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Abstract

In this paper | model groups as collections of individualowktach value to similar modes
of behavior, or ways of life. These values serve as a groupdtieufor evaluating the merit of
both the familiar and potentially strange or unfamiliar &eabr of others. The model is used
to examine why some group-specific behaviors persist ugethim diverse societies, while
some behaviors may face pressure to converge to, or diveoge the behaviors of other
groups. The model also offers insight into the relativergjtbs and weaknesses of different
group values from two perspectives: how the group evalitgel relative to others, and how
others evaluate the group with respect to their own heosisti
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“[W]e are cultural beings, endowed with the capacity andwiikto take a deliberate
attitude toward the world and to lend it significance. Whatehis significance may
be, it will lead us to judge certain phenomena of human exegen its light and to

respond to them as being (positively or negatively) meduitig

—Max WeberObjectivity and Understanding in Economics.

1 Introduction

It is not difficult to consider a situation in which two diffemt individuals watching the same
show, listening to the same debate, or engaging in a cori@rsaith each other have markedly
different perceptions of these shared experiences. Péaigdean active role in interpreting their
own experiences, and in assigning meaning to those expeseWhile these differences can be
positive, for example by broadening all individuals’ coptien of what constitutes a correct way of
life, such differences may also pose particular challenge&mocratic governance. A group with
values that differ from those of society at large may fail éwelop trust in legal, educational, and
civic institutions. In general, a government seeking tonpote the general welfare of its citizens
may face obstacles if people differ dramatically in theinception of what the good life is.

In this paper | present a model of groups as collections aviddals with shared values. | use
the termvaluesto represent a shared belief that a certain way of life, orerafdoehavior, merits
value! Thus, while members of a group may behave differently frocheather, they evaluate

the world similarly, and their evaluation of themselves ahdthers may be different than others’

1Bruner, 1990, p. 22.



evaluation of them. From this standpoint, a group’s vall@sesas a heuristic, or what Jerome
Bruner terms a “communal tool kit,” that is used by group merslto both inform their own
patterns of behavior, and to make sense of the potentiatipge or unfamiliar behavior of others.
In particular, | will argue that the values group membersaloanstitute a shared internal narrative
or dialogue. By jointly assigning more or less value to d#éfg modes of behavior, group members
construct a story that explains the relative worth of théed&nt ways that people choose to live
their lives.

The model is used to examine why some group-specific valuesspenchanged in diverse
societies, while other values may face pressure to converger diverge from, the values of
other groups. By offering predictions about potential gesto a group’s core values, the model
provides some insight into the likelihood of intra-groupg®sn, and potentially, conflict. The
model can also be used to compare competing group valuedroaththe standpoint of how a
group evaluates itself relative to others, and how otheatuate the group with respect to their
own heuristics. In this regard, the model can also offewinisinto the likelihood ofinter-group
conflict.

Last, the model offers thoughts about a formalization ofdtwecept of value pluralism, or the
notion that there may exist multiple true ways of assignialyie to different modes of life. While
different ways of assigning value may themselves be inconsom@ble in terms of their correct-
ness, the model shows that different value systems cantmass be analyzed positively. From
this standpoint, theory speaks to questions of how politind social leaders might, constitution-

ally or otherwise, seek to embed certain values into a natamme institutions. With respect to this



last point, the model suggests that there are certain $exlainique consequences of institution-
alized norms of value pluralism — consequences that affettt bow citizens of a plural nation
will view themselves, and how others will view them. Whil@ttesults in this paper are framed in
terms of a situation in which multiple groups constituteragte society, they can also be applied
to the more stylized concept of a single homogenous natieexiiing with other nations.

My ultimate aim with this project is to present a model of fo#i consistent with the observa-
tion that individuals often evaluate policies in terms dditlperceived support for, or opposition
to, different ways of life. Moreover, political decisionarcthemselves alter the values that people
hold dear. In describing the relationship between indigldialues and the political self, Aaron
Wildavsky writes, “Preferences in regard to political atigeare not external to political life; on
the contrary, they constitute the very internal essen@agthntessence of politics: the construc-
tion and reconstruction of our lives togethéWiewed in this way, my aim is to take one step
toward formalizing the process whereby values shape mtes, and political institutions may

potentially shape values.

2 A Formal Theory of Groups, Activities and Values

| begin by assuming that there are two groups; {1, 2}, that partition the set of all people, and
a collection ofactivities or things that people can do, denotBd= {by,...,bx}. A particular

activity, b € B, is a type of observable action that an individual might gggan that could,

2Wildavsky, 1987, p.5



potentially, be deemed valuable. Examples of such ad#/itiould include spending time with
one’s family, going to the library, going to the gym, goingdburch, relaxing, giving money
to charity, telling jokes, or different investment and comption behaviors. The activities are
assumed to be non-exclusive, so that an individual membargrbup could potentially engage
in many (or all) such activities to a greater or lesser extéhe activities are also assumed to be
independent, so that engaging in one activity has no difestteon whether an individual engages
in another. Thus, knowing a person chooses to spend a subisisttone with family does not
necessarily yield information about whether that persoenals church. It will, however, imply
that he cannot sperall of his time at church.

