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A value study was conducted using a modified form of Rokeach’s Value Schedule (D) on a 
research sample of 96 divided into four groups of 24, with an equal number of men and 
women. This sample included incarcerated men and women and non-incarcerated men 
and women. As this study was conducted in Hawaii, it was hypothesized that the now 
dominant, competitive corporate societal model would give rise to societal pressures 
which would force those holding the traditional Aloha or love-oriented model of societal 
values into a conflicting role in this current society. This hypothesis was borne out in these 
transgenerational observations which showed that when using a Varimax orthogonal 
rotation on eighteen values, both the incarcerated men and women had factors which  
showed retention of the traditional family-oriented system of values. The non-
incarcerated men had a very subordinate factor which included love-oriented values while 
the non-incarcerated women had no family-oriented value factor. This last group’s absence 
of Aloha was interpreted as showing a non-conflicting integration into the now dominant, 
materialistic corporate value structure of Hawaiian society.  

 

Keywords: Hawaii, incarcerated, non-incarcerated, Western values. 

The Hawaiian penal system is in a state of acute crisis. The rate of reconviction  

is very great both for men and for women. The judicial system has reached the  

point of being gravely overloaded, and there is an increasing number of cases  

which have not reached the judicial courts (Honolulu Advertiser, 1992).  

To understand this problem, we may examine the transition from the values of ancient 

Hawaii to the modern era. Certainly, we may enumerate the great number of crimes in 

modern society starting with “Watergate”, the sale of arms to enemies of the United 

States of America, cheating on academic examinations at prestigious military 

institutions and computer theft, as well as the nearly universal sale of illegal and 

extremely dangerous narcotics.  

The issue of ethical values is therefore a central one in our society at the close  

of the twentieth century. To move away from this time of crisis, it may be necessary 
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to examine our heritage of values and to discover those differences in value  

structures for members of modern society, among both the incarcerated and the  

non-incarcerated. We may recall that Henry David Thoreau (1849) pointed out in  

his essay on “Civil Disobedience”: where, “Under a government which impris- 

ons any unjustly, the true place for a just man is in prison.” It is only through this  

kind of self-examination that we may provide an antidote for these modern di- 

lemmas of ethics and morality.  

In our Hawaiian culture Aloha means love, affection, kindness, or a friendly 

greeting. Aloha is also associated with all the values which result from love. It is, thus, 

the essential foundation upon which have rested all of the Hawaiian ethics, and from 

which all else has been promulgated.  

In the 18th century a shift in this primary value system began, owing to the  

influx of Western values and the Christian religion. Thus began the overthrow of  

the cultural centrality of Aloha. There was, therefore, a tsunami of Western cul- 

tural values which stressed individual initiative, materialism and private enter- 

prise, in a sense swamping the affiliative Hawaiian values of ’Ohana, which  

means family solidarity and economic endeavor as well as Aloha ’Aina, which  

embodies a deep respect and spiritual connection with the ecological stability of  

the environment. It is readily apparent that the Hawaiian and Western values are  

in marked contrast to one another.  

In the non-incarcerated we should, therefore, find those values which promote  

survival in an ego-centered, materialistic culture now dominant in Hawaii. On  

the other hand, among the incarcerated we may find evidence for the traditional  

cultural values of Aloha which are no longer central to the cultural values of the  

Hawaiian archipelago.  

Values are seen to have behavior components, something akin to the concept  

of intervening variables that lead to action as reported by Rokeach (1973). Ac- 

cepting the external values or ideas as our own to the point of not being aware of  

their origin has been defined as internalization by Statt (1981). Our parents and  

caretakers, as the agents of socio-cultural matrix, provide internalization by link- 

ing anxiety to incorrect behaviors and by providing positive reinforcement, ac- 

cording to Feldman (1977). In a sense, this process provides for the ego-ideal or  

superego of Freud (1966), which guides the ego with an intrinsic sense of right  

and wrong.  

