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Study 1 examined whether cultural estrangement arises from
discrepancies between personal and societal values (e.g., free-
dom) rather than from discrepancies in attitudes toward politi-
cal (e.g., censorship) or mundane (e.g., pizza) objects. The rela-
tions between different types of value discrepancies,
estrangement, subjective well-being, and need for uniqueness
also were examined. Results indicated that personal-societal dis-
crepancies in values and political attitudes predicted estrange-
ment, whereas mundane attitude discrepancies were not related
to estrangement. As expected, value discrepancies were the most
powerful predictor of estrangement. Value discrepancies were not
related to subjective well-being but fulfilled a need for unique-
ness. Study 2 replicated the relations between value dis-
crepancies, subjective well-being, and need for uniqueness while
showing that a self-report measure of participants’ values and a
peer-report measure of the participants’ values yielded the same
pattern of value discrepancies. Together; the studies reveal theo-
retical and empirical benefits of conceptualizing cultural
estrangement in terms of value discrepancies.
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I'am a citizen of the United States of America. Our gov-
ernment has been overthrown. Our elected president
has been exiled. Old White men wielding martinis and
wearing Dickies have occupied our nation’s capital.
—Moore (2002, p. 1)

The ranchers most likely to be in financial trouble today
are the ones who live the life and embody the values sup-
posedly at the heart of the American West. They are inde-
pendent and self-sufficient, cherish their freedom,
believe in hard work—and as a result are now paying the
price. . . . Hank died in 1998. He took his own life the
week before Christmas.

—Schlosser (2001, pp. 145-146)
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The common theme in the above quotes is a sense of
indignation and alienation from modern America. The
authors of these statements assert that traditional core
values, such as democracy, freedom, and independence,
are no longer being served by the country’s power bro-
kers. As a result, people may feel estranged from their
culture and, to some, this estrangement (among other
hardships) may be a source of distress and unhappiness.
The statements make clear that estrangement is not
something thatyou find only in history books about revo-
lutions and hippies; estrangement is as palpable today as
it has been in the past. The present research builds on
some recent research that has begun to examine social
psychological perspectives on this phenomenon (e.g.,
Cozzarelli & Karafa, 1998) by examining some previ-
ously untested hypotheses about the psychological
underpinnings and consequences of estrangement.

Cultural Estrangement: Popular Culture Versus Societal
Values

Cultural estrangement is a central component of the
construct of alienation, which has been the focus of
abundant sociological and philosophical inquiry (e.g.,
Fromm, 1941; Schacht, 1970). Alienation has been
viewed as a dissociation from popular cultural standards
(Middleton, 1963) and a rejection of popular culture
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(Nettler, 1957). In a seminal review of the literature,
however, Schacht (1970) proposed that these conceptu-
alizations failed to distinguish between popular culture
and fundamental societal values. For example, Nettler
(1957) defined the alienated person as “one who has
been estranged from, made unfriendly toward his soci-
ety and the culture it carries” (p. 671), and he assessed
this type of alienation using questions that focused on
the mass media, popular education, and conventional
religion. Similarly, Middleton (1963) examined personal-
societal differences in preferences for television pro-
grams, movies, and popular magazines. Schacht (1970)
suggested that both approaches failed to encompass top-
ics that were exclusively related to societal values (e.g.,
political, legal, and family issues). Moreover, Schacht
(1970) drew attention to sociological treatises, which
focused on fundamental values. For example, Keniston
(1965) reserved the term alienation for “an explicit
rejection, ‘freely’ chosen by the individual, of what he
perceives as the dominant values or norms of his society”
(p- 455). In addition, Merton (1957) suggested that peo-
ple who do notshare “the common frame of values” con-
stitute the true aliens in society. Finally, according to Par-
sons (1951), alienation is “a possible product of some-
thing going wrong in the process of value-acquisition
through identification” (p. 233).

Consistent with these perspectives, prior studies have
assessed cultural estrangement by asking people to
report their subjective sense of separation from domi-
nant values or beliefs using self-report items that did not
specify the particular values or beliefs (Cozzarelli &
Karafa, 1998; Kohn & Schooler, 1983). For example, one
item in Cozzarelli and Karafa’s (1998) 10-item measure
states, “I strongly identify with American values”
(reversed-scored). This approach provides a useful gold
standard for assessing cultural estrangement because it
is most closely related to the explicit rejection of societal
values that is central to definitions of cultural
estrangement.

Nonetheless, it is possible that participants who
report being culturally estranged on such measures feel
separated from aspects of their culture that are not actu-
ally related to values per se because the measures leave
participants free to conceptualize values. Such
approaches assume that participants know what values
are and can identify relevant values (Meglino & Ravlin,
1998), and this assumption is tenuous because contem-
porary theories about values vary in their conceptual
emphasis and describe a diverse array of ideals as values
(Rohan, 2000). Participants’ understanding may or may
not reflect the modal view of values, which indicates that
values are conceptions of the desirable within every indi-
vidual and society (Rokeach, 1979) and that they serve
important guiding principles in people’s lives (Schwartz,
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1992). Participants also may fail to consider a diverse col-
lection of values. The potential diversity is captured in
Schwartz’s (1992, 1996) well-known cross-cultural
model, which proposes that values represent three uni-
versal requirements of human existence: needs of indi-
viduals as biological organisms, requisites of coordi-
nated social interactions, and survival welfare of groups.
On the basis of these needs, Schwartz (1992) distin-
guished between 10 types of values, which express differ-
ent motivations: power, achievement, hedonism, stimu-
lation, self-direction, universalism, benevolence,
tradition, conformity, and security. The dynamic rela-
tions among the 10 value types are central to the model.
Schwartz (1992) predicts that the 10 value types can be
arranged in a circumplex structure and form four
higher-order value domains (see Figure 1). In this struc-
ture, the pursuit of adjacent values is compatible,
whereas the pursuit of opposite values generates con-
flict. For example, individuals who emphasize power val-
ues also tend to place importance on achievement and
security but less importance on benevolence and self-
direction values. The circumplex model has been sup-
ported using factor analysis and smallest space analysis of
value ratings in more than 200 samples from more than
60 countries (Schwartz, 1992, 1996; Schwartz &
Boehnke, 2004). Thus, the model yields an importantset
of dimensions to consider when assessing cultural
estrangement.

Both Rokeach’s (1973) and Schwartz’s (1992) con-
ceptualizations of values encourage the assessment of
personal and societal values, thereby permitting a direct
examination of cultural estrangement. Rokeach (1979)
argued that it is

just as meaningful to speak of cultural, societal, institu-
tional, organisational, and group values as it is to speak
of individual values. If individual values are socially
shared cognitive representations of personal needs and
the means for satisfying them, then institutional values
are socially shared cognitive representations of institu-
tional goals and demands. (p. 50)

Similarly, Schwartz (1992) argued thatitis meaningful to
assess institutional and cultural values, suggesting that

perceived normative ideals could be measured with the
[Schwartz Value] survey if the referent used to anchor
the questions were modified. For example, respondents
could be asked: “How important is value X as a guiding
principle in people’s lives, in the eyes of (culture group
Y)?” (Schwartz, 1992, p. 51)

This approach would permit a direct test of the assump-
tion that the subjective sense of cultural estrangement
arises from actually perceived discrepancies between
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Figure 1 The theoretical structure of relations among types of values.

personal and societal values. In other words, this tech-
nique to measure cultural estrangement spells out spe-
cific values (rather than leaving values unspecified) and
enables the respondent to compare directly the extent
to which he or she and society possess the values.

