of elites in
the more developed societies, while detaching themselves at the same
time from the values of their respective social peripheries. This hypoth-
esis would not contradict the previous hypothesis that the higher social
strata acquire the new values earlier than the lower strata, just as more
developed countries acquire them earlier than less developed countries,
but it specifies that the different rhythms of change produce a conver-
gence of elites in very different societies on a shared system of values, but
at the same time a growing divergence between elites and publics in
each society. It seems relevant to test this hypothesis on the basis of a
massive amount of data that are provided by the EVS and the WVS.

Before analyzing these hypotheses about the Mediterranean region, it
was thought relevant to test these hypotheses at a more general level by
comparing countries with different degrees of development in the world
as a whole. Assuming that findings should be similar at the world and the
Mediterranean levels, the value of the findings would be enhanced. In
fact, the comparison between developed European-Christian societies and
less-developed Islamic societies in the Mediterranean can be considered
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a special case of the more general comparison between developed and
less developed countries.

Measuring the Concepts of Elites and Development

To measure development, countries have been grouped according to
cultural areas that are somewhat similar to Huntington’s (Huntington
1996) classification of civilizations.” For each country four measures of
development were obtained: economic, political, social, and cultural.
GNP per capita is used to measure economic development. Political
development is measured by Freedom House ratings of democracy
(FHR). Social development is measured by the Human Development
index (HDI). To measure cultural development, the two dimensions
developed by Inglehart (1990, 1997), the survival-self expression
dimension—equivalent to the former materialist-postmaterialist dimension
(POSTMAT) in previous publications (Diez-Nicolas 2000; Inglehart
1977)—and the traditional-secular/rational dimension (TRADRAT)
were used.

Taking countries as the units of analysis, the correlation coefficients
among the five measures for 81 countries were all above .45 and statisti-
cally significant at the .01 level, with the only exception of the relation-
ship between the two cultural values dimensions, as expected, since they
are intended to measure two distinctive and independent dimensions of
values.?

Furthermore, countries were grouped into the 13 world regions men-
tioned above, and averages in the same 5 variables have been calculated
for each region, with a similar rank-order in each dimension. It may be
noted that four regions (Anglo-Saxon, West European Catholic, West
European Protestant, and Japan) rank higher than the rest in all five
dimensions of development, with the only exception of the traditional-
rational/secular dimension, in which Israel, East European Chnstian,
and European Orthodox countries show greater secularization than
Anglo-Saxon and West European Catholic countries. This finding has
been confirmed in all waves of the values studies, and they suggest that
traditional values based on religion have continued to play a more
important role in some Western countries than they have played in
countries that were under communist rule. One should underline the
difference in the trajectory of development between the Anglo-Saxon
and West European Protestant countries, probably due to the different
paths taken by the Reformation in different parts of Europe. Thus, while
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Lutherans (who subordinated religion to political power) remained in
most of Central and Northern Europe, Calvinists (who subordinated
political power to religion) became a minority established mainly in the
Netherlands and Switzerland, which, after being prosecuted, escaped
mainly to Great Britain (and from there to the New World as Pilgrims)
and to South Africa. It should also be noted that Israel is a kind of
frontier between the four more developed world regions and the less
developed regions (figure 3.1).

In any case, the traditional-secular/rational dimension seems to be the
only one that is less related to the other dimenstions of development. The
correlation coefficients among the five indicators of development are
significant at the .01 level, except for the relationship between the two
values dimensions. These significant correlation coefficients show that
development in one dimension is associated with development in other
dimensions, confirming that the different dimensions are all manifesta-
tions of the nonmaterial culture and, as such, instrumental social
responses that human populations develop when interacting with their
environment (Diez-Nicolas 2003). The strong relationships between the
five dimensions facilitates classifying world regions as developed or less
developed, precisely because it makes it unnecessary to specify what
kind of development is being measured.

World Regions 2000
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If the world regions are plotted on any two dimensions, they show a
regular pattern of greater development (economic, political, social, or cul-
tural) in the same areas, as well as a great gap between the more developed
and the less developed. The Anglo-Saxon countries, the West European
(Catholic and Protestant) countries, and Japan are classified as developed
areas. The countries included in the other regions have been divided into
two groups: (1) the East Buropean Christian (EEC) and the European
Orthodox (EO) countries, and (2) the remaining countries, considering
the latter as less developed in general (i.c., taking all five dimensions into
account). The EEC and EO countries, which include most of the former
communist countries, are very low on the postmaterialist dimension,
mainly due to their experience as economies based on state-soclalism,
though they rate very high on the traditional-secular/ rational dimension
(Inglehart 1990, 1997).