In accordance with this formulation, we may hypothesize that the members of  

the incarcerated population have internalized central components of the original  

Hawaiian system of values and therefore are not in harmony with the materialis- 

tic weltanschauung of modern Hawaii. Developing a foundation for moral behavior  

also means being able to conceptualize values and their level of relevance to  

social systems and also being able to implement these values into social proc- 

esses, according to Parsons (1968). Should the values possessed by the individual  
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be at variance with cultural norms, it would follow from this postulation that  

integration into society should prove difficult in a behavioral sense.  

 To investigate this very salient problem, a measuring instrument was devised to 

assess the instrumental values of both incarcerated and non-incarcerated groups. We may 

examine for example, the value of honesty which entails how choices are made regarding 

truthfulness, trustworthiness and sincerity (Rokeach 1973). As seen with this theory, 

humanity has many needs that serve as the sources of val- 

ues. Thus, we need to be loved, respected, accepted and to have a physical, spir- 

itual, emotional and society sense of well-being. When a value is attached to  

these needs, a criterion or standard is established for the way a person will inter- 

act with others and how he will judge his own behavior and that of others as well.  

These values become a way to achieve a meaningful end by becoming a prefer- 

ence for one mode of behavior over another (Rokeach 1973). These values are  

also seen as determining our attitudes as well as our behaviors (Rokeach 1971).  

 The major concern of this study was to form a comparison between the instru- 

mental values of the incarcerated in contrast to those of the non-incarcerated,  

thus determining which of these values, in either their presence or absence, may  

be predictive of deviant behavior, Rokeach (1971) was able to demonstrate sig- 

nificant chances in values and attitudes once an inconsistency was pointed out.  

Similarly, if a person perceives himself as having a set of values, he will be able  

to see the causational relationship between his values and his behavior.  

 This study was conducted to compare the factor patterns of values for incarcer- 

ated versus non-incarcerated groups in Hawaii. It was hypothesized that the in- 

carcerated groups would show greater retention of the Aloha, that is traditional  

values of the Hawaiian milieu, which according to this postulation, may account  

for their incarcerated status.  

 

METHOD  
 

SUBJECTS  

Ninety-six residents of Hawaii of mixed ethnicity, divided into four equal gen- 

der groups of incarcerated males and females and non-incarcerated males and  

females participated in the study. There were 24 members for each group. The  

ages of the members of these groups ranged from 19 to 55 years of age.  

The members of the non-incarcerated groups were university students who were 

tested in their classrooms. The incarcerated groups were volunteers from community 

correctional centers on the Island of Hawaii, and seventeen women were volunteers 

from the center of Oahu. The person administering the value schedule, the senior 

author of this study, is a part-Hawaiian female, 50 years of age at the time of these 

observations.  
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MEASURING DEVICE  

The value survey, a modified version of Form D of the 1967 Value Schedule by  

Rokeach (1973), lists 18 instrumental values in alphabetical order followed by a  

brief definition in parentheses. Modification of this schedule was made to change  

the method of assessment by drawing a vertical line across a measuring line scale  

instead of rank ordering the instrumental values. The measurement of the place- 

ment of a mark on the scale determined the relative importance of each value and  

whether or not the value was present or absent within the person’s value orienta- 

tion. The simplicity of this method of testing may be found to be advantageous  

for those whose educational or language skills are limited in some way.  

Each line was scored by measuring the point of intersection drawn by the  

participant in the study in centimeters to one place accuracy. The 96 surveys had  

18 scales with 1 to 7 inscribed across the scale and with the anchor points at 1 given 

as important and 7 given as not important.  