This approach would facilitate several other impor-
tant tests. First, we could better assess whether reports of
cultural estrangement, using extant measures, actually
reflect perceived value discrepancies over and above
perceived differences between personal attitudes and
societal attitudes. Such a pattern would be consistent
with theories asserting the importance of values in cul-
tural estrangement (e.g., Seeman, 1959, 1975, 1991) and
with theories suggesting that values are among the most
fundamental social psychological constructs (Feather,
1990; Rohan, 2000; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992,
1996) because of their importance as guiding principles
and their centrality in people’s cognitive networks of atti-
tudes and beliefs (Bernard, Maio, & Olson, 2003; Gold &
Robbins, 1979; Gold & Russ, 1977; Thomsen, Lavine, &
Kounios, 1996). In contrast to values, attitudes are
merely dispositions to evaluate an attitude object (e.g.,
censorship, ice cream) with some degree of favor or dis-
favor (Eagly & Chaiken, 1998). Consequently, attitudes
are rated using scales reflecting varying degrees of
favorability toward an object, whereas values are rated in
terms of their importance as guiding principles in one’s
life.

Second, this direct test may reveal whether people
feel estranged from some societal values but not others.
For example, Keniston (1965) argued that his alienated

participants (young adults) placed high emphasis on val-
ues such as “feeling, sentience, passion, and appreci-
ation” (p. 192). These values stand in contrast to society’s
perceived emphasis on values such as “problem-solving,
cognitive control, work, measurement, rationality, and
analysis” (p. 366). Similarly, Merton (1957, cited in
Schacht, 1970) proposed that the fundamental value of
American society was the endless accumulation of wealth
and prestige and that people who rejected these values
were the “true aliens” in American society. Given these
theories, it is possible that cultural estrangement in
American, and perhaps Western societies more gener-
ally (Glatzer, Daniel, & Short, 2004; Schwartz & Bardi,
2001), is more closely related to estrangement from the
self-enhancement values (e.g., ambition, wealth, and
power) described in Schwartz’s model than to estrange-
ment from other types of values (e.g., openness values).
The direct assessment of personal and societal values
would enable an examination of this issue.

Value Discrepancies and Subjective Well-Being

This approach also can be used to examine more
directly the notion that discrepancies between personal
and societal value priorities have maladaptive conse-
quences for individuals. Although prior research has not
directly examined these personal-societal discrepancies
across a specific set of values, several programs of
research have examined the potential effects of discrep-
ancies between personal values and the values of specific
groups, such as family members or academic depart-
ments. For example, Feather and Cross (1975) found
that the discrepancies between adolescents’ values and
their perception of their parents’ values were far greater
for delinquents than for nondelinquents. In addition,
Sagiv and Schwartz (2000) found that business students
and psychology students experienced a more positive
sense of well-being when their personal values were con-
gruent with the values promoted by their respective aca-
demic departments. Similarly, Rohan and Maiden
(2000, as cited by Rohan, 2000) found that teachers who
experienced greater congruity between their values and
their school’s values reported lower stress, more job
commitment, and more satisfaction. These programs of
research suggest that discrepancies between personal
values and the values of important reference groups may
have negative consequences.

Nevertheless, it remains an open question whether
discrepancies between personal and societal values pre-
dict subjective well-being. A study by Cozzarelli and
Karafa (1998) suggests that these value discrepancies
might not predict well-being. Their measure of cultural
estrangement possesses two subscales. Their Atypical
subscale assesses the extent to which individuals feel that
their values and beliefs are similar (or different) from



most people in society (e.g., “I feel that my opinions in
important matters are similar to the opinions of typical
or average Americans”). Their Misfit subscale assesses a
more general feeling of not fitting in with others (e.g.,
“People, on occasion, tell me that I am different”).
Across two studies, they found that high scores on the
Misfit subscale were associated with poorer psychologi-
cal outcomes (e.g., self-esteem, anxiety, and depres-
sion), anomy, and social isolation. In contrast, the Atypi-
cal scale was not related to these variables. Thus,
Cozzarelli and Karafa’s (1998) research did not support
the notion that estrangement from societal values per se
predicts poorer subjective well-being.

There are several ways in which the direct assessment
of personal-societal value discrepancies provides an
important way to further examine this issue. First, the
elicitation of specific values enables us to test whether
estrangement from particular societal values is healthy,
whereas estrangement from other values is not. For
example, Kasser and Ryan (1993, 1996) have found that
individuals who place importance on values associated
with achievement and power (e.g., financial success,
social recognition) have poorer subjective well-being
than individuals who place more importance on self-
direction and benevolence values (e.g., choosing own
goals, helpfulness). Thus, it is possible that estrange-
ment from societal values on these dimensions also may
be uniquely linked to subjective well-being.

Alternatively, Cozzarelli and Karafa’s (1998) findings
may be essentially correct because some people may take
pride in not identifying with mainstream values
(Schacht, 1970). In other words, people who have high
discrepancies between personal and societal values may
consciously seek such differences because of a higher
need for uniqueness (Cozzarelli & Karafa, 1998).
According to Snyder and Fromkin (1980), people who
have a high need for uniqueness like to feel different
from their peers. In particular, college students like to
achieve a sense of uniqueness by advocating attitudes,
beliefs, and values that they believe are uniquely self-
defining (Fromkin & Demming, 1967, cited in Snyder &
Fromkin, 1980). These unique attitudes, beliefs, and val-
ues should then help satisfy or lower the need for
uniqueness.

Nevertheless, our hypothesis is that high need for
uniqueness is distinctly related to value discrepancies,
rather than political and mundane attitude discrepan-
cies, because of values’ central relation to the self
(Rokeach, 1973). The present research tested whether
the need for uniqueness predicts higher cultural
estrangement through this relation to personal-societal
value discrepancies. This evidence would be consistent
with the notion that cultural estrangement can fulfill a
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basic psychological need, which at least partly counter-
acts any potential negative repercussions of the
discrepancies on subjective well-being. Thus, people
with a high need for uniqueness may possess stronger
personal and societal value discrepancies, which pre-
dicts more positive subjective well-being for these
individuals.

The Present Research

In two studies, we directly assessed perceived
personal-societal value discrepancies across a range of
values, as suggested by other researchers (e.g., Feather &
Cross, 1975; Hamid & James, 1973; Rohan, 2000;
Rokeach, 1979; Schwartz, 1992). Thus, participants were
asked to complete a measure of their personal values
and ameasure of their perceptions of society’s values. We
used these questionnaires to assess the participants’ per-
ceived estrangement from societal values for each of the
four higher-order value domains described by Schwartz
(see Figure 1). Because cultural estrangement can incor-
porate elements other than social values (Cozzarelli &
Karafa, 1998; cf. Schacht, 1970), our first study also
assessed attitudes toward a range of political issues and
mundane items at both the personal and societal level.
Using these measures (and others), Study 1 tested
whether (a) value discrepancies predicted cultural
estrangement over and above political and mundane
attitude discrepancies, (b) value discrepancies are
related to subjective well-being and need for unique-
ness, and (c) discrepancies in certain values uniquely
predict cultural estrangement, subjective well-being,
and need for uniqueness. As we describe below, Study 2
replicated most aspects of this design while also using
peer ratings of participants’ values to follow up some
issues raised by the findings of Study 1.