To measure elites, a revised version of the social position index devel-
oped by Galtung (Diez-Nicolis 1999, 2004a; Galtung 1964, 1976) has
been constructed for this analysis. Thus, instead of dichotomizing the
eight variables that Galtung used to construct the social position index,
an effort has been made to measure them through several categories. In
fact, only sex and age have been dichotomized, while four other indica-
tors of social position have been measured on three-point scales (educa-
tion, employment status, income, and size of habitat), and occupational
prestige has been measured on a four-point scale. This modified version
of the social position index varies between 0 and 13, and includes seven
variables, while Galtung’s index varied between 0 and 8, and included
eight variables. The main difference between the two indices, apart from
the number of categories in the scale, is that the variables are not given
the same weight. Sex and age are given less weight, while occupation is
given more weight, on the assumption that occupation is the main
source of all kind of social rewards in present societies, not just economic
rewards.? This explains why the social position index is more strongly
correlated with employment status (r = .70) and profession (r = .68).,
and less strongly related (but still significantly) with sex, age, and size of
place of residence (r > .30).

The fact that many countries lacked information on one or more of
the variables used to construct the social position index caused the loss of
a few thousand respondents (17 percent of the original 118,520 respon-
dents), as well as the loss of ten countries.® The analysis was then based on
the information for 71 countries, with a total N of 98,702 individuals.
The distribution of these individuals is very close to a normal distribu-
tion, though a little skewed toward the lower end of the scale. For the
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purpose of this analysis, the world regions are divided into three categories,
as explained, and the operationalization of the concept of elites is based
on the distribution by social position, assuming that individuals closer to
point 13 on the scale (high social position) are probably members of the
elite in their society (defining elites in a very broad manner), while indi-
viduals closer to point O in the scale are most likely to be publics
(nonelites) in their societies.

As table 3.1 illustrates, there seems to be no significant difference on
the shape of the distribution on the social position index among the
t}?rec.e groups of countries.” While it would seem normal that population
dlstnbgtion by sex and age, and even by size of habitat, might not be
very different among countries, it is more difficult to accept that devel-
oped and less developed countries may have similar distributions of their
adult populations with respect to education, income, employment, and
occupation. This finding seems to indicate that the samples are not
always representative of each country’s population. A more detailed
examination of the data shows that among the less developed countries
one finds samples that are not proportionally representative of their
populations; on the contrary, they seem to overrepresent some social
sectors (the more educated, the higher incomes, the urban populations).

Table 3.1 Disaribution of respondents by social position and degree of development, by world regions

Social position More developed Developing Less developed
(AS+WEC+ WEP) (EEC+EQ) (LA+SC+Ind+
SSA+Ph)
NE= N= % N= kd
Low 71 3 65 3 241 .6
1 545 2.1 614 2.9 1.510 3.7
2 1.599 6.1 1.474 6.6 2,677 6.7
3 2,614 10.1 2,311 10.0 3,834 9.5
4 3.067 11.6 2,702 11.5 4,767 11.6
5 3,245 12.0 2,851 12.2 5,256 12.8
6 3,443 127 2,863 12,2 5,158 12,5
7 3,458 12.7 2,859 12.1 4,792 11.5
8 2,990 10.9 2,627 11.2 3,863 9.3
9 2,404 8.8 2,138 9.0 3,215 7.8
10 1.779 6.6 1,459 6.2 2,419 6.0
1 1.100 4.0 888 3.7 1,643 4.3
12 480 1.8 402 1.7 841 2.4
High 134 5 82 4 191 6
Total 26,929 100.2 23,335 100.0 40,407 99.3

Source: Elaboration of data from WVSEVS_sb_v4.SAV, in Inglehart et al. 2004.
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Thus, about 40 percent of respondents, both in more developed and
less developed countries, have a low education, and about 20 percent in
each group of countries have a high education, a finding that is a bit sur-
prising. Similarly, 28 percent and 25 percent of respondents in less
developed and more developed countries are on the upper layer of
income in their countries, and about 10 percent in each group has high
prestige occupations. Certainly this does not completely preclude a com-~
parative analysis of countries, but it does impose very severe limitations
on the comparison of country averages, or, for this purpose, of world
regions’ averages, because it Is quite evident that in the case of developed
countries samples seem to be proportionally representative of their pop-
ulations, while samples in less developed countries seem to represent not
their total populations, but their middle and upper socioeconomic strata.®
It seems legitimate, however, to compare similar social position groups 1n
more and less developed countries, even when their proportional repre-
sentation does not correspond to their real weight in their country,
though the underrepresentation of the lower social strata of less devel-
oped societies may introduce important distortions on the results.

Is There a Convergence of Values between Elites in

Countries with Different Degrees of Development?

To test the main hypothesis of this research, the average measure of
postmaterialist values based on Inglehart’s four items scale’ has been
calculated for elites and nonelites in developed and less developed world
regions (table 3.2).