The scales were in order:  

1.  Ambitious (hard-working, aspiring)  

2.  Broadminded (open-minded)  

3.  Capable (competent, effective)  

4.  Cheerful (good humor, happy)  

5.  Clean (neat, tidy)  

6.  Courageous (brave, heroic)  

7.  Forgiving (willing to pardon others)  

8.  Helpful (working for the welfare of others)  

9.  Honest (sincere, truthful, trustworthy)  

10. Imaginative (creative, taking risks)  

11. Independent (self-reliant, self-sufficient)  

12. Intellectual (intelligent, brainy)  

13. Logical (rational, reasonable)  

14. Loving (affectionate, devoted, fond of)  

15. Obedient (respectful, submissive, dutiful)  

16. Polite (courteous, well-mannered)  

17. Responsible (dependable, reliable)  

18. Self-controlled (restrained, self-disciplined)  

 

As a result of any orthogonal factor analysis each group demonstrated various  

factors which revealed the simple structure for these value schedule results. Vari- 

ous names derived from the culture of Hawaii were used in description of the  

factors. These designations refer to the factors and not to any individual.  
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The data were analyzed for factor loadings, communalities and eigen values by 

means of a Varimax rotation. According to Rummel (1970), “Varimax is now 

generally accepted as the best orthogonal rotation technique...” All of the factors are 

completely independent of each other when the simple structure is described by 

Varimax. All factors have zero intercorrelations with all other factors. The criterion 

of or > = +/- .30 was used for factor loading interpretability and the factor was 

retained if the eigen value was > 1.0.  
 

TABLE 1  
VARIMAX ROTATION FOR NON-INCARCERATED MALES  

Label F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 COMM 

1. Ambitious 0.32* 0.03 -0.67 0.06 0.16 0.59 
2. Broadminded -0.10 -0.02 -0.81* 0.12 0.00 0.69 
3. Capable 0.51* 0.38* -0.05 0.31k 0.61* 0.87 
4. Cheerful -0.22 0.73* -0.06 -0.16 -0.01 0.61 
5. Clean 0.54* 0.56* 0.18 -0.06 0.36* 0.76 
6. Courageous 0.53* 0.65* 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.72 
7. Forgiving 0.20 0.83* -0.22 -0.01 0.06 0.78 
8. Helpful -0.29 0.54* -0.57* -0.33* -0.22 0.86 
9. Honest 0.01 0.06 -0.87* -0.12 0.09 0.78 
10.  Imaginative 0.29 0.28 -0.04 0.50* -0.54* 0.71 
11.  Independent 0.76* 0.01 -0.38* 0.17 -0.08 0.75 
12.  Intelligent 0.83* 0.31* 0.17 0.07 -0.04 0.83 
13.  Logical 0.78* -0.07 0.01 0.04 0.43* 0.80 
14.  Loving 0.42* 0.68* 0.27 -0.35* -0.13 0.85 
15.  Obedient 0.06 0.22 0.16 -0.77* 0.34* 0.78 
16.  Polite -0.13 0.15 -0.11 -0.88* -0.14 0.84 
17.  Responsible 0.61* -0.13 -0.36* 0.38* 0.40* 0.82 
18.  Self-Control 0.16 0.03 -0.19 0.11 0.90* 0.88 

EIGEN 3.67 3.12 2.73 2.20 2.18 13.91 

k is equal to or greater than + or - 30 

 

TABLE 1a 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR NON-INCARCERATED MALES FOR VALUE SCHEDULE 

Label Mean Std. Dev. 

1. Ambitious 2.73 1.86 
2. Broadminded 3.35 2.01 
3. Capable 2.58 1.80 
4. Cheerful 3.68 1.89 
5. Clean 3.68 2.07 
6. Courageous 4.72 2.63 
7. Forgiving 4.06 2.47 
8. Helpful 3.01 1.86 
9. Honest 2.76 2.27 
10.  Imaginative 2.68 1.63 
11.  Independent 3.58 2.49 
12.  Intelligent 4.25 2.46 
13.  Logical 3.32 2.43 
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14. Loving 3.17 2.29 
15. Obedient 5.70 3.51 
16. Polite 3.93 1.24 
17. Responsible 2.80 1.66 
18. Self-Control 3.09 2.03 