Individuals are assumed to have a finite reserve of discratjoresources (time, money, phys-
ical and mental energy) that they can elect to expend in engag any activity. Using Sen’s
language, | will refer to these discretionary resourcesnagdividual’s capability, which Sen de-
fines as a measure of what an individual is actually able t& dlovill denote thecapability of
a representative member of grogmsw?, with w? > 0. | will also note here that, as in Sen’s
capability approach, an individual’s capability in this debcharacterizes a set of feasible bundles
of activities that the individual could engage in. UnlikenSkowever, the activities | am concerned
with are not necessarily similarly or unambiguously valealsen focuses primarily on activities
that he termgunctionings which are, he argues, activities that fulfill basic humaadse such as
good health, nourishment, education, and religious freedOn the other hand, | am concerned

with activities that may or may not directly fulfill such needut which people might engage in

3Sen 1980, 1982, 1985, 1992, 1999.



nonetheless. Such activities could include the acts ofhe@wpeducated or nourished, but might
also include acts of self-beautification, pride, risk-tekor modesty. In considering how bundles
of activities are valued by different groups, | am interdstethemixtureof activities individuals
engage in. In this regard, even if an individual only engagextivities that could be considered
to be “functionings” in Sen’s sense, the particular mixtaféunctionings he engages in is itself
something that can be valued and judged.

Underlying the model is an assumption that members of a gjveap have some shared cul-
tural or historical experience that has led those indivislta attach similar value to a similar
collection of activities. The value assigned by a group mentb a particular activity is concep-
tualized as the perceived worth of that activity relativeotber things that the individual might
do. Thus, the value vector that a particular groupssigns to the various activities is denoted
v9 = (v{,...,v}), with ]fj vy = 1, andv] > 0 for all k. The termv] denotes the relative value

=1
assigned to activity, by a member of group. The vecton? constitutes th@aluesof groupg.

| do not explicitly model the process whereby a group’s vajué, are realized. | simply
argue that many reasonable scenarios exist that couldiexpley members of a particular group
share similar values. For example, members of a group, ar éneestors, may have faced a
similar utility maximization problem, in that these indiials faced similar rewards for engaging
in certain activities due to environmental factors. A padarly stylized model could assign Cobb-

K

K
Douglas utility functions to these individualg, = [] baz, where > of = 1, andaj denotes
k=1 k=1

the elasticity of utility for a member of groupwith respect to activity,. Thus,af captures the

responsiveness of a memberg utility with respect to changes in that particular beloayvand



a utility-maximizing allocation of activities would assig? = (af, ..., a% ). We might consider
thea? terms to have been determined by conditions dominatingahig kives of group members,
such as social status, the physical environment, or p#aticonditions of scarcity or abundance.
A different conceptualization of the process whereby a gioualues are realized could in-
volve a group’s mixture of activities representing a synmoetquilibrium to a game played by the
group members. Alternatively, a group’s values could bgpstiadby a constitutional designer or
social planner, one who institutionalizes certain behawiorough law in the hope of changing the
attitudes and preferences of the governed. The simple [gainat members of a group are similar

in one respect: they share the same values.

2.1 A spatial model of how values shape perceptions

In this model, a group’s values represent a shared beli¢fatltartain way of life, or collection
of activities, merits worth. These values serve as a groupiste for evaluating all individuals
on the basis of how they choose to live their lives. In thisseewalues are tools that individuals
can use to make order out of the highly multidimensionaloamstiof others, by deeming certain
behavior combinations to be more or less meaningful thaarsth

First, note that individuals in group have a vector of values’ = (v, ...,v%), that charac-
terizes a ray in the positive orthant &f—dimensional space, originating at the origin. This ray
represents the groupialue heuristic Second, the representative member of grotyas capabil-
ity w?, which he expends engaging in the distribution of actigipeescribed by his group. Thus,
we can consider the representative membertofbe spatially located at? = w9v9. The pointz?
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serves as a baseline for a membep’'sfevaluation of other individuals, and will be referred ® a
the representative membebghavior*
Suppose that a member of grogwpeeks to evaluate the representative member of giauipo

is spatially located at (or engages in behavidr)= w"v". This evaluation takes the form:

xh 9

S(a?,a") = [|27]] - | 2],

9 9
Note that||v’|| denotes the Euclidean norm of vectér andv’ - v’ is the dot product of vectors
viandv?. S(z9,2") then represents the difference between the nora? aind the norm of the
orthogonal projection of" onto groupg’s value heuristic. In this sense, behaviors off the ray
defined byv? are evaluated by members @bn the basis of the point on the ray that most closely
fits the deviating behavior. Thus, people observe the behafbthers, and form a possibly biased
estimate of the capability of those individuals by consiugthe point consistent with theawn
values that most closely matches the behavior of the persomylevaluated (the projection of
z" ontov9). The evaluation then consists of comparing their own ciipatevel (measured by
||z¢]|) with the perceived capability of the individual being exatied (measured by the norm of the
projection ofz" ontov9).