METHOD
Participants

Participants were 72 undergraduate students (16
men, 56 women) at Cardiff University who participated
for course credit. Their mean age was 19.15 years. Data
from three additional participants were deleted from
the analyses because the participants failed to follow
instructions.

Overview

Participants took part individually. They were told
that participation involved completing a number of sur-
veys examining their attitudes toward various topics.
Three sets of questionnaires were used. One set assessed
values, political attitudes, and mundane attitudes at the
personal level. The second set assessed values, political
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attitudes, and mundane attitudes at the societal level.
The final set contained measures of cultural estrange-
ment, subjective well-being, and uniqueness. The posi-
tion of the questionnaires in each set was randomized
across participants. The presentation order of the three
sets of questionnaires also was counterbalanced across
participants. Finally, participants completed a question-
naire that elicited demographic information, placed
their responses in a blank envelope to ensure anonymity,
and were debriefed.

Personal and Societal Measures

We made our measures of personal and societal val-
ues, political attitudes, and mundane attitudes similar in
form and length. The personal and societal measures of
each variable included 28 items, which participants
rated on 9-point scales.

Values. The 28 values were representative of the four
higher-order domains in the Schwartz Value Survey
(Schwartz, 1992) and were identified by Schwartz (1992,
p- 28) as having the most common meaning across the 20
countries used in his analysis.! For the personal version
of the value survey, participants were asked to rate the
importance of each value as a guiding principle in their
life. For the societal version of the value survey, partici-
pants responded to the same values as in the personal
version but were instructed to rate the importance of
each value as a guiding principle for people in British
Society (see Schwartz, 1992). In both versions, partici-
pants rated the importance of the values using a 9-point
scale ranging from —1 (opposed to my values), 0 (not impor-
lant), 3 (important), 6 (very important), to 7 (extremely
important), except that the label for —1 was replaced with
opposed to British Society’s values in the societal version.
Schwartz (1992) advocates the use of this scale because
most values in the measure are at least somewhat impor-
tant to people but an option should be provided to
encourage disagreement with the values.

Political attitudes. The 28 political attitude issues were
adapted from previously published measures of political
attitudes (e.g., Maio, Roese, Seligman, & Katz, 1996; see
also Ashton etal., 2005). All of the items referred to polit-
ical issues that are typically important to people (e.g.,
racial integration, death penalty, social welfare, legalized
cannabis). Half of the items could be construed as
endorsing liberal policies (e.g., legalized abortion,
increased immigration) and half as endorsing conserva-
tive policies (censorship, royal family).

In the personal measures of political attitudes, partici-
pants were asked to rate their own favorability toward the
issues. In the societal measures of political attitudes, par-
ticipants were asked to rate British society’s attitude
regarding each social issue. In both versions, attitudes

were rated using a 9-point scale ranging from -4
(extremely unfavorable) to +4 (extremely favorable), except
that the phrase “British Society is” was inserted before
the scale labels in the societal version.

Mundane attitudes. The mundane attitude objects
were different food and beverages (e.g., diet cola, milk,
pizza), which have been used as mundane attitude
objectsin pastresearch (e.g., Esses & Maio, 2002; Wilson,
Dunn, Kraft, & Lisle, 1989). Participants responded to
each item using the same 9-point scale that was used for
the political attitudes.

Subjective Well-Being

Anxiely-depression. Participants completed the Hospi-
tal Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS; Zigmond &
Snaith, 1983), which contains 14 items. Example items
are “I'feel tense or ‘wound up,”” (anxiety) and “Ifeel as if
I am slowed down” (depression). Participants
responded to each item using a 4-point scale ranging
from 1 (never) to 4 (most of the time). As in previous
research (e.g., Zigmond & Snaith, 1983), scores on the
anxiety and depression scales were highly correlated so
they were combined to form one scale, such that high
scores reflected high amounts of anxiety and depression
(M=1.99, SD=.31).Internal reliability was adequate (o=
S71).

Self-actualization. Participants completed the 14-item
Self-Actualization Scale (Jones & Crandall, 1986). Exam-
ple items are “Itis better to be yourself than to be popu-
lar” and “I have no mission in life to which I feel espe-
cially dedicated” (reverse-scored). Participants
responded to the items using a 7-point scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). We calcu-
lated participants’ score by averaging their response to
the scales items (M = 4.58, SD = .58). Internal reliability
was adequate (o = .69).”

Estrangement and Uniqueness

Cultural Estrangement Inventory (CEI). The original 10-
item version of the CEI (Cozzarelli & Karafa, 1998)
assesses differences between personal beliefs and values
and American beliefs and values. We adapted the inven-
tory for use in a British sample by substituting the label
“British” for “American.” The Atypical subscale of this
inventory assesses a sense of difference from society’s
beliefs and values (e.g., “Ifeel that my opinions in impor-
tant matters are similar to the opinions of typical or aver-
age British people” and “I strongly identify with British
values”). The Misfitsubscale assesses a sense of notfitting
in with society (e.g., “I feel that I am very different as
compared to what society would call a normal person”
and “I often feel that somehow I don’t fit in”). Respon-
dentsindicated their agreementwith each item using a 7-



pointscale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). We
calculated participants’ scores for the whole CEI by aver-
aging their responses to all 10 items (M=3.70, SD=1.10)
and for each subscale by averaging their responses to the
scales’ constituent items. Participants scored slightly
higher on the Atypical scale (M = 3.95, SD = 1.20) than
the Misfit scale (M= 3.44, SD = 1.23). Internal reliability
for the two subscales (Atypical o = .85, Misfito. =.86) and
the total CEI scale (o = .88) were very good.”

Cultural Estrangement Scale (CES). Kohn and Schooler’s
(1983) CES measures differences between personal
beliefs and the beliefs of one’s primary and secondary
groups. Participants used a 5-point scale ranging from 1
(mever) to b (all the time) to indicate how often their ideas
and opinions about important matters differ from those
of their relatives, mother, father, friends, and most peo-
ple in the country. These ratings can be averaged to form
amean cultural estrangementscore (M= 3.01, SD=.46).
Although Kohn and Schooler’s (1983) scale does not
specifically mention values, the emphasis on important
ideas and opinions is consistent with definitions of values
as important beliefs and guiding principles (Rokeach,
1973; Schwartz, 1992). Internal reliability was slightly low
(o0 =.64).