Number of Cases: 24 

 

TABLE lB 
INTER-CORRELATION FOR NON-INCARCERATED MALES FOR VALUE SCHEDULE 

Label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Ambitious 1.00 0.46 0.37 -0.10 0.07 0.23 0.16 0.29 
2. Broadminded 1.00 0.02 0.00 -0.14 0.14 0.07 0.43 
3. Capable 1.00 0.07 0.64 0.64 0.45 -0.19 
4. Cheerful 1.00 0.24 0.23 0.49 0.43 
5. Clean 1.00 0.57 0.46 0.04 
6. Courageous 1.00 0.58 0.14 
7. Forgiving 1.00 0.47 
8. Helpful 1.00 

Label 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1. Ambitious 0.44 0.07 0.41 0.14 0.28 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.35 0.30 
2. Broadminded 0.56 0.04 0.23 -0.19 -0.10 -0.23 -0.15 -0.06 0.18 0.09 
3. Capable 0.05 0.15 0.41 0.46 0.59 0.24 0.14 -0.29 0.42 0.55 
4. Cheerful 0.08 0.05 0.08 -0.05 -0.18 0.45 0.14 0.32 -0.11 0.06 
5. Clean -0.07 0.04 0.33 0.67 0.48 0.68 0.29 -0.04 0.34 0.40 
6. Courageous -0.01 0.33 0.29 0.67 0.38 0.56 0.19 -0.06 0.19 0.06 
7. Forgiving 0.31 0.31 0.17 0.38 0.15 0.54 0.17 0.14 0.20 0.15 
8. Helpful 0.54 0.05 -0.13 -0.11 -0.37 0.21 0.23 0.43 -0.03 -0.08 
9. Honest 1.00 -0.12 0.32 -0.12 0.06 -0.18 -0.09 0.19 0.39 0.26 
10. Imaginative 1.00 0.32 0.30 0.04 0.08 -0.37 -0.27 -0.20 -0.41 
11. Independent 1.00 0.52 0.55 0.23 -0.23 -0.17 0.48 0.14 
12. Intelligent 1.00 0.55 0.59 0.05 -0.20 0.36 0.11 
13. Logical 1.00 0.22 0.15 -0.21 0.60 0.51 
14. Loving 1.00 0.41 0.30 0.06 -0.04 
l5. Obedient 1.00 0.58 0.36 0.34 
16. Polite 1.00 0.21 0.01 
17. Responsible 1.00 1.53 
18. Self-Control 1.00 

 

TABLE 2 
VARIMAX ROTATION - NON-INCARCERATED FEMALES 

Label F1 F2 F3 F4 COMM. 

1. Ambitious 0.26 0.08 0.12 0.83* 0.77 
2. Broadminded 0.66* 0.01 -0.06 0.55* 0.74 
3. Capable 0.14 0.58* -0.17 0.68* 0.85 
4. Cheerful 0.47* 0.03 0.22 0.63* 0.67 
5. Clean 0.06 0.46* 0.24 0.59* 0.63 
6. Courageous 0.82* -0.07 0.31 0.27 0.84 
7. Forgiving 0.87* 0.11 0.17 0.09 0.81 
8. Helpful 0.72* 0.23 0.32* 0.38* 0.81 
9. Honest 0.27 -0.05 0.32* 0.87 0.93 
10 Imaginative 0.75* 0.44* -0.05 0.28 0.84 
11. Independent 0.59k 0.39* 0.02 0.58* 0.83 
12. Intellectual 0.17 0.93* -0.04 -0.16 0.92 
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13.  Logical 0.07 0.77* 0.25 0.39* 0.81 
14.  Loving 0.44* 0.27 0.16 0.58* 0.57 
15.  Obedient -0.02 -0.01 0.09* 0.08 0.82 
16.  Polite 0.41* -0.08 0.61* 0.51* 0.81 
17.  Responsible 0.42* 0.12 0.51* 0.61* 0.83 
18.  Self Control 0.44* 0.26 0.77* 0.14 0.88 

EIGEN 4.44 2.60 2.63 4.72 14.38 

 

k is equal to or greater than + or - .30 

TABLE 2a 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONSFOR NON-INCARCERATED FEMALES FOR VALUE SCHEDULE 
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Label Mean Std. Dev. 

