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ABSTRACT

STEPHEN BRADLEY VAISEY: Three Essays on Moral Cudu
(under the direction of Andrew J. Perrin and ChaistSmith)

The goal of this dissertation is to examine emalhycthe role that morality plays
in social life. The first two chapters use datarfriihe National Study of Youth and
Religion to investigate the role that different emstandings of good and bad, right and
wrong, play in shaping the lives of U.S. teenagéhe first chapter advances a new
theoretical model for understanding the role thatahcultures play in shaping action.
Drawing on sociological practice theories and wiorkognitive science, it outlines a
“dual process theory of culture in action,” whiabldts that most cultural motivation
operates at an unconscious level. Consistent hishntodel, the data analysis shows that
individualist moralities tend to foster both moreigl use and less civic engagement even
though evidence from in-depth suggests that teeaage largely unable to articulate
these moral differences. The second chapter explawe different moral understandings
shape social interaction over time. An analysesgof network data between 2002 and
2005 demonstrates that teenagers with differenahumderstandings develop friendship
networks with different proportions of drug usdtgse who frequently get in trouble,
and regular volunteers. Once again, there is eglémat individualist moralities tend to
promote more association with deviant peers argldssociation with civically engaged
peers. The final chapter uses data from Benjamioiacai’'s Urban Communes Project to

explore the relationship between shared moral waW and community. An analysis of



data from 50 urban communes collected in 1974 shbatsshared moral order is the best
predictor of the degree to which a group’s paraaifs experience it as a true community.
Further analyses using fuzzy set methods, howshexy that shared moral order must
work together with specific structural arrangementsrder to ensure the experience of
community. Taken together, these studies suggastrbrality is a vital dimension of

social life that deserves further investigatiorsbgiologists.
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INTRODUCTION

Culture is everywhere. After two or three decanfe®cusing almost exclusively
on “hard” social structures like occupation ands|aociologists have once again turned
toward thinking about the world of ideas, beliefsd symbols. Researchers who study
everything from economic markets to social moveménteligion are abuzz about
cultural toolkits, repertoires, narratives, disa®jrframing, and more. All this talk about
culture, however, masks a single glaring fact:¢hemo current theory of culture that
takes seriously itsausalrole. In the current thinking, culture is somethpeopleuseto
solve problems, to make sense of their lives, arjd4tify their actions and choices to
others when socially required. It is learned igfreented bits and then “deployed” and
“mobilized” in strategic ways. Despite the manytwas of this approach, it has come at a
high cost. We no longer have a compelling accofihba culture might independently
motivate and give direction to individual actioth@r than merely playing a
“channeling” role for structural imperatives oregitimating role for the pursuit of
expected utility. For this reason, current theooksulture are less than useful for
helping us solve the puzzle of why certain peopleose to do some things rather than
others.

The goal of this dissertation is to present thieegs of research that take
seriously the specifically causal role that cultca@ play in human life. My particular
focus here is omoral culture This term has two parts, and | will attempt tdire both.

First, | follow Christian Smith (2003:8) and add@jtarles Taylor’s definition of morality,



which is “discriminations of right and wrong, bette worse, higher or lower, which are
not rendered valid by our own desires, inclinatjarschoices, but rather stand
independently of these and offer standards by wtiel can be judged.” Second, by
culture, | refer to patterns of meanings that hesrtatically shared by social groups, thus
excluding purely individual or idiosyncratic mentantents. Therefore byoral culture

| refer to widely available themes for thinking aboight and wrong, better or worse, and
so on. The three papers in this dissertation haedmmon goal of trying to understand
how these shared themes shape outcomes in difi@rmess of social life.

Chapter 1, “Toward a Dual-Process Theory of Culitar&ction,” outlines the
theoretical case for understanding cultural caosait the micro level and provides an
empirical demonstration of the theory’s usefuln&slding on an engagement between
the sociological practice theories of Giddens andrBieu, on the one hand, and dual-
process theories of cognition on the other, therthenoves toward a better
understanding of how culture can both motivate beinand justify it after the fact. In
the process, | argue that this theory is able tkens&nse of contradictory findings from
guantitative and qualitative methods as well ag/beh subfields like the sociology of
religion and the sociology of culture. More speazafly, using data from two waves of the
National Study of Youth and Religion, this papeowh that different moral
understandings are associated with different trajexs in marijuana use and
volunteering, with “individualist” teenagers moikdly to engage in the former, and less
likely to engage in the latter.

Chapter 2, “Moral Cultures and Network Compositidakes the argument in

Chapter 1 a step further. Rather than arguingrtital understandings are able to shape



behaviomet ofthe social context, | argue in this paper thatahonderstandings are also
able toshapethat context over time. Also using Waves 1 and the National Study of
Youth and Religion, this paper looks at how différenoral worldviews shape the
composition of social networks over time. In pagkdb the findings of Chapter 1, this
research finds that, relative to community andgrelis worldviews, individualist moral
worldviews lead to increases in the number of ftewho use drugs and are often in
trouble and decreases in the number of friendsaiteategular volunteers. Taken
together, then, Chapters 1 and 2 strongly sugbastifferences in moral-cultural
worldviews translate into different behavioral antkractional trajectories.

Chapter 3, “Structure, Culture, and Community,”"Ke@t moral culture at a
different level of analysis. Here, rather than edesng processes at the individual level,
the cases are urban communes from the mid-197@iseRhan considering the
substantive content of moral cultures, at issu@isichapter are the consequences of the
formal property of moral-culturatharednessSpecifically, this paper looks at how shared
ideology is related to the experience of commuarthong each group’s members. Using
multivariate regression, the findings show thahared moral worldview is the single
best predictor of whether or not the group marsfeshigh degree of “we-feeling.”
Interestingly, the regression results show thagotactors like authority and extent of
interaction have either null or negative effectewlshared moral order is controlled.
Fuzzy set techniques supplement these findindsr@etways. First, they show that
strong moral orders almost always co-occur withdtrral characteristics that support
them. Second, they show that strong moral ordes join with structural characteristics

to be sufficient to produce the we-feeling. Thittey suggest that moral order, while not



a strictly necessary condition for producing thefegling, is a necessary part of all the
causal recipes that do produce it.

Though these pieces of research address differdodbmes and levels of analysis,
they point to a common conclusion: that cultureital for understanding why some
things happen and others do not. The current utadelisigs of culture as “repertoires of
justification” (Boltanksi and Thévenot 2006) or &i&its” (Swidler 2001) are not
sufficient to model the role that cultural diffecers play in social life. It is my hope that
the research contained in this dissertation wilh lpeomote debate and help move

sociology toward a more robust understanding of bolture matters.
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CHAPTER 1: TOWARD A DUAL PROCESS THEORY OF CULTURE IN
ACTION

This paper seeks to move toward a more satisfaatmswer to a simple question:
What role do cultural beliefs play in people’s babg? Contemporary sociologists who
care about this question—mainly those who studiuceiland religion—are necessarily
nagged by a basic theoretical confusion. One tleehamd, scholars claim that cultural
beliefs about what is good or bad, right or wroang, tools that people use to solve their
everyday problems. According to this view, cultiz®est viewed as a loose repertoire of
justifications that rationalize or make sense efthoices that individuals make in their
lives (Boltanski and Thévenot 1999; Swidler 20@L). the other hand, the idea that
cultural beliefs or values play a motivational rosleshaping behavior remains, primarily
in studies of religion (Hitlin and Piliavin 2004akoff 2002; Smith 2003; Smith and
Denton 2005). Even there, however, this perspedideclining somewhat, as many
researchers are beginning to apply the notionablpm-solving “repertoire” to religious
beliefs (Bartkowski and Read 2003; Clydesdale 189derson and Smith 2000; Lamont,
Schmalzbauer, Waller and Weber 1996; Smilde 208%jle motivational and
justificatory understandings of culture are notessarily contradictory, the choice to
apply one or the other to a specific empirical peabseems largely a matter of the
researcher’s personal preference (Jackson 2008jeT#little sense of how one might
coherently combine the intuitively appealing posijbthat culture matters both as a

social and psychological justificati@nd as a motivation for action. The goal of this



paper is to take one step toward synthesizing ttveselistinct conceptualizations of
culture by offering a dual-process model of cultagnition.

My argument has four parts. First, | briefly oudlithe history of the motivation/
justification split in cultural theory and show thmoth the older Weberian/Parsonian and
the newer toolkit or repertoire views of culturekedahe assumption that the link between
beliefs and behavior are to be found in conscibosght. | outline some compelling
reasons to question this assumption.

Second, I introduce insights from sociological ‘giree theories” and research in
psychology and neuroscience that may provide aubiaatl empirically-grounded
synthesis of the motivational and justificatory gyective. | offer a heuristic model that
distinguishes between automatic and deliberatigmition and considers the relationship
of each to cultural beliefs. | argue that while tmo®raljustificationoccurs at the
conscious level, most moralaluationoccurs below the level of conscious awareness.
This suggests that we can profitably extend Bowrdieoncept of habitus from the realm
of “good art” and “good music” to “the good” morergerally.

Third, | consider some of the substantive and pralcimplications of the model
sketched in part two. Because there is good rewsbelieve that practical consciousness
IS more operative in everyday behavior, surveysdwhely more on implicit knowledge)
may be better suited than interviews for invesiigathe belief-behavior link. Taken by
themselves, interview methods (relying as theymldiscursive cognition that is
specialized for social justification) may produesults that exaggerate the incoherence

of cultural forms and downplay the motivationaleraf moral culture.



Fourth, | provide an empirical illustration of theodel using both interview and
longitudinal survey data from the National Studyyoluth and Religion. This exercise
demonstrates the consistency and usefulness digdeorocess model. The empirical
results specifically show that, net of a host afigural controls, young people who
identified with relational (i.e., community-basea)d theistic moral worldviews in 2002
were much less likely to use drugs and much mésdyiito volunteer in 2005 than those
who had endorsed individualist moral schemas. tkkeme by suggesting some practical
ways to improve empirical research and theory enstciological study of culture and

religion.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Tracing the Split between Motivation and Justificat

Once upon a time, sociologists believed that peagle motivated by the values
they learned from society. From Weberigeckrationalitato Parsons’ voluntarist theory
of action, the idea that consciously desired emdsige the motivation for individual
behavior was a building block of sociological the¢gee Campbell 2006). Culture was
held to be the repository of those values whichewreansmitted via socialization from
parents, schools, and churches to children (Hatid Piliavin 2004; Joas 1996, 2000). A
few decades ago, however, this assumption begand®ergo a sustained critique from a
number of sources.

Though C. Wright Mills questioned the causal poafemoral beliefs as early as
1940, his position did not become mainstream umdite than four decades later. Mills’

(1940) view that cultural beliefs provide justifins rather than motivations for



behavior found its most influential proponent inmMABwidler, who famously critiqued
values as “the unmoved mover in the theory of att{Swidler 1986, p. 274).In some
respects this was a bold claim, but in others ai$ @n idea whose time had arrived. Just
as Swidler's essay was published in merican Sociological Reviewocial movement
scholars, for example, were moving away from tleaidf ideological motivation toward
a notion of “framing” as persuasive social practies., Snow, Rochford, Worden and
Benford 1986). Around the same time, Goffman’s fdaturgical” perspective—which
focuses on the ways actors manipulate symbols ppelaances—had reached the height
of its popularity? Consistent with their larger theoretical projegtmbolic interactionists
disregarded any thought of subjective states inrfavintersubjective states; from there,
it is a short jump to conclude that beliefs aregheduct of the situation rather than a
possible influence upon them (Campbell 1996).

In other quarters, scholars enamored of the Mapdsipective were beginning to
take culture seriously—not as a causal factorsiown right, but as a necessary
prerequisite for the expression of material impeest (Bourdieu 1984). Scott and
Lyman’s (1968) influential paper on “accounts” veamplified by neo-institutionalists
who emphasize cultural legitimacy as an externairenment of action that otherwise
rational organizations have to face rather thashaping action in any motivational way
(DiMaggio and Powell 1983; Meyer and Rowan 197€;aso Alexander 2003:23).

Rethinking culture as a tool of social sense-makmnstead of a motive force was not

! For brevity and clarity, | focus the discussionward the work of Ann Swidler (1986, 2001), undodbte
the most well-known and exemplary member of thstfficatory” or “situationalist” school among
sociological students of culture. For a much mamagrehensive account of the rise of “situationaligm
action theory, see Campbell (1996).

2 As reflected among other things in Goffman’s 1@8&tion to the presidency of the American
Sociological Association.



confined to any single subfield, but was simplytdithe sociologicateitgeistn the
mid-1980s.

Yet Swidler’s critique was not simply fashionablefaddish. It was based on two
key empirical observations. The first was a novel highly insightful interpretation of
Weber’'sProtestant Ethic and the Spirit of CapitalisBwidler argued that while the
ideology of Protestantism (e.g., the concern witnitying God through work) gave way
to that of capitalism, the practices—thrift, indysand so on—persisted. From this, she
concludes that what survive and causally mattenatg@rimarily ideas or beliefs, but
“strategies of action”; in other words, the behaaidabits, styles, and skills that actors
bring to bear on the problems of everyday life.

This societal-level realization was further strévagied by a second, more “micro”
observation, one that was not fully codified uhgr 2001 bookJalk of Love This
second insight is that individuals ammarkably badt giving consistent reasons for or
explanations of their behavior. In her discussiansut marriage with middle-class
Americans, she found little evidence that ideolog¥eliefs motivate action. Rather, she
found that people tend “to trim their philosophyfitdheir action commitments” (2001,

p. 148). That is, people embedded in differentaowtworks and under different kinds
of institutional pressures may act differentlyeir marriages, but theasonghey give

for their actions are efficacious only in that tlfeyake sense” of these actions, both to
network alters and to the actors themselves. lvigw, even one’s one self or identity is
not causally consequential for behavior. EvangeRecatestants, for example, as just as
likely as others—Swidler argues—to understand thairriages through a framework of

“what makes me happy.” Though Swidler outlines ehtggoes of selves—utilitarian,

10



attuned, and disciplined—she does not accord the&l§eonstructions any motivational
power. Instead, the self is simply “one of manylsbda person may “pick up or put
down” in the course of social interaction (200124). According to the toolkit or
repertoire model, this is “how culture matters.”

It should be noted here that though Swidler isniost oft-cited proponent of the
toolkit or repertoire approach to culture, her vieviby no means idiosyncratic (see
Campbell 1996; Hechter et al. 1999). For examptdtaBski and Thévenot (1999) refer
to moral justification as a socially required sensgking phenomenon; DiMaggio (1997,
2002) argues that we grab bits of culture seemiaghandom to justify ourselves;
Lamont (1992) sees symbolic repertoires servingnguily as tools of social inclusion
and exclusion; and Lichterman (1996) claims thatahlanguages are simply different
ways of talking while we go about the “life-waysiction habits or customs) we learn in
organizations and networks. Even scholars who nrightdentify with the “justificatory”
school tend to assume a priori that the pressumeaiatain particular beliefs is social
rather than intrapsychic (e.g., Martin 2000). Thotige terminology may differ, most
sociologists now see culture as rationalizing okimgsense of action rather than
motivating it (Hechter et al. 1999). Swidler is piythe recent theorist who has done the

most to work out aexplicit formulation of this view.

An Unstated Premise of “Toolkit Theory”
The intellectual history of the justificatory viasa/too complex to trace here, but
Swidler (2001) nicely sums up its logic. The argatrgoes something like this: people

generally pursue consistent lines of action; howewben asked to explain these lines of
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action, people invariably give contradictory oroherent accounts of their motives.
Being contradictory, the accounts themselves careadty be motivating and we must
therefore turn outside the person’s subjectivitfind the true springs of action. These
springs of action are found in institutions, beeatley have the power to control
“departures from the [institutionalized] patternaapplication of “rewards and
sanctions” (Jepperson, quoted in Swidler 2001)ré&foee institutions both large (e.qg.,
the legal structure of marriage) and small (e.y. fmends) are what drive action, while
culture is what helps makes sense of these actions.

This argument for toolkit theory is simple, insifyht and elegant. It turns out,
however, that it is also based on unrealistic aggioms about the necessary cognitive
link between cultural beliefs and motivation. Swidassumes that if cultural beliefs
were, in fact, motivational, they would have togseunded in articulable, rule-like
cognitive structures. Moreover, she assumes thegliéfs were motives we would find
consistency between the moral beliefs people datieand their subsequent actions.
(That is, if peopleeally believed in the romantic model of marriage, theuld divorce
the instant their marriage no longer promised lfolent.) Failing to find either pattern,
Swidler concludes that the contradictory beliefsihBormants articulate must be
causally unrelated to action itself. DiMaggio (192@02) makes a similar point. He
argues that people indeed know a lot more cultuma they use, and that much of this
cultural information is contradictory and storedagwwithout reference to its truth value.

It follows from this reasoning that the culturahemas people internalize (being

3 It is not tenable to suggest here that toolkibtiss are only interested in post hoc “sense ngikind

are unconcerned with the processes—subjectiveherwise—that give rise to action itself. As | have
shown above, toolkit theory is founded inexpress deniabf the causal power of subjective states (Mills
1940; Scott and Lyman 1968; Swidler 1986; see @mmpbell 1996; Hechter et al. 1999).
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contradictory) canndhemselvebe the reasons behind observed behavior. Consisten
with the institutional and network focus of toolkiieory, DiMaggio maintains that we
should look to the “external environment” for theeml cues that activate particular
cultural schemas rather than others in differemgsions.

The power of this argument is in its simplicityt yecepting it, as | will show,
also requires accepting an unstated premise: tbedlrdecision-making (were it to
occur) would have to be a deliberative, conscidfasraOne the face of it, this premise
seems uncontroversial. The primary moral philoscgdhradition going back to Kant
holds that moral judgment is a matter of logicals@ning. In a more recent incarnation,
the dominant empirical research program on monagipdogy makes the same
assumption, and asks people to reason delibetarglygh moral dilemmas in order to
arrive at correct decisions (Kohlberg 1981). Evélitarianism, the main philosophical
competitor to the Kantian, deontological approgebscribes extensive mathematical
computation about the relative happiness that asidecwill confer on oneself and others
(Haidt 2005)* Given its distinguished intellectual heritage, @ae hardly fault toolkit
and repertoire theorists for not questioning thstated premise that morality relies on
conscious deliberation, either regarding one’s duty order to maximize personal or
collective utility.

Yet there are, in fact, very serious reasons tetijueit. Over the past decade or
so, many scholars have reached a consensus tbghiees two primary levels of
consciousness—deliberative and automatic—and utashels that most of our

evaluations and decision-making occur below thelle’conscious awareness. | will

* Incidentally, the battle between deontological atilitarian approaches to morality also took on
sociological form, respectively, in normative (Rars, Durkheim) and instrumentalist (rational chpice
theories of action (see Joas 1996).
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outline this evidence from two different directioh®egin with insights from the
“practice theories” of Giddens and Bourdieu. Thotlggse theorists have many
followers, their insights into the dual nature ohesciousness have either largely been
neglected or treated as an optional “point of vieNkext, | provide a brief overview of
developments in psychology and neuroscience thditrooand clarify the prescient
insights of these sociological theorists. Becadgb@lack of links between sociology
and these disciplines, it is no surprise that caltsociologists have not been aware of
these developments. (Plus, as DiMaggio [1997] lygboints out, the “interpretivist”
style of most cultural sociologists does not lesélf to integrating the “positivist”
research findings of cognitive scientists.) Aftetlming the evidence for dual-process
theory, | return to repertoire theory, questiomilight of this discussion, and discuss

several empirical and methodological implicatiohthe comparison.