The process of evaluation is akin to a person in grguservingh’s behavior and thinking

“Not to be confused with specific activitiésc B; a member’s behaviar? characterizes the mixture of activities

he engages in.
5The term||z9|| does not in general equals capability levelw?. However, the model simply requires that the

norm of any point projected onto on the ray defined/Bys weakly increasing in the capability term of the behavior

characterized by that point.
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Figure 1: Group 1’s evaluation of two different behaviors

“I don't entirely understand your motivations, but you amnitar to someone do understand,
and that person has capability which is unambiguously valuable.” The value heuristia¢here
provides group members with a method of assigning a traesitidering to the behavior of all
individuals in society, with points closer to the origin bgievaluated as less valuable than points
farther from it, as they correspond to lower capability leve

An example is shown in Figure 1, in which the two groups haeestime level of capability, and
there are two possible activities. In both pictures, Grotyad a value heuristic of, = (.66, .34).
Thus, the members of that group share an optimal mixturetofiées that assigns twice as much
value tob; than it does td,. To the members of Group 1, this weighting of activities esgnts
the most reasonable and correct way of life.

When a member of Group 1 evaluates the potentially unfamile&havior of a member of

Group 2, he does so by projecting 2’s locatief, onto his own value heuristic. This orthogonal



projection generates a unique point on the ray defined!'liat is closest ta:?; in other words,

1 evaluates 2 by considering the point consistent with 1's @alue system that most closely
matches 2's behavior. In Figure 4} = 2! = (.66, .34) andv? = 2% = (.16,.84). A member of
Group 1 evaluates a member of Group 2 by projectihgntov?, which yields the point.46, .23).
Thus, Group 1 views the behavior of Group 2 as inferior tows cor S(z!, 2?) > 0.

Conversely, Group 1's evaluation of Group 2 wheén= (.84, .16) is (.73, .36), a point farther
from the origin than 1's own position af66,.34). Thus,S(z!',2%) < 0. In this case, Group 1
holds Group 2 in high esteem, for Group 2 appears to Group Eiag lcapable of engaging in
quite a valuable mixture of activities. In particular, tlgpresentative member of Group 2 engages
in a mixture of activities that is most similar to a member ab@ 1 whose capability is higher

than the representative member of that group.

2.2 Value stability

The simple example described in Figure 1 demonstratedttisahot always the case that groups
deem the values of others to be inferior to their own; theressast situations in which one group’s
evaluation of another is overwhelmingly positive, to thénpof that group evaluating the other’s
way of life as superior to its own. | describe this scenariam@as in which the group may face
pressure to change its own values and behavior.

If group ¢g evaluates its own behavia¥ as superior to the other group’s behavior, théris
termedstable | call a collection of behaviors,z!, 2%}, stable if it is the case that every group’s

evaluation of its own way of life is deemed superior to itsleation of every other group’s way
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of life. Conversely, if a group evaluates another grouplsawer as superior to its own, then that
group may face pressure to change its own behavior. In tlis, ¢he group’s behavior is termed
unstable and isdominatedby another group’s behavior. Formally, the conditions aeéngd

below.
Definition 1 A groupg’s behavior isstableif it is the case that
S(x9,2") > 0.

A set of behavior§x!, 2%} is stable if bothz! and z? are stable. IfS(x9,2") < 0, thenz? is

unstableand in particular, isdominatedoy z".

In words, the above conditions simply say that a group’s behnar?, is stable if the norm af? (or
the distance from? to the origin) is greater than or equal to the norm of the gytimal projection
of z" ontov?, for the other group. The stability condition given in Definition 1 can be redeéine

in several intuitive ways, as the following observationsdestrate.

Observation 1 A groupg’s behavior is stable iff it is the case that - 9 > v9 - 2".

Observation 1 says that Groyjs process of evaluating any group’s behavior is similay taking

a weighted average of the activities undertaken by the gitoigpevaluating, where the weights
are specified by’s value heuristia?.® Thus, at any given heuristi¢, g’s evaluation of itself is
proportional tov? - 29 and its evaluation of; is proportional ta? - z”. If ¢’s evaluation of its own

behaviorz? is less than its evaluation af', thenz? is unstable.