1. Ambitious 3.54 2.17 
2. Broadminded 2.78 2.24 
3. Capable 3.14 1.94 
4. Cheerful 3.38 2.42 
5. Clean 3.65 2.74 
6. Courageous 5.06 2.18 
7. Forgiving 3.45 2.26 
8. Helpful 3.58 2.29 
9. Honest 2.63 2.55 
10. Imaginative 4.34 2.99 
11. Independent 3.45 2.42 
12. Intelligent 4.63 2.39 
13. Logical 3.67 2.63 
14. Loving 3.20 2.52 
15. Obedient 6.14 4.00 
16. Polite 3.86 2.82 
17. Responsible 2.54 2.18 
18. Self-Control 4.01 2.68 

Number of Cases: 24 

 

TABLE 2B 
INTER-CORRELATION FOR NON-INCARCERATED FEMALES FOR VALUE SCHEDULE 

Label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Ambitious 1.00 0.59 0.63 0.51 0.50 0.46 0.39 0.59 
2. Broadminded 1.00 0.53 0.56 0.23 0.60 0.62 0.60 
3. Capable 1.00 0.43 0.62 0.17 0.28 0.44 
4. Cheerful 1.00 0.58 0.68 0.43 0.64 
5. Clean 1.00 0.32 0.20 0.60 
6. Courageous 1.00 0.67 0.78 
7. Forgiving 1.00 0.73 
8. Helpful 1.00 

Label 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 
1. Ambitious 0.86 0.46 0.62 0.02 0.39 0.64 0.22 0.52 0.68 0.36 
2. Broadminded 0.64 0.57 0.72 0.06 0.28 0.56 0.03 0.46 0.69 0.39 
3. Capable 0.50 0.49 0.65 0.45 0.62 0.59 -0.08 0.27 0.45 0.22 
4. Cheerful 0.72 0.59 0.68 0.02 0.33 0.56 0.27 0.67 0.66 0.36 
5. Clean 0.53 0.41 0.60 0.32 0.50 0.34 0.24 0.46 0.50 0.34 
6. Courageous 0.52 0.66 0.61 0.03 0.17 0.55 0.29 0.69 0.61 0.56 
7. Forgiving 0.38 0.66 0.59 0.20 0.20 0.45 0.15 0.47 0.54 0.59 
8. Helpful 0.60 0.68 0.77 0.27 0.36 0.48 0.27 0.66 0.71 0.66 
9. Honest 1.00 0.42 0.68 -0.16 0.42 0.62 0.36 0.70 0.80 0.51 
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10.  Imaginative 1.00 0.77 0.48 0.49 0.66 0.00 0.39 0.50 0.38 
11.  Independent 1.00 0.32 0.61 0.52 0.06 0.45 0.66 0.48 
12.  Intelligent 1.00 0.60 0.26 -0.02 -0.15 0.07 0.23 
13.  Logical 1.00 0.47 0.16 0.37 0.56 0.50 
14.  Loving 1.00 0.21 0.58 0.51 0.50 
15.  Obedient 1.00 0.45 0.49 0.65 
16.  Polite 1.00 0.77 0.71 
17.  Responsible 1.00 0.68 
18.  Self-Control 1.00 

Using this criterion, the incarcerated females showed the greatest complexity  

of value structure with 6 factors revealed by Varimax as shown in Table 4. The  

non-incarcerated males showed the next greatest complexity of factor-analytic  

results with 5 factors described in Table 1. Having one less factor meeting crite- 

rion were the non-incarcerated females with 4 factors as shown in Table 2.  