“THE DIVIDED SELF”

Practice Theories in Sociology

Giddens (1984) was among the first contemporariotmgical theorists to
highlight the difference between discursive andical levels of consciousnedsiis
concern with the “stratified self” emerged fromiasightful critique of Goffman, who
famously demonstrated that people go out of thay t® manage appearances and

coordinate face-saving rituals. Giddens arguesthmatgh Goffman’s work is indeed

> Camic (1986) offers an important discussion ofdbecept of “habit” in early sociological theory. light
of that discussion, | certainly do not argue héiet Giddens and Bourdieu were the first to takacpcal
consciousness” seriously. | focus on these twoctira theorists,” however, because their work is #rea
has broad contemporary influence and its genenailitaity will spare the necessity of establishing
detail their position on the subject.
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brilliant, it lacks an important ingredient—an aaab of motivation. While Goffman
focuses on how people manage their self-presentatiod maintain order in their lives,
Giddens ask3)Vhyon earth do people go through all this trouble&viiing on Erickson
and Freud, Giddens argues that motivation is uratons, and grounded in what he calls
the need for “ontological security”—a sense thatworld is meaningful and stable.
Pierre Bourdieu’s work also provides an account tblées on the power of
unconscious dispositions. Distinction, for instance, Bourdieu argues that the
inclination to pursue different types of art, mysind literature, is not conscious at all.
Rather, he seems to suggest that these motivesfcomen unconscious tendency to
reproduce one’s class position (Bourdieu 198djhereas | might argue that | love
beauty and excellence for its own sake, my puesultenjoyment of high culture are
unconsciously motivated by my class position amdl t® recreate it. Though Bourdieu’s
field theory is more general than this (see Ma2i03), it is vital to remember that
according to Bourdieu himself, the unconscious akgmpns of the habitus cannot be
understood without simultaneous reference to clagnd field—or more specifically, to
one’s position in the field generated by the irdetn of economic and cultural capital
(Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992). Thus, while Giddensiigds unconscious motivation in
the need for ontological security, Bourdieu grouadsactor’s dispositions towards action

in the deployment and reproduction of one’s mixapitals.

® See Bourdieu'sogic of Practice(1990) for a more general version of this argument
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Neuroscience and Psychology

Though the practice theories of Giddens and Bourditer from one another in
some respects, cognitive science has confirmedghared insight into the stratified
nature of consciousness. There is neither the spacie need to conduct a thorough
review of the related literature here, since tteemany good and accessible reviéws.
The idea that human cognition is based on two lasicesses—one automatic and
largely unconscious, one slow and largely conseteigsnow uncontroversial in
neuroscience and psychology (Chaiken and Trope;XS&%®ne et al. 2004; Schwarz
1998; Wilson 2002). As | will argue below, understang the different ways these
processes operate is key to understanding thefdleliefs in sociological models of
human behavior.

Based on this work in dual-process theory, so@gtpologist Jonathan Haidt
(2001, 2005) offers a useful metaphor for summagizhis “divided self”: a rider on the
back of an elephant. The rider, which representsonscious processes, is the part of
ourselves we know best—she can talk, reason, goldiaxhings to our heart’s content.
Yet, for the most part, she is not in charge. Tlepleant, which stands for our automatic
processes, is larger and stronger than the riddrisatotally unencumbered by the need,
or the ability, to justify itself. Driven by theraple mechanism of attraction and repulsion
(what Haidt colloquially calls the “like-o-meter{he elephant goes where it wants. As
the metaphor implies, the rider is no match foralephant in a direct struggle. While the
rider usually only pretends to be in control, shaslowly train the elephant over time,

or perhaps trick it into going a different way. Batany given moment, the elephant—

" One popular treatment of this literature that roayamiliar to many sociologists Blink, by Malcolm
Gladwell (2005).
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practical consciousness—is usually in charge. R®mntost part, this is a tremendously
advantageous thing. Having a durable practical@onsness means that rather than
having to weigh the pros and cons of our belief$ rmutines on a daily basis (e.qg.,
“Well, should I go to work again today?”) we caave some things up to cumulated
habits. Having to consciously reevaluate one’stigali leanings, religious commitments,
hygienic habits, and life goals on a daily basisildde cognitively overwhelming.
Though the rider/elephant metaphor may be intditiaétractive to some, it is
important to note that it isot simply a metaphor but a heuristic encapsulatioteafides
of neurological and psychological research (Chagah Trope 1999; Wilson 2002). It is
also imperative to point out that reliance on nearence and psychology to develop a
more realistic model of human cognition is by ncamereductionistic. Rather,
acknowledging “the elephant” provides a validatezthanism for understanding an
important way in which society can “get into” humiagings that is homologous with
Giddens’s practical consciousness and Bourdiewitsf These insights can remove
some of the sting of “black box” critiques that béheen leveled against the habitus (e.g.,

Boudon 1998).

Toward a Synthesis

While neuroscience and psychology are essentialfderstanding thi&rm or
processof the divided self, sociology is particularly &d to understanding its
substantiveontent What makes up the elephant? What kinds of thilogs it like or

dislike? Psychologists are good at specifying gareraracteristics of the elephant, such

8 Because the focus here is on action rather thaoialization, this paper is more concerned with t
effectsof particular forms of practical consciousnessitivth theirorigins. Future research will consider
the social sources of different forms of practmahsciousness.
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as the seemingly universal tendency toward recifyrdBut there is much more to social
cognition than human universals. Might not soméefelephant’s tendencies be socially
pattered, differing systematically across “cogmtsubcultures” (Zerubavel 1997)?
Bourdieu’s research into aesthetic judgment off@rsbvious “yes” to this question, but
there is no need to believe a priori that the hshs limited to evaluating tastes or even
discriminating among other class-linked goods. Desieg a more thorough
understanding of the “elephant” — habitus, or pcatttonsciousness — may help us
answer the question motivating this paper: wh#tesrole of cultural and moral beliefs in
people’s behavior?

A substantial amount of evidence supports the agsdhat not only consciously
stated values and beliefs but also moral intuitiettge unreflective likes and dislikes of
practical consciousness—vary between culturesu@llpsychologist and anthropologist
Richard Shweder and colleagues have outlined a-awasurally validated typology of
three major ethics: the ethic afitonomyconcerned with harm, rights, and justice; the
ethic ofcommunity concerned with role obligations; and the ethidiginity, concerned
with maintaining purity and not violating the “naall’ order (Shweder 2003). This three
part typology is remarkably similar to the indivalist, community-centered, and
religious typology that Bellah offefsThough Shweder himself talks about these three
ethics mainly in terms of “discourse,” psychologiesearch has associated them with
varied emotions and intuitions about right and varannatural and experimental settings
(Haidt 2001; Rozin, Lowery, Imada and Haidt 199%&&tley and Haidt 2005). These

studies have shown important differences in maraiitions between (for example)

° Close parallels can also be found with Triandiggical/horizontal and individualist/collectivigtpology
(Triandis 1995; Oishi et al. 1998) and Mary Doulglagoup/grid typology (Douglas and Ney 1998).
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India, Brazil, and the United States, but also leefvpolitical liberals and conservatives
in the United States. Culture shapes emotionsrandions as well as acceptable forms
of talk (compare Scott and Lyman 1968).

These findings can easily be translated in socicddly useful ways. There is also
a growing acknowledgement that (despite Bourdiag&ertion) the habitus can serve as a
general theoretical tool apart from its relatiopstu stratifying forms of capitaf. For
instance, Raymond Lau (2004) and Andrew Sayer (RB@%e argued that the habitus
should best be thought of as produced by many lohdgperience—class-based, family-
based, and so on. Sayer in particular contendsrtbed| concerns are central to a
complete understanding of habitus. After all, Warking class person can internalize
from experience that classical music is “not fa lilkes of us,” couldn’t (say) some
evangelical Protestants internalize the notion pleahography is “not for the likes of us”
and turn away from it in disgust, no matter whauanents are offered to justify it? In
essence, Sayer revives parts of the classicalmofibabitus that Bourdieu ignored, and
invites us to extend the logic of Bourdieu’s thebom “good music” or “good art” to
“the good” more generally.

Cognitive anthropologists Claudia Strauss and Na@uoinn (1997) make a
similar argument, explicitly likening Bourdieu’shitus to the unconscious schemas that
people develop through life experience. StraussQuidn’s argument is particularly
important for sociologists of culture because tlisie of the “schema” concept is
significantly different than that typically emplayéy sociologists of culture (compare

DiMaggio 1997). While there is indeed evidence theple file away bits and pieces of

19 Michéle Lamont (1992) has similarly argued thauBtieu overemphasizes “capitals” at the expense of
morality, but grounded her multivalent scheme insmous “repertoires of evaluation” rather thaaim
internalized habitus.
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culture and draw on them strategically (say, to anrargument), cognitive
anthropologists have also come to the conclusiangbme cultural schemas are more
internalized than others. Far from rejecting theamof internalized beliefs and values,
D’Andrade discusses how “the beliefs and values aiflture may be internalized”
through “secondary appraisals [i.e., cultural tak$l the cultural shaping of emotion” (p.
227). D’Andrade outlines four levels of internatioa, from simple acquisition, to the
“cliché stage,” to belief, to belief with high satice. He contends that while the lower
stages of internalization (on which DiMaggio 198¢uses) concern classification,
cultural knowledge, and social reasoning, the fgtage becomes truly motivational:
“this cultural shaping of emotions gives certaittwal representations emotional force,
in that individuals experience the truth and rigisi of certain ideas as emotions within
themselves” (p. 229). He then spends the nextdearpages discussing precisely how
cultural representations can serve as motiveschiwrain some persons and groups. In
sum, while arguing contra earlier anthropologistg.( Geertz 1973) that cultural
schemas are not perfectly shared or perfectlynatered by all members of a given
society, cognitive anthropology has certainly regécted the idea of “culture as values
that suffuse other aspects of belief, intentiom emllective life [in favor of one that sees]
culture as complex, rule-like structures that campbt to strategic use” (DiMaggio 1997,
p. 264-5).

Consistent with this logic, Strauss and Quinn (33fi¥not talk of schemas as
things that are “deployed” like cultural tools, wather as deep, largely unconscious
knowledge structures that facilitate perception el pretation. Their use of the word

“schema” is much more like Zerubavel's (1997) notad “social mindscape” than like a
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cultural tool. Indeed, one might argue, as do Ssand Quinn, that schemas serve as the
building blocks of the habitus, disposing us t@iptet present events in light of past
experience. This view is eminently compatible v8iburdieu’s own definition of habitus:
“systems of durable transposable dispositionscsitrad structures predisposed to
function as structuring structures, that is, asgples which generate and organize
practices and representationsvithout presupposing a conscious aiming at esrdsn
express mastery of the operations necessary fa #ttam” (Bourdieu 1990, p. 52;
emphasis added). Unlike Bourdieu, but similar ta bad Sayer, Strauss and Quinn do
not privilege the “structuring power” of differefdrms of capital, but rather proceed
inductively and empirically to discover experientlegt may have formed the schemas of
their informants.

The model that emerges from combining practicerieeavith recent work in
neuroscience and psychology is relatively stragyiatard, but differs significantly from
the one most empirical researchers bring to beguli¢étly or implicitly) when studying
cultural beliefs. What is offered here is a dualgass model of cultural cognition: actors
are driven primarily by deeply internalized automatrocesses (the “elephant”/practical
consciousness/habitus) yet also capable of detibaréhe “rider’/discursive
consciousness). This simple model is a potentgalyerful theoretical heuristic. For the
purposes of examining the importance of culturdiebefor behavior, this model also
opens up space for considering how beliefs anddvmws might operate through
automatic cognition. In the next section, | outlswne of the practical implications of

the basic dual-process model.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY AND EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

Taking the existence of the elephant seriouslyamdbining it with insights from
sociology and related disciplines does not takallukhe way toward a complete theory of
how values, culture, and morality matter in shagirgple’s behavior. Yet it does two
important things. First, it tempers our excitemanbut the evidence that has been offered
for the justificatory, toolkit, or repertoire peesgive. As | argued above, the evidence
repertoire theorists provide for this view restsadmghly questionable implicit premise
(albeit one with a distinguished pedigree)—thatdig] worldviews, and morality would
have to operate through conscious thought to beatlgnefficacious. In the language of
Haidt’'s metaphor, Swidler’s discussions, for exaenplre with the rider alone. This
empirical method cannot rule out the possibilitgttieeply internalizethoral attractions
and repulsions (grounded in automatic processeg)aterned in motivationally
important ways. The foregoing argument suggestsstirae of her respondents would be
less likely to divorce than others—even if theieifids were divorcing—because of
internalized habits of moral judgment they cantfemselves, articulate clearly.
However, since Swidler does not treat culture peedictor but rather as an outcome, we
cannot know whether the “culture talk” her respartdeely on is correlated with
different types of marital outcomé&sThus, we must look for additional evidence to
bolster or question her conclusions about the waitsire matters.

The second implication of the model is that methodster, and that they matter
in a very specific way. The unstructured or semiettired interview puts us in direct

contact with the rider, but probably gives usditiéverage on the elephant. The rider is

™ Lamont and colleagues (1996) also treat culturalairboundaries as products of social locationerath
than as predictors of behavior.
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incredibly good at offering reasons, which may lbetat all related to the real motives
behind a person’s behavior. For instance, in gplin studies, experimenters have
directly exploited this discursive/ automatic diwidy flashing different pictures to
different sides of a participant’s field of visi¢and therefore to different sides of the
brain). In Gazzaniga’'s celebrated study (quotd¢Haidt 2005]), a picture of a chicken
claw was flashed to the side of the brain whicltcgdees in language while a picture of
a house covered with snow was simultaneously fthsti¢he other side. When asked to
select from a card the picture that goes best witht he or she had seen, the patient’s
right hand pointed to a chicken and the left haoidted to a shovel. When the
experimenter asked for an explanation of thesecelspthe patient inevitably said
something like, “You need a shovel to clean outdhieken coop,” completely unaware
that the choice of the shovel was motivated byiggieen a snow-covered scene. As
Swidler (2001) and others have correctly notedaveevery good at providing
justifications for our behavior, even when theyddttle to do with our true motivations.
While these studies prove nothing per se for sogists, this line of reasoning
suggests an unorthodox methodological possibilitgrviews may not be the best way to
understand how people make most judgments. Cayefolistructed and implemented,
surveys may be better suited to the study of thei@iaction link. (Experiments, though
powerful tests of specific formal processes, seesa Well-suited for exploring the
culture-action link in everyday life.) Indeed, imdamain more closely related to
sociology, moral psychological research comparegMoral Judgment Interview, an
open ended instrument, and the Defining Issues &dsted-response survey, suggests

that the fixed response format yields better esgmaf people’s actual moral decision
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processes (Narvaez and Bock 2002). This is becacsesistent with a dual-process
model of discursive and practical consciousness—tofdate knowledge we bring to
bear in everyday life is tacit and schematic rathan explicit and deliberative.

Again, neuroscientific research points in a simil&ection. In other studies of
patients whose corpus callosa had been severe@dyrcbgers flashed pictures of objects to
different sides of a patient’s field of vision. Wha picture of a shape was flashed to the
side corresponding to the brain’s language cetiterpatient was able to report that he
had seen that shape. Conversely, when the sanuegovweas flashed to the other side of
the field of vision, the patient was unable to meplois verbally. Yet, when asked to
select from a list of shapes, he could select tineect one (Gazzaniga 1987). Thus, just
as a six year old is very good as recognizing iredrgrammar (e.g., she knows that “he
are” is incorrect) while remaining unable to exphaiyit is incorrect, we seem better
able to recognize our tacit beliefs than to expthem to an interlocutor. This is entirely
consistent with Giddens’s view of practical conssioess.

Let me summarize the methodological implicationthed model by analogy. If
talking about our mental processes with an inteveras like describing a criminal
suspect to a sketch artist, then answering suruegtpns is like picking a suspect out of
a line up. The latter is simply much less cognl{naemanding and more accurate,
provided the right answers are in the survey “lpe’ Getting the right line up is, of
course, the function of good theory. Again, thiaas an argumerftom metaphor, but a
metaphoric illustration of an argument based oeresitze empirical evidence that is
eminently compatible with sociological practicedhes. Well-designed survey questions

may measure practical knowledge better becauseptiesgnt the respondent with
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situations that are homologous to the quasi-aestpeicesses of judgment at work in
daily life. When we hear a survey question, we $ynmave to pick the response our
practical consciousness prefers; the responsasdieats right to us (arfdr us).

Similarly, all of Bourdieu’s respondents nstinction surely thought they listened to
“good music,” yet their responses were patternesboiologically interpretable ways. In
the same way, we may be able to rely on responddrige from a fixed list of moral
schemas to predict their morally-relevant behavidie following section illustrates this

possibility empirically.

AN EMPIRICAL ILLUSTRATION OF THE MODEL

If the dual-process, rider-on-an-elephant, modehofal culture outlined above is

indeed correct, it suggests two empirical propossi

PrROPOSITIONL: Because discursive consciousness is largetywahied in routine moral
decision-making, interview respondents will tend&incoherent and self-contradictory

in explaining how they make moral decisions;

PROPOSITION2: Because the practical consciousness (or mohbatiusy knows which

survey responses it prefers (even if it can’t explehy), respondents’ choice of moral

schema in surveys will be predictive of their figtumorally-relevant behavior.

It should be noted here that only the dual-procesdel of culture can integrate

both of these propositions into its logic. The sieal means-ends or “voluntarist” view
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would be most consistent with the data if intenseamd surveys yielded similar strong
associations between moral beliefs and behaviae.tdblkit or repertoire view, on the
other hand, would assume that neither interviewssooveys would be causally
connected to important outcomes once social netsvankl institutional locations are

accounted for.

Data and Analytic Strategy

The data | will use to illustrate the model conmmanirin-depth interviews and a
two-wave telephone survey included in the Nati@taldy of Youth and Religion, a
large, multiyear, multimethod investigation in wihicwas directly involved. The
telephone survey began in 2002 and obtained coatpstrveys from 3,290 respondents,
ages 13-18. The Wave 2 survey in 2005 contactathdr@9 percent of these
respondents, then aged 15-20. | personally cond@staund 35 in-depth interviews with
respondents over a period of over two years. | lada@ read through the 264 interview
transcripts from the first wave and the 122 from ¢slecond wave. In addition, the
researchers who were involved in the Wave 1 andé/Rawnterviewing spent a week
together (after each wave) talking about genertdépes and striving for consensus on
major themes. For more information on the gendtalysdesign, see Smith and Denton
(2005) and youthandreligion.org.

While Proposition 2 can be shown to be accurate imea statistical sense,
Proposition 1 is not susceptible to quick demonistnaBecause “tending to incoherence
and self-contradiction” are evaluations arrived\ar time and by reading (and

conducting) hundreds of interviews, | cannot ofesimple, compelling illustration.
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Furthermore, this proposition has already been anhgionstrated by other research on
moral beliefs and decision-making (Bellah et. &3] 1996; Swidler 2001). Instead, |
will offer quotations from interviews that illustearather than “prove” the overall pattern
that | and the other interviewers noted in the NSYRs pattern is consistent with that
already noted in the literature.

To provide the best possible illustration of thed®lp | examine semi-structured
discussions and survey questions related to twawefal and network outcomes—
smoking marijuana, volunteering, and having frietidg engage in both these practices.
These two outcomes represent both proscriptivepaestriptive elements of moral
judgment (Joas 2000). Smoking marijuana is “devViaahavior that is generally
discouraged by society, while volunteering is aspal behavior that is generally
encouraged. To measure marijuana use, | use aysguestion that asked: “How often, if
ever, do you use marijuana?” and has 7 responsgar&s from “never” to “once a day
or more.” For the measure of marijuana use, thead\aresponse categories were
somewhat different, with four possible responsesgjireg from never to “use it regularly.”
To measure volunteering, | use a question thatcdaskethe last year, how much, if at
all, have you done organized volunteer work or camity service?” The response
categories are “never,” “a few times,” “occasiogdland “regularly.”

| use a single variable to measure the moral schbataesonates best with each
respondent. Consistent with previous research almalgment (Hunter 2000), | rely
on a question designed to mirror the moral typoldgyeloped irHabits of the Heart
(Bellah et al. [1985] 1996). This typology includegoressive individualism and

utilitarian individualism as well as the “relatidhécommunity-centered) and theistic
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moralities covered irabits To get at which one of these moral schemas résshast
with a person’s moral habitus, the survey asksydli were unsure of what was right or
wrong in a particular situation, how would you akxwhat to do? Would you... 1) Do
what would make you feel happgxpressive individualigchosen by 26 percent]), 2) Do
what would help you to get aheadiljtarian individualist[11 percent]), 3) Follow the
advice of a teacher, parent, or other adult yopeets(elational [42 percent]), or 4) Do
what you think God or scripture tells you is rigtiteistic[21 percent])?*? A single item
measure is of course not ideal, and as a measunerad judgment, this question is
certainly not exhaustive of the possibilities. Egample it doesn’t allow for certain
answers that we might expect in this populatiog.(édo what my friends would do”).
Nevertheless, as a single item it is well-matcleethé Bellah typology and was explicitly
designed to measure these moral schemas in thegieand young adult population.