Uniqueness. Snyder and Fromkin’s (1980) 32-item
scale was used to measure participants’ desire to be dif-
ferent from others. Sample items included, “I do not
always live by the rules and standards of society” and
“Whenever I take partin group activities, I am somewhat
of a nonconformist.” Participants responded to each
item using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly dis-
agree) to 7 (strongly agree). We calculated participants’
scores for Uniqueness by averaging their responses to all
32items (M=4.17, SD=.50). Internal reliability was ade-
quate (o =.76).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We chose the CEI (Cozzarelli & Karafa, 1998) as our
principal measure of cultural estrangement as opposed
to Kohn and Schooler’s (1983) estrangement scale
because (a) it is more orientated toward dominant soci-
etal values and, thus, accurately reflects the dominant
conception of cultural estrangement (Seeman, 1959,
1975,1991), (b) it has stronger discriminant and predic-
tive validity, and (c) its subscales enabled us to investigate
different types of cultural estrangement identified by
Cozzarelli and Karafa (1998). However, Kohn and
Schooler’s (1983) measure was included in analyses that
required a measure of estrangement at both primary
(e.g., family, friends) and secondary (society) group
levels.
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Values, Political Attitudes, and Mundane Attitude
Discrepancies

We first tested whether discrepancies between per-
sonal and societal values uniquely contributed to cul-
tural estrangement, subjective well-being, and need for
uniqueness over and above discrepancies between per-
sonal and societal political attitudes and discrepancies
between personal and societal mundane attitudes. This
analysis involved constructing indices of the absolute dif-
ferences between measures of personal and societal val-
ues, political attitudes, and mundane attitudes. We cal-
culated the discrepancies between participants’
personal and societal values across the four higher-order
value domains described by Schwartz (1992). The first
step for these calculations required calculating the abso-
lute magnitude of the personal-societal discrepancy for
each value. These discrepancies were then summed
across all of the values across all four domains to provide
discrepancy indices for conservation (M = 1.65, SD =
.85), openness (M =1.64, SD=1.12), self-enhancement
(M=1.74, SD=1.13), and self-transcendence (M= 1.80,
SD = 1.24) values. To compute the political attitude
discrepancies and the mundane attitude discrepancies,
the first step involved calculating the absolute magni-
tude of the personal-societal discrepancy for each atti-
tude. These discrepancies were then summed across the
whole scales. This resulted in separate global discrep-
ancy indices for values, political attitudes, and mun-
dane attitudes. We separately examined the relation
between (a) these three discrepancy indices and (b)
estrangement, subjective well-being, and need for
uniqueness.

Estrangement

As shown in Table 1, participants who perceived a
larger gap between personal and societal values or politi-
cal attitudes reported more cultural estrangement (CEI)
than did participants who perceived a smaller gap in val-
ues or political attitudes. In contrast, there was no signifi-
cant relation between the mundane attitude discrepan-
cies and cultural estrangement.

We then tested whether the three global discrepancy
indices independently predicted cultural estrangement
by conducting a regression analyses in which the three
discrepancy indices were entered as simultaneous pre-
dictors of estrangement. The results indicated a signifi-
cant effect of value discrepancies, B =.47, 1(68) =4.34, p<
.001, and political attitude discrepancies, § = .22, {(68) =
2.14, p< .05, and no effect of mundane attitude discrep-
ancies, p=-.07, {(68) =-.63, ns. Thus, only the value and
political attitude discrepancies uniquely predicted cul-
tural estrangement, with values being the most powerful
predictor of estrangement.
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TABLE 1: Correlations Between (a) Value Discrepancies, Political TABLE 2: Correlations Between Subgroup Cultural Estrangement
Attitude Discrepancies, Mundane Attitude Discrepancies, (Kohn & Schooler, 1983) and Value Discrepancies, Politi-
and (b) Estrangement, Subjective Well-Being, and Unique- cal Attitude Discrepancies, Mundane Attitude Discrepan-
ness in Study 1 cies, and Subjective Well-Being in Study 1

Discrepancy CEI AT M CES AD SA U Most People

Measure Relatives  Mother Father  Friends —in Country

Total values AB#E B 4 gows 03 21T 95

Political .26% .16 30%  24% 04 17 12 Discrepancies

attitudes Values 13 .14 15 21t 46
Mundane .04 .05 .02 03 -06 .12 -03 Political attitudes .15 .16 .04 19t .16

attitudes Mundane attitudes —.08 -.06 .03 .02 31
Conservation ADFRE qQeiek gk 38%x 11 .19 .30% Anxiety-depression  —.03 .02 17 27% 17

values Self-actualization -.00 -.03 -.07 -19 .10

Openness 28+ 32+ 20 220 00 19 .16 Uniqueness 33%% 16 .07 21t 31

values

Self-enhancement Th< 10, %p< .05, = p< 01, #=5p< 001,

values B4 phek 43k 4% 05 17 .27*
Self-ranscendence .34%% 39%¢ 231 99T _02 24% 14 .
values larger gap between personal and societal values and

NOTE: CEI = Cultural Estrangement Inventory (Cozzarelli & Karafa,
1998); A = Atypical subscale; M = Misfit subscale; CES = Cultural Es-
trangement Scale (Kohn & Schooler, 1983); AD = Anxiety-depression;
SA = Self-actualization; U = Uniqueness.
Tp< 10, #p < .05, FFp < .01, #¥%p < .001.

There is a similar pattern of results for Kohn and
Schooler’s (1983) measure of cultural estrangement. As
shown in Table 1, only the value and political attitude dis-
crepancies were significantly related to cultural
estrangement (CES). Furthermore, when all three dis-
crepancy indices were entered as simultaneous predic-
tors of total estrangement, there was a significant effect
of value discrepancies, B = .33, 1(68) = 2.82, p < .01, but
only a marginal effect of political attitude discrepancies,
B =.21, ¢(68) =1.91, p< .07, and no effect of mundane
attitude discrepancies, f = -.04, t(68) = —.36, ns.

In addition, using Kohn and Schooler’s (1983) mea-
sure, we examined the relation between the three dis-
crepancy indices and estrangement from different social
groups. As shown in Table 2, participants who perceived
a larger gap between personal and societal values
believed that they differed from most people in the
country in relation to important ideas and opinions,
7(70) = .46, p<.001. Unexpectedly, participants who per-
ceived a larger gap between personal and societal atti-
tudes toward mundane objects also believed that they
differed from most people in the country in relation to
important ideas and opinions, 7(70) = .31, p < .01. How-
ever, when all three discrepancy indices were entered as
simultaneous predictors of estrangement from most
people in the country, results indicated a significant
effect of value discrepancies, B = .40, ¢(68) = 3.76, p <
.001, and a weaker effect of mundane attitude discrepan-
cies, f =.21, t(68) = 2.04, p<.05. The effect of the politi-
cal attitude discrepancies was not significant, B = .15,
1(68) =1.43, ns. In addition, participants who perceived a

political attitudes also believed that they marginally dif-
fered from their friends on important ideas and beliefs,
r(70) = .21, p<.10,and r(70) =.19, p<.10, respectively.