6] use the word “similar” because at any ra¥, g’s status evaluation is scaled Hy?||, a positive constant.
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For the same reason as Observation 1, the stability conditi@efinition 1 can be defined in

terms of the variances and covariances of the veetgras shown in the following observation.
Observation 2 Groupg’'s behavior is stable iff it is the case that

1
w?Var(v?) + ﬁ] > w"[Com(v?, v") + ﬁ]

The above observation follows because hatandv” have the same expected vaI%e,whereK
is the total number of activities possible. Thus, while itlisar that higher levels of capability?
will always weakly improve others’ perceptions of graggObservation 2 also implies that there is
some benefit accorded to groups that value a relatively srobdiction of activities. In particular,
if all groups share the same level of capability, then thbikta condition can be stated solely in
terms of the variances and covariances ofitheectors: A collection of behaviors is stable if and
only if Var(v?) > Cov(v?,v") for all groupsg, h.

The next observation shows that, for any collection of beraconsidered, there will always
exist a group whose behavior is stable. Later on, this witlde us to consider the behavior of
a unique unstable group: when there are two groups, only andace pressure to change its

behavior.
Observation 3 There exists a group: for whichx™ is stable.

Proof: Letm € arg;naXHth. Then forg # m, S(z™, 29) = ||2™|| — Z22||™]]. This is weakly
positive when||z™|| > ||z9]| cos 6, whered is the angle between™ andzf. The angle between
any two vectors in the positive orthant is betwéérand90°, and thus, the inequality holds, as
cos @ € [0,1]. It follows thatS(z™, z9) > 0 for g # m. O

12



Finally, before proceeding to the next section, it will befus to consider the properties of one
particular value heuristic that | will term the “plural poinThis heuristic is located at the centroid

of AK-1 the K — 1 simplex. Itisv® = ( . Observation 2 showed that if we care about

1 1 L)
T R
the value stability of an:?, then there is some value t6 having a high variance, or assigning an
unequal distribution of weights to the various behaviodga@y atv® variance is minimized, and

so any behavior characterized b§v® is particularly difficult to maintain as stable. The follovg

paragraphs formalize this and several other propertiefiodipointv®.

Observation 4 A group with value heuristie® evaluates all behavior as equivalent to the capa-

bility term characterizing that behavior.

Observation 4 says that any ranking of groups produced’iy neutral, in that it preserves the
ranking that would be achieved by simply ranking groups etiog to true capability. Such values
do not differentiate between different behaviors: in asisgsthe worth of any given behavior, all
possible dimensions of action are considered, and arech#ageable. This is because - 29 =
wI(v? - v9) = wI.

It is also important to note that any group with value heigist’ must be in a position of
relative strength: it must have (weakly) higher capabilitgn every other group. Such a group
will always evaluate itself as equal to any other group whita $ame capability level. At the same
time, any group with the same capability level as a grouptmtaty© will evaluate the group
located atv® as weakly inferior. However, while the group @t will be viewed as inferior by

every other group at the same capability level, it is alsouhigue location that maximizes the
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minimum evaluation that any other group could have of it.his sense, a group af’ will seem
less capable than it actually is to groups that are similealyable, but it will never appe#&oo

incapable.

3 Values as narratives

Throughout, | have assumed that a group member’s evaluatiothers occurs with respect to

his own value heuristic, and this evaluation can be positiegative or neutral. A person with

values that only assign positive weight to a single actiily example, will evaluate others only

with respect to that particular activity. Conversely, somewho assigns positive value to a wide
range of activities will evaluate others with respect todadlthese activities, and will be capable
of trading off the worth of one activity for another in his évation (captured most perfectly at

the plural value heuristic,;”). One of the motivating ideas of this project is the conaapf

a value heuristic as representing an internal narrativaalogue; by assigning value to one or
many activities, the person constructs a story that expldia relative worth of the different ways

that people choose to live their lives. Two ideas inform @msount: first, that values shape the
internal reasons, or narratives, that people construaterdo explain the world around them, and
second, that this construction renders a multidimensiwoald unidimensional. These ideas are
based on work by Jerome Bruner, who argues that people usginas in order to construct their

own sense of reality, and that these narratives are culfurahsmitted—for example, through
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institutions such as schools and through legal cddes.

Jerome Bruner’s hypothesis is that while humans have arndroagacity for narrative organi-
zation and discourse, our culture equips us with specifigrapdrtant tools for assigning meaning
to our experiences. He argues that what makes a cultural coityns “the existence of interpre-
tive procedures for adjudicating the different constradiseality that are inevitable in any diverse
society.® Taking the existence of conflict as a given in any human spdietse narratives serve a
peacekeeping role by providing an explanation for conflicbther words, a shared understanding
of thereasonfor conflict serves to mitigate the conflict itself. Therefpshared narratives neutral-
ize conflict, and a cultural breakdown, Bruner argues, careigdly be traced to a problem with
this narrative.