To illustrate Proposition 2, | estimate ordereddtg regression models
predicting behavior at Wave 2 using the lagged déest variables and other predictors
from Wave 1 (Halaby 2004). (See the Appendix ldietails on all variables, including
descriptive statistics.) The objective is to iseltte effect of the moral habitus at Wave 1
on changes in the outcome at Wave 2, net of othfoanding factors at Wave 1. The
two-and-a-half year lag between waves may be lotigar ideal, but since we are
interested in durable moral dispositions, a lathef length should not pose a significant
problem. In estimating the effect of moral schentlas expressive individualist schema
(“do what makes me feel happy”) is treated as dierence category. Because the goal is

not to estimate the effects of a change in morbithg on a change in behavior, but

12 This question was based on the one developed h§eH(2000), but it was significantly modified by
Christian Smith for use in the National Study ofutoand Religion.
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instead the effects off@ior stateof the moral habitus on future behavior, | usagged
dependent variable model rather than a fixed-edfgpecification (Haynie and Osgood
2005).

Since marijuana use represents “deviance,” we dhfnd that the more
traditional relational and theistic schemas areatiegly associated with this outcome. On
the other hand, since both community and religimosalities are “collectivist” (Hitlin
2003; Oishi et al. 1998; Triandis 1995) we shoupe=t that they will be positively
associated with community volunteering. In additiorthe usual demographic controls,
several other factors are included to attempt I out potential spurious associations. To
exclude the possibility that adult network connaasi (rather than practical
consciousness itself) are driving the communityahschema response, | control for
closeness to parents and adult network closurendrthe respondent. To rule out the
possibility that religious networks or institutioase driving the theistic response, |
control for religious attendance, religious traatiti and the number of close friends who
share the respondent’s religious beliefs. Altogette sociodemographic and network
controls should account for the institutional aniéractional context that is usually held
to motivate or constrain behavior (Lichterman 199dls 1940; Swidler 2001; see also
Campbell 1996). Before turning to these models,dw@w, | illustrate Proposition 1 using

data from the NSYR.

Assessing Discursive Moral Consciousness

Teenagers are not widely considered to be the arbstilate group. Yet the

interviews | and others conducted for the Natidtaldy of Youth and Religion
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demonstrated that this inarticulacy is stronglygrad by domain. Many teenagers, for
instance, are extremely articulate about sexuedlysimitted diseases, the groups at their
school, and other topics that are highly salierieém life and/or are frequently discussed
in school settings (particularly in health clasSinjth and Denton 2005). These patterns
suggest that there is no developmental “upper bbondrticulacy for teenage subjects.
We found, however, that these same teenagers \waezaly highly inarticulate about
how they make moral decisions. In our semi-strutunterview format, we asked a very
similar question about moral judgment to that pasetie survey. First, we asked, “Has
there ever been a situation in your life where ywewe unsure what was right and
wrong?” In most cases, the adolescent was abtarik o6f and describe a situation. We
then asked, “How did you decide what to do?” Latein the interview, we also asked a
more general question, “How do you generally dewat is right or wrong, good or
bad, in life?” By eliciting both specific and geaédescriptions of decision making, we
hoped to get good information on the ways in wiaherican youth make moral
decisions. In the vast majority of cases, howethery had tremendous difficulty
articulating their mental processes for us.

When adolescentdid offer explanations for their moral decision-making
processes, their responses generally fell intoobmeo classes. The first generally
treated moral knowledge as self-evident. Thahissé who responded in this way “just

knew” that certain activities or relationships wemerally suspect.

Has there ever been a time when you were urdushat was

right and wrong in a particular situation?
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R:

Yes. [...]

Okay, how do you decide, how did you decideaimo do?
Mm, just with whatfelt better

Okay what, what do you mean by that?

Just @ut instinct | guess.

(17-year-old girl, emphasis added)

In many respects, this general group of intervigasge impressions similar to

Brian Palmer irHabits of the Heartwho says: “Why is integrity important and lying

bad? | don’'t know. It just is. It’s just so badidon’t want to be bothered with

challenging that. It's part of me. | don’t know whet came from, but it's very

important.” Here is another excerpt from a simifderview | conducted.

R:

Okay. How do you generally decide what to do wlgeu’re
unsure of what's right and wrong?
Um, I, I don’t, um, really know. I, I, I, justno, | just um, kind of

instinctively know usually. Just sort of feel it.

(17-year-old boy)

The language of “doing what feels right” is mogeafassociated with a lack of

guiding moral principles. Yet both these responsl@dre highly religious and were not

engaged in any of the “deviant” practices we asimulit in the survey or interview.

Moreover, when forced by the design of the survagstjon to identify from fixed
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responses, each chose “do what God or scriptuseisaight” as the best way of
describing their moral decision process. In genevalfound little link between the
rhetorical style invoked and the overall level wher religiosity or “deviant behavior.”
Nearly all respondents, regardless of their padichiehavioral profile or survey choice
of moral schema, reported relying on intuitive jodmt.

Another group of respondents, however, also ingisteoffering reasons for their
moral commitments. This group of interviewees lbeBect Swidler’s claim inralk of
Lovethat individuals “trim their philosophy to fit threaction commitments” (148), and
“resist the implications of their ideas whenevex itheas don’t lead in the direction they
want” (147). Because of this dynamic, the exchang#sthese respondents could be

quite long. Here is one example, from a differerygar old girl.

Do you think that drinking, or smoking pot oridg drugs is
morally wrong or not?

R: Yeah, it is.

I: What is it that makes it wrong?

R: Um, the nicotine makes it addicting or the atldhat makes it so
you're out of control and it just causes more peotd, both of

them.

| attempted to get this interviewee to think abiet fact that if personal harm

were really the reason not to engage in theseitesivthere should be situations where

using illegal substances is rendered morally ivahe.
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Okay ... let's say a person was terminally ill ahdy had a week
to live or something and they just wanted to smexk@e cigarettes
or something before they die just to see what & like, you know
do you think that would be okay or not?

R: That's gonna harm them right before they deughs nervously]

I: I mean, if they’re gonna die anyway ... do yownththat would
still be a problem, or no?

R: Yeah, ‘cause that would be awfully hard on thiefoat right

before they'd die, too.

At the end of this particular conversation, therygwoman conceded that people
can “kill themselves if they want to” but it wouddill be immoral “no matter what.”
Needless to say, the logic here is painfully sedinThe idea that a clear moral principle
of “do no harm” is at work seems highly dubiousisléxchange, and others like it, are
strongly consonant with the notion that beliefs @ost hoc explanations for action with
another causal source. The majority of the intevsigive the strong impression that it is
indeed the “action commitments” of respondents mhatter most (Swidler 2001). Even
when interviewees were able to see the holes indhguments (by finally realizing, for
example, that the principle of “do no harm” is ety persuasive in the case of terminal
illness) they simply searched for different reastansupport their behavioral habits and

friendship choices.
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These excerpts from the NSYR interviews are meanbmplement previous
research that has found inarticulacy regardinditikebetween beliefs, moral judgment,
and action consistent with Proposition 1. Considelene, these illustrations are also
highly consistent with toolkit or repertoire theofhe qualitative data in general seem to
rule out the idea that these interviewees engageoften in deliberative moral reasoning
or that their deliberations could serve as clealagito action. Indeed, the interviewers
saw a clear pattern of “repertoires of justificatior cultural toolkits at work. But
turning to the survey results, we see that relgiolgly on discursive accounts to evaluate

the link between cultural belief and action cambsleading.

Assessing Practical Moral Consciousness

Table 1.1 shows the results of ordered logisticaggjon models predicting Wave
2 volunteering, marijuana use, and network comsiilhe basic pattern of results is
clear across models. Net of a host of other netwfarkily, religious, and
sociodemographic controls, a respondent’s choicaarfl schema strongly predicts
behavior two-and-a-half years later. These resuttshighly consistent with Proposition
2. More specifically, and in conjunction with exgegens, relational and theistic schemas
have negative effects on drug use and positivetsfien volunteering. These
relationships are robust even when taking previmisvior and network composition
into account.

The moral schema variables are not only stati$yisaynificant; they are among
the most consistent predictors across all moddis.theistic moral schema is the only

variable (other than previous behavior and netvearkposition) that is statistically
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significant in all four models. The relational mbsahema is significant in three of the
four models. Table 1.2 offers a measure of effeet By presenting the percentage
change in the odds that the respondent will behigher ordinal category of the outcome
associated with theoretically important predictariables. For dichotomous variables the
percentage change in odds is reported for a deschetnge in the predictor from O to 1.
For the other variables, the percentage changedds eflects a one standard deviation
increase in the predictor.

Table 1.2 illustrates the net explanatory poweprattical moral consciousness.
In the model predicting marijuana use, prior usetha largest effect (+89.9 percent
increase in odds). Yet among the other main predicboth moral schema variables
have an influence similar to or larger than oneeBBnge in drug and alcohol using
networks. In fact, the theistic schema producesf@att equivalent to awo standard
deviationchange in prior network composition. Comparechodxpressive
individualists, the theistic moral schema also &éarger “protective effect” against
marijuana use than school achievement (GPA) oftthel structure” of an intact
biological family. The results for the volunteeringpdel are similar; the lagged
dependent variable has the largest effect, whédentbral schema effects exceed the
network and family structure effects. In the cakthe drug using network model,
however, the effect of the theistic moral schemavienlarger in absolute terms than that
of a one-SD change in the lagged dependent varilbtbe volunteering networks
model, both moral schema variables produce changége odds of being in a higher
response category by more than a one-SD changemgtwork composition. Given

the attention that is typically paid to the powé&networks to shape behavior, these are
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strong effects. We can therefore safely concludmfthese analyses that the moral

schema variables are not only statistically sigaifit but substantively significant as well.

DISCUSSION

The empirical exercises above were meant to ikbstrather than prove the utility
of a dual process model of culture in action. Lestep back for a moment and consider
what the results imply. First, the NSYR interviest®w—consistent with previous
research—that most interviewees claim to know ifferénce between right and wrong
in an intuitive way, yet are largely incapable dfalating their moral decision-making
processes. Many young people who do attempt toudaite their moral reasoning
maintain their “action commitments” even when thi@ence they offer is painfully
insufficient or even self-contradictory. Secondsiee this inarticulacy, the survey
analysis shows strong effects of moral schema ehmicbehaviors nearly three years
later. This finding is remarkable—a single, verygel question about moral judgment,
asked in a few seconds over the phone, is a bedteredictor of deviance nearly three
years later than income, education, peer netwdaks)y structure, or religiosity. How
can these results be best understood?

Neither qualitative nor quantitative analyses sfrggle case can establish the
adequacy of a particular theoretical model. Theay bawever, offer evidence that is
more or less consistent with competing explanatersshift the parameters of
plausibility. In this case, the combined findingdi$cursive inarticulacy with strong
moral schema effects makes the dual-process mbdaltare seem a more satisfactory

explanation than the available alternatives. If ahoultural beliefs were consistently
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articulated and demonstrated to be causally efficasc we might want to return to the
days of the “voluntarist theory of action.” Yet aasults show that Mills, Scott and
Lyman, Swidler and others are right on in theireassent of how people use cultural
evaluations—to justify their action commitmentseTihterview data illustrate this
process at work, casting doubt on the adequadyeoParsonian model of culture-as-
ends. Combined with survey data, however, we sadltle toolkit-repertoire approach
itself has a major flaw. It cannot incorporate finelings of the survey analysis in its own
theoretical logic. There appears to be an effeahafal cultural beliefs above and beyond
the institutional and interactional context surrdung the actor. Of the three theories
discussed in this paper—Parsonian, toolkit-repest@nd dual-process—only the latter
can account for the mixed-method results withotrbotucing concepts foreign to its own
logic.

In a research community increasingly interesteghiderstanding mechanisms
rather than documenting associations, the dualgssomodel also provides a more
satisfying and empirically justifiable account bétway that culturally-influenced “social
mindscapes” are related to action (Archer 1996)hWit the insights of this model, we
might have told one of two kinds of common, butlqably unrealistic stories about the
relationship between teenagers’ beliefs and actiaitizer that they have different moral
beliefs that they use as “moral compasses” to ndakesions (Hunter 2000; Smith 2003);
or that they deploy the different moral repertoitesy have learned to make sense of
their decisions to others (Mills 1940; Scott anarian 1968; Swidler 2001). As we have
seen, in this particular case at least, neith¢inede stories can make sensalbthe data.

Understanding the possible disconnect between diseuand practical consciousness,
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however, enables a more realistic interpretatiotheffindings: American teenagers are
profoundly influenced by cultural forces in waysatlhey are largely unaware of and
unable to articulate. The case | have used heneisly an illustration, however. Though
it indeed appears promising, future research iseeéo confirm, refine, and expand on
the basic model.

The dual process model of culture outlined andiitlted here is not only useful
for resolving arcane debates in a specific sulsfielalso has implications for the most
theoretically disinterested sociological researciMile many sociologists talk as if the
survey is simply a necessary evil, a mass-scalstisute for the deep insight of an
interview, these results suggest that fixed-respausveys play a vital role in inquiry
about the role of beliefs in action. It appears tha vast majority of individuals, living
as they do in a world that is not continuously atad in theoretical terms, rely on
practical consciousness for most of their decis{@iddens 1984). Thus they may be
much better able to pick themselves out of the @roal line up than to describe
themselves to a sociological sketch artist.

On the other hand, far from being a nice bonugsdoling a certain richness to
guantitative inquiry, interviews may be a vital qoonent of theory testing, particularly
in the sociologies of culture and religion. Intews are also necessary for understanding
how people “make sense” of the world to each otimer to themselves in the face of an
inquisitive questioner (Scott and Lyman 1968). Bu¢ methodological strategy is not
appropriate for answering all questions. In paféicithere are strong reasons to question

the validity of interview methods as a sufficienhdow into the culture-action link. The

13 Laboratory research in psychology has found pelrdifferences in the results of studies that “aste
discursive versus practical consciousness (Wil€@2p
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insights yielded here into the mechanisms of mdeaision making simply could not
have been found with one method alone. Future rels@aght to compare the results of
ethnographies, focus groups, interviews, and sgrvwagteally of the same subjects—in
order to see how different methods encourage i&@ian different forms of cognitive
processing. Future research should also explorgy/pes of actor-situation profiles that
render certain forms of processing more relevanpfedicting action. It remains to be
seen, for example, which actor-situation combimegicender deliberative thought more
or less consequential for generating observed hehdn addition, although the vast
majority of NSYR respondents, like the middle-cladsilts inHabits of the Hearthad
difficulty discussing the link between their befiefnd behaviors, this articulacy is
probably not randomly distributed. Future reseatobuld also examine individual-level

variability in discursive articulacy with an eyeatard its potential social consequences.

CONCLUSION

This paper has been an attempt at making a theaketntribution and
illustrating the usefulness of this contributionaiiigh an empirical illustration. My
argument had four main parts. First, | traced tnetbpment of the
motivation/justification split in the sociology ofilture and religion, and unearthed a
guestionable premise underlying both. Second,Wdne sociological practice theories,
augmented and validated by research in psycholodyauroscience, to offer a simple
synthesis of the motivation/justification approashe dual-process model of cultural
cognition. Third, | provided a mixed-method illuetion that showed how the dual-

process model can make sense of the data tham isthiearsonian” or toolkit-repertoire

39



theory competitors. Fourth, | discussed some impibois of these findings for research
in the sociology of culture and the sociology digien.

Lest | be misunderstood, let me clarify what | hawédone. First, | have not
attempted to turn the sociology of culture on #gadh My goal is simply to offer a
heuristic model of culture in action that improwgson both the voluntarist theory of
action and the toolkit while preserving the stréasgsf both. Second, | have not offered
radically new or different insights into the natafehuman life. The notion of the
“elephant’—a non-discursive, practical side of geeson—is borrowed from
contemporary social psychology (Haidt 2005; Wil2892) and can be traced back to
Freud or even further back to Aristotle and theoastics. The idea that we internalize
principles of moral judgment through practice iaigtht out of the Nichomachean Ethics
(Casebeer and Churchland 2003). Furthermore, Hreralready sociological approaches
(outside of the sociology of culture) that pointitbroadly similar direction. Affect
control theory (Smith-Lovin 1995) takes seriousig tole of unconscious evaluations
and the sociology of emotions more generally (d.gaits 1989) invites us to look
beyond “discourse” to causally efficacious interstates. While | have focused here on
the broadly shared ideas of dual process theogplegists who study culture, religion,
and cognition can look for specific inspiration Ibinside and outside of the discipline.

Thus, rather than offer anything new, my objectias been to bridge a gap
between work in the sociology of culture and r@igon the one hand, and highly
relevant work in cognitive science on the otherc&ese of the academic division of
labor, psychologists have developed much betteratsanf theformsof human cognition

than sociologists have. Yet our strength is ircaféiting and investigating how socially
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patterned culturatontentanteract with that form to produce observable hnrmanduct
(Zerubavel 1997). One of the goals of this papéhnus to encourage a fruitful cross-
disciplinary dialogue in the domain of moral-cuibjudgment. This is not an attempt at
synthesis for the sake of synthesis. The argumenet ik that by relying on sociological
theories that emphasize a single mode of processmgecessarily leave out a sizeable
chunk of human life, not to mention foregoing exyltory power (Hechter et al. 1999).
Achieving greater cognitive verisimilitude will aliv sociologists to explain social life in
a more satisfactory fashion both qualitatively godntitatively.

| argue that taking the difference between diswerand practical consciousness
seriously will help move toward a more realistiewiof the role of beliefs in human
behavior. As Swidler acknowledges in the introduttio Talk of Love culture can “use
us” as much as we can use it, yet repertoire thisgogorly equipped for dealing with
that important aspect of “how culture matters.”nltigh the dual-process model is not a
complete “theory of culture,” and is not preserdsdsuch, it offers a simple framewaork
that is capable of generating and testing a hostsgdarch questions in a systematic way.
It has clear constituent concepts (discursive aadtigal consciousness) and relies on
models of human cognitive processing that have beess-validated with research in
psychology and neuroscience. The sociological stdaylture is a growing enterprise,
and its metaphors matter. Perhaps a simple chaoge“toolkit” to “rider on an

elephant” would in fact constitute theoretical pexs.
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Table 1.1. Ordered Logistic Regression Models Precling Wave 2 Behavior

1) 2)

Marijuana Volunteering
Moral Schemas
Expressive (reference) -- --
Utilitarian -.387 .098
Relational -.308 * .168
Theistic -911 = 344 *
Previous Behaviors
Smoking Pot .883 --
Volunteering -- A27 kR
Peer Networks
# Use Drugs/Drink a Lot 184 --
# Volunteer Regularly -- .076 *
# Similar Religious Beliefs .027 .057 *
Family, Community, Religion
Parent Closeness .012 .085
Network Closure .022 .092 =
Church Attendance -.029 .020
Evangelical Protestant -.059 -.354
Mainline Protestant .040 -.063
Black Protestant .344 -.300
Catholic 131 -.182
Jewish -.758 -.022
Mormon -.653 .625
Other Religion -.211 .070
Indeterminate Religion .258 -.849 *
Not Religious (reference) -- --
Other Factors
Female -.120 .128
Age -.082 -121
Black -.456 -.247
Other race -.448 * .164
South -.257 -.023
Midwest -.124 -.076
West .061 -.056
GPA -.330 ** 270
Number of Friends .026 -.085
Parent Income .036 .024
Parent Education .048 .086 ***
Two-Parent Bio. Family -.358 * .040
N 2209 2223
Log-likelihood -1881.2 -2763.3
Cragg and Uhler's R2 .216 192

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 (two-tailed)
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Table 1.2. Percent Changes in Odds at Wave 2 Assated with Changes in Selected
Variables

Marijuana Use Volunteering
Wave 1 Relational Schema -26.5 ns
Wave 1 Theistic Schema -59.8 41.0
Wave 1 Marijuana Use 89.9 -
Wave 1  Volunteering - 53.8
Wave 1  Drug Using Networks % 26.3 -
Wave 1  Volunteering Networks * - 12.0
Wavel GPAt% -20.3 20.4
Wave 1  Two-Parent Biological Family -30.1 ns

NOTE: t = the change in the odds associated witheaSD change in the predictor. For the other
variables, the change in odds is for a discreteaghdrom 0 to 1.
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CHAPTER 2: MORAL CULTURES AND NETWORK COMPQOSITION

Sociology is a highly fractured discipline, contam simultaneously a number of
theories and perspectives that are contradictogven incommensurable. In recent
years, however, one theoretical viewpoint—netwbdotry—has attained a high degree
of acceptance discipline-wide, from social moverag¢atcomparative-historical to social
psychology to cultural sociology. If 2kentury American sociology shares any
substantively meaningful common ground it is thagtivorks matter.” Of course,
different scholars and different subfields varyhe importance they accord to social
networks. But in practice this variation in imparta occurs on a scale from “very” to
“total.” Either the substantive content or the getmc structure of networks are held to
influence, if not cause, everything from religiaxsversion (Lofland and Stark 1965), to
finding a job (Granovetter 1995), to personal idgriMcFarland and Pals 2005), to
mercantile dominance of Florence in the earl&b t&éntury (Padgett and Ansell 1993).
Networks are everywhere.