Need for Uniqueness

As shown in Table 1, participants who perceived a
larger gap between personal and societal values
expressed a higher need for uniqueness. Need for
uniqueness was not related to discrepancies between
personal and societal political attitudes or between per-
sonal and societal mundane attitudes (all ps > .30). We
then tested whether the three global discrepancy indices
independently predicted need for uniqueness by enter-
ing the three discrepancy indices as simultaneous pre-
dictors of uniqueness. Results indicated a significant
effect of value discrepancies,  =.26, t(68) = 2.19, p< .05,
on need for uniqueness. Political attitude discrepancies
and mundane attitude discrepancies did not signifi-
cantly predict need for uniqueness, § = .10, ¢(68) = .86,
ns, and B =-.09, {(68) =-.77, ns, respectively. Thus, only
the value discrepancies uniquely predicted need for
uniqueness.

Subjective Well-Being

As shown in Table 1, there were no relations between
any of the discrepancy indices and anxiety-depression or
self-actualization. This result is examined further in
Study 2.

Regression Approach to Discrepancies

The “directionless” quality of absolute scores and
unequal variances between the separate components
can make it difficult to interpret clearly results from
absolute discrepancies alone (Edwards, 1994; Griffin,
Murray, & Gonzalez, 1999). Griffin et al. (1999) advo-
cated the use of additional multiple regression proce-
dures to aid interpretation. Therefore, we employed
these techniques to establish that the relations between



value discrepancies and estrangement and need for
uniqueness were not attributable solely to variation in
scores on the personal and societal values alone. This
analysis involved using the personal values, societal val-
ues, the interaction between these variables, and the
value discrepancy index (derived from the absolute dif-
ference between the personal and societal values) as
simultaneous predictors of estrangement. Results again
indicated unique effects of only the value discrepancy
index on both estrangement, § = .64, #(67) = 4.88, p <
.001, and need for uniqueness, p = .34, 1(67) = 2.31, p<
.05, suggesting that discrepancies between personal and
societal values uniquely predicted estrangement and
need for uniqueness.

Mediation

As expected, the results above indicated thatvalue dis-
crepancies uniquely predicted cultural estrangement
and need for uniqueness. In addition, participants who
possessed higher scores on the Cozzarelli and Karafa
(1998) measure of cultural estrangement also exhibited
higher need for uniqueness, r(70) = .55, p < .001. This
pattern is consistent with the hypothesis that possession
of different values from society may fulfill a need for
uniqueness rather than being the adverse psychological
state implied by the traditional notion of alienation. This
view was supported by a marginal tendency for partici-
pants who perceived a larger gap between personal and
societal values to express higher self-actualization, 7(70) =
.22, p < .07. More important, this reasoning was sup-
ported by a series of regression analyses that tested
whether the relation between need for uniqueness and
cultural estrangement (Cozzarelli & Karafa, 1998) is
mediated by the ability of the value discrepancies to ful-
fill this need (as described in our introduction). Using
procedures recommended by Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger
(1998), we predicted and found that the relation
between need for uniqueness and cultural estrangement
was significantly reduced, B = .46, {(68) = 4.88, p < .001,
when value discrepancies were statistically controlled,
Sobel test, z = 2.08, p < .04. This result supports the
hypothesis that a high need for uniqueness causes peo-
ple to perceive greater value discrepancies, which lead to
a stronger experience of cultural estrangement.

Algebraic Higher-Order Value Discrepancies

Among other results, the above analyses verified that
value discrepancies uniquely predicted cultural
estrangement. To further understand these relations, it
was important to test whether the algebraic differ-
ences between participants’ value discrepancies were
related to cultural estrangement. This examination of
algebraic differences enabled us to test whether cultur-
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ally estranged participants felt that they place relatively
high or low importance on particular value types.

To examine this issue, raw ratings for each value on
the societal value survey were subtracted from the raw
ratings for each value on the personal value survey. Thus,
higher differences reflected a perception that the partic-
ipant cherished a value more than society. We then
summed the algebraic discrepancy scores across the val-
ues in each of the four higher-order value domains and
examined the relation between these four algebraic dis-
crepancy scores and cultural estrangement. As shown in
Table 3, participants who believed that they endorsed
self-transcendence and openness values more than soci-
ety reported greater cultural estrangement than partici-
pants who believed that they placed less emphasis on
self-transcendence and openness values. In contrast,
participants who believed that they endorsed self-
enhancement values more than society reported less cul-
tural estrangement than participants who believed that
they placed less emphasis on self-enhancement values.
There is a similar pattern with Kohn and Schooler’s
(1983) measure of cultural estrangement (see Table 3).
In addition, when the personal importance of the higher
order values was controlled (ratings on personal value
survey), the relation between the higher order value dis-
crepancies and estrangement remained significant for
self-transcendence values, = .35, 1(69) = 2.71, p < .01,
and marginally significant for openness values, § = .23,
1(69) = 1.79, p < .10. However, the relation between dis-
crepancies on self-enhancement values and estrange-
mentwas no longer significant, p =—.20, ¢(69) =-1.40, ns,
after controlling for the personal importance of self-
enhancement values. Thus, cultural estrangement was
predicted by the tendency to see personal values as being
more strongly oriented toward the welfare of others and
(to alesser extent) freedom, over and above differences
in the endorsement of the values themselves.

Group Estrangement and Subjective Well-Being

Despite the null relations between value discrepan-
cies and subjective well-being, it remains possible that
cultural estrangement has some role to play in subjective
well-being. Participants who reported more cultural
estrangement as measured by the CEI (Cozzarelli &
Karafa, 1998) were more anxious-depressed, and this
result was driven mainly by scores on the misfit subscale
(see Note 3). Participants who reported more cultural
estrangement on the CES (Kohn & Schooler, 1983) also
experienced more anxiety-depression. However, this
relation depended on the target group from which par-
ticipants reported estrangement. As shown in Table 2,
participants who differed from their friends on impor-
tant ideas and opinions were more anxious-depressed,

7(70) = .27, p < .05, than were participants who did not
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TABLE 3: Correlations Between Algebraic Value Discrepancies and

Estrangement
Discrepancy CEI AT M1 CES
Conservation values -2t _arf —.20f —.22%
Openness values 31 B3k 23% 28%
Self-enhancement values -.27% —.22% —.26% -.16*
Self-transcendence values .30% 34#% 217 21f

NOTE: CEI = Cultural Estrangement Inventory (Cozzarelli & Karafa,
1998); AT = Atypical subscale; MI = Misfit subscale; CES = Cultural Es-
trangement Scale (Kohn & Schooler, 1983).

Tp< 10, %p< .05, =p< 01,

differ from their friends. However, participants who indi-
cated that they have different ideas and opinions from
most people in the country were not more anxious-
depressed (all ps>.10). Together, these findings indicate
that “primary group” estrangement predicts subjective
well-being better than broader cultural estrangement.

STUDY 2

The direct assessment of personal-societal value dis-
crepancies in Study 1 afforded a useful extension of past
research by identifying values for respondents and by
directly examining many relevant values. This assess-
ment enabled us to verify that cultural estrangement is
most powerfully predicted by perceived discrepancies
between personal values and societal values, over and
above perceived differences between personal and soci-
etal attitudes toward political issues and mundane
objects. It also helped to pinpoint particular value dis-
crepancies at the heart of the experience of estrange-
ment, and we will return to this important benefit in the
General Discussion.