Such a problem may be due to a fundamental disagreementwhaticonstitutes an ordinary
life versus what constitutes the divergent, as with a caltxgvolution. It may be due to the “over-
specialization of narrative,” when stories become so iigichlly self-serving that individuals no
longer trust a culturally accepted interpretation of eseat might exist, Bruner argues, under a
totalitarian regime. Or it may be due to an “impoverishmemarrative resources,” in which a
troubled group has been so focused on survival that a “woestagio” story has come to domi-
nate daily life, and alternate interpretations of evengsrar longer possibl&] will return to these
examples later.

In modeling group values as a tool for evaluating the behafiothers, | am drawing from this

"Bruner, “The Narrative Construction of Reality,” @ritical Inquiry,1991, andActs of Meaning1996.
8Acts of Meaningp. 95.
%1bid, p. 97.
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approach by assuming that group members share an intemativethat provides an explanation

for the positive or negative evaluation of others, and th&t barrative yields a linear ordering

over individuals. A value narrative could be very simpleira&he person | am evaluating attends
church less regularly than me, attending church is all thattens, and therefore this person is
living a way of life that is less valuable than my own.” Or therrative could be more complex, as
in “the person | am evaluating attends church less regulady me, but he studies more than me;
| think that both church and studying are valuable, and so éeafuating him in a neutral light.”

If we buy the argument that societal conflict may be traced poadlem with narrative (for
example, disagreement between groups or disagreemengdreitizens and state) then under-
standing these narratives — what they imply about both iddals’ evaluations of others and how
individuals perceivéheyare evaluated by others, and how these narratives may cbaaggme —
is important. If groups fundamentally disagree about wibiehaviors are and are not valuable, itis
likely that those groups will evaluate each other in a negdight, and this may generate conflict.

The concept of value stability described in Section 2.2getin groups having a weakly nega-
tive evaluation of each other; if one group evaluates am@hédeading a more successful lifestyle
than its own, it faces pressure to change its own mixture wfiaes. There is nothing inherently
negative about a group believing that its own values are bEst problem arises when a group
can see no worth at all to another group’s way of life, or whemap knows that another group
views its own way of life as close to worthless. In this modwes$ twould occur, for example, if
' = (w',0) andz? = (0,w?). In these instances, there may emerge a failure of trustreith

between group and group or between citizens and the state.
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The value “narratives” of the different groups that comg@msnation affect the institutional le-
gitimacy of that nation in part because they affect trushstitutions. For example, a parent would
likely not want their child taught by a teacher whose way efning the world is dramatically dif-
ferent than their own, a teacher who perhaps views the maneaities and lifestyle as worthless.
An individual may not trust a legal system if the individgahterpretation of events always differs
from the culturally acceptable viewpoint. In the followisgction | consider how unstable values
may change. These results represent my first attempt to rhodehstitutional changes — changes

that might for example alter the distribution of capab#i#tiacross groups — affect value stability.

4 Value change

The stability condition outlined in Section 2.2 stated #habllection of behavioréz!, 22} is stable
if and only if it is the case that for all, h:

h

= 29]] > 0.

x9 .
x9 - 9

S(a?,2") = [la?]| - ||

If ||29)] < ||222229]| for h # g, thenz? is unstable and in particular, islominatedby #". Using

x99

this condition we can characterize not only those situationwhich a group faces pressure to
change its values, but also the particular activities agreill face pressure to change.
Rewriting the above stability condition explicitly in teswf capabilitiess and values we get

that stability requires fog, h:

K

S(at,a") = wi(Y (@) —wh Qo) (3 (e1))F 2 0. (1)

i=1 =1
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If S is negative then group faces pressure to alter its bundle of activities so as to ongits
evaluation of itself relative ta. If S is positive, then the stability condition is met, anthces no
pressure to change in response to its evaluation of ghoufor the remainder of the paper | will
considersS to be an explicit function ofv?, w", v9, andv”, as in Equation 1, because these are my
main variables of interest.

While the maxima ofS with respect tov? are corner solutions, they are easy to compute,
and provide insight into how value stability is affected by relative differences between group
capabilities. Lettings® c AX~! denote the standard basis #f, an examination of Equation 1

reveals that these maxima are:

arg max S = {v9 : vJ = 0if v # minv"}. 2
vIepBK

Clearly there are numerous stable collections of behavimsexample, any situation in which
groupg places all weight on a single activity{ = 1) and group: places all weight on a different
activity (vjh = 1 for j # i) will generate a collection of behaviors that is stable fbcapability
levelsw?, w" > 0. At the same time, as Observation 3 demonstrated, it is alweg case that at
most one group can face pressure to change its behaviorefoherit is useful to consider how
such a group will attempt to alter its behavior in order to ioye its status, holding the (stable)
behavior of the other group constant. Before proceedingdcengeneral results, the following
example illustrates a simple dynamic that is mirrored iresavof the propositions that follow.