Those having the fewest number of factors were the incarcerated males with 3 

shown in Table 3. Tables 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b and 4a and 4b present the means, 

standard deviations as well as the intercorrelations between scores computed 

independently for each group.  
 

TABLE 3  
VARIMAX ROTATION - INCARCERATED MALES  

Label F1 F2 F3 COMM. 

1. Ambitious 0.73* -0.48 -0.22 0.82 
2. Broademinded 0.86* -0.11 -0.20 0.79 
3. Capable 0.69* -0.29 -0.18 0.60 
4. Cheerful 0.32 -0.20 0.77* 0.74 
5. Clean 0.18 -0.73* -0.16 0.60 
6. Courageous 0.02 -0.86* -0.10 0.75 
7. Forgiving 0.18 -0.22 -0.79* 0.70 
8. Helpful 0.39* -0.69* -0.25 0.69 
9. Honest 0.80* -0.32* -0.21 0.78 
10.  Imaginative 0.55* -0.54* 0.44* 0.79 
11.  Independent 0.57* -0.57 -0.26 0.72 
12.  Intellectual 0.77* -0.13 -0.19 0.64 
13.  Logical 0.89* -0.02 -0.14 0.81 
14.  Loving 0.24 -0.77* -0.30 0.74 
15.  Obedient 0.42* -0.37* -0.65 0.73 
16.  Polite 0.32* -0.64* -0.54* 0.80 
17.  Responsible 0.77* -0.44* -0.21 0.83 
18.  Self-Control 0.81* -0.23 -0.36* 0.83 

EIGEN 6.30 4.29 2.77 13.36 

k is equal to or greater than + or .30  
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TABLE 3A 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR INCARCERATED MALES FOR VALUE SCHEDULE 
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Label Mean Std. Dev. 

1. Ambitious 2.89 2.48 
2. Broadminded 3.58 2.83 
3. Capable 3.17 2.37 
4. Cheerful 3.79 2.86 
5. Clean 3.08 2.90 
6. Courageous 3.06 2.61 
7. Forgiving 4.38 3.57 
8. Helpful 3.07 2.47 
9. Honest 3.60 3.16 
10. Imaginative 3.55 2.77 
11. Independent 2.58 2.51 
12. Intelligent 4.77 3.35 
13. Logical 3.72 2.88 
14. Loving 2.67 3.06 
15. Obedient 3.84 3.31 
16. Polite 3.43 3.05 
17. Responsible 2.94 2.92 
18. Self-Control 3.58 3.06 

Number of cases:  24 

TABLE 3B 
INTER-CORRELATIONS FOR INCARCERATED MALES FOR VALUE SCHEDULE 

Label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Ambitious 1.00 0.69 0.66 0.55 0.52 0.46 0.29 0.72 
2. Broadminded 1.00 0.83 0.56 0.31 0.19 0.29 0.44 
3. Capable 1.00 0.55 0.33 0.32 0.27 0.49 
4. Cheerful 1.00 0.35 0.32 0.63 0.44 
5. Clean 1.00 0.53 0.29 0.48 
6. Courageous 1.00 0.24 0.57 
7. Forgiving 1.00 0.43 
8. Helpful 1.00 