As other scholars have pointed out, network théaymany obvious attractions
(see Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994). It provides gdirobservable mechanism
(interactions between real people), the profferedtmanism is truly social (not grounded
in personality or idiosyncratic preferences), dmelformal nature of network
explanations makes them generalizable across siibvstareas. Concepts like centrality,

closure, brokerage, and density are useable inlyvitieerse substantive inquiries.



Though network theory is not without problems omgdications, these factors, among
others, help explain the appeal of network theargss the discipline.

The goal of this paper is certainly not to disntiss causal importance of
networks. There is ample reason to believe thdt e shape and content of social
relations have a profound effect on their membestead, the goal of this paper is to
problematize théormationof social networks from a cultural perspectivepiactice,
most analyses treat networks as exogenous to etjanThat is, most research that
relies on network explanation assumes that netwsirkply are and that they cause other
things to happehFor example, Martin (2002) assumes that the lshifeand power
structures in communal groups lead to increasenlodecal consistency. The possibility
that groups with highly articulated ideologies ntigke more willing to accept—or
survive—strong leadership and hierarchy is notvatticonsidered.

The assumption that networks are a dominant céoisa is especially puzzling
in the sociology of culture. Making beliefs, ideand identities the product of networks
or other social structures unnecessarily limitsrtile of culture to an outcome
(dependent variable) rather than considering & pessible cause (independent variable)
(Alexander 2003). In one recent exception to the, duzardo (2006) argues that
different forms of cultural consumption actualladeto different network structures
rather than vice versa. This usually unconsideassipility therefore leads to new
sociological knowledge. Though Lizardo’s use otimsiental variables provides some

degree of confidence that the effects he findsasssectional data are indeed causal,

! One notable exception to this is the “homophilingiple,” which is an attempt to explain all netkor
formation with recourse to a single idea—Ilike attsdike (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook 2001).
Although promising, there is plenty of room for @stigating other sources of network formation.
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only longitudinal network data will allow a morgorous and precise modeling of the
interplay between culture and networks.

In this paper, therefore, | use two waves of dadenfthe National Study of Youth
and Religion to examine predictors of changes mregfwork characteristics over a
three-year period among a sample of more than R080adolescents. Specifically, |
examine predictors of changes in the number oforedpnts’ strong ties who use
controlled substances and who volunteer in the coniiyn | choose these particular
network characteristics because much researctobhasdd on the importance of peer
networks in promoting both controlled substance(@&ers et al. 1979) and volunteering
behaviors (McAdam 1986). | find strong evidence ttaae moral-cultural beliefs play a
decisive role in shaping future network formatioat of previous network composition
and other structural controls. | discuss the ingians of these findings for cultural

sociology and network theory.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Since there are many extant reviews of the netwianlature (e.g., Wasserman
and Faust 1994; Watts 2004), there is no needola@® such a review here. Instead, |
focus on the more delimited discussion about thiomship between networks and
culture.

Over a decade ago, Emirbayer and Goodwin (1994alfter E&G) offered one
of the first culturally-informed critiques of netwoanalysis. The authors distinguished
between three implicit network-theoretic modelse Tinst, structuralist determinisin

views networks as “infrastructural” (in the Marxiaense) and as straightforwardly
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giving rise to “softer,” more cultural phenomen&dz criticize this view because it
neglects the role of human agency in social lifee iext modelstructuralist
instrumentalismadds the notion of interest-seeking to netwomkcstires. Though
E&G’s writing preceded the recent explosion of emoic sociology, much of the
network-related research in that area relies, icitplior explicitly, on structuralist
instrumentalism. (The colloquial use of “networKiras a conscious strategy for getting
ahead would be an example of this model.) The timiodel outlined by E&G is
structuralist constructionispwhich takes most seriously the interplay betwadture,
agency, and networks. In this model, actors’ ideEmstiand normative commitments
interact with network structure to produce actibhough E&G claim that, to that point,
no existing research had made full use of the poss inherent in the constructionist
view, they offer it as the most promising site d@velopment in network theory.
Following Archer (1988), E&G reject the idea thattare and structure are analytically
inseparable from one another, and suggest thadanadss should attempt to model the
over-time interplay of normative commitments antivoek structures. They conclude,
“Network analysis ... neglects or inadequately coheglizes the crucial dimension of
subjective meaning and motivation—including themative commitments of actors—
and thereby fails to show exactly how it is thaémtional, creative human action serves
in part to constitute those very social networks 8o powerfully constrain actors” (p.
1413).

Though E&G’s extremely helpful exegesis of netwtir&kory has been widely
cited, it appears not to have had a large influemcthe actual practice of network

analysis in sociology. David Smilde (2005), whoeglheavily on E&G to frame his
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recent investigation of networks and religious amsion, is able to make many of the
same criticisms of network research that E&G haderaver a decade prior. But
Smilde’s research, while it greatly advances outeustanding of network dynamics by
creatively linking the influence-based and agentitions of networks, does not help us
better understand the normative dimension of ndtviamation alluded to by E&G.
Perhaps one of the reasons for this absence ofengmt is that scholars—explicitly
including E&G—are wary of falling back into “valudmsed” sociology, which they
identify with disciplinary pariahs Talcott Parsaarsd structural functionalism. Although
receptive to cultural causation when couched iguage like “narratives” or “discourse,”
E&G for some reason resist the straightforward ithed people might select into
networks based on the normative beliefs they hategnalized from different narratives
or strains of discourse (see Smith 2003). Theioglahip between normative beliefs and
networks is an empirical question, however, andtrhasapproached empirically. But is
there any a priori reason to hypothesize that noveaeliefs might lead to changes in
network composition in their own right?

Lizardo’s (2006) review of the networks and cultliterature makes an important
contribution that can indirectly shed light on tioée that beliefs might play in shaping
social networks. Though Lizardo’s substantive foousn cultural consumption rather
than on normative beliefs, he relies on two insghtm the literature that also open up
space for thinking about normative influences oriadmetworks. First, he points to the
finding that networks are not the “hard,” durabdmfigurations that are implied by the
metaphor of “social structure.” In fact, studiepeatedly show tremendous turnover in

individual social networks, even over short periofiime. Second, consistent with
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Bourdieu’s work on the habitus, research on tastevs that people’s likes and dislikes
are formed early and are remarkably durable. Basdtiis, Lizardo draws the
unorthodox conclusion that the “infrastructure’naftworks is actually much less stable
than the “superstructure” of cultural preferene@s.the basis of this insight, he goes on
to demonstrate that cultural tastes themselvesaapppédnave an effect on the composition
of respondents’ social networks.

Research on values and moral beliefs shows a waraspattern to that of
tastes—that is, they are formed early on in lifd are largely stable thereafter (see
Halaby 2003; Hitlin and Piliavin 2004). Moreovemamber of social theorists have
called for extending Bourdieu’s concept of habitasn the realm of “cultural capital” to
the realm of moral dispositions and commitmentsr@at 1992; Sayer 2005; see also
Calhoun 1991; Smith 2003). Thus, the same ratiaialeexists for examining the effect
of cultural consumption on networks also existsifiwestigating the effect of normative
commitments on networks. Rather than refusing tsicier how moral beliefs or values
might shape social networks in a causal way (ot fefar of being too “Parsonian”), we
should make this causal relationship an empiricalstjon. The data used in this study

allow us to do just that.

DATA

The data for this study come from Waves 1 andth@National Study of Youth
and Religion (NSYR), a random-digit-dial surveyAsfierican teenagers begun in 2002.
The first wave of the NSYR is a random sample ajlish- and Spanish-speaking

teenagers (ages 13-17) in the United States. Aab®290 teenagers were interviewed.
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The final response rate was 57 percent (for motaildesee Smith and Denton 2005).
Wave 2 data collection began in 2005 and an attemaptmade to contact all of the teen
respondents from Wave 1, who were then betweemd 2@ years of age. The retention
rate between waves was about 78 percent. | empl@ppropriate weight for all analyses
(see Smith and Denton 2005). Because of missiray the¢ N for each analysis varies
between 2100 and 2140.

These data are particularly well-suited to the jaef normative influences on
network composition for a number of reasons. Fits,data contain information on a
number of measures of network composition at tweesg2002 and 2005). Second, the
data provide two measures of moral worldview treatehbeen successfully employed in
previous research (Baker 2005; Hunter 2000). Thimel data contain a wide variety of
information on socioeconomic and demographic charestics that might also be
predictive of changes in network composition, talliswing controls for confounding

factors.

MEASURES

Dependent Variables

NETWORK COMPOSITION The outcomes of interest here are the numbeadi e
respondent’s friends who (1) “do drugs or drink&df alcohol,” (2) “have been in
trouble in school for fighting, cheating, or skipgiclasses,” and (3) “regularly do
volunteer work or community service.” This valuesagenerated by asking the

respondent to name up to five “closest friendsd asking which of those friends engage
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in the activities in question. This data was cdédan 2005, during Wave 2 of the

NSYR.

Independent Variables

LAGGED DEPENDENTVARIABLES: These measures reflect the composition of the
respondent’s social network at Wave 1 of the suf2€92). They were constructed
identically to the measures at Wave 2.

MORAL CULTURE/MORAL WORLDVIEW: The NSYR provides two ways of
measuring moral-cultural worldview. The first issed on Hunter’s (2000)
operationalization of the Bellah team’s expressiuttarian-civic-biblical typology
offered inHabits of the Hear{1985). This question asks, “If you were unsurgvbat
was right or wrong in a particular situation, howwd you decide what to do? Would
you... 1) Do what would make you feel happy (expresgadividualist [chosen by 26
percent]), 2) Do what would help you to get aheddit@arian individualist [11 percent]),
3) Follow the advice of a teacher, parent, or oftkilt you respect (community-centered
[42 percent]), or 4) Do what you think God or stuige tells you is right (theistic [21
percent])?” A single item measure is of courseideal, and as a measure of moral
worldview, this question is certainly not exhaustof the possibilities. Nevertheless, as a
single item, it is well-matched to the Bellah typgy and was explicitly designed to
measure these moral worldviews in the teenage andgyadult populatiof.

Furthermore, in his research, Hunter (2000) founrad bne’s response to this question

predicted other survey responses in a huge nunilekmaeains and with a high degree of

2 This question was based on the one developed hieH(2000), but it was modified by Christian Smith
for use in the National Study of Youth and Religion
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discrimination. There is therefore reason to hypsite that these differences might also
lead to differences in social networks. Since drsigg and getting into trouble represent
“deviance,” one should find that the more tradiiboommunity and theistic worldviews
are negatively associated with these outcomesh®nther hand, since both community
and theistic moralities are “collectivist” (Hitli2003; Oishi et al. 1998) one should expect
that they will be positively associated with acgqugror maintaining strong ties to regular
community volunteers.

The second measure of moral worldview is an indrcat moral absolutism and
relativism that closely resembles that used onloeld Values Survey (see Baker 2005).
This question asks, “Some people say that moralsedative, that there are no definite
rights and wrongs for everybody. Do you agree sagliee?” The respondent could
simply agree (1) or disagree (0). Since researthisnarea shows that relativists are more
likely to accept practices that have been tradailyrfrowned upon (such as abortion or
premarital sex; see Baker 2005) and less likebjetiave a sense of community from
others (Ryle and Robinson 2006), | hypothesizerglativists will develop or maintain
more network ties to controlled substance userszendtain fewer network ties to
regular volunteers than will absolutists.

OTHER CONTROLS In addition to the usual demographic controlsesal other
factors are included to attempt to rule out potdrspurious associations. To exclude the
possibility that adult network connections are mhgvthe community moral worldview

response, | control for closeness to parents aali aetwork closure around the

% Despite Baker's (2005) assertion that the Huntesstjon and the relativism question are interchahlge
measures of absolutism, Smith’s revision of Humstguiestion and a question about moral relativism ar
only moderately associateg £.172) in the NSYR.
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respondent.To rule out the possibility that religious netwsrdr institutions are driving
the theistic response, | control for religious att@nce, religious tradition, and the
number of close friends who share the respondeslitgous beliefs. Altogether, these
sociodemographic and network controls should adcfourthe institutional and
interactional context that is usually held to shbpkefs, networks, and action in the
sociology of culture (Lichterman 1996; Swidler 208&e also Campbell 1996).
Furthermore, | control for relevant behavior at \Wdav(frequency of using marijuana and
getting drunk for drug using networks; cheatingtiog class or getting suspended for
“trouble” networks; and volunteering for volunteestworks) in order to account for
behavioral homophily and isolate the effects ofrtieral worldviews as much as

possible.

MODELS

Because the outcomes of interest are counts, Passon regression to estimate
changes in network compositidihese models control for prior network composition
moral worldview, and a number of other sociodemplgiacontrols. Because the goal is
to determine the effect of a durable state (mo@ldview) on change in network
composition between survey waves, | use a laggpdndient variable model rather than
a fixed-effects specification (see Halaby 2004)oddh the longitudinal nature of the
data ensure causal order, the models estimatethbeessarily make the assumption that

the specified lag (two-and-a-half to three yeasgn appropriate one for detecting the

* See the Appendix for descriptive statistics arfihiins for all variables.
® It is debatable here whether a Poisson, negaiianal, ordered logistic, or Tobit model is most

appropriate here. We have estimated the modelsallithur specifications and the results are
substantively identical.
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causal relationships | have hypothesized. Althaingghassumption may not be tenable in
all cases, it seems plausible in the case of amgyrossible effects of moral worldviews
on network change in this population.

In addition to estimating coefficients and testistas, | compare effect sizes by
comparing percent changes in the estimated coondiEhotomous variables, | use the
percentage change in estimated count for an estiofaffect size. For the other
variables, | use the percent change associatedavatie standard deviation change in the
predictor (see Long 1997). These values will altmmparing the relative net strength of

each predictor.

RESULTS

Table 2.1 shows the results of the regression rsquteldicting Wave 2 network
composition. The table is largely self-explanatdmyt there are several results worth
highlighting. As one would expect, network compiasitin 2002 is a good predictor of
network composition in 2005. Of course, we canmuivk whether or not the same
individuals are in the network, but there is a tamzd/ for network characteristics to
remain the same. This finding should not be talemdicating the exceptional durability
of such networks, however; the polychoric correlasi (not shown in the table) between
Wave 1 and Wave 2 network composition are .47 dotrolled substance use, .29 for
trouble, and .33 for volunteering. Therefore, wiiiere are clear continuities in network
characteristics, there is plenty of variation toamt for between survey waves. This is
consistent with previous research that shows hajatvity in network ties even in time

spans as short as one year (Burt 2000; Wellmahl&9a). The multivariate models also
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show that prior behavior (e.g., getting drunk, ¢imeg volunteering) is also a good
predictor of future network composition, indicatiagheoretically expected tendency
toward behavioral homophily. That is, people temdévelop ties with individuals who
are similar to themselves in terms of lifestyle itfMcPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook
2001).

In addition to continuity and homophily, only onter factor was significant in
all three models: moral worldview as measured bytt8srevision of Hunter’s (2000)
Bellah-inspired indicator. Compared to the commundrms-centered reference
category (“follow the advice of an adult”), younggple espousing an expressivist
worldview (“makes me happy”) are more likely to d®p or maintain strong ties with
heavy substance users and “troublemakers” and—alithgutilitarian (“get ahead”)
respondents—Iless likely to develop or maintainrggrises with regular volunteers. Again
compared to the community norms-centered resposgdgniith invoking a theistic moral
worldview are less likely to develop or maintairefrdships with controlled substance
users and “troublemakers.” It should be noted tiea¢ that these are not simply
“religious” youth in the usual sense; religiousattance and conservative religious
tradition play no role here. The 21 percent of sggms who identify with the theistic
worldview are not identical to the teens one migtherwise call “religious” based on
standard measures. If some form of “social conti©Bt work here, it is a social control
over and above adult connections, parent monitprelgyious tradition, networks of
religious friends, and church attendance.

The “effect size” column for each model allows asbmpare the relative

strength of the significant predictors. These tsss#em surprising from the point of
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view of a standard network approach, but are parbmagurprising given the arguments
of Emirbayer and Goodwin (1994) and Lizardo (20@6gral worldview has a larger (in
some instances much larger) net effect on Wavew2ank composition than a change of
one (or several) standard deviations in either Wametwork composition or previous
behavior. In this population at least, worldvievegticts changes in the content of social
networks much better than race, sex, householdriegparents’ education and a host of
other factors. To get a better sense of thesegestdifferences, Figure 2.1 shows the
predicted counts by worldview for Wave 2 networlkiccteristics holding all other
covariates at their means. Taken together, thesdtseare certainly noteworthy—a
single, relatively abstract moral question, askearly three years earlier, is more
predictive of future friendship networks than ertpaor networks, behavioral
homophily, or demographic characteristics. Sucbssibility is seldom, if ever,
acknowledged in the literature on networks anducaltwhich usually conceive of

cultural beliefs as driven by social interacticethier than vice versa.

ADDITIONAL ANALYSES: DO NETWORKS SHAPE WORLDVIEW?

| have argued that cultural sociology and netwbdoty need to move beyond
deterministic and “conflationist” views of the aulé-structure relationship to investigate
empirically their dynamic relationship. Though #aphasis in this paper is exploring
the role that moral-cultural worldviews play in piveg network change, | also briefly
consider here the other side of the dynamic pro¢bsegole that prior networks might
play in influencing changes in worldview. From Wave Wave 2, 54 percent of

respondents changed their response to the mor&dwiew question, though only 33
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percent made the substantively larger change tteredirection) between an
individualist response and either of the more cbMest responses. With only one item,
these figures undoubtedly reflect randomness araburement error, but significant
patterns should be detectable nonetheless.

Table 2.2 shows the results of a multinomial lagisggression model predicting
moral worldview at Wave 2 using all of the Waver&gctors used in Table 2.1. This
model treats the community-centered option asdfexence category at both waves.
Because the significance of a single coefficiemtapendent on its difference from the
reference category only, we also present Waltksts for the joint significance of each
predictor across all three equations. We do na th& time here to substantively
interpret each coefficient, but rather note finditigat are directly relevant to our
theoretical concern.

First, the best predictor of worldview at Wave 2visrldview at Wave 1. Given
the assertion above about the durability of cultwarldviews, this is perhaps not
surprising. The strong tie variables, on the otterd, are not significant predictors of
these changes, again intimating the relative dliabf cognitive structures relative to
proximate peer influence. There is, however, somgeace of structural effects on
worldview change. Adult network closure around tbgpondent is associated with a
lower probability of adopting or maintaining eithafrthe individualist worldviews. That
is, a dense network of adult involvement seemsdpode teenagers to adopting or
maintaining a more collectivist worldview. A similpattern emerges for parental
monitoring as well, with greater supervision negalil associated with choosing “what

makes me happy.” Church attendance is also a gaaticpor of maintaining or adopting
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a religious worldview. Overall, then, there appdarbe a fair degree of stability in
cultural worldviews though we also find a limitedpugh readily interpretable, degree of

structural influence over a three year time span.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The goal of this paper has been to empirically stigate factors related to the
formation of social networks over time. InspiredEyirbayer and Goodwin’s (1994)
important essay on networks and culture, this stadked specifically at how moral
worldviews influence changes in network formatisetime in the lives of American
young people. The results show, consistent withrEayer and Goodwin (1994) and
Archer (1988), that cultural beliefs play an indegent role in forming and changing
social structures. Though many sociologists wo@avilling to admit this of course, the
vast majority of research in this area assumesr{ii@nally or not) that the relevant
causal pathway is always from networks to cultbediefs.