Consider the situation depicted in Figure 2 in which Groupsd 2 are initially located at the

same point:! = 22 = (2,1), and thus, both groups have the same capability= w? = 1.
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Figure 2: Group 1 response to a negative capability shock
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Next, suppose that Group 1's capability decreases'te= % If Group 1's values were to remain
unchanged then Group 1 would be located at 2(2, ) = (1, 7). However, the set of behaviors
{z, 2%} is not stable; at point Group 1 receives a strictly negative status term. In facterwh
w' = 3 and2? = (£,1) the only values for which Group 1 experiences weakly posisitatus
relative to Group 2 are characterized by rays that lie in liaeled regions of the figure, or situations
in which eitherb, > .69 or b, < .225. The points labeled! in the figure correspond to a Group
1 status of zero, equal to Group 1’s status at its initial fiopax!. Thus the figure demonstrates
that a change in the relative capability levels of the twougmay at the very least lead a low
capability group to alter its bundle of activities as a stataproving measure. At the most, these

changes may cause the group to adopt behaviors at the pgrgdhts capability constraint (in this

case, at the edges of the line connectingndb,). Moreover, if we consider Group 1 and Group 2
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to have initially been theamegroup, then this figure shows that altering the relative baipaof
a segment of a group may cause the group to split, in terms gélties. In this regard, the model
could potentially be used to look at questions of endogegonusp formation.

An examination of Equation 2 leads directly to the followimgposition, which captures this
insight. Throughout, I will use the termto denote the ratio of group’s capability relative to

groupg’s capability. Thusy = g—;’ andw” = r - w9.

Proposition 1 As grouph’s capability increases relative to grougs, value stability will ulti-

mately require that? place all weight on a single activity.

Proof: Equation 2 shows thafs status is maximized at’* € arg rggxs = {v9 v =0if o} #
vIe

minv"}. Thus, holdingz" fixed, the maximum statug can attain isw?(1) — rw?(minv"). It

follows that forr = ﬁ the unique stable behavior vector fprs located atry = w9v9*. For

r > —— there is no stable?. (]

Proposition 1 shows that for a high enough difference in b#igas between groups the only
stable values are those in which a low capability group @adeweight on a single behavior,
and moreover, this behavior must be the actilefystvalued by the high capability group. At the
same time, this result says nothing about the initial l@catif the low capability group. It may be
reasonable to assume that group values change slowly, spasdiice small status improvements.

If this is the case, the direction of change will depend onitiiteal location of the low capability

group, which will be considered in the next section.
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4.1 Directional changes in values

The previous section showed that high capability diffeesnioetween groups may lead a low ca-
pability group to adopt more “extreme” behaviors, in thessenf placing all value on a single
activity. However, knowing that is maximized at a corner does not provide any information
about the likely direction of change for a low capability gpo it simply says that in the most
extreme setting of capability differentiation in which wealstability actually exists, then a low ca-
pability group must be adopting status-maximizing valuieshis section | argue that the dynamics
governing how group values change are fundamentally éiffiethan those governing how, say, in-
dividual behavior adapts to changes in environment. Gravpsot sentient beings, and likely do
not decide to suddenly adopt a radically different set ofmofrom those that they had heretofore
held. Values evolve over time, and in this section | considistiability of a group’s values as insti-
gating a process of small behavioral changes for that grbsimply argue that status-improving
changes are more likely than status-decreasing changes.

To begin, consider Figure 3 in which two groups have the saapalility, w! = w? = 1
and in which Group 2’s behavior is located at the paifit= (1,0). Group 1 could potentially
locate anywhere on its capability constraint, which is ihe konnecting1,0) and(0,1). The
dashed half circle represents the projectionobnto any value heuristic (ray) that Group 1 could
choose. Thus, when the intersection of Group 1's values hisdctrve lies to the right of 1's
capability constraint then Group 1 receives negative stathen it lies to the left of the constraint

then 1’s values are stable. The shaded region correspor@sotgp 1 values that are unstable.
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Figure 3: An example of status-minimizing behavior

b2

45°

\ Group 1's status minimized at

x1=(.73, .27)
O

x2=(1, 0)

b1

In this example, 1's status is minimized at the pdint, .27). Moving away from this point in
either direction is status-improving for Group 1. If Grougsinitially located at a point at which
v} € (.73,1), a small movement toward, 0) is status improving, and a small movement toward
the plural pointv® = (.5, .5) is status lowering. The opposite holds if Group 1 is initidticated
at a point at whichi{ € (.5,.73). Thus, even though Group 1's status is maximized'at (0, 1),
Group 1 may never face pressure to increase the weight gplac activityb,, because doing so
would result in a small decrease in status. In this examptaui faces pressure to engage in
behavior that is the reverse of what would lead to his stataghnizing point.