Postmaterialist values vary directly with social position. The average
index of postmaterialist values varies positively with social position, and
the relationship holds in all three groups of countries. This finding
mostly confirms the main hypothesis established by Inglehart in his early
writings on cultural change. that is, that postmaterialist values are first
adopted by the most developed societies and, within each society, by
those in higher socioeconomic strata. However, though postmaterialist
values are higher in developed countries, there is no significant differ-
ence when developing and less developed countries are compared. The
data also confirms Galtung’s theory that new values are adopted earlier
and in greater proportion by the “social center” than by the “social
periphery,” both at the country and the individual levels.

According to the main hypothesis established for this research, devel-
opments in communication and transportation that go along with
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Table 3.2 Distribution of respondents by social position and postmaterialism, by world regions

Social More developed Developing Less developed
position
N = Postmaterialism N = Postmaterialism N= Postmaterialism
Low 71 1.73 65 1.48 241 1.55
1 545 1.77 614 1.47 1,510 1.55
2 1,599 1.80 1,474 1.53 2,677 1.60
3 2,614 1.87 2,311 1.56 3,834 1.68
4 3,067 1.94 2,702 1.60 4,767 171
5 3,245 1.98 2,851 1.64 5,256 1.71
6 3,443 2.03 2,863 1.67 5,158 1.72
7 3,458 2.05 2,859 1.70 4,792 1.74
8 2,990 2.08 2,627 1.73 3,863 1.76
9 2,404 2.13 2,138 1.73 3,215 1.81
10 1,779 2.19 1,459 1.81 2,419 1.82
11 1,100 2.24 888 1.84 1,643 1.87
12 480 2.29 402 1.89 841 1.86
High 134 2.42 82 1.95 191 1.95

Source: Elaboration of data from WVSEVS_sb_v4.SAV, in Inglehart et al. 2004,

globalization facilitate elites in less developed countries to acquire the
values and lifestyles of elites in developed countries. But, in contrast with
this process of convergence among elites, one finds a growing divergence
of values between elites and their respective nonelites or publics. Data
seems to confirm these two contrasting processes. Thus, if elites and
ponclites are strictly defined as positions 13 and 0 in the social position
index, the ratio of postmaterialism of elites in developed countries to
elites in less developed countries is smaller (1.24) than the ratios between
elites and publics in developed countries (1.40) and between elites and
publics in less developed countries (1.26), though larger than the ratio
between publics in developed and less developed countries (1.12). The
hypothesis that elites” values in more and less developed countries, as
measured by the postmaterialist index, are more similar to each other
than to their respective publics is supported by the data, though the
hypothesis that the greatest difference would be found between publics in
more and less developed countries is not supported by the data. This find-
ing is probably due to the fact that samples in less developed countries
have underrepresented their lower social position strata (table 3.3).
Similar results are found if social position 1s grouped into four groups:
0-3 (social periphery), 4-6, 7-9, and 10-13 (social center), and countries
are grouped into three categories according to their degree of develop-
ment. Again, it appears that postmnaterialism is greater among the elites
and smaller among the publics in the three groups of countries. Elites in
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Table 3.3 Postmaterialism by social position, by world regions
Social position More developed Developing Less developed
Elites (9-13) 2.23 1.83 1.85
2(7-9) 2.08 1.72 1.77
1 (4-6) 1.99 1.64 1.71
Publics (0-3) 1.83 1.54 1.63

Source: Elaboration of data from WVSEVS_sb_v4.SAV, in Inglehart et al. 2004.

developed countries are the most oriented toward postmaterialism, while
publics in less developed countries are the least postmaterialist, as expected.
And when ratios are calculated, the ratio between the postmaterialist
indexes of elites in developed and in less developed countries is slightly
lower than the ratio between elites and publics in developed countries,
but higher than the same ratio in less developed countries. This finding
would seem to indicate that convergence between elites and publics
in less developed countries is higher than between elites and publics in
developed countries, a result that can legitimately be questioned when
taking into account the more than likely assumption that the real lower
social strata in less developed countries have been not only underestimated
but probably neglected altogether. Consequently, the smallest ratio is
found when comparing publics in developed and in less developed
countries, something that very likely results from the fact that the lower
strata of less developed countries have not been included in the samples
of many less developed countries, and that what appears to be lower
social positions are in fact middle social positions.

Elites and Publics in the Mediterranean

Comparing values of elites and publics in developed and less developed
regions may hide very important internal differences. Most of the litera-
ture analyzing values has focused on comparing “the West” with Islam,
since religion, and especially Muslim religion seems to make a significant
difference on values, especially values related to gender inequality and the
role of women in society, as well as on the influence of religion on poli-
tics (Inglehart 2003a, 2003b; Norris and Inglehart 2004). But, apart from
the fact that neither Islam nor “the West” is a homogeneous category. the
lack of homogeneity is especially acute regarding the role of religion and
traditional social values in general (Diez-Nicolas 2003). In fact, while dif-
ferences between Catholic and Protestant European countries seem to
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have decreased greatly over the past century, differences between these
twWo groups of countries and Anglo-Saxon countries continue to exist
regard_mg religious values, and some analysts would even argue that they
hav.e increased in recent decades (though with the exception of the
United Kingdom, which in this respect is more similar to continental
Europe than to other Anglo-Saxon countries).