One question that might legitimately be posed iatpbint is: Is there really any
culture here? Admittedly, calling a single survexestion an indicator of “culture”
requires some justification. As | noted earlieg fthur-part moral worldview question is a
modified version of the item designed by HunterO@0to measure thdabits of the
Hearttypology in survey analysis. It is therefore imditly based on the extensive
fieldwork undertaken for that project. Further aisaks (not shown here) also show that
this question is more “central’ than most in thassethat it is highly correlated with
nearly every opinion or attitude measure on bothNBYR and using Hunter’s original

data, even with items that are not strongly coteelavith each other. Although it is
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phrased as a simple question about moral judgmniestjkely tapping (as it was intended
to) into larger, culturally available worldviews.

This result does not lead us to the Parsonian ‘@wglism” or “idealism” that
E&G warn us about. These moral worldviews are metgs of a unitary culture, but are
often in conflict with each other (see Baker 208&nter 2000). Neither do they stand for
free-floating ideas, since these moral “schemas’sénongly connected to structural
“resources” in society (Sewell 1992). Other reskearsing these data (in progress)
demonstrates that different responses to this @eniinked to different religious and
occupational parental backgrounds and even tordritdavorite television shows and
musical artists. While this evidence is not conieleisit does suggest that the response to
this single survey question is more than idiosymci@pinion or personality; it may in
fact tell us something at the individual level abthe larger moral-cultural themes
identified in studies likédabits of the Heart

In addition to their potential theoretical signditce, these results also speak to
the substantive concerns expressed by the Belfah (£985). Among other things, the
authors expressed concern that individualism wtadd to lower levels of civic
engagement. Subsequent ethnographic research Ingtrntan (1996) cast doubt on this
concern, but the analysis here suggests that Beléghhave been on to something after
all. Among American youth, at least, individuakgbrldviews (doing what “makes me
happy” or “what will help me get ahead”) are indesgociated with decreased
connections to socially engaged peers compardtetorhore community- or religion-

oriented counterparts. The consequences of monddiwews for developing adult
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volunteering networks and their implications fotuadt volunteering behavior should be
the subject of future research.

All sociologists agree that networks matter. Bus iime to problematize the
formation of social networks in order to gain ddulunderstanding of their emergence.
Gathering network data at multiple survey wavesughbe a high priority for future data
collections in order to move from philosophicalalission to a more empirically
grounded perspective. Our theories often take @lliauses seriously but fail to
integrate them into empirical models. There is gveason to believe that culture exists
not only “out there” as codes or narratives buttiare” in the form of schemas or habitus
and that this internalized culture plays a rolacdtors’ everyday choices (Bourdieu 1984;
DiMaggio 1997; Lizardo 2006; Strauss and Quinn }9B@r cultural sociologists, a truly
cultural account of motivation is clearly prefemlbd the rational-choice default which so
often quietly colonizes our work (Calhoun 1991; Byayer and Goodwin 1994; Smith

2003). This study is but one step in helping dgvaloch an account.
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Table 2.1. Results of Poisson Regressions Predigfiave 2 Network Compaosition

Prior Networks

Using Strong Ties

In Trouble Strong Ties
Volunteering Strong Ties
Moral Worldviews
Expressivist

Utilitarian

Theistic

Community (reference)
Moral Relativist

Substance Using

Ties

B

.083***

.129*
.080
-211*

.083

Other Network Characteristics

Same Religion Strong Ties
Adult Network Closure
Dating

Number of Strong Ties
Prior Behavior

Frequency of Drunkenness
Frequency of Smoking Pot
Frequency of Cheating
Frequency of Cutting Class
Ever Suspended
Frequency of Volunteering
Family Characteristics
Parent Monitoring
Two-Parent Bio Family
Closeness to Parents

-.010
.004
.094
-.004

.053*
.130%**

-.079**
-.153**
-.030

Religious Participation and | dentity

Church Attendance
Conservative Protestant
Black Protestant
Mainline Protestant
Catholic

Jewish

Mormon (LDS)

Other Religion
Indeterminate Religion
No Religion (reference)

.009
-.075
.084
-.099
-.038
-.355*
-.186
-.100
-.163

Demographic and Other Characteristics

Gender (female = 1)
Age (W1)

Black

Other race
Southern Residence
GPA

Household Income
Parent Education

N
2

-.183***
.020
-.188
-.151*
-.084
-.057
.027*
-.006

2140
588.75

Effect s
size

“In Trouble”
Strong Ties

Effect
size

111 ---
132%**

11.8

13.8 .203**
077

-.226*

22.5

-19.0 -20.2

-.096

-.001
-.011
.063

.039

5.1 ---
9.9 ---
.053* 11.8
A7 7.1
211% 23.5

-7.5
-14.2

-.038
-.127
.012

-.022
.090
-.222
.070
.008
-.192
-.019
-.151
.024

-29.9

-16.7 -.292%**
-.096***
.248*
.021
-.013
-.115**
9.1 .000

-.028*

25.3
125
28.1
-14.0

-7.6

-7.3

2116
474.49

Volunteeing
Strong Ties
s Effect
size

.106*** 16.9

-.305*** -26.3
-.303* -26.1
.027

-.026
.042* 8.9
.033

-.098
-.078

.087** 9.2

.095** 9.8
113
.010

.016
.074
-.011
.059
-.014
.188
114
441
-411

55.5

.012
-.004
-.148
.085
-.119
11 7.9
.005
.038** 11.2
2100
394.62
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Notes Effect sizes calculated as the percentage changmunt associated with the
presence (versus absence) of a dichotomous vaonakblene-SD change in a non-
dichotomous variable. Effect sizes are only dispthfor significant variables. Non-
dichotomous effect sizes are italicized.

Figure 2.1. Predicted Number of Strong Ties at Wav@ by Worldview
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Table 2.2. Wave 1 Predictors of Wave 2 Worldview

Outcome (W2; Community Reference) Expressive Utilitarian Theigtic Wald Test
b b b

Prior Worldview

Expressivist 1.106*** .876*** .025 *kx

Utilitarian .534** .848*** .205 b

Theistic .553** 733** 1.242%*%  k*

Community (reference)

Moral Relativist .225 -.120 -.391** rkx

Prior Network Composition

Using Strong Ties -.009 -.081 .015

In Trouble Strong Ties -.006 -172 -.067

Volunteering Strong Ties .049 -.020 .082

Prior Behavior

Frequency of Drunkenness .015 .153 .072

Frequency of Smoking Pot 161 .392** .031 *

Frequency of Cheating 117 .015 11 *

Frequency of Cutting Class .057 .160 141

Ever Suspended -.203 .254 -.243

Frequency of Volunteering .045 -.025 =121

Other Network Characteristics

Same Religion Strong Ties .018 -.040 .058

Adult Network Closure -.162** -.168* .061 *x

Dating .035 .034 -.150

Number of Strong Ties A77 .270* -.028

Family Characteristics

Parent Monitoring -.153* -117 122 *x

Two-Parent Biological Family -.165 .029 -.047

Closeness to Parents -.009 -.034 .024

Religious Participation

Church Attendance -.054 -.028 42wk xxk

Conservative Protestant -.307 .182 .536

Black Protestant -.255 -.356 -.239

Mainline Protestant .350 411 375

Catholic -.120 122 -.440

Jewish =177 -1.478 671

Mormon (LDS) -.448 -.025 .682

Other Religion 466 .654 1.065*

Indeterminate Religion .488 1.164* .632

No Religion (reference)

Demographic and Other Characteristics

Gender (female = 1) -.049 -.286 - 444 *x

Age (W1) -.065 -.161* -.001

Black -411 499 247

Other race -.287 .395 113 *

Southern Residence -.100 -173 -.015

GPA -.028 .064 197

Household Income .000 -.027 -.016

Parent Education -.019 .066 -.007

Constant -.260 -1.343 -2.442*

N 2098

X2 650.31
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CHAPTER 3: STRUCTURE, CULTURE, AND COMMUNITY

Few concepts have generated as much theoretiaallatien and as little
scientific payoff as “community.” While Tonnies’BL897] 1988) distinction between
GemeinschafandGesellschaftesides at the heart of sociology — or at leagteaheart of
sociology’s historical origins — it has generatiitel generalizable knowledge about the
social world. This has not, however, stopped comtydrom playing an important role
in social scientific and political discourse. Amatigssical theorists, Durkheim’s notions
of anomie and solidarity, Weber’'s warnings aboet‘iron cage” of rationalization, and
Marx’s concerns about alienation from our “spetiesg” all speak to a greater or lesser
degree to the disappearance of “authentic” relatibfe in modernity (see Delanty
2003). Although the nostalgic narrative of “Comntyriost” seemed to fade among
sociologists in the years following World War 1eesSmith 2003), there is ample
evidence of resurgent interest. Recently, for eXantpere has been a renaissance of
concern for community under the auspices of s@aplital theory (see Field 2003:5).
Though he is ostensibly not fond of the term “comityy” Robert Putnam nevertheless
chose “The Collapse and Revival of American Comitytiais the subtitle foBowling
Alone(2000), suggesting that the social capital liter@ideals with many of the same
issues under a different name.

Community can be a slippery term and | do not seedolve its conceptual
problems once and for all. My goal is more modesexplore the structural and cultural

mechanisms that lead to the experience of commumitgmmunal groups. | begin with

73



the simple observation that individuals and grosydgiectivelyexperienceheir social
relationships in different ways and argue thatrapdrtant dimension of this variation
tracks along Tonnies’ distinction between “natuiatt “rational” will. To investigate the
structural and cultural origins of these differmedational experiences in communal
settings, | rely on data from the Urban Communegelet (UCP), a collection of
ethnographic, network, and survey data that wasaeld in 1974-1975 from 60 urban
communes in the United States.

Communes are not of course representative oftalingits to create face-to-face
community. Nevertheless, as Kanter (1972) and £&bld980) have pointed out,
communes are strategic sites for engaging with mapbsociological questions about
alienation, anomie, and solidarity. Despite thiemtiations, communes as bounded social
entities offer the rare opportunity to observe nagitms of interaction, solidarity, and
social conflict on a scale that is more tractablntwith larger, less clearly defined, and
less intentional units of analysis such as neighbods. The UCP data are particularly
valuable because they contain information on grabasare much more varied than one
might expect given popular stereotypes. While stlf6® communes were intense and
demanded large investments of time, resourcesidaotbgical commitment, others were
little more than “crash pads” organized around gueadesire for communal lif€ The
heterogeneity of the sample facilitates meaninghalysis and comparison, providing a
valuable opportunity to observe basic social preegst work in discrete, clearly
bounded entities (Zablocki 1980). | further disctissadvantages and disadvantages of

studying such groups below.

¥ For example, in some UCP groups the average mespleat almost 24 hours a day on site, while in
others the average was less than 10 hours pebdagly enough time to sleep, dress, and eat).
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To understand how and why some of these group®lad intense experience of
Gemeinschafivhile others did not, | rely on various social gaditical theories of
community to suggest plausible causal mechanisaistihguish between two general
types of explanation — the structural (i.e., mecdras grounded in organizational factors)
and the substantive (i.e., mechanisms groundedlianral meanings). This division is by
no means novel; it corresponds roughly to the histtivide between formal theories of
community that have their origins in Plato, Hoblses] Rousseau and the more spiritual
or emotional theories of community linked to Augastand Johannes Althusius (see
Keller 2003:16-36). While this debate has typicégen about how to bedéfine
community, however, | treat these perspectivedtamative theoretical frameworks for
generating testable hypotheses. Each traditiongsexpdifferent mechanisms that may be
responsible for generating what Kanter (1972) dhlis“we-feeling” — a sense of group
identification and solidarity.

While the regression analyses below suggest thestaative theories of
community are generally more consistent with trdega than structural theories, fuzzy-
set techniques shed light on important ways in Wwisidtural and structural factors work
together to produce—or prevent—the presenddasheinschaftl argue below that this
two-method strategy is essential for capturing pwtiximate mechanisms and “the
duality of structure” simultaneously (Sewell 199R)addition to highlighting a novel
analytic approach, the analyses in this paper gup main substantive contributions:
first, an improved account of the factors that prcelthe we-feeling in communal groups;
and second, some empirical evidence that sugdestsatue of reconsidering culture’s

role in producing community in face-to-face groups.
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THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

Community as Experience

Both Ténnies ([1887] 1988) and Weber ([1921] 19&8ed on the experience of
particular kinds of relationships in order to gatdrage on the community concept.
Tonnies contrasted the “natural will” (i.e., borised on affect and trust) with the
“rational will” (i.e., associations based on mutadivantage or contract). Weber ([1922]
1978:40-43) relied on a similar, though not ideattidivision between motivational
orientations, with substantive rationality undemtyicommunal action and instrumental
rationality underlying “associative” action (sedar®r2001:3f). | discuss issues of
definition and measurement below, but in generah$ehe outcome of interest here
could be called “the experience ®@emeinschaft we-feeling, a sense of collective self,
or the feeling of natural belonging (Bender 1978nker 1972; Keller 2003).

Some scholars have criticized this subjective \asvinsufficiently grounded in
specific patterns of interaction (e.g. Calhoun 1 %@ also Wuthnow 1989). They have
usually based their criticism on the fact that s@meal patterns co-occur with the
experience of the “natural will.” This is of coursae, and if one were simply interested
in providing yet another definition or typology e@dmmunity, the categories of
experience or “will” would indeed be inadequatet,Bas Keller (2003:xi) notes, the
original impetus for studying community emerges @iuihe question, “Where can | be at
home?” Durkheim’s anomie and Marx’s estrangemamtekample, while grounded in
macrostructures of collective representations derra production, become salient in
our experiencef them as persons. Like the study of income iaétyuor racial
discrimination, the study of community ultimatelgrives its importance from its

consequences for human lives (Sayer 2005:11-12udi studying community-as-
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experience does not capture all dimensions of dneept, it does encompass a
theoretically justifiable and subjectively importaspect of human life.

There are two principal schools of thought useegalain the experience of
Gemeinschaftthe structural and the substantive. Though teemdition between the two
is not hard and fast, it is nevertheless highlyfuls&tructural theories explain
community in terms of a set of organizational prtipe such as power relations,
“dynamic density,” the built environment, or otHermal characteristics. Substantive
theories, on the other hand, expl&@ameinschafas a product of moral order. | now turn
to a brief outline of these theories, their asgedianechanisms, and their implications for

the study of th&emeinschaféxperience in communes.

Structural Theories of Community

One exemplary structural theory comes from theadamworks and social capital
tradition. Though rarely stated explictly, Putne20@0:19) comes closest to giving a
formal articulation of this view: “[S]ocial capitaéfers to connections among
individuals—saocial networks and the norms of reagity and trustworthinegbat arise
from theni (emphasis added). On this account, the normdraistithat constitute major
aspects of community are emergent from the “infeastire” of the social networks that
underlie them (for a review of this literature, $g@eld 2003). The relationship between
networks and culture here is one of “structuraédatnism” (Emirbayer and Goodwin
1994).

This network-influenced view is not only widespreadong those who want to
understand community, but also among those whoteegiomote it. Putnam (2000:204-

15) and Brint (2001), for instance, speak to thpartance of physical space, advocating
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the creation of “well-traveled paths and common tingeplaces” that will provide
“opportunities for interaction” (Brint 2001:19). Aemphasis on the vital importance of
physical space also underlies New Urbanism, anneowsly influential planning
philosophy that is behind the creation of hund@dslanned communities in the United
States (Calthorpe 1993; Katz 1994). What all ofé¢htheories have in common is the
assumption that a shared identity and meaaingrge fronthe spatio-temporal
organization of social life. Solidarity is viewed the by-product of interaction.

Another important strand of structural theory atemes from network theory and
has its clearest incarnation in the work of McPberand colleagues (e.g., McPherson
and Rotolo 1996). These scholars have done comge#isearch showing that the
distribution of individuals in “Blau space” (tha,ithe multidimensional space defined by
various sociodemographic variables) influenceg¢tettive growth of voluntary
organizations. The presumed engine behind thisgrzhenon is homophily—that actors
who are alike in their education, income, or osmeiodemographic characteristics will
tend to gravitate toward and interact with eacteo{McPherson, Smith-Lovin, and Cook
2001). While McPherson and colleagues do not spatlif address the issue of
community in Tonnies’s sense, their work suggesds $ocial homogeneity may be an
important factor leading to the experience of comityu

Finally, Steven Brint’s (2001) work on communityncalso be placed squarely in
the structural camp. | have already noted his facusteraction as a catalyst for
GemeinschaftHe goes further than this, however, drawing @wtlork of Kanter (1972)
and others to suggest other mechanisms that ce@ agr‘instruments of community-

building” (Brint 2001, Table 2). He classifies tkamechanisms into two groups:
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voluntaristic and sacrificial (see also Kanter 188274). Voluntaristic mechanisms
include well-traveled meeting places, regular tifuesyathering, ritual occasions, and
“socioemotional leadership.” The first three areiaats on the spatio-temporal themes
already discussed. (Ritual, while not merely sptdiaporal, is certainly structural in that
it is based in Durkheim’s [(1912) 2001] later sdogy of religion, which largely
disregards substantive content.) “Socioemotioreddeship,” according to Brint, means
that group leaders are to organize their groupiwiei“out of the materials of personality
and experience” rather than out of shared beliefa@mal commitments (p. 19).

Sacrificial mechanisms are meant to separate iddals from outgroups by
demanding sacrifices. Unlike voluntaristic mechargswhich are (largely) grounded in
the shared, elective use of spatio-temporal regsusacrificial mechanisms imply strong
authority and high levels of investment. The fowwamanisms advanced by Brint (2001,
Table 2) are: hazing, the renunciation of pleas)r@fvestment of time and/or money,
and enforced changes in appearance and expre$ti@rganizing principles of these
mechanisms arauthority andinvestment that is, group leaders set controls on entry as
well as on the required behavior of members. Theaestrong parallel here to rational
choice theories of religion, which identify “stmgss” as a primary mechanism behind
variation in organizational growth (see lannaccb®@4). Advocates of this view hold
that by screening out free-riders, strict grougste higher levels of average investment,
creating a better shared experience for particigatiembers.

In general, then, the proposed mechanisms of saldheories can be grouped

under four headings: (1) spatio-temporal interact(@) homophily, (3) authority, and (4)
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investment. With these in mind, | now turn to aiegvof substantive theories of

community.

Substantive Theories of Community

The overriding concern of substantive theorieta ideas, culture, and identity
matter at least as much as social structure fodéwvelopment of particular forms of
social interaction. One theorist who has been @aerly critical of structural theories is
Amitai Etzioni (2001). Etzioni contends that whiteitnam (2000) and others are correct
that interactions are a necessary part of commtimgy are not in and of themselves
sufficient to produce it. He argues, “[W]ithout sba values, communities are unable to
withstand centrifugal forces... For these reasorespthinstays of community cannot be
bowling leagues, bird watching societies, and clokgss” (Etzioni 2001:224). These
types of organizations are not adequate, he costéedause they are not formed around
shared moral cultures (see also Macintyre 1981¢&&ak996, 2001).

Charles Taylor (2003) shares with communitariamtis¢és a focus on moral
order. Taylor argues that both individual and gralgntity are firmly grounded on what
actors intersubjectively hold to be good or valeahllife (see Taylor 1989, 1991, 2003).
Taylor is not an idealist; he simply argues thaitcgices (such as those posited by
structural theories) can have no social power gritesy are interpreted through the
“hermeneutic key” of shared moral order (see Tag2l@03:23-30). He contends that
shared interpretive understanding “makes possiinencon practices and a widely shared

sense of legitimacy” (2003:23). In other words,heiit a common understanding about
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what a given practiceneansn the context of a group’s day-to-day interacsioibh cannot
provide a basis for solidarity.