In this section | will assume that value instability resuitanovement toward locally, as op-
posed to globally, status-improving behaviors. In patécul am interested in calculatings

change in status ag moves along;’s capability constraint (a K-1 dimensional hyperplane) to
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Figure 4: Value changes along the capability frontier

b2

V9 b1

b3

ward some new € AKX~ This is pictured in Figure 4 for the 2-simplex. The rate chebe of
S throughv? in the direction of vector — v7 is equivalent to the projection of the gradient vector
of S with respect ta onto theK dimensional unit vector that is codirectional with— v?). The

gradient ofS with respect to the elements of is:

VS = {(wv] —w"op)|[v?] |7 + w"of (v - 0" [0,

and the rate of change 6fin the direction of vector € AX~1is C(v9,v) = VS - 2= or:

[lo—va]]?

wgv — wholt whv( j UJQU?))( v — U

1 + 3 1
o (2;(09)?)2 ;7)) 7 (v —vf)?)e

M:x

). 3)

We can now use this formula to characterize situations irclwhistability ofv9 might, for exam-

ple, leadg to engage in a mixture of activities more or less similar twsthengaged in by group
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In particular, a move toward is locally status improving for group wheneverC'(v?, v) > 0, or

(dividing out positive terms):

wgv —wvh+ ]]j

i=1 ' W

Mx

) (v; —vf) > 0. 4)

The first result | consider concerns the plural poitit, Observation 4 showed that only a high
capability group can be stably locatediv&t. However, the discussion in Section 3 implied that,
from the standpoint of reducing intergroup conflict and @asing intergroup trust, there may be
some benefit to groups having values nearbecause such groups are neutral in their evaluation
of others. This result then concerns whether it can ever Bsiple for a low capability group to
find it status-improving to move toward’ if a high capability group is located there. The result is

negative.

Proposition 2 Itis never strictly status improving farto move toward” whenv" = (

).

Sl

11
K'»K? 9

Proof: Lettingv; = v/ in Equation 4 and collecting terms, we can show that it is llgcatus

improving for g to move toward)" only when:

= g,,h 9\2 <EJJJ>
;Uivi ()2 —r(wh)? +r Zj(ng')z > 0.

If v = (%, &, ..., =), this reduces further to a condition that:

1 T T
- (/Ug)2———|—7>0
DDl e Sy
However, satisfaction of this condition would require thaf(vf)* < +, Which cannot occur as

vi e AK. O
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Proposition 2 showed that while behaviors represented@rethpassing through the centroid
possess several desirable qualities from the standpdiavotuch a group evaluates others relative
to itself, these behaviors may not be attractive to low caipalgroups. The next result concerns
a situation in which two groups initially have the same valu¢ = v". If w9 < w", thenv9 is
unstable. The following proposition characterizes thelkiof behaviorg will face pressure to

change in order to improve its status.

Proposition 3 Suppose? = v" andw? < w". Theng’s status is improving in the direction ofif

and only ifS°% v — (v1)? > 0.

7

Proof. Recall thatw” = r - w9, and letv? = v". A move towardv is status improving whenever
C(v9,v) > 0. Equation 3 implies that:
K h h\2
wIvl — rwdvl w3 (v7)?) v —
)= ( pvremmdl

Cv" v — + 3 I
OB CHDE ;) (v = v))?)e

which is positive when
> (v =) > 0.0
Proposition 3 shows that wher = v", ¢ will find it status improving to increase the weight
it places on those activities that are highly valued by bb#hhigh capability group;, and itself.
Thus, if we consider the case where a portion of a group sugdecomes relatively disadvan-
taged, the disadvantaged group members will find it localyus-improving to move in the di-
rection of placing all weight on the activity that the grounitially valued most highly (in other

words, they will find it status-improving to “beat their foemgroup members at their own game.”)
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This result speaks to questions of endogenous group fasmadind is invariant te, the size of
the capability shock experienced pyA corollary of this result is that the disadvantaged segmen
will not attempt to differentiate itself from its former grp members by moving in the direction

of placing all weight on the behavitgastvalued by those individuals:

Corollary 1 Whem? = v", a move towardy’s status-maximizing point is always weakly locally

status-decreasing.

Proof. Follows directly from Equation 2 and the logic aboVeé.

The final result assumes that # ", and in a sense shows that Proposition 3 is knife-edged.
In this case, when, the capability difference betweenandh, is sufficiently highg can always
improve its status by moving in the direction of placing adlight on the behavior that maximizes
the difference betweeg's perceptionof 4’s behavior andh’s actual behavior. This condition is

not particularly intuitive, and so Figure 5 is provided t@gde some insight into the dynamic.