The Mediterranean basin, on the other hand, offers the possibility to
compare a relatively large number of developed countries that also seem
to be relatively homogeneous in their cultural values (especially regard-
ing religion) with a large number of less developed countries that share
the common characteristic of being also relatively homogeneous in their
Islamic beliefs (table 3.4).

_ Thus, eight European countries and eight Islamic countries that are
either Mediterranean or close to the Mediterranean have been selected
for this analysis.!? Though Germany, Austria, and Switzerland cannot be
considered Mediterranean from a geographical point of view, they have
been selected because they are culturally closer to that region than would
other Northern or Eastern European countres, with a mixture of
Protestant and Catholic majorities and a high degree of economic develop-
ment and democratic political stability. They also provide a balance to
the number of countries on the Islamic side of the comparison.

Table 3.4 Distribution of Mediterranean European or Islamic respondents by social

position
Social Position European-Christians Islamic
N = % N= %
Low 54 4 71 5
1 365 2.9 537 3.9
2 909 7.1 1,131 8.3
3 1,426 11.1 1,511 11.0
4 1,660 13.0 1,583 11.6
5 1,628 12.7 1,730 12.6
6 1,684 13.2 1,768 13.0
7 1,661 13.0 1,607 11.7
8 1,343 10.5 1,326 9.7
9 944 7.4 1,006 7.3
10 653 5.1 722 5.3
11 294 2.3 437 32
12 139 1.1 218 1.6
High 31 2 45 3
Total 12,791 100.0 13,692 100.0

Source: Elaboration of data from WVSEVS_sb_v4.SAV, in Inglehart et al. 2004.
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The subsample drawn from the previous larger sample of 71 countries
and 98,702 individuals has been reduced to 16 countries and 26,501
individuals. Like in the larger sample, a surprising finding is that the
distrbutions by social position in the eight European—Christian—develgped
countries and the eight Islamic-less developed countries dﬂo not differ
significantly.!” Thus, the social periphery (soc‘ia]. position (-3) represents
22 percent and 24 percent in European-Chml:mn 'apd in Islamic coun-
tries respectively, while the social center (social position 9-13) represents
16 percent and 18 percent respectively, suggesting that t‘m.: lower s_ocm.l
strata in Islamic countries are very underrepresented, while the higher
social strata are overrepresented in their samples. This is an important
problem for description and for using countries as units of analysis, but
not for causal-explanatory analysis and for comparing segments of soci-
eties in European-Christian and in Islamic countries, tl‘lcmgh‘:t may affect
comparativeness by ignoring the very low strata in society, if they are not
only underrepresented but not represented at all. As a matter of fact, t%ue
inclusion of the true lower socioeconomic strata in Islamic countries
would increase the weight of the social periphery in absolute and relative
terms, and consequently their values would gain greater weight when
considering the average measures for each group (table 3.5).. o

As expected, postmaterialism is positively rclate_:d to social position in
both groups of Mediterranean countries (it is higher when the social

Table 3.5 Postmaterialism of Mediterranean European-Christian or Islamic respondents,

by social position

Social Position European-Christians Islamic
N = Postmaterialism N = Postmaterialism
Low 34 1.70 71 1.61
1 365 1.72 537 1.57
2 909 1.72 1,131 1.60
3 1,426 1.81 1,511 1.68
4 1,660 1.90 1,583 1.68
5 1,628 1.94 1,730 1.69
6 1,684 2.01 1,768 1.69
7 1,661 2.01 1,607 1.73
8 1,343 2.07 1,326 1.72
9 944 2.14 1,006 1.79
10 653 2.15 722 1.82
11 294 2.20 437 1.89
12 139 2.27 218 1.89
High 31 2.30 45 1.89

Source: Elaboration of data from WVSEVS_sb_v4.SAV, in Inglehart et al. 2004,
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position is higher, with only minor exceptions in Islamic countries), and
European-Christians of any social position are more postmaterialist than
their Islamic counterparts. If one compares the values of postmaterialism
indices among the four more extreme positions (0 and 13 in European-
Christian and [slamic societies), they are, as expected, highest among the
central nucleus of European-Christian societies and lowest in the
extreme periphery of Islamic societies, with central nucleus of Islamic
societies showing more postmaterialist attitudes than the extreme
periphery of European-Christian societies. Differences in postmaterialist
attitudes of the European-Christian central nucleus and its Islamic coun-
terpart (as measured by the ratio between the two indexes) are smaller
than between those of the central nucleus and the extreme periphery in
European-Christian countries. But, once more, the other two differ-
ences are not the ones that would be expected, most likely because the
social periphery in Islamic countries is underestimated or even not meas-
ured, so that postmaterialism is overestimated. A comparison of elites
and publics in the two groups of countries, using different groupings of
elites and publics, also confirms that the difference between European-
Christian and Islamic elites is smaller than the difference between each
elite and its corresponding public (though, again, the exception is the
[slamic social periphery, probably due to the fact that the real social
periphery in these countries was not represented in their samples).