Taylor's work has been translated into sociologtbabry primarily through the
writings of Craig Calhoun (1991) and Christian Sn{it998, 2003). While Calhoun
stresses in a general way the importance of mar&dns for grounding individual and
collective selves, Smith has adapted these ideapirical inquiry. Smith’s (1998)
subcultural theory of religious strength maintaicentrarational choice theory) that
“strict churches” are not strong because they regavestments, but rather because they
inspire a shared and morally salient group idenBtpposition 1 of Smith’s (1998:90)
theory holds that “[tjhe human drives for meaning &elonging are satisfied primarily
by locating human selves within social groups thetain distinctivemnorally orienting
collective identities” (emphasis added). In cortttaghe structural mechanisms
considered previously, these substantive theonsesgss a common core — the
importance of the mechanismsifared moral ordefor generating a sense of belonging

in face-to-face groups.

DATA

| test these theories of community using data ftbenUrban Communes Project,
a stratified sample of urban communes collectesixiJ.S. metropolitan areas—Atlanta,
Boston, Houston, Los Angeles, New York, and thenf@ities—in 1974 and 1975. To
be included in the sampling frame, groups had te lz least five members, and at least
one member of each sex (or resident children).g@ksign was meant to exclude

monasteries and convents.) The sample was drawg asitlustered quota design. To
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maximize geographical diversity, six large Standdedropolitan Sampling Areas from
different regions across the United States wers@hdor analysis. Fieldworkers in each
city first compiled a comprehensive census of comasuvithin the SMSA. Ten
communes in each SMSA were then selected on the tlasertain key variables such as
ideological type, population size, and year foun(se Zablocki 1980). The study
design included several different methodologiesti€pant observers were sent to each
of the communes and given a standardized formiltouft based on their observations.
These observers also asked the members of eagh grdill out a variety of survey
instruments on attitudes, beliefs, and communatimiships (see Zablocki 1980 and
Martin, Yeung, and Zablocki 2001). These data preaeich picture of life in a number
of groups that were attempting to achieve@®neinschaféxperience. Because of
missing data on some theoretically important vaesfthe analyses in this paper are
restricted to 50 groups.

Though the questions that motivate this analysmicem the broader issue of
“‘community,” the data are of course limited by thepecificity. Communes are not
representative of all attempts to build face-teefaommunity. Yet because producing the
phenomenologicaxperiencef belonging was a major objective of these grotipsy
serve as valuable self-imposed experiments thatipegsting predictions or recipes
offered by very different theories in well-definselttings.

Though the communes are demographically very simil@hiter, younger, and
more educated than the general population—theyditfay from one another in many
ways. At the individual level, far from all shariagsimilar ideology, Zablocki (1980:194)

concluded on the basis of attitude surveys thatncone members were “almost
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maximally heterogeneous,” with the major differebetween them and non-communal
samples being the former’s relatively high rateswiey non-response. There are also
group differences in ideology. The original resbeaeam devised a seven-part typology
they deemed most useful for coding each group'sladg (Zablocki 1980). Among the
50 groups examined in this analysis, there aredstden religious, 8 Christian, 6 political
(revolutionary), 7 countercultural (hippie), 5 aftative family, 7 cooperative living, and
3 “psychological” commune¥.What is more relevant for this particular inveatign,
these 50 groups vary markedly in their degre@@efmeinschafas well as in their levels

of spatio-temporal interaction, social homogenatythority structures, investment, and
strength of moral order. This variation is not skyrngn artifact of measuring relative
differences between nearly identical groups; famegle, as shown in Appendix 2, Table
2A, the ratio-level variables show a great dealanfation, indicating real differences
between groups. This leaves plenty of scope faingsnks between the we-feeling and

the various factors that are held to give risé.to i

MEASURES AND METHODS

Measuring the Experience of Community

As | have argued above, one way to thinikeimeinschatlis as a kind of
phenomenological experience characterized by wbhahies ([1897] 1988) called the
“natural will” or what Kanter (1972) referred to tee we-feeling. This refers to human
relations based primarily on emotion and trusteathan on instrumentality. It is

doubtful that a single measure could capture thiimalent concept (see Loomis and

2 Since the ideological typology has little explamstpower beyond the other variables employed én th
analysis, | do not spend more time defining thgpeg. See Zablocki (1980:189-246) for more details.
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McKinney 1956). Thus, while | also conduct replioat using single measures (see
Appendix B), | rely primarily on a scale of six fdifent measures, one of which comes
from ethnographic observation and the others filoensurvey data. A UCP ethnographer
was asked to rate each commune’s level of “feaingommunity”; possible values were
“no feeling of ‘We the commune’ apparent among merapjust feelings of a collection
of individuals” (1); “minimal feeling of ‘We the esomune,” more dominant feelings of

‘I among the members” (2); “feeling of ‘We the comane’ on certain occasions” (3);
and “strong feeling of a sense of ‘We the commumebng members” | also used each
group’s meaff response to a number of individual-level survegsgions. The measures
used to construct theemeinschafscale (coded so higher values are nt@eeneinschaft

like) are as follows:

“| feel the members of this commune are my trueili@gn(s-point scale from

“agree strongly” to “disagree strongly”)

=  “Most people in this commune are more inclinedawkl out for themselves
than to consider the needs of others” (same coding)

=  “No one in this communal household is going to cateh about what
happens to me” (same coding)

= “| think there is a very good chance | will stik living communally ten years

from now” (same coding)

Z Though for these and other ethnographer-codeduresathere is no available interrater reliabilitygst
scores were subsequently confirmed by the prindipegstigator, who also visited the research sites
(Zablocki, personal communication).

2 For all individual-level measures in these anadysemploy the group mean. The analyses were also
tried using the group median and there were no mgan differences.
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= “If you were offered $10,000 in cash by an anonymdanor to leave this
commune, and never again live communally in thigseoor with any of these
same people (spouse, children, relatives exceptedld you: 1) definitely

accept the offer, 2) have to think about it, 3)miéfly reject the offer.”

These measures each tap different, but relatedngiioes of the community
experience. The first three deal with the affectjuality of relations within the group,
specifically the extent to which the members atachied to each other in a non-
instrumental way. The fourth question assesses@acips’'s average degree of
commitment to a communal lifestyle. The last diset#sts whether each group’s
communal relationships are reducible to instrumerstlue, directly capturing Weber’s
and Tonnies’ distinction between natural (subst@)tand instrumental motivations for
interaction. To construct the overall measur&efneinschaf compute a scale from the
ethnographers’ rating, the average value of tls¢ four survey questions, and the
proportion responding “definitely reject” to thegothetical cash offer. (As with all
scales in this study, the individual variables w&tendardized before summing to give
equal weight to each component.) A factor analysiag varimax rotation (not shown
here) confirms that all of these measures load single factor. Cronbach’s alpha for this

scale is .84, and would not be improved by eliniigaginy of the individual measurés.

Measuring Structural Mechanisms
Above, | outlined four basic types of structuralainanisms — spatio-temporal

organization, social homogeneity, authority, angestment. Fortunately, the UCP data

% Because most of the variables used in these asalysecategorical rather than continuous, | use the
polychoric correlation coefficierfp; Stata -polychoric-) instead of Pearsonts computeu.
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contain multiple measures in each of these categln the primary analysis, | use
standardized scales to measure these concepte supplemental analyses (Appendix
B), however, | replicate key findings using singleasures.

Spatio-temporal interactiorefers to the frequency that members of the conemun
interact with each other as members of the groopmsEess the degree of interaction, |
consider the following three measures: 1) the nurobeneetings per month, which
ranges from O to 30; 2) the frequency of eatinglsnemether, which is measured on a
five-point scale — never, special occasions onig meal per day, two meals per day,
three meals per day; and 3) the log interpersomasity of the commune
(log(persons/rooms)). Meetings and meals provigedpnities for ritual occasions and
“collective effervescence” within the group, antempersonal density increases necessity
of physical interaction. When combined into a scdlspatio-temporal intensity,
Cronbach’s alpha equals .72.

Social homogeneitseflects the degree of social similarity betweesmmbers of
each commund.consider potential homophily effects on threesegje, education, and
father’s occupational prestige. (There is no abé@uestion about individual race or
income.) As noted above, these measures figureipeorty in McPherson’s work on
organizational growth and vitality (e.g., McPhersomd Rotolo 1996). | measure age
similarity by the group’s standard deviation in aBecause of the original question’s
categorical response scale, | measure educatimniddusty by the probability that any
two group members picked at random would have dheesdegree status (college vs. no
college). Finally, | measure “class” similarity ngithe group’s standard deviation of

father’s occupational prestige (based on 1970 Geascupational codes). Since the
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differing forms of social homogeneity are concepyueery different, they are never
combined into a single scale.

Authorityrefers to the degree to which commune life is latgd by leader(s)
with coercive power. To construct this measurejy on reports by the UCP patrticipant
observers. The first measure is the “extent of @utlyi in the commune, which varies on
a four-point scale from “no authority recognized™high degree of authority.” The
second reports the “extent of rules” in the commuvigch can vary on a four-point scale
from “no rules” to “many rules governing conductdrehavior.” The final measure of
authority is derived from a series of five variabteported by UCP ethnographers. The
observers were asked to report on the way the graage decisions in five areas: “the
executive sphere,” defining values, making judgragsetting policy, and making
specific house decisions. | include the numbehesé areas (0 to 6) in which decisions
are made by leaders without consulting the grougp\abole through either democratic or
consensual processé@dVhen all three measures are combined in an atyismale,
Cronbach’s alpha equals .87.

Investmentefers to the amount of scarce resources a meonlpeospective
member must devote to the commune. This conssuaeant to assess how
“‘demanding” the group is in terms of time, econom@sources, and personal freedom.
To construct this measure, | use three ethnogragiperts and one survey item. The

ethnographic variables are: the degree of econoarmanunism (a four-point scale

%4 The possible codings for these variables werauthority recognized, group consensus, group mgjori
multiple leaders, absentee leader, absentee |eattheresident lieutenant, and single resident legde
couple). On the basis of extensive exploratoryyaes, the first three were coded 0 and the oth&ssthe
purposes of defining this measure. The means &rdhulting variables range from .32 to .43 with th
exception of defining values (.89). These indicamre almost perfectly correlated with each other (
.92).
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ranging from “no communism” to “virtually total camunism”), and two dichotomous
variables representing whether the group assigmesho its members (rather than using
a volunteer system), and whether a trial membemshipvitiate is required to join the
group. The survey-based measure is the numberurg hloe average member spent in the
commune during the preceding three days. When awedbinto a scale of investment,

Cronbach’s alpha equals .85.

Measuring Substantive Mechanisms

Following Smith (1998, 2003) and Taylor (1989)efide moral order as a group
possessing a belief structure with two charactesistharednesand the capacity for
orienting action?® To get at these aspects of moral order, | reljnanethnographic and
two survey measures. Participant observers wemdaskrate the “degree of consensus
about commune’s ideology, values and beliefs armegbers” using a four point scale

with options “much diversity,” “some homogeneitygreat homogeneity,” and
“ideological unity.” This reflects sharedness ofiéfs. They also rated the “importance
of ideology, values and beliefs in [each] commuriéS on a three-point scale, which
reflects the extent to which these shared beliefsapable of being translated into
action. To supplement these ethnographer-repanttidators, | also look to the

individual-level data for indicators of morally-eriting beliefs. | take the average value

of two survey measures (both measured on a fivet goale from “agree strongly” to

% This definition rules out two conditions that migjualify as shared beliefs but not as moral osder
defined in the literature. The first is shared Wdiaalism; while it is certainly possible that teacredness
of individual preferences can be a widely shardzhdellah and colleagues (1985), Joas (2000J, an
Smith (2003) have all pointed out that “sacredvidlial” subcultures are not capable of sustaining
collective identity because they are not moraligoting in a way that is collectively actionabléer
second condition is shared beliefs that are in¢alea the life of the group. For example, the fhett a
group’s members all prefer the color red is naliikto generate much solidarity. Moral order, andel
and measured here, is a combination of sharedingssrtance, and action relevance.
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“disagree strongly”) which indirectly tap the mdyabrienting character of the group’s
beliefs. The mean value of the survey questionthéspect to relations between
husband and wife these days there are no cleaelqed to tell us what is right and what
is wrong,” is used because it represents a comntemicha for organizing communal
life. Individuals who belong to groups with morattyienting cultures should have a clear
sense of how marital relations ought to be orgahiadether it be along traditional or
egalitarian lines (Smith 1998:90). The next surwaged item is the group’s mean value
for the question: “I am skeptical of anything tha&s to tell me the right way to live.”
Again, following the definition of moral orders asenting, groups with a strong moral
order should have clear beliefs about the “rightiimo live, whatever that may be. When
combined into a scale, Cronbach’s alpha for theaeifems is .9°

While measures of belief unity and moral orientattapture the overall
sharedness, importance, and morally-orienting ctaraf the group’s ideology, the
generakypeof organizing ideology may itself play a role. $ié measured by dummy
variables that reference the group typology decalety the study investigators (i.e.,

Eastern religious, countercultural, etc.; Zabldt®80).

Additional Variables

There are a few other factors that may relateemtrerall level ofsemeinschaft
in these groups that are not directly addressegithgr structural or substantive theories.
Several control variables will therefore be inclddee the multivariate analyses. Group
size may not play a clear role here since eveltatigest communes are quite small in

absolute terms. Nevertheless, the number of menibéne group (aged 15 or more), is

% The results are substantively unchanged if thimmee of these items is also included in the scale.
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included here as a control variable. The age ofitbap (in years) is also considered
since we might expect that groups with a longetolhyswill have developed a stronger
sense of community. Finally, I include a dummy &bhke coded 1 if the group derived
from a prior organization or organized group, sitigepresents a prior association
between at least some current commune membersnapdherefore reflect a pre-
existing stock of we-feeling independent of currgrtup characteristics.

There are additional factors that have been exaimmether studies of
communes (e.g., Zablocki 1980) but that | do noluide in this investigation. The first is
the presence of “charisma,” and the second ishiheacter of sexual relations in the
group. | do not include these variables in the ysislbecause they do not fit well into
either the structural or substantive theories ofimnity that guide this study. Of course,
| cannot simply exclude these variables withoutingsf their exclusion might bias the
results. While ethnographer-coded charisma is ipegitassociated witkeemeinschatffp
=.314) and “shifting sexual relationships” are awdgely associated with ip(= -.653),
neither is significant in the multivariate modeld»e (p > .10). | therefore conclude that |

am justified in excluding them from the analysis.

Hypotheses and Note on Causality

The bivariate hypotheses suggested by the theamgestraightforward. High-
levels of spatio-temporal interaction, social hoergjty, authority, investment, and
moral order should be positively related to theralldevel of Gemeinschalfin these
groups. Moreover, since these theories go beyosipg associations and offer specific

mechanisms for producing the experience of commuwié should expect their effects
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to persist net of other factors. For example, dafic mechanisms of investment (such as
the exclusion of free riders) are really operatthen the association between investment
and we-feeling should persist even when other facoe controlled statistically.
Otherwise, we would have to conclude that the lmw@relationship between investment
and the experience of community exists becausesimant produces another
phenomenon (or is itself produced by another phemam) which is the “real” (i.e.,
proximate) culprit. Thus, multivariate analysisIvailso be necessary to try to isolate the
specific mechanisms at work in the production ohomnity (see Ron 2002). The
theories outlined above would lead us to hypotleeiatinteraction homogeneity
authority, investmentandmoral orderwill all be positively related to the experiende o
Gemeinschafiet of other factors.

Finally, implicit in these hypotheses is that thesschanismproducea sense of
community instead of somehow being produced b&lihough theories of community
treat the feeling of belonging as a “dependentalde,” it is possible that a group of
people who already (for whatever reason) shar@esesaef community might come to
desire and pursue more interaction or increasesstmvent, or might be more willing to
submit themselves to an authority or develop aesharoral vision. Perhaps more
plausibly, causality may operate in both directiersertain mechanisms may lead to
greaterGemeinschafivhich in turn may lead to an increased intensitfoo willingness
to accept) the original mechanism. Even thoughitpiale work and empirically-driven
theory has pointed to tleausalimportance of these factors (e.g., Brint 2001; t€éan

1972), there is no way to rule out alternative arptions in this investigation. The goal
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of this study is thus to test which theoreticalgpeictives are most consistent with these

particular cases and the empirical data at hand.

Analytic Strategy

The empirical analysis will proceed in three std8p® first step is to evaluate the
simple associations between the presence of eatie ofiechanisms and the level of
GemeinschaftBecause many of the measures are categoricse, palychoric
correlations if one of the variables has fewer th@mesponse categories. In each case,
the experience of community will be measured bycih@inuousGemeinschafscale as
defined above. These bivariate associations walvigie a baseline for comparison with
the multivariate analysis.

Next, | simultaneously regress tB@emeinschafscale on all of the variables
defined above. Normally an analysis which reliefisavily on multiple measures of
fairly abstract concepts such@smeinschafor “investment” would be best handled
using structural equations with latent variablesli@ 1989). However, since there are
too few cases in these data to allow me to takk an@pproach, | rely instead on OLS. |
provide further details and analysis as needed.

In the final step of the analysis, | use a modifredsion of fuzzy set analysis
(FSA; Ragin 2000). Although regression is well edito uncovering the proximate
mechanisms linked to the outcome of interest, copteary sociological theory holds
that cultural schemas and material resources adipes must work together to generate
social phenomena (Giddens 1984; Sewell 1992). dimdity is hard to capture in
regression models, since by design they pit exptaypaariables against each other in a

competition to explain variance. FSA, on the otiend, does not pit variables against
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each other; instead, it looks at different confegions of the independent variables and
compares their relationships to the outcome. AlgoESA has its weaknesses, it is well-
suited to conditions where high levels of contingeare theorized as well as in
situations with a moderate number of data poird# bf which are true in the present
case (Ragin 2000, 2006a). Since this method ianatiar to many readers, | discuss the
exact procedure used in more detail below.

One possible objection to this analytic strategy& the way | have conceived of
and measured moral order will “stack the deck’t&nfavor. This concern might arise
from two quarters: first, since moral order andfeeling are both “cultural” and
subjective they might in fact be two measures efsame concept; and second, since
communes are often thought of as explicitly orgadiaround substantive ideological
goals, this might also make moral order a moreesafactor in these groups. While |
cannot address these concerns definitively, | wbkiédto consider each briefly.

First, though moral order and we-feeling are indeigtily correlated in these data
(.71), they are conceptually distinct in that tldgyerentiate betweehelief organization
on the one hand, amdlational sentimenbn the other. (As a thought experiment, it is
very possible to think of people who share ideaabgoals and beliefs who nonetheless
hate each other.) Also, despite the high overaletation, the UCP ethographers were
perfectly willing to code some communes as havisgyeng we-feeling and a not-so-
strong moral order—for instance, only 43 perceralbfroups classified as having a
strong sense of we-feeling were also classifiekeasng high ideological homogeneity.