An additional interesting result was the nonsignifi-
cantrelation between value discrepancies and subjective
well-being. This finding is both consistent (Cozzarelli &
Karafa, 1998) and inconsistent (Rohan & Maiden, 2000;
Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000) with previous research. Conse-
quently, in Study 2, we sought to further examine this
result by testing whether we could replicate it in a new
sample with additional measures relevant to subjective
well-being: life satisfaction and self-esteem. Because past
research has found high correlations between well-
being, life satisfaction, and self-esteem (for a review, see
Myres & Diener, 1995), we expected to find similar
patterns for all three constructs.

In addition, we wished to test whether this result is
driven by biases in self-ratings of values. It could be
argued that participants misrepresent their values as a
means of looking better or worse than society. As indi-
cated above, participants who were estranged from soci-
ety saw their own values as more self-transcendence ori-
ented and less self-enhancement oriented than

participants who were less estranged. Were the
estranged participants simply trying to highlight their
own “unselfishness?” If so, this pattern should not be
detected when we ask peers to report the participants’
values, and participants’ ratings of their values should
not correlate with their peers’ ratings of their values. To
our knowledge, prior research has not used peer data to
check the accuracy of participants’ reports of their val-
ues. Peer corroboration of participants’ ratings would
help to bolster confidence in the validity of the partici-
pants’ value discrepancy ratings.*

METHOD
Participants

Participants were 66 undergraduate students (12
men, 54 women) at Cardiff University who participated
for course credit. Their mean age was 19.71 years. Data
from 6 additional participants from foreign countries
(not Britain) were deleted from the analyses. The peer
ratings were completed by a friend of each participant,
respectively. We obtained peer ratings from 45 friends of
the 66 participants. Participants with peer responses did
not differ significantly from participants without peer
responses on any of our measures.

Overview

Participants took part in groups of three to six per-
sons. They were told that participation involved com-
pleting a number of surveys examining their attitudes
toward various topics. Three sets of questionnaires were
used (presented in the order of appearance): The first
set assessed values at the personal level, the second set
assessed values at the societal level, and the final set con-
tained measures of life satisfaction, subjective well-
being, uniqueness, self-esteem, and demographic infor-
mation. The measures of personal values, societal values,
anxiety-depression, self-actualization, and need for
uniqueness were the same as in Study 1. The remaining
measures are described below.

Atthe end of the study, participants were asked to take
away a questionnaire in an envelope. We asked the par-
ticipants to give the envelope to a good friend of theirs
who would be willing to complete the questionnaire.
Participants were informed that the completion of the
questionnaire would take no longer than 5 min. They
were told that they would get extra course credit for find-
ing a friend and bringing the envelope back to us and
that their friends would receive 2 pounds sterling
(US$3.80) as compensation. Participants were instructed
to (a) find a friend who did not participate in this study
before, (b) create a surrounding for their friends similar
to the conditions they had in the present study (no
music, television, and other inferences), (c) not tell the
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TABLE 4: Correlations Between (a) Self-Reported Value Discrepancies and (b) Indices of Subjective Well-Being and Uniqueness (n=66) in Study 2

Value Discrepancy U AD SA LS SL SC SE
Total self-reported discrepancies 27% 21 .01 -11 .15 .07 14
Conservation values 22 .25% -.01 -.20 .10 .08 11
Openness values .26% .05 .01 .02 17 21 22
Self-enhancement values 12 .14 .04 .01 .10 -.02 .06
Self-transcendence values 22 21 .00 -.14 .08 -.07 .03

NOTE: U = Uniqueness; AD = Anxiety-depression; SA = Self-actualization; LS = Life satisfaction; SL = Self-liking; SC = Self-competence; SE = Self-

esteem (mean of SL. and SC).
*p<.05.

friend anything about the study (because the envelope
contained all instructions), and (d) respect the confi-
dentiality of their friend’s responses. All participants
agreed with this procedure and took away a question-
naire for a friend.

Peer Ratings of Personal Values

The participants’ friends responded to the same val-
ues as in the self-rating version of the personal values,
except that they were asked to rate the importance of
each value as a guiding principle in their friend’s life
(i.e., in the life of the participant).

Life Satisfaction

Participants completed the Satisfaction With Life
Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985), which
contains five items. Example items are, “In most ways my
life is close to my ideal” and “If I could live my life over, I
would change almost nothing.” Participants responded
to each item using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (dis-
agree strongly) to 7 (agree strongly). Participants’ scores on
each item were averaged to calculate a mean life satisfac-
tion score (M =5.28, SD = 1.13). Internal reliability was
good (a = .83).

Self-Esteem

Participants completed the Self-Liking/Self-
Competence Scale—Revised Version (SLSCS-R;
Tafarodi & Swann, 2001), which contains 16 items. The
scale is divided into a Self-Liking subscale and a Self-
Competence subscale. Each subscale contains 8 items.
Example items for the Self-Liking subscale are “I am very
comfortable with myself” and “I feel great about who I
am.” Example items for the Self~Competence subscale
are “I am highly effective at the things I do” and “I am
very talented.” Participants responded to each item
using a 7-pointscale ranging from 1 (disagree strongly) to 7
(agree strongly). Mean scores were similar for the Self-
Liking (M= 4.25, SD = 1.18) and Self-Competence (M=
4.16, SD=.78) subscales. The internal reliabilities for the

two subscales (Self-Liking o = .92, Self-Competence o. =
.81) were good.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Value Discrepancies, Need for Uniqueness,
and Subjective Well-Being

We first tested whether the data replicated the posi-
tive relation between self-reported value discrepancies
and need for uniqueness and the null correlations
between value discrepancies and subjective well-being
(including the new measures of life satisfaction and self-
esteem). As shown in Table 4, participants who per-
ceived a larger gap between personal and societal values
expressed a higher need for uniqueness. In contrast,
as expected, there were no relations between value dis-
crepancies and anxiety-depression, self-actualization,
life satisfaction, self-liking, self-competence, and self-
esteem (calculated as the mean of self-liking and self-
competence). Taken together, these results fit the find-
ings of Study 1: Value discrepancies predicted a higher
need for uniqueness but were not related to poor
psychological outcomes.

Self-Report and Peer-Report

Given the replication of Study 1, we examined the
validity of the self-reported personal values using the
peer ratings of participants’ values. If the self-reported
personal values are consistent with friends’ estimates of
the participants’ personal values, any differences
between self-reported personal values and societal val-
ues should be in the same direction as the differences
between peer-reported personal values and societal val-
ues, whereas the self-reported personal values and the
peer-reported personal values should not differ signifi-
cantly. As shown in Table 5, paired samples ¢ tests
revealed significant differences between personal values
and societal values and similar significant differences
between peer-reported personal values and the societal
values. Consistent with the findings of Study 1, partici-
pants and their friends indicated thatself-transcendence
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values and openness values were more important for the
participant than for society, whereas self-enhancement
values were less important for the participant than for
society. Participants and friends reported no difference
in the importance of the participant’s conservation val-
ues and society’s conservation values. Moreover, across
the domains, the self-reported personal values and the
peer-reported personal values did not significantly
differ.