It is a common finding that changes in different types of values follow
different rhythms of change, especially when comparing political and
religious values (Norris and Inglehart 2004). Therefore, the same com-
parative analysis shown has been replicated for more specific values:
political values, moral-ethical values, attitudes toward migrants, religious
values, and social exclusion values. Elites have been defined as social
positions 9—13, publics as social positions 0—3, and social positions 4-8
have been excluded to make the contrasting differences more evident
(table 3.6).

Convergence in political values between elites in Mediterranean
European and Islamic countries is even more marked than when devel-
oped and less developed countries are compared because there is more
internal homogeneity within these two groups of countries. Islamic
elites give more importance to politics than European elites (probably
because the latter have had democratic institutions for a long time now,
while in Islamic countries there is a shorter, if at all, democratic tradi-
tion), and they are equally supporters of having a democratic political
system. The finding that political democratic values are not incompati-
ble with Islamic culture is not a novelty (Moaddel 2002; Tessler 2002).
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Table 3.6 Indicators of political values of clites and publics in European-Christian and Islamic

Mediterranean countries

Importance Having a Political Discuss Interested
o . ol g e
of politics” Democratic action” politics in politics

political system’

Elites- 2.41 3.60 9.34 2.09 2.68
E;Ji::sli?:g:n(i::mmn 2.53 3.60 7.33 1.92 2.46
Publics- 2.00 3.43 7.31 1.61 1.99
I%E‘:J(l)iiilr.:l/ai:?man 2.10 3.47 6.51 1.59 1:99
Notes:

* Importance of politics in Rs life. Scale 1 (not at all important)—4 (very ix.n}A)ormnt).

® [t is good or bad having a democrasic system. Scaie 1 (it 1s very ba(l:l)—4 (it 15' vcn SO,O(_:‘)‘ . .
¢ Index of political action. based on answers to five indicators (signing a penn-on,Jommg i boycotts. atrending
lawful demonstrations, joining unoricial strikes. occupying buildings or factories) on a 3 p.om( scale—(have done,
might do, would never do). so that the scale runs from (would never do any of the five actions) to 13 (have done

all five actions), ] l i
i 3| JOU 82 i iti g ntly. occas s
9 When you get together with vour fHends. would you say you discuss political matrers frequently y

or never? Scale 1 (never)=3 (frequentlyv). .
¢« How ingerested would you say vou are in palities? Scale 1 (not at all)—4 {very interested).

Source: Elaboration of data from WVSEVS_sb_v4.SAV, in Inglehart et al. 2004

It must also be pointed out that Islamic publics seem to be more
supporters of democracy and give more importance to politics than
European publics, something that may be a result_ of the already men-
tioned underrepresentation of lower strata in Islamic salzlp]fes. or of some
disengagement from politics on the part of European pub.h_cs. There are
fewer differences between European and Islamic elites with respect to
the five indicators of political values than between each elilfe and its cor-
responding public. The same is also true w_ith respect to atti tudes toward
immigration policy. European and Islamic ¢l¥zes are more E‘avoumbi.e
(2.69 and 2.59 in a scale of 1—4) toward immigrant workers than their
respective publics (2.51 and 2.46) (table.?).?)‘.

European-Christian and Islamic societies clzt'f.'er‘ greatly, even more than
developed and less developed world regions, with respect to moral and
religious values. No convergence in these values between Eutopcavln-
Christian and Islamic elites seems to exist, at least at present. Islamic elites
seem to be slightly less religious than their publics (though they go to th.e
mosque more frequently than their publics), but they are much more reli-
gious than European-Christian elites and also more re11g1911s than
European-Christian publics. Islamic elites also tend to justify certain behgv—
iors related to new morals or ethics less than European-Christian elites
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Table 3.7 Indicators of moral and religious values for elites and publics in European and I[slamic
Mediterranean countries

Moral Social Importance Church Importance
Justification” exclusion® of religion attendance’ of God*

Elites- 22,95 1.94 2.30 3.65 5.64
European/Christian

Elites-Islamic 10.66 3.25 3.62 5.03 9.05
Publics- 16.81 2.60 2.83 4.76 6.97
European/Christian

Publics-Islamic 9.11 3.65 3.79 4.46 9.54
Notes:

*Justification of homosexuality, abortion, divorce, and euthanasia. Scale from 1 (never) to 10 (always). The index
varies between 4 (all are never jusifiable) and 40 (all are always justifiable).

® Would not like to have as neighbors any of eight social groups (people with a criminal record, people of a differ-
ent race, heavy drinkers, emotionally unstable people, immigrants/foreign workers, people who have AIDS, drug
addicts, and homosexuals. Scale varies from 0 (no group is rejected) to 8 (all groups are not liked as neighbors)
¢ Importance of religion in Rs life. Scale 1 (not at all important)—4 (very important)
4 Apart from weddings, funerals, and christenings, about how often do you attend religious services these days?
Scale of seven points: never or practically never, less often than once a year, once a year, only on special holidays,
once a month, once a week, more than once a week.