In the minds of the ethnographers at least, th&se wot equivalent concepts.
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In response to the second objection—that commumeesraversally centered
around substantive ideological goals—I want to ngleasize that, despite popular
stereotypes, communes differed greatly in theiraggh to communal life. Just as the
theories outlined above distinguish between mooegutural and more substantive
approaches to community, so too did some groupsasige collectivgroceduresvhile
others stressed collectivdeology “Cooperative living” communes, for example, were
more focused on putting communal practices intogtaan on articulating a coherent
ideology. “Old Plantation,” one of the urban comrasimescribed in Zablocki (1980),
exemplifies this type of group. The stated goahaf group was to help its members
“pursue [theirfindividual goalsto the best of [their] ability. The pursuit of iaiual
goals was seen to liecilitated bycommunal living” (Zablocki 1980:224, emphasis
added). Here and in others of the UCP groups, camafrifie was viewed as an
instrumental practice for individuals rather thani@deological goal in its own right.
Reflecting this, the UCP ethnographers also disisiged between ideological
importance and we-feeling: a full third of groupghastrong we-feeling were coded as
having only moderate or no role for ideology. Oagain, we see that despite high
correlations, these are not be the same conceptsigh the measures here are certainly
not beyond question, thoughtful consideration efttieoretical, historical, and
measurement issues involved can provide some @rdalin their relative validity and
reliability. (The supplemental analyses in AppenBifurther demonstrate the robustness

of the results to alternative specifications andsuees.)
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ANALYSES AND RESULTS

Bivariate Analyses

Table 3.1 shows the correlations between eacheathioretical variables and the
Gemeinschafscale. Nearly all of the measures of the theaktiechanisms are
positively related to the community scale, someeaysirongly. There are exceptions,
however. The measure of the commune’s interpersitaradity is positively but not
significantly related to the we-feeling. Anotherexpected result was the absence of
association between the experienc&emeinschafand the three homogeneity variables.
There appears to be no connection in these graetpgebn age, education, and class
homogeneity and the overall sense of belongingcdBse this null relationship persisted
into all multivariate analyses, the homophily hypesis is rejected at this point and the
social homogeneity variables are not considereitidur)

In general, the results here are consistent witbhhadi the theoretical and
gualitative work on community (e.g., Kanter 1972inB2001; Keller 2003). Groups with
more spatio-temporal interaction, higher levelawthority and investment, and stronger
moral orders have higher levels of we-feeling. Tisisue both for the aggregated scales
and for each of the individual measures. For thieators of group type, there are also
significant relationships. Christian groups ar&did to a higher degree of community,
while hippie, cooperative living, and psychologigabups are associated with lower
levels. This finding is unsurprising given Kantefl®972:136-138) analysis of the
community-building practices often associated waligious groups. Finally, turning to
the controls, Table 3.1 shows that groups thairmatgd from previous groups have a

higher level oiGemeinschaft
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These results paint a descriptive picture of thetiaships between aspects of
commune life and the phenomenological experiencgemheinschaftin almost all cases,
the theoretical predictions based on previousditee have been supported. In order to
go beyond simple description and toward an undedstg of the mechanisms involved, |

now turn to the multivariate analysis.

Regression Models

Table 3.2 shows the results of the regressioneoGémeinschafscale on the four
scales representing the theoretical mechanismgelhgas controls for group type and
other relevant characteristics. Overall, the mditekthe data very well, accounting for
more than 75 percent of the variance in commumnipedence between the groups. Only
three of the regression coefficients are statiyicagnificant at the .05 level — authority,
investment, and moral order. The type of groupofiether factors, is unrelated to the
level of we-feeling. Unexpectedly, the level of spdaemporal interaction is not
significantly related to the outcome. The intemacthypothesis is therefore rejected. The
coefficient for authority is significant and qulerge, but in th@ppositedirectionfrom
the theoretical expectatiofi € -.595). The authority hypothesis is therefojeated. The
coefficient for investment, however, is both sigraht and positive{= .374),
suggesting that investment is positively relatedi¢sfeelingnet of other factors. The
investment hypothesis is thus supported. Finally,doefficient for the strength of moral
order is highly significant and very large — oweptand a half times as large as the

coefficient for investmenif(= .936). Thus, we may conclude that, net of otaetors,

96



the strength of moral order is strongly and posltivassociated with the community
experience. The moral order hypothesis is theredts® supported’

Taken together, these results yield a number dirfigs. While there is support
for the investment hypothesis, the structural tiesoas a whole have not performed as
well in this particular test as one might have exeé. There is little evidence to this
point that the formal or structural community binigl mechanisms emphasized by
Kanter (1972) and Brint (2001) actually play a fftdine” role in creating a feeling of
natural belonging. In that sense, characteristich s frequent interactions, meetings,
and authoritarian social control are not (strigfeaking) community-building
mechanism# these groups — they do not appeatitectly lead to a greater level of
Gemeinschaftsee Hedstrom and Swedberg 1998). In fact, tlseegidence here that the
direct effects of authority can be alienating.

Substantive theory, on the other hand, has peridmmech better. In moving
from the bivariate to the multivariate analyses, strength of the association between
moral order and we-feeling actualhcreased?® The regression analyses are consistent
with the idea that interaction, authority, andgtome extent) investment have positive
total effects because of their tendency to be @ssutwith moral order. The precise way

in which these factors are interrelated is impdedit» know with any certainty based on

%" Diagnostic tests (available on request) showethégeroskedasticity, mulitcollinearity, and infiuial
cases did not significantly bias the results. Fermtthe substantive results from this model aresextly
robust. Removing some of the single measures fhenstales (both dependent and independent) and
removing group type indicators or control varialdegs not appreciably change the conclusions. Nes d
bootstrapping the standard errors. The resultalacelargely consistent if all measures are inaude
individually. See Appendix B for additional results

% This is due to a statistical suppression effect-#enthe direct effect of authority is negativeisit
positively associated with moral order; thus thealteffect of moral order on the we-feeling is attated
by its indirect effect via authority. When authwris statistically controlled, however, the “trugitect
effect of moral order is revealed.
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these analyses and given the cross-sectional nafttine data. But the regression models
are consistent with the notion that, while struak@and cultural arrangements may tend to
co-occur, moral order is the proximate mechanisa lfads to the production of we-

feeling in these groups.

Fuzzy-Set Analysis

As an alternative way to model causal complexitgly on fuzzy set analysis
(FSA). Like its parent technique, QCA, FSA looksiaultaneous configurations of
predictors rather than at net effects of singleljoters (Ragin 2000, 2006a; Roscigno
and Hodson 2004). Unlike QCA, however, FSA does not require thaialales be
defined dichotomously. For instance, rather themolg a commune’s level of
investment as “high” (1) or “low” (0), it can beded continuously from O to 1. To
convert theGemeinschafécale and the four main predictors into fuzzy ket®, | use a
procedure analogous to the median split employelddscigno and Hodson (2004). |
rank each commune on the variable from 1 to 50then rescale the resulting ranking so
that it varies between 0 and 1 with .5 as the nmed{@ather transformations, including the
cumulative normal and the ridit transformation,quoed nearly identical results.) This
procedure does not satisfy Ragin’s (2000) or Sraittend Verkuilen’s (2006) demand
for a theory- or knowledge-based coding of fuzzg.s€his strategy is necessary and
justified, however, for three reasons. First, Indd have in-depth knowledge on all 50

cases and cannot acquire it three decades afteadheésecond, given the high

% Though they seem similar, QCA/FSA configuratiors eery different from GLM interaction terms. For
instance, an “A x B” interaction term would take eguivalent values if A were high and B were low or
vice-versa. QCA/FSA treats these as separate bffemsses. Also, in FSA, set values are not muéigli
together, but rather the minimum value is takee (gow). Thus the set-theoretic logic of QCA/FSA i
not easily translatable in terms of the GLM, withwothout interaction terms (see Ragin 2000; Rastig
and Hodson 2004; Smithson and Verkuilen 2006).
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correlations between the predictors, there wilttembe a number of sparse cells in the
FSA truth table; a median-based coding strategymmzes this problem by creating
maximal empirical diversity (i.e., the fewest sgaos empty cells). Finally, this coding
strategy is justifiable in the present context lseathe original sampling design makes
these groups the closest available approximati@eremmdom sample from the population
of urban communes in 1974. The set values attaithedch commune can therefore be
substantively interpreted relative to that popolatf groups?

FSA assesses the empirical relationship betwegroatlible combinations of the
predictors and the outcome of interest. The foedtors are spatio-temporal interaction
(S), authority (A), investment (1), and moral ordst), which means there aré @r 16
possible set configurations. FSA analyzes the éxtewhich each configuration is a
subset of the outcome because subsetness is exidelogical sufficiency. In other
words, if X is a subset of Y, one can also sayithen Y.” To determine whether, say,
communes with high interaction, low authority, lowestment, and high moral order
(S-a-i-Mj* are subsets @emeinschaftone computes the inclusion coefficient of the

configuration in the outcome set. The inclusionficent is estimated using equation 1,

% Though this analysis relies on fuzzy sets, thezedascriptive advantages to dichotomizing theaideis
at the median and generating a 16 cell table (pgeedix A, Table A3). We see that a substantiabnitgj
of communes (60 percent) are best described @ ¢iiph or low on all four key predictors. “Off-
diagonal” cases are much rarer, but are also rhest¢tically interesting for this study. While the
regression results indicate that communes with highal order, high investment, and low authoritgdd
be the mosGemeinschaflike, there is, in fact, only one group in theal#iat fits that profile. This means,
among other things, that there would be too ljidever to model causal complexity using interactenms
even though the coding used here minimizes thelémzie of empty cells. Because QCA/FSA makes the
(lack of) diversity in the data explicit, is hastilnct advantages for examining causal complexity.

31 These configurations are labeled, according toveotion, with capital letters signifying 1(“high8nd
lowercase letters signifying 0 (“low”). In the fuzset case, “high” simply means the set member&hip,
S) and “low” means 1-the set membership (e.g.,.IFB¢ operator “” stands for the Boolean “and” @i
means “take the minimum value of these sets.” T8egslem would be translated “high interactimmd
low authorityand high investmenand low moral order,” or in quantitative terms, woudd the minimum
value of S, (1-A), I, and (1-M).
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" = Zmin(xi,y%: .

where X stands for one of the 16 configuration&(BM, S-A-I-m, S-A:i-M, and so on),
Y stands for the outcome set, aq@ndy; stand for each commune’s membership score
on X and Y, respectively (Ragin 2006b; Smithson ¥edkuilen 2006). The resulting
number is akin to a fuzzy conditional probabiliyith numbers closer to 1 signifying a
closer empirical correspondence to a subset ralatipequivalently, the logical
statement “if X, then Y.” Here, | comparg/land kq.y) using a Wald F-test, which
means that, for each configuration, | simply aslethkr the data are more consistent with
calling that configuration a sufficient conditioorfthepresenceof we-feeling (Y) or a
sufficient condition for th@bsenceof we-feeling (1-Y). Where the difference between
Ixy and k-v) is not statistically significant, the configuratiemelationship to the
outcome is considered ambiguous.

Because the 16 configurations are fuzzily defimedividual communes can be
partial members of multiple configurations. Somaf@urations are highly correlated
with each other because communes tend to haveasisaibres in botff. Because some
of the configurations are empirically quite rare (ithey tend to have low membership
values), | use a data-driven strategy to reducatineber of overall configurations (see
Roscigno and Hodson 2004 for a crisp set appraactducing the number of
configurations). The technique used here, cluggeanound latent variables (CLV), uses
the correlation matrix of the configurations to done those that are the most

empirically similar to each other in a step-by-stegnner (Vigneau and Qannari 2003).

32 For example, a commune with S=.80, A=.70, I=.5®| &=.75 would have very similar membership
scores in S-A-1-M (.52) and in S-A-i-M (.48). Amymenune with nonzero membership on all four predicto
sets will be a member of all 16 possible configorat to some extent.
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Based on theory and the findings of the regressiatyses, the typology that best
combines parsimony and complexity seems to berbkdlmat distinguishes between six
types of groups: 1) all high (SeA<lsM); 2) all loggeasi*m); 3) all other high authority,
high moral order groups besides SeA«l*M (other A#M) high authority, low moral
order groups (Aem); 5) low authority, high moratler groups (a*M); and 6) all other low
authority, low moral order groups besides seacioth€r asm). This provides a good mix
of extreme types as well as “off diagonal” typeattare of particular theoretical
interest

Table 3.3 shows the results of the tests for algsbups. Only one configuration,
SeAeleM, is significantly moregGemeinschaflike than not. That is, the data are more
consistent with the assertion that SeA«l*M is asailof the outcome (Y) than with the
assertion that SeA+l*M is a subset of the absemtleeooutcome (1-Y). This highlights
the fact that moral order and structural arrangemenst work together to produce the
experience o6Gemeinschafin a consistent way (see Giddens 1984; Sewell 1982
contrast tovhat the regression suggests, moral order alone miateappear sufficient to
produce we-feeling. Conversely, three of the graangsmore included in 1-Y than in Y:
the all low set (seasi*m), and both of the othev lmoral order sets (Asm and other asm).
In other words, all of the configurations that @ntthe low moral order element (m) are
better thought of as n@emeinschaftike. While a high level of moral order is therefo
not sufficient by itself to produce we-feeling, thvzzy analysis suggests that its absence
may be sufficient to prevent it. In logical terrtisen, we can conclude that moral order is

an INUS condition foGemeinschaft-an insufficient but necessary part of all

% This cluster solution accounts for 79.2 of theiaace, as defined by the sum of the first eigerasf
all six clusters (12.67) divided by the total numbgvariables (16). For separate tests of all désjble
configurations, see Appendix B, Table B3.
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unnecessary but sufficient conditions (Mackie 1985t it, while the presence or
absence of moral order is not sufficient in its avwght to produce or prevent the we-
feeling, it is a necessary part of of all the resiphatare sufficient to do so. Detecting
such conditions is beyond the scope of regressidrgaves us new insight into the

structure-culture relationship in these groups.

DISCUSSION

The combined results of the regression and fuzzggeroaches warrant a
number of empirical inferences. First, the findilngse strongly support the hypotheses
advanced by substantive theories of communityetigegood evidence that moral order
is a vital dimension of producing the experienc&efeinschafin these groups.
Conversely, there is little evidence that inte@ttiauthority, or (to a lesser extent)
investment can—on their own—produce the experi@@@mmunity in such groups.

Second, it may be that moral order intervenes fda@x the bivariate association
between we-feeling and the structural variablesoimmunes because interaction,
investment, and authority tend themselves to catoaith moral order. Strong authority
may appear to “work,” for example, because itsrexti positive relationship to we-
feeling via its association with moral order isae¥ than its direct alienating effects.
Both Matrtin (2002) and Sewell (1999) have previguwsigued that social power has the
ability to organize cultural beliefs, which wouldeunt for the co-occurrence of
authority and moral order, but other explanatiorescartainly plausible. It may be, for
example, that groups with strong moral orders alleng/to accept stricter authorities
because they see them as legitimate. Ultimatelyeler, because we cannot isolate

causal order with any precision, any specific iptetation must remain speculative.
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Third, despite the findings of the regression mgdiéwould be unwise to
downplay the importance of structural factors h&f®@A showed that moral order is only
sufficient to produce community in the presenceaticular structural arrangements.
While regression is indeed useful for uncovering st proximate factors producing
the outcome, it is in a sense overly simplisticduse its “struggle for variance” logic
does not capture well the potential complementalgtionships between important
factors. Even the inclusion of interaction termsagression does not model causal
complexity in the same way as FSA (see Ragin 2006a).

The fuzzy set analyses also suggest that whilexfsence of moral order is not
sufficient in and of itself to produce we-feelinge absence of moral order is sufficient to
prevent it. A plausible interpretation of this riszan be found in the work of Charles
Taylor (2003), who argues that moral orders proVigegmeneutic keys” for interpreting
practices — that is, for answering the common qu&hy are we doing this again?”
Though it is not always the case, communal life lsauparticularly demanding in terms
of time, resources, freedom, and other generallyaghgoods. If actors don’t have some
shared, collective sense of why they are goingeetmgs, making food for other people,
submitting to authority, and so on, how could tkewtinue to feel that these efforts were
worthwhile? Authority, in particular, appears toddeenating in the absence of shared
moral order, at least in these groups.

The findings also highlight the importance of usiagression and FSA together.
By combining two analytical approaches into a srglestigation, we have gained a
much greater understanding of how different tydesoonmunes and the social

mechanisms in each are related to the experiencenafiunity. Neither regression nor
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FSA alone could have provided such a nuanced utasheliag of the interplay of cultural

and structural factors in this sample of communes.

CONCLUSIONS

This paper seeks to contribute to debates in thature on intentional
communities, community studies, and the socialteafierature by disentangling some
of the processes at work in the creation of theeegpce of community. Since the
findings are based on a study of communes in &péat time and place, the results here
are not necessarily generalizable to other fadede-groups, much less to non-localized
forms of community such as race or ethnicity. Comesuare different in important ways
from other kinds of organizations. They typicalbu{ not always) demand higher
investments than other forms of association; threyn@ore face-to-face and personal
rather than, say, nations, professions, or relgtoaditions; and these particular groups
arose out a particular culturally- and historicadpecific time in United States history
(Zablocki 1980). | have argued, however, that tteeigs under consideration here are far
more diverse than one might expect given the stpeodf “commune” and that they
therefore serve as a fruitful window for explorsgme general processes that previous
work has linked theoretically to the we-feeling. the face of it, one might expect face-
to-face, bounded, and voluntary groups with soligas an explicit goal (like religious
congregrations or social movement chapters) to & fike communes than other
organizations, but this remains speculative. Ultehyageneralizability is, strictly
speaking, an empirical question. Future researthawe to determine the extent to

which these findings are applicable to other sg#tin
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Despite their limitations in scope, these findidgslend credibility to Etzioni’'s
(2001) claims about the moral underpinnings oftteul social capital. More empirical
research is needed, but these analyses suggesttiuaél theories that emphasize moral
order may be an important corrective to the stmadist determinism that seems to
pervade the social capital and network literatsee (Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994). In
the case of these communes, at least, the keyigdims: contrary to Putnam (2000:19)
and othersteciprocity and trustworthiness dwt simply “arise” from social networks,
except, perhaps, as that interaction is either aed by or productive of shared moral
understandingsEven in previous study of communes, this factibeen surprisingly
underappreciated.

To the extent these findings can be generalizedligious congregations as a
related form of face-to-face community, this pagleo casts some doubt on the
“strictness” theory of religious vitality (e.g.,laaccone 1994), at least insofar as it offers
amechanisnior actually producing satisfying group life. Tleel of required
investment does not appear to matter as muchgst directly) as the presence of
“morally orienting collective identities” (Smith 28:90). This paper, then, has taken a
small step toward adjudicating between two thedheas produce very similar predictions
at the denominational level. While the FSA resstisw that high investment and strong
moral orders usually co-occur, the regression aealguggest that moral order is a more
likely candidate mechanism for directly producihg experience of community. If
sociologists are to move beyond the descriptioangpirical regularities to explanatory
theory in this area, more empirical research isladehat can isolate the specific

processes at work (see Hedstrom and Swedberg Da@&rmark et al. 2002).
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In emphasizing the importance of moral order, mycive is not to imply that
cultural belief structures are determinative ofistures or practices, nor to suggest that
moral orders are static, immutable things that hreggecally define meanings for social
actors. Because of the need for resources to eandctustain moral orders, they are
subject to being influenced through the exercisecoinomic or political power (see
Sewell 1999; Smith 2003; Wuthnow 1989). Furthermeceial structures themselves are
inherently polysemous — that is, in their relatitipsvith human actors they contain an
interpretive flexibility that allows (even requijesultural improvisation and change that
can in turn affect the distribution of resourcesW8ll 1992). The structure-culture
relationship is one of complexity and dualism ratih@n of determinism.