A second way to test the validity of our self-report
value discrepancy measure is to examine the correla-
tions between self-reported personal value importance
and peer-reported personal value importance. If partici-
pants are reporting their values accurately, their ratings
of their values should be significantly correlated with
their friends’ ratings of their (the participants’) values.
Following the procedure cited by Schwartz (e.g., 1992),
we examined the correlations between the self-reported
and peerreported values for the four higher value
domains (see Figure 1) while controlling for the mean
importance of all personal values (self-report and peer-
report measure). As expected, self-reported personal
value importance and peer-reported personal value
importance were strongly correlated (see Table 6). In
contrast, if the participants are reporting societal values
independently of their personal true values, their esti-
mates of societal values should not converge with their
friends’ estimates of their values. To test this prediction,
we examined the correlations between self-reported
societal value importance and mean importance of the
peer-reported personal value importance while control-
ling the mean importance of the societal values and the
peer-reported participants’ values. As shown in Table 6,
self-reported societal value importance and peer-
reported personal value importance were not signifi-
cantly correlated. Thus, participants’ ratings of their
own values but not of societal values corresponded with
their friends’ estimates of the participants’ values, pro-
viding further evidence for the validity of the
participants’ value ratings.’

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The results of Study 1 indicated that participants who
perceived larger discrepancies between (a) personal
and societal values and (b) personal and societal politi-
cal attitudes experienced more cultural estrangement
than did participants who perceived smaller discrepan-
cies in values and political attitudes. In contrast, partici-
pants who perceived larger discrepancies in mundane
attitudes were not more culturally estranged. More
important, when all three types of discrepancies were
entered as simultaneous predictors of cultural estrange-
ment, the value discrepancies were the most predictive
of cultural estrangement. This finding occurred even

TABLE 5: Differences Between (a) Self-Reported Personal Values
and Peer-Reported Personal Values, (b) Self-Reported
Personal Values and Self-Reported Societal Values, and (c)
Peer-Reported Personal Values and Self-Reported Soci-
etal Values (n = 45)

Paired Differences M SD t

Conservation values
Self-reported personal—
peerreported personal

21 117 1.20

Self-reported personal— .07 151 37
self-reported societal
Peer-reported personal— -06 137 -29

self-reported societal
Openness values

Self-reported personal— 37 127 194
peerreported personal

Self-reported personal— 1.10 119 7.49%%*
self-reported societal

Peerreported personal— 92 1.50  4.12%%*

self-reported societal
Self-enhancement values

Self-reported personal— A8 1.03 .82
peer-reported personal

Self-reported personal— -99 1.09 -7.39%%*
self-reported societal

Peerreported personal— -1.04 1.21 -5.81%%*
self-reported societal

Self-transcendence values

Self-reported personal— 23 112 1.35
peerreported personal

Self-reported personal— 1.32 1.06 10.06%**
self-reported societal

Peer-reported personal— 1.27  1.02  8.39%#*

self-reported societal

wkp < 001,

though references to important matters other than val-
ues were equally embedded in our primary measure of
cultural estrangement (Cozzarelli & Karafa, 1998). Fur-
thermore, this pattern was replicated with another mea-
sure of cultural estrangement (Kohn & Schooler, 1983)
that does not explicitly mention social values. In this
analysis, value discrepancies remained the most power-
ful predictor of cultural estrangement. Overall, these
findings are consistent with prior theory (Seeman, 1959,
1975, 1991) and support the view that values are the key
variable in cultural estrangement (Keniston, 1965; Par-
sons, 1951, cited in Schacht, 1970) and more generally
support the notion that values are more central
constructs than attitudes (Rokeach, 1973).

Yet, the effects of the personal-societal value discrep-
ancies were not equal across all types of values. Although
all four value motives were correlated with estrange-
ment, the nature of the value discrepancies varied across
different types of values. As predicted by Keniston
(1965), estrangement was highest among those partici-
pants who believed that societal values were less con-



TABLE 6: Correlations Between (a) Peer-Reported Personal Value
Importance and (b) Self-Reported Personal Value Impor-
tance and Self-Reported Societal Value Importance

Higher Value cv ov EV A%
Domain (peer) (peer) (peer) (peer)

CV (personal, self) 33%*

OV (personal, self) 47

EV (personal, self) A45#*
TV (personal, self)

CV (societal, self) -.10

OV (societal, self) -.06

EV (societal, self) .07
TV (societal, self) .04

B

NOTE: CV = conservation values; OV = openness values; EV = self-
enhancement values; TV = self-transcendence values; self = self-
reported; peer = peer-reported; personal = personal values; societal =
societal values.

*p <05, #p < .01, Fp < 001,

cerned with the welfare of others. As far as we are aware,
this is the first empirical demonstration that estrange-
ment from societal values does not necessarily imply
estrangement from all societal values. Instead, cultural
estrangement is a more complicated phenomenon that
is rooted in particular value differences.

An interesting issue for future research is whether the
same or different value discrepancies predict estrange-
ment in different cultures. Prior research indicates that
some cultures emphasize collective goals more than
individualistic concerns (Triandis, 1995) and that attain-
ment of culturally compatible goals is related to subjec-
tive well-being (Oishi & Diener, 2001). In collectivist cul-
tures, estrangement may be highest when individuals
endorse values that are less compatible with collectivist
goals, such as self-direction values (e.g., independence,
choosing own goals). Our findings make the cross-
cultural effects of value discrepancies an interesting
issue.

Subjective Well-Being: Cultural Estrangement Versus
Cultural Emancipation

In both studies, there were no relations between
personal-societal value discrepancies and any of the
measures of subjective well-being, including anxiety-
depression, self-actualization, life satisfaction, and self-
esteem. Given the centrality of values in people’s cogni-
tive networks (Rokeach, 1973) and evidence suggesting
thatvalue discrepancies can have negative consequences
(e.g., Rohan & Maiden, 2000; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000),
the failure of the discrepancy indices to predict subjec-
tive well-being is interesting.

One potential explanation for this resultis that partic-
ipants see their own values in a way that is different from
reality. Specifically, they may perceive their own values in
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a way that would make themselves seem “better than
average,” thereby attenuating negative links between the
discrepancies and estrangement. The results of Study 2
failed to support this view. In this study, peer estimates of
participants’ values yielded the same pattern of value dis-
crepancies that had driven cultural estrangement in
Study 1: Peers rated participants’ self-transcendence val-
ues and openness values as more important for the par-
ticipant than for society, whereas peers rated partici-
pants’ self-enhancement values as less important for the
participant than for society. When considered with the
high correlations between self-ratings and peer ratings
of the personal values, it is less likely that the reported
value discrepancies are simply attributable to
participants’ idiosyncratic biases.

A second potential explanation for this result is that
value discrepancies must be more salient to significantly
affect subjective well-being. Our participants might not
have been consciously aware of value discrepancies
while completing our separate lists of personal and soci-
etal values. Perhaps if participants reported each per-
sonal value immediately before or after each societal
value, participants who reported large discrepancies
would become more aware of the discrepancies and,
consequently, feel lower subjective well-being. Indeed,
one of the important techniques for changing values
elicits self-dissatisfaction by making people aware of dis-
crepancies between personal and peer values (Rokeach,
1973).