“ How important is God in your life? Scale varies from 1 = not atall, to 10 = very.

Source: Elaboration of data from WVSEVS_sb_v4.5AV, in Inglehart et al. 2004,

and publics. Islamic elites and publics also show more exclusionist attitudes
toward certain social groups than European-Christian elites and publics,
as expected, since social exclusion is higher in less developed countries than
in more developed ones, especially with regard to immigrant workers
(Diez-Nicolis 2004b).

High importance of work has been considered characteristic of
industrializing societies, while leisure seems to be more important in
postindustrial societies. Therefore, one should expect elites in
European-Christian societies to attach greater importance to leisure,
while elites in Islamic societies should be expected to give more impor-
tance to work. Data confirms that Islamic elites attach the greatest
mmportance to work, a finding that implies that Islamic countries have
embarked on their process of industrialization, though their publics seem
not to follow them very closely (3.87 and 3.53 in a scale of 1-4). But
European-Christian elites also give more importance to work than their
publics (3.59 and 3.38, respectively). These findings, which are very
similar to those found when comparing developed and less developed
countries, show than even in developed societies work continues to be
very important (more than politics and religion, as the data has shown),
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something that should not be a surprise since one_’s work or occupation
continues to be the main source of income, and income is necessary to
achieve and maintain the lifestyles and s_tar.ldard of 1.1V1ng to which p§ople
aspire in present-day consumption societies. The importance c;)f i;lsure(i
though greater in Europcun—Chl'l:ﬁtlan elites and pl{bl}cs ﬁ 2 a?‘u
3.06) than in Islamic elites and publics (2.96 and 2.84), is 1n all cases st1
Jower than the importance of work. )

[nasmuch as family values are usually closely related to moral ;}nd re 1;
gious values, one would expect that differencc.:s Abcrween elites a'm
‘[-Jublics in European-Christian and Islamic societies wo-uld f-diO\T af
similar pattern to moral and religious values. To this cfff:Lt an 1‘11 e)»: 0
traditional family values has been constructed on the basis of amwen‘to
eight different questions.'? There is no convergence betwgu Europtdan
and Islamic elites with respect to traditional family values and gen c}:
values, since they are closer to their respective publics than to eac
other. As expected, Islamic elites and publics are much morc{trigmgn—
ally oriented toward family values (7.29 and 7.47 on a scale of 11 ) ;ag
their European-Christian counterparts (4.76 and 5.90 respective v). An
values about gender equality leave no doubt that they constitute at 1pre;—
ent the greatest difference between European—(?hnstxan agd I}s1 amic
societies (even in this case, where seven out of eight countries ax;e a
Catholic majority). While only 14 percent gf EuropcawCl‘msugnbe ites
and 35 percent of European-Christian pu.bhcs agree that when jobs are
scarce men should have more right to a job tljl:lll women, the propor-
tions who agree with that statement in Islamic societies 1s 67 percent
among the elites and 72 percent among the publics.

Discussion of Results

Results have verified the validity and reliabil_ity of the_ instrument
designed to measure elites and publics on the basis of a modified verswln
of Galtung's social position index. At the same time, data have strlort1.ngl
supported the hypothesis that there is a high and positive correlatio :
between social position and postmaterialism. In three different groups o
countries defined on the degree of devel.op.ment, as well as w_hen com-
paring European-Christian and Islamic societies arc?ur}d th.e Mcdlterranean,
it has been shown that the index of postmater_lahsm is higher among
those who occupy higher social positions, and vice versa.

The central argument in this research has been that there is a conver;1
gence of values between clites in more developed and in less develope
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world regions, as well as between those in European-Christian and
Islamic societies, which seems to be supported by the data. Thus, elites
in European-Christian and Islamic societies seem to exhibit more simi-
larities in their postmaterialist orientation with one another than they do
with their respective publics. They also share greater similarities in terms
of the five political indicators as well as in terms of their attitudes toward
immigrant workers with one another than they do when compared with
their respective publics.

However, this is not true with respect to moral and religious values,
regarding social exclusion, or traditional and family values. When these
values are considered, elites and publics of European-Christian societies
manifest themselves as more tolerant and less religious, less exclusionist,
and less traditionally oriented toward the family than elites and publics in
Islamic societies. These differences are even greater than when compar-
ing more developed and less developed countries.