Indeed, one of the primary advantages of FSA isitlnelps us transcend either-
or determinisms on the one hand and the unhelgidréion that both structure and
culture “matter” on the other. Because it explicittodels how different factors combine
to produce outcomes, FSA is a method that corretspaell with our best theories of
structural-cultural interplay. Nearly every subdielf sociology posits a complex working
relationship between structure and culture, buegarinear methods often force us to pit
them against each other in ways alien to our tksoEconomic sociology (e.g., Dobbin
2004), social movements (e.g., McAdam, Tarrow, aitigt 2001), and social psychology
(e.g., Ridgeway 2006), to name only a few, areislds that are struggling to think about
and model the relationship between networks, ressuiand cultural schemas. Using
FSA in conjunction with regression analyses wolildainvestigating both proximate

mechanisms and structure-culture interplay usiegsdime data and cases. This paper has
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shown some of the benefits of this strategy foransihnding how structure and culture
lead to—or prevent—the experience@¥meinschafin a sample of urban communes.
Finally, the substantive issues in this study ggoned a mere academic interest. It
is the human experience of alienation and anonaiehtas inspired social theorists and
lay people alike to ponder — and attempt — thetimme@af community. Since Ténnies and
Durkheim wrote about these issues more than a geatjo, the problem of modernity’s
“Great Disembedding” has not gone away (Taylor 2608 Human beings are still left
to attempt to “re-embed” themselves in ways thditvait do undue violence to their
freedom or autonomy, while simultaneously tryindital sources of shared meaning and
purpose. As the experience of these communes shiows$s not a simple or
straightforward process. Yet perhaps work in thésawill help us find better and better
answers to a foundational sociological — and humguestion: “Where can | be at

home?”
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Table 3.1. Correlations betweerGemeinschaft Scale and All Predictor Variables

p s.e. p s.e.
SPATIO-TEMPORAL .355 155 ** MORAL ORDER 713 .094 ***
Meetings .352 122 ** Ideological unity .707 .084 ***
Eating together 456 126 *+* Importance of ideology 369 .069 ***
Density 124 133 Role certainty .580 116 *+*

"How to live" .564 119w
AUTHORITARIANISM 379 124 **
Authoritarian governance .337 125 ** TYPE OF GROUP n/a
Extent of authority .364 145 * Eastern religious 330 022
Number of rules 469 112 Christian .688 153 **

Political .053 .208
INVESTMENT .543 122 *** Counter cultural (hippie) -.362 155 *
Time spent .301 136 * Alternative family -.169 .225
Communism .630 .081 *+* Household -.489 157 **
Bar to entry 441 A72 * Personal Growth -.256 A17
Assigned chores 714 11w

CONTROLS n/a
HOMOGENEITY n/a Size of group -.033 134
Age .044 141 Age of group 123 119
Education 178 139 Evolved from previous .538 152 *+*
Class -.193 .139

Notes: Bolded statistics are for scale measuremeZasegorical variables use polychoric correlation
Other variables use Pearsan'sN/a = not applicable.
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Table 3.2. OLS Regression dbemeinschaft scale on Independent Variables

MECHANISMS
Spatio-temporal intensity
Authority

Investment

Strength of moral order

GROUP TYPES
Eastern religious
Christian

Political

Counter cultural
Alternative family
Household
Personal growth

CONTROLS
Size of group
Age of group
Evolved from previous

CONSTANT
N

R2

Adjusted R2

b B t
-281 -192 -1.300
-665 -595 -3.170 **
.485 374 2460 **
1.033 936  4.360 ***
(reference)
403  .153  1.470
315 .106 .780
-.095 -.034 -.220
.655 .203  1.410
-050 -.018 -.110
250 .061 490
-017 -155 -1.310
118 191 2.010
457 220 1.790
-.464 -1.630

50

754

.665

Notes: * =p<.05; ** = p<.01,

** = p<.001 (two-tailed)
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Table 3.3. Testing Fuzzy Inclusion for the Six Redted Configurations

Inclusion in... Difference
Configuration Y (1-Y) F p
SeAe|sM .882 575 11.15 .002 **
Seasiem .632 .880 6.27 .016 *
other AsM 903 .805 1.87 178
Aem .733 .928 5.74 .020 *
a-M 914 .819 1.59 214
other asm 737 .896 3.24 .078 +

Note: Y = inclusion coefficent in higBemeinschafset; (1-Y) = inclusion coefficient in 1-Y; F = the
value of the Wald F-test of the difference betwtencoefficients (df = 1, 49); p = the p-value loé t~-
test;** =p<.01;*=p<.05;+=p<.10
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APPENDIX 1: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 1

Most of the control variables used in the analyses Table 1A) are either self-
explanatory or can be found in the documentatigroathandreligion.org. | only note
below variables that | constructed especially fase analyses.

Parent closeness the maximum value of the closeness variablerted by the
respondent for either parent. The resulting valas standardized (in the full sample) to
have mean =0 and SD = 1.

Network closuravas constructed from three variables that weredsk each
respondent’s social network. For each reporteddri¢ghe respondent was asked, which
of these friends, 1) “(do/does) your [PARENT TYRi} really know that well”; 2)
“have parents who know YOU by name”; 3) “have p#&sevho know your [PARENT
TYPE] well enough to call (him/her/them) on the pbd These responses were
combined (the first was reverse coded) to givenas®f how much adult networks were
closed around the respondent. The resulting suib)@vas divided by 3 to make it
comparable to the other network measures.

GPAwas constructed from the variable “grades” (y91)iok asked, “What kind
of grades do you usually get in school?” The oagnesponses were 10 ordinal
categories ranging from “all As” to “mostly Fs” \wiin additional category for “mixed”
(n=159). The GPA scale used in these analyses \ads mto a scale with range 0 to 4
by rescaling the 10 point ordinal scale and settieg‘mixed” responses to the sample
mean.

Parent educatioris the highest level of education for either pgrereasured on a

12-point ordinal scale.
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Table 1A. Descriptive Statistics for All Variables

Smoking Pot (W2)
Smoking Pot
Volunteering (W2)
Volunteering

# Friends Use Drugs

# Friends Volunteer Regularly
# Friends Similar Religious Beliefs

Utilitarian Schema
Relational Schema
Theistic Schema
Parent Closeness
Network Closure
Church Attendance
Evangelical Protestant
Mainline Protestant
Black Protestant
Catholic

Jewish

Mormon

Other Religion
Indeterminate Religion
Female

Age

Black

Other race

South

Midwest

West

GPA

Number of Friends
Parent Income
Parent Education
Two-Parent Bio HH

N
2498
2525
2515
2526
2526
2499
2530
2489
2489
2489
2527
2530
2526
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2530
2444
2504
2386
2525
2530

Mean

1.73
1.36
2.15
2.12
.70
.99
2.63
A1
42
21
-.01
3.37
3.22
.33
A2
A1
24
.02
.02
.03
.02
.50
15.46
.16
15
41
.24
.20
2.89
4.78
6.09
7.53
q1

SD
1.61
.76
1.03
1.00
1.32
1.42
2.06
31
49
41
1.00
1.22
2.19
A7
.32
.32
43
A3
A5
.16
A5
.50
1.42
37
.36
49
43
40
.68
.68
2.89
2.64
45

Min Max
1 7

1 4
1 4

1 4

0 5
0 5
0 5
0 1
0 1
0 1
-4.12 1.22
0 5

0 6

0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
12.95 18.
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 4
1 5
1 11

0 12

0 1

Unless otherwise noted, variables are taken froRI®/ave 1. Summary statistics are
for respondents who answered both waves of theegurv
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APPENDIX 2: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 2

Most of the control variables used in the analyses Table 2A) are either self-
explanatory or can be found in the documentatigroathandreligion.org. | only note
below variables that | constructed especially fase analyses.

Parent closeness the maximum value of the closeness variablerted by the
respondent for either parent. The resulting valas standardized (in the full sample) to
have mean =0 and SD = 1.

Network closuravas constructed from three variables that weredsk each
respondent’s social network. For each reporteddri¢he respondent was asked, which
of these friends, 1) “(do/does) your [PARENT TYRi} really know that well”; 2)
“have parents who know YOU by name”; 3) “have p#&sevho know your [PARENT
TYPE] well enough to call (him/her/them) on the pbd These responses were
combined (the first was reverse coded) to givenas®f how much adult networks were
closed around the respondent. The resulting suib)@vas divided by 3 to make it
comparable to the other network measures.

GPAwas constructed from the variable “grades” (y91)iok asked, “What kind
of grades do you usually get in school?” The oagnesponses were 10 ordinal
categories ranging from “all As” to “mostly Fs” \wiin additional category for “mixed”
(n=159). The GPA scale used in these analyses \ads mto a scale with range 0 to 4
by rescaling the 10 point ordinal scale and settieg‘mixed” responses to the sample
mean.

Parent educatioris the highest level of education for either pgrereasured on a

12-point ordinal scale.
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Table 2A. Descriptive Statistics for All Variables

N Mean SD Min Max
# Ties Use Drugs/Drink a Lot (W2) 2494 1.76 1.79 0 5
# Ties Volunteer Regularly (W2) 2456 1.27 1.47 0 5
# Ties Use Drugs /Drink a Lot 2526 .70 1.32 0 5
# Ties Volunteer Regularly 2499 99 142 0 5
Volunteering 2526 2.12 1.00 1 4
Smoking Pot 2525 1.36 .76 1 4
Getting Drunk 2528 1.44 .95 1 6
Expressivist Worldview 2489 .26 A4 0 1
Utilitarian Worldview 2489 A1 31 0 1
Theistic Worldview 2489 21 41 0 1
Moral Relativism 2444 A7 .50 0 1
# Ties Similar Religious Beliefs 2530 2.63 2.06 0 5
Parent Closeness 2527 -01 1.00 -4.12 1.22
Network Closure 2530 3.37 1.22 0 5
# of Strong Ties 2504 4.78 .68 1 5
Church Attendance 2526 3.22 2.19 0 6
Evangelical Protestant 2530 33 47 0 1
Mainline Protestant 2530 A2 .32 0 1
Black Protestant 2530 A1 .32 0 1
Catholic 2530 24 43 0 1
Jewish 2530 .02 13 0 1
Mormon 2530 .02 15 0 1
Other Religion 2530 .03 .16 0 1
Indeterminate Religion 2530 .02 A5 0 1
Female 2530 .50 .50 0 1
Age 2530 15.46 1.42 12.95 18.49
Black 2530 .16 .37 0 1
Other race 2530 .15 .36 0 1
South 2530 41 49 0 1
GPA 2444 2.89 .68 0 4
Number of Friends 2504 4,78 .68 1 5
Parent Income 2386 6.09 2.89 1 11
Parent Education 2525 7.53 2.64 0 12
Two-Parent Bio HH 2530 71 45 0 1

Unless otherwise noted, variables are taken froiRI®/ave 1. Summary statistics are
for respondents who answered both waves of theegurv
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APPENDIX 3: ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR CHAPTER 3

Tables 3A, 3B, and 3C present additional descepsihatistics from the data used
in the paper. The remaining tables in this Appermdintain information regarding checks
for robustness that were performed using diffensultivariate specifications.

The scaled measures in the main text were consttagtriori using substantive
and theoretical knowledge both of communes ande@tbmmunity literature more
generally. However, | replicate the findings in tways using the individual measures. In
general terms the same substantive conclusionsggenfrem these tables as from the
analyses in the main text.

In Table 3D, which regresses the six individGa@&meinschaftariables on the
predictor scales and controtapral order is significant in five of six modelshile
investment is only significant in one. Authoritycaspatio-temporal interaction alternate
between null and negative effects. These resuts@msistent with the claims about the
importance of moral order, the lesser importancewdstment, and the negative net
effect of authority. They also show that the resalie not dependent upon a particular
definition of theGemeinschafscale.

Table 3E, which regresses tBemeinschaftcale and its six component parts on
all individual variables, is also consistent witlese general interpretations. The
interaction and authority variables mostly alteenag¢tween null and negative effects,
although one or two positive and significant cagéints do emerge in different models.
Most noteworthy is that interpersonal density iamhealways negatively related to the
outcome. This suggests that—like authority—clossqgal proximity may also be
alienating absent other factors. The investmenakibas produce four positive

coefficients, and a majority of null coefficientgnsistent with the interpretation that
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investment plays a modest direct role in the pradoof GemeinschaftThe individual
moral order variables are the most consistent, gatth producing between two and five
positive coefficients. These results also show Wiate the ethographer-coded measures
are the most powerful, no single measure is dritiegresults by itself. These additional
results should increase confidence in the regressialyses conducted above.

Table 3F shows the results of the FSA for all 16figurations of the predictor
sets. While the clustered analysis is probably mestfied because it deals with types of
communes that have a greater presence in theTadike B3 shows that the overall
findings are robust to a simpler analysis. The mwiumarked “p” shows the p-value of
the F-test of the differences betwegndnd k.vy. Because the non-extreme types are so
rare in the data, only the inclusion coefficierds $-A-1-M and s-a-i-m are different at the
.05 level. Both s-A-i-m and S-a-i-m are signifiedrthe .10 level, and three additional
configurations (s-A-1-M, S-A-i-m, and S-A-I-m) comeery close to that at p .405.

After that, the p-values jump up very significantliwe take these seven configurations
and assess their relationship to the data (allowibd of leeway on the p-values due to
low sample size), the same basic pattern emerdpestwio sets sharing A:1-M are best
consideredsemeinschadtike. On the other hand, the five sets that ar tieought of as
not Gemeinschaflike combine low moral order (m) with either higtieraction and
authority (S-A) or low investment (i). While not alght sets containing low moral order
(m) have ¥a-v) > Ixy, this is partly due to the fact that they arealbadequately
represented in the data (see Table A3). (The ddakaclustering algorithm used in the
main text is to combine rare types together intailar supersets thaanbe adequately

tested.) In general terms, however, Table 3F isistent with the conclusions reached
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above: 1) structural and cultural factors must wodether to produce the we-feeling;

and 2) moral order, while neither necessary ndicset in its own right, can be best

thought of as an INUS condition for producing the-fgeling, and its absence as an

INUS condition for producing the absence of weifegl

Table 3A. Descriptive Statistics for All Variables

Variable mear sd min max
GEMEINSHAFT 0.09 0.98 -2.09 1.65
Observer "we-feeling" 3.29 0.94 1 4
True family 3.42 1.08 1 5
Look out for selves (reverse) 4.01 0.82 1.75 5
No one cares (reverse) 4.69 0.30 3.67 5
Live communally in 10 years 2.62 0.76 1 4
Rejects money to leave 0.46 0.27 0 1
SPATIO-TEMPORAL -0.02 0.67 -1.27 2.15
Meetings per month 4.38 5.98 0 30
Frequency of eating together 2.10 0.84 0 4
Density (In[persons/room]) -0.21 0.45 -1.18 1.72
HOMOGENEITY (no scale)

Age -0.01 1.00 -3.34 1.18
Education 0.03 1.01 -0.89 3.15
Father's prestige ("class") 0.02 1.00 -2.25 1.54
AUTHORITARIANISM -0.06 0.88 -1.15 1.34
Extent of authority 1.58 1.16 0 3
Extent of rules 2.66 0.96 1 4
Authoritarian governance 2.76 2.39 0 6
INVESTMENT 0.00 0.76 -1.07 1.62
Economic communism 2.56 0.95 1 4
Assigned chores 0.28 0.45 0 1
Bar to entry 0.32 0.47 0 1
Average hours last 3 days 49.61 10.28 30.6 70.5
MORAL ORDER 0.03 0.89 -1.48 1.55
Ideological unity 2.58 1.05 1 4
Importance of ideology 2.28 0.78 1 3
Marital role certainty 3.22 1.07 1.40 5
"How to live" 2.82 1.00 1.20 5
CONTROLS (no scale)

Group size 10.42 9.11 5 67
Group age 1.50 1.58 0 8
Evolved from previous grot 0.6¢ 0.47 0 1
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Table 3B. Correlations Between All Variables Useth the Main Explanatory Model

) 2 3) 4 ®) (6) ) €)
(1) Gemeinschaft 1.000
(2) Spatio-temporal 0.355* 1.000

(3) Authoritarianism  0.379* 0.708 * 1.000

(4) Investment 0.543* 0.706* 0.776 * 1.000

(5) Moral order 0.713* 0.684* 0.771* 0.727* 1.000

(6) Previous group 0.538* 0.734* 0.733* 0.658* 0.807* 1000

(7) Group size -0.033 0.468 * 0.302* 0.273 0.230 0.889 1.000

(8) Group ag 0.12: 0.24: 0.20¢ 0.16¢ 0.00¢ -0.131 0.23¢ 1.00(

Notes: all correlations involving items (6) and (8e the polychoric correlation coefficiept)( all other use

Table 3C. Diversity of Commune Types

Spatio- Moral

temporal Authority Investment order N
Low low low low 13
Low low low high 1
Low low high low 4
Low low high high 1
Low high low low 2
Low high low high 2
Low high high low 0
Low high high high 2
High low low low 3
High low low high 1
High low high low 1
High low high high 0
High high low low 2
High high low high 1
High high high low 0
High high high high 17

Note: Scales divided at medians with 25 high and 25
low in each category.
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Table 3D. Coefficients from the Regression of Albemeinschaft Variables on
Independent Variables

MECHANISMS
Spatio-temporal intensity
Authority

Investment

Strength of moral order

GROUP TYPES
Eastern religious
Christian

Political

Counter cultural
Alternative family
Cooperative living
Psychological

CONTROLS
Size of group
Age of group
Previous origin

Constant

RZ
Adjusted count F

1)

observer
"we-
feeling"

.907
-1.414
1.357
1.811 +

(reference)
1.962
.935
-.209
.899
.803
1.356

-.079
.556
2.352 *

Al

@) (©)
(reverse)
true lookout for
family selves
-420 + -.198
-.144 =794 **
.165 627 **
1.141 * 417
-.342 .052
-175 -.263
-.005 -.991 *
.625 -.153
-.587 -.790
.953 + -.642
-.028 + .017
.103 -.001
.361 .280
3.313 ** 3.900 **
.78 .59

(4)

(reverse)
no one
cares

®)
living
commune
in 10 yrs
-176 + .029
-.097 -583 *
.071 312
321 = .676 *
.248 * .041
.402 * -114
.307 + -.017
442 * -.068
.383 * -.463
.028 .628
-.008 -.012
.032 .108 +
.050 .013
4.432 = 2.562 **
.59 .57

(6)

wouldn't
leave for
money

.012

-.098
.085

164 +

324
142
.066
325 +
.219
-.025

-.007
.023
141

248 *

.56

Notes: coefficients are logits in model 1 (orddoegit), standardized regression coefficiefdsifi models 2-6 (OLS). +=
p<.10; * =p<.05; ** = p<.01 (two-tailed tests)
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Table 3E. Regressions of Dependent Variables on #fidividual Scale Variables

observer (reverse) (reverse) living  wouldn't
Gemein. "we- true lookout noone commune leave for
scale feeling" family forselves cares in10yrs money
Meetings/month 110 .033 .040 .029 -.040 161 .2947
Eating -.132 .098 -.363* -.245 -.269 .156 .036
Interpersonal density | -.527* .052 -.353+ -.375 -.621* 427+ -.699*
Extent of Authority -.361+ .624* .062 -.630+ -.782* 5%+ -.333
Extent of Rules .183 .230 -.042 .209 Al4+ -.199 .251
Authoritarian Gov. -.352+ -1.132** -135 -.396 .238 08 -.132
Communism -.025 -.135 .055 110 -.092 .163 -.244
Assigned Chores -.046 -.005 -.066 .156 -.198 .037 -.155
Bar to Entry 158+ .235* 072 .085 -.047 202+ .184
Avg. hours, last 3 dayg .070 -.132 -.007 .160 .332* 078. .042
Ideological unity .668** .894** .466* 422+ 344 98 .669*
Importance of ideology .637** .495*% .254 .180 .616* .835** .550*
Marital role certainty .184 -.396+ 181 481+ .631* .023 -.066
"How to live" .130 299+ .318* -132 -.068 .045 144
Group size .026 -.354* -.157 375+ 175 -.021 .090
Group age .136 174+ 201+ -.008 137 114 .002
Evolved from previous .163 .354* 215+ .205 -.199 600 243+
Eastern (reference)
Christian 122 .255+ -.189+ -.003 224+ -.041 .344*
Political .090 .336* -.132 -.019 .345* -.162 .068
Counterculture 143 .645*  -184 -.345 421+ -.031 919
Alternative family 270+ A94** .074 .028 .369+ -20 A413*
Cooperative living 141 589**  -262 -.265 408+ -190 429+
Psychological .093 .012 137 -.006 .052 .246 -.028
R2 .847 .825 .829 .689 742 .765 .736
adj. R2 .694 .642 .659 .378 484 531 A71

NOTES: Standardized beta coefficients from OLS mod@tiserver we-feeling also uses OLS because ML eesult
were unstable with a high number of covariates.pxA0; * = p<.05; ** = p<.01 (one-tailed tests)
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Table 3F. Inclusion Ratios for All Configurations

Configuration

saim
saiM
salm
salM
SAIM
SAIM
SAIm
SAIM
Saim
SaiM
Salm
SalM
SAIm
SAIM
SAIm
SAIM

Iy
632

.920

.803

.939
(76
919
.867
.938

.810

.928

.865

.948
782
.923
.856
.882

Ix(1-v)
.880
.857
.891
.843
.928
.878
913
.829
934
.892
931
.864
.945
.847
952
575

F
6.27
.97
.81
1.40
3.74
43
41
2.73
2.86
.30
1.21
1.57
2.77
1.09
2.73
11.15

NOTE: “and” operator omitted from set titles
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p

.016
.330
372
242
.059
517
.523
.105
.097
.586
276
217
.102
.303
105
.002