Nonetheless, the second potential explanation is
insufficient for several reasons. First, supplementary
analyses revealed that individuals who reported having
different values and beliefs from society, as measured by
the Atypical cultural estrangement subscale, did not
report more anxiety-depression. In contrast, individuals
who reported being different from their peers and not
fitting with society, as measured by the Misfit subscale of
the CEI (Cozzarelli & Karafa, 1998), reported more
anxiety-depression. These divergent correlations also
were found with a measure of Neuroticism (see Note 2).
Thus, even a measure of the self-perceived fit between
personal and societal values (Atypical subscale) does not
predict subjective well-being strongly, and these subjec-
tive discrepancies do not predict subjective well-being as
well as the general belief that one does not “fitin” (Misfit
subscale).

It may be that feeling estranged from societal values
and beliefs (as opposed to feeling one does not “fitin”)
simply is not negatively associated with subjective well-
being. This possibility is consistent with Schacht’s (1970,
p- 239) observation that some writers on alienation per-
ceive estrangement from societal values as a positive
experience. In fact, inconsistent and negative correla-
tions between subjective well-being and alienation led
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Kohn and Schooler (1983) to argue that cultural
estrangement “does not necessarily represent a negative
judgement of the self, but often means quite the oppo-
site, that the individual is sufficiently secure in his judge-
ment of self to be independent in his values” (p. 90). That
is, people who possess high value discrepancies may be
fulfilling important motivations and, therefore, may not
experience negative well-being.

This idea was supported by our finding that partici-
pants who perceived a large gap between their values
and societal values possessed a higher need for unique-
ness than participants who perceived a smaller gap
between personal and societal values. Need for unique-
ness was not related to discrepancies between personal
and societal political attitudes or to discrepancies
between personal and societal mundane attitudes. Thus,
value discrepancies may fail to harm subjective well-
being because the discrepancies fulfill some people’s
need to feel unique. Our regression analyses in Study 1
supported this hypothesis and prior suggestions that the
term cultural estrangement could be reconceptualized for
some as “cultural emancipation” (Juni, 1998, p. 1256).

Another possibility is that value discrepancies may
come to reflect estrangement only when they reflect dif-
ferences between personal values and the values of peo-
ple or environments that are very important to the indi-
vidual. Our data from Kohn and Schooler’s (1983)
measure of cultural estrangement supported this notion
because individuals who reported having different
opinions to most people in the country were not more
anxious-depressed but individuals who reported having
different opinions to their peers were more anxious-
depressed (see Table 2). These findings are consistent
with the evidence from studies on value-self confronta-
tion (Rokeach, 1973) described above and with more
recent evidence that estrangement from the values of
educational (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000) and work (Rohan
& Maiden, 2000) environments affect subjective well-
being. Thus, “primary group” (friends, family, work)
estrangement may be predictive of subjective well-being
better than broader cultural estrangement (cf. Perrewe
& Hochwarter, 2000).

Nevertheless, future research should explore the role
of social values in estrangement by looking at different
populations. In particular, given the documented rela-
tion between deviancy and values (e.g., Cochrane, 1971,
1974), research should investigate value discrepancies in
criminal populations. For example, Feather and Cross
(1975) proposed that delinquents’ attitudes and behav-
iors may be determined more by personal values than by
societal values. Recent developments in value theory and
measurement (e.g., Schwartz, 1992) would allow a strin-
gent test of whether criminal offenders experience value

discrepancies that are different from the general
population.

In sum, our results indicate that personal and societal
value discrepancies are more closely related to cultural
estrangement than are discrepancies on political atti-
tudes and discrepancies on mundane attitudes. In par-
ticular, cultural estrangement is more likely when peo-
ple believe that their values are more concerned with the
welfare of others than are the values of society. Yet, these
value discrepancies do not necessarily lead to poor sub-
jective well-being; instead, they may reflect a desire for
uniqueness, supporting Maslow’s (1954) assertion that
people often “resist enculturation and maintain a cer-
tain inner detachment from the culture in which they
are immersed” (p. 143).

NOTES

1. The self-enhancement values that we used were social power,
authority, wealth, successful, capable, and ambitious. The self-
transcendence values were protecting the environment, broad-
minded, equality, world of beauty, helpful, honest, and forgiving. The
conservation values were devout, respect for tradition, politeness, self-
discipline, clean, national security, obedient, and reciprocation of
favors. The openness values were daring, varied life, creativity, free-
dom, independent, pleasure, and enjoying life.

2. Participants also completed the 12-item Neuroticism subscale
from the Five-Factor Inventory Measure of Personality (Costa &
McCrae, 1991), but a reviewer pointed out that the role of Neuroticism
as a personality trait makes interpretation of this variable problematic.
Consequently, we have not reported any of the analysis involving
Neuroticism in the results. Nonetheless, Neuroticism was not corre-
lated with any of the three discrepancy indices but was positively corre-
lated with cultural estrangement (Kohn & Schooler, 1983), 7(69) = .24,
p < .05, and the Misfit subscale from Cozzarelli and Karafa’s (1998)
measure of cultural estrangement, r(69) = .28, < .02, but not with the
Atypical subscale, 7(69) = .09, ns.

3. Factor analyses also confirmed the existence of two factors. The
first factor contained the items in Cozzarelli and Karafa’s Atypical
subscale, whereas the second factor contained the items in Cozzarelli
and Karafa’s Misfit subscale. In addition, we replicated Cozzarelli and
Karafa’s (1998) findings regarding the divergent relation between sub-
jective well-being and the Atypical and Misfit subscales. Specifically,
participants’ scores on the Misfit subscale were positively correlated
with anxiety and depression, r(70) = .44, p<.001, whereas the Atypical
subscale was not correlated with anxiety and depression, 7( 70)=.17, ns.
This pattern also was consistent with the correlations we found with
Neuroticism (see Note 2). There were significant correlations between
need for uniqueness and the Misfit subscale, 7(70) = .52, p<.001, and
the Atypical subscale, r( 70) = .47, $<.001. Finally, a measure of societal
alienation (Maddi, Kobosa, & Hoover, 1979) was more strongly corre-
lated with the Misfit subscale, 7(69) =.39, p< .01, than with the Atypical
subscale, 1(69) = .26, p <.05. This measure of alienation (which is dis-
tinct from estrangement) was included for exploratory purposes and is
not reported in any other analyses.

4. It also would be useful to check for distortions in participants’
perceptions of societal values. However, we could not reasonably
expect peers to estimate participants’ perceptions of societal values
because these perceptions of societal values should be much less
observable in everyday interaction than the participants’ personal val-
ues. Also, we know of no corpus yielding a complete and valid assess-
ment of British values, and even if one were to exist, it would be difficult
to ascertain whether perceptions deviate from this national standard
because of mere inaccuracies in perceptions or because of a strong self-
report bias. Thus, this issue was beyond the scope of the presentarticle
but remains an interesting topic for future research.



5. There was also no significant correlations between peer-reported
personal values and psychological well-being, which was consistent
with findings for personal values and well-being, and provided further
support for the validity of the participants’ value ratings.
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