The first modification of the main hypothesis stated, therefore, is that
convergence of values among elites of European-Christian (more devel-
oped countries) and Islamic (less developed societies) is not the same
regarding all kind of values. On the contrary, results seem to suggest that
convergence is more evident with respect to political values and policy
issues, but not with respect to moral, religious, family, and gender values.
This finding is consistent with a similar result found when comparing
values of immigrants to Spain with those of Spaniards and with those of
their populations of origin. Immigrants showed values somewhat half-
way between their populations of origin and the receiving Spanish pop-
ulation (Diez-Nicolas 2004b), but the data demonstrated that they were
closer to Spaniards with respect to political and policy values than with
respect to religious and family values. Apparently religious, moral, and
family values are more difficult to change.

The second important modification is that some of the expected dif-
ferences do not appear, or they do not appear with the expected inten-
sity, because of the quality of the samples in less developed countries in
general and in Islamic countries in particular, which are not really repre-
sentative of their population. In these samples, the lower and more
numerous socioeconomic strata are clearly underrepresented. Because of
this underrepresentation, and given that postmaterialism seems to be
much Jower in the lower social positions, it seems plausible to think that
Islamic and less developed countries would have significantly much lower
scores on the postmaterialist scale, had those neglected lower social strata
been included in the sample. This would have resulted in increasing the
ratio of Islamic and less developed elites to their corresponding publics
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and the ratio of European-Christian (developed) to Islar_mc (lgss g§velo§§(c:ii
publics. As a result, the second hypothesis concerning the nlgertgw nce
between elites and publics in less 'dgveloped countries (ort ediver_
European-Christian and Islamic societies) apd the ev;n1 gread:I =
gence between developed t(JEurc:-pf:an—ChC]lrlstmm) and less p
( i ics would have been supported. .
(ISL"‘F;:;CZhL;rcliﬂilnlportant finding is that all results d§nyed frorr;) the ;::rﬁ:
parison of more developed and less de\relopec} societies have ?e?emzu
cated, even more clearly, when companng the _more t'1:s e 13;
homogeneous European-Christian societies and Islamul'c1 socie 17 .
has been repeatedly found that the real gap between ; e two e ki;rds
tems refers to religious and gender r(_)le values more than t<1) o P
of values, including particularly poliFlc.al and democratic v; u‘es. rrln o
divergence between European-Christian and Isl.annc Puib ics are islamic
than expected, probably due to the fact that .so:::al pcnp}:en}es ?gr o
countries are also underrepresented, as mamfesu.ed by_ the simi
butions in social position in European and lslal?nc souenes.d A
The final test of the hypothesis has been carried out by r§ﬁuclllng ven
more the societies that have been corr}pared. Mo:e Sp':’.'.Cll cally, e;w
have been defined as the “decision-making nuclfus (socia pgsi1t1c;r:i h:
and 13), and publics have been defined as th.e_ ext;c:ne S?C}are[;ric};ed
ery” (social position 0 and 1). When comparing these vcr:ia]is.t e
concepts of elites and publics, it was found that the p?rsltn1aFe s ean._
followed even more perfectly the expecFed pattern. 1? ﬁs, (u(;' bp; -
Christian elites show a postmaterialism u_ldf:x of 2.1.7, 0 ;);.e y the
Islamic elites (1.89), the European-Christian publics (1._ ),. a?d o
Islamic publics (1.57). All other results are not only maintained,
re1"1’11“f}(1)(:Cfliderrepresentation of the .lower §o_cioec0nonf'11(}:1 st;z_xtae r1nelllecsz
developed and Islamic societies is 111.(eIY.h1d1ng part of the div Wgeu <
of values between elites and publics in those sogletlles, ;s e
between European-Christian (developed) and Islamic (less hev On{)} L
publics. But there seems to be no reasonable d_oubt abou}i the idiffer_
gence of political and policy va!u‘es between ehtes,lthou% grfejuow-up
ences persist with respect to religious and moral values. One fodow 2P
research question would be to explore the conse;[uericesed q ogcrieﬁm
convergence between elites in devt_:loped and lgss e\;;: op r_—h‘ i .
and growing divergence between elites m.1d ptfbllcs within :aof g - Ii;
especially when these processes are examined in the contex dngithi;
social and economic inequalities both among countries an

countries.
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Notes

L. The eight characteristics used by Galtung were: sex, age, education, income, occupation, sector
of economic activity, habitat of residence, and centrality. These characteristics were
dichotomized, and it was considered that men, adults (neither the young nor the elderly), the
more educated, those with higher incomes, those that had nonmanual occupations, working in
the second or third sectors of the economy, and those living in urban or metropolitan areas and
in places that were more dynamic (i.e.. that had net positive immigration or some other sign of
economic dynamism) were more rewarded than individuals who did not meet each of those cri-
teria. The social position index was the result of getting one point for each of the characteristics

mentioned that was met, and therefore could theoretically vary from 0 to 8.

The discussion of Fukuyama’s arguments has been presented elsewhere (Diez-Nicolds 2003)

and therefore will not be repeated here.