Proposition 4 For high values of, whenv9 # v" it is always weakly locally status-improving for

groupg to move in the direction of placing all value on the activiat maximizes? vt b,

i p9.09 7

Proof. Equation 4 can be decomposed into two terms:

Each term is a convex combination of the same quantity, acdusev? is fixed, Equation 4

is weakly positive whenever; places all weight on the maximum of the quantity, which is the
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V] ZJ ngv

maximum of(v? — rol + Z T ) For sufficiently large-, this term is maximized by setting

. h
v; = 1 for somei € arg max vf 2% — ol O

Corollary 2 For sufficiently high values of, it is always weakly locally status-decreasing for
group g to move toward placing all value on the behavior dimensiamglwhich the difference
betweeny’s perception ofi’s behavior andh’s actual behavior is minimized.

Proof. Immediate from abové.]

Figure 5: Changes in relative capability

b2 b2
1 L
Group 1 status minimized at Group 1 status minimized at
v1=(.73,.27) v1=(.8,.2)
S=0
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\ S min
\ \ S min
e b1 o b1
x2=(1,0) 1/2 x2=(1,0)
b2 b2
Group 1 status minimized at Group 1 status minimized at
v1=(.84,.16) v1=(.86,.14)
S=0 5=0
\ Smin .
Smin
~ o b1 X o bl
/3 x2=(1,0) 1/4 x2=(1,0)

To see what these statements mean, consider Figure 5. figtims, the high capability group,
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Group 2, is located at? = (1,0). The four figures depict Group 1's optimal direction of chang
depending on the initial location af and the capability differential, wherew? = 1 andw? = %
Clockwise from the upper left, the images show- 1, 2,3 and4, with the capability constraint
of Group 1 pictured. The status-minimizing ray for Group pistured, as is the ray that grants
Group 1 a status of zero. Group 1’s perception of Group 2,@ptbjection of Group 2 onto every
possiblev!, is pictured by the dashed half circle. As in Figure 3, thedgldaregions represent the
rays along whicly receives negative status.

The dimension that maximizes Group 1's perception of Grogge&havior minus Group 2’s
actual behavior i8,: Group 2’s actual behavior dg is zero, while Group 1 evaluates him almost
everywhere as strictly positive. Similarly, minimizes this difference, as Group 2’s actual behav-
ior onb; is one, while Group 1 evaluates him almost everywhere aglgthess than one. For each
possible initial location of/!, the arrows show the locally optimal direction of changeGwoup
1. Thus, as increases Group 1 will benefit from moving in the directiorbpfor an increasingly

large set of initial values of!.

5 Concluding thoughts

This paper is concerned with two, difficult to attain, goafsaay heterogeneous nation. One
goal is to promote trust between groups that may have vefgrdift ways of viewing the world.
The other goal is to induce widespread trust in state irigiitg by citizens with different values.

With respect to this second goal, | consider a scenario irthvpolitical leaders may choose to
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embed values into a nation’s institutions — in a sense, tosha “national” value heuristic. If a
group’s trust in institutions are partly a function of hovetiroup is evaluated by those institutions,
then the model presented here suggests that there arencgréaiial and unique consequences of
institutionalized norms of value pluralism, by which | meastitutionalizing values that lie at
the centroidv® = (+,+, ..., +). Such values do not differentiate between different bedrayi
and from Bruner’s standpoint, yield the most “complex” adise: in assessing the worth of any
given behavior, all possible dimensions of action are aersid and are interchangeable. Such
values are uniquely neutral, in that they evaluate everyiddal's capability correctly. In practical
terms, institutionalizing these values could be accorhplisby, for example, prohibiting public
institutions from favoring one lifestyle over another.

At the same time, and with respect to the first goal mentiobede, plural values can be stable
only for a group that is in a position of relative strength.eTrhodel suggests that low capability
groups seeking to improve their self-evaluation may fredjyefind it desirable to adopt more
extreme values, in the sense of reducing the collection baters they place value on. Thus,
reducing the capability of a group that is a value outlief wibduce increased incentives for that
group to become more extreme, rather than more mainstreapdsttion 2). The results of this
paper suggest that the best way of promoting value pluralsihconsequently improving groups’
evaluations of each other, is by equalizing capabilitigsssEgroups. The only instances in which
it can be stable for all groups to adopt values close to theppwint is when all groups have close
to the same capabilities.

This model makes many strong assumptions, one of whichistgeup’s behavior is located
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on its value heuristic (i.e. the representative member afoamchooses a mixture of activities
equal to the relative weights he places on each activityjhAsame time, one could also consider
a value heuristic as distinct from a group’s behavior. Is ttase, a group member simply uses the
heuristic to evaluate both himself and others. For exanifilee representative member of a group
places equal weight on activitiés andb, it may not be natural to say that the member actually
engages in those behaviors in equal amounts. In future woldnl to consider a related model in

which groups may locate at points off of their own value h&tigi
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