Countries (81) included in each world arca: Anglo Saxon (Australia, Canada, Great Britain, New

Zealand, and USA). West European Catholic (Austria, Belgium, France, Ireland, Ttaly,

Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, and Switzerland). West European Protestant

(Denmark, Finland, Germany, lceland, Northern Ireland, Norway, and Sweden). East

European-Christian (Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Lawvia, Lithuania, Poland,

Slovakia, and Slovenia). Ewropean Onhodox (Armenia, Bulgaria, Belarus, Georgia, Greece,

Moldova, Romania, Russia, Ukraine, Macedonia, Serbia, and Montenegro), Latin American

(Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Mexico, Peru, Puerto

Rico, Uruguay, and Venezuela). Islamic (Albania, Algeria, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Bosnia and

Herzegovina, Indonesia, Iran, Jordan, Moracco, Pakistan, Turkey, and Egypt). Sinic-Confucian

(China, Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, and Viet Nam). Japan (Japan). India (India). Sub-Saharan

Africa (Nigeria, South Africa, Zimbabwe, Uganda, Tanzanin). Irael (Israel). Philippines

(Philippines).

4. Correlation coefficients; HDI-TRADRAT (-51), GNP-TRADRAT{(.45), FHR-TRADRAT
(43), POSTMAT-TRADRAT (nonsignificant), HDI-POSTMAT (.60), GNP-POSTMAT
(:80), FHR-POSTMAT (.37), HDI-GNP (.82), FHR-GNP (.68), HDI-FHR '(.69).

5. Following Galtung's criteria regarding social rewards for different social positions, one point has
been given to men and to respondens between 25 and 64 years of age (on the assumption that
other characteristics being equal, men are socially more rewarded than women, and individuals
25-64 more rewarded than young individuals under 25 or those over 64 years). Education has
been rated as O (incomplete secondary education or less), 1 (complete secondary education,
including preparatory for university), and 2 (some university without degree or more).
Employment status has been rated as follows: 0 (not employed), 1 (part-time employment),
2 (full-time and self-employed). Income has been rated country by country depending on their
income distribution, aiming at three similar categories: 0 (low), 1 (medwm), and 2 (high).
Similarly, size of place of residence has been coded country by country to fit three categories:
0 (small), 1 (medium), and 2 (large). And occupation has also been coded country by country
into four categories: O (never had an occupation), 1 (has or had a lower prestige occupation),
2 (medium prestige occupation), and 3 (high prestige occupation),

6. The countres that could not be included due to lack of information on some variable are:
Georgia, New Zealand, Norway, China, El Salvador, Israel, Japan, Korea, Singapore, and
Tanzania. Besides, one of the two data files for Colombia (1997) had to be excluded, as well as

one of the two data files from Turkey (the WVS data file), because of the lack of information
on some of the variables used to construct the social position index.

7. Indexes of dissimilarity are * 1.9% between the percent distributions of more developed and
developing countries, = 4.0% between developing and less developed countries, and * 4.4%
between more developed and less developed countries.
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8. The use of countries or any other teratorial units, like regions, as units of analysis always presents
some important problems, even when samples are totally proportionial and representatve, and
especially when average measures are caleulated, due to the potential differences in internal vari-
ation on the variables under scrutiny within the different units, manifested on the well-known
“ceological fallacy™ (Robinson 1950). But these problems are absolutely unsolvable when the
samples are not proportionally representative and they are used for description. These problems
are nevertheless less important when analysis is not descrnpuve but causal or explanatory.

9. Two of the four itéms measure materialism: maintain order in the nation and fight rising prices,
and two other items measure postmaterialism: give people more say in important political deci-
sions and protect freedom of speech. Since respondents were asked to menton which of these
goals was the most important goal for their country, and which one was the second-most
important, the scale had a theoretical range from 1 (no postmaterialist item was mentoned
cither as first or second choice) to 3 (the two pm‘tm:\tcr'mlist items wete chosen 4s first and sec-
ond choices), with an intermediate category (2) for those who chose one materialist and one
postmatenalist item.

10. The eight European countries are all Catholic except Germany: Austria, France, Germany,
[ealy, Malta, Portu 1], Spain. and Switzerland, with a total of 12,794 individuals. The eight
[slamic countries are: Albania. Algeria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Iran, Jordan, Morocco,
Turkey, and Egypt. with a total of 13,707 individuals.

11. The index of dissimilarity berween the two percent diswributions is = 4,0%, that is, similar to

the one found between the more developed and the less developed countries in table 3.1,

12. One point was given for agreement with the following statements: regardiess of what the gual-
ities and faults of one's parents are. one MUst always love and respeet themy; parents’ duty is to
do their best for their children even at the expense of their own well-being; a child needs a
home with both a father and a mother to grow up happily: a woman has to have children in
order to be fulfilled; marriage is not an outdated institution: a woman should not bnng up a
child as a single parent; a working mother cannot establish just as warm and secure a relation-
ship with her children as a mother who does not work; both the husband and wife should con-
tribute to household income. The scale runs from 0 (not tradjtional at all) to 8 (very traditional).
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