Label 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1. Ambitious 0.87 0.49 0.76 0.62 0.59 0.51 0.66 0.65 0.85 0.78 
2. Broadminded 0.69 0.42 0.67 0.64 0.77 0.36 0.51 0.38 0.71 0.68 
3. Capable 0.52 0.43 0.76 0.53 0.60 0.47 0.47 0.43 0.61 0.51 
4. Cheerful 0.48 0.00 0.45 0.35 0.32 0.41 0.70 0.56 0.47 0.47 
5. Clean 0.42 0.36 0.57 0.29 0.18 0.64 0.43 0.53 0.53 0.41 
6. Courageous 0.30 0.46 0.54 0.14 0.10 0.59 0.53 0.52 0.34 0.20 
7. Forgiving 0.38 0.04 0.34 0.37 0.34 0.55 0.54 0.62 0.43 0.53 
8. Helpful 0.52 0.49 0.60 0.57 0.40 0.67 0.55 0.78 0.58 0.50 
9. Honest 1.00 0.52 0.61 0.61 0.67 0.49 0.59 0.57 0.91 0.86 
10. Imaginative 1.00 0.40 0.45 0.49 0.40 0.13 0.27 0.55 0.39 
11. Independent 1.00 0.41 0.54 0.60 0.71 0.66 0.75 0.66 
12. Intelligent 1.00 0.74 0.36 0.49 0.50 0.57 0.71 
13. Logical 1.00 0.31 0.52 0.41 0.65 0.78 
14. Loving 1.00 0.39 0.77 0.63 0.51 
15. Obedient 1.00 0.69 0.58 0.62 
16. Polite 1.00 0.66 0.62 
17. Responsible 1.00 0.89 
18. Self-Control 1.00 
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TABLE 4 
VARIMAX ROTATION - INCARCERATED FEMALES 

Label F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 F6 COMM 

1. Ambitious 0.83* 0.07 0.41* 4.14 -0.01 -0.08 0.88 
2. Broadminded 0.16 0.40* -0.07 -0.32* 0.73* 0.08 0.83 
3. Capable 0.47* 0.22 -0.11 -0.69* 0.04 0.23 0.81 
4. Cheerful 0.06 0.19 0.19 -0.84* 0.33* -0.04 0.89 
5. Clean 0.15 -0.03 0.83* -0.11 -0.07 0.21 0.76 
6. Courageous 0.11 0.31* -0.16 0.49* 0.13 -0.48 0.63 
7. Forgiving -0.16 0.06 0.51* 0.08 0.52* -0.37* 0.69 
8. Helpful 0.42* 0.10 0.43* 0.16 0.59* 0.30* 0.83 
9. Honest 0.73* 0.26 0.03 -0.16 0.52* -0.05 0.89 
10.  Imaginative 0.00 0.86* 0.00 -0.02 -0.01 0.09 0.75 
11.  Independent -0.12 0.16 0.01 -0.04 -0.12 0.89* 0.84 
12.  Intellectual 0.11 0.86* 0.13 -0.17 0.08 -0.01 0.80 
13.  Logical 0.13 -0.02 0.01 -0.09 0.80* -0.18 0.70 
14.  Loving 0.22 0.20 0.50* 0.24 0.56* -0.10 0.73 
15.  Obedient 0.75* -0.16 0.16 -0.02 0.48* -0.19 0.88 
16.  Polite 0.22 0.13 0.71* -0.49 0.21 -0.24 0.91 
17.  Responsible 0.54* 0.10 -0.29 -0.16 0.59* -0.05 0.76 
18.  Self-Control 0.21 -0.30* 0.21 -0.27 0.68* -0.13 0.74 

EIGEN 2.74 2.13 2.29 2.04 3.62 1.52 14.33 

* is equal to or greater than + or - .30 

TABLE 4A 
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR INCARCERATED FEMALES FOR VALUE SCHEDULE 

Label Mean Std. Dev. 

1. Ambitious 2.78 1.90 
2. Broadminded 2.75 1.52 
3. Capable 2.73 1.41 
4. Cheerful 2.77 1.80 
5. Clean 2.16 1.43 
6. Courageous 3.43 1.94 
7. Forgiving 2.82 1.79 
8. Helpful 2.23 1.23 
9. Honest 2.33 1.17 
10.  Imaginative 2.70 1.54 
11.  Independent 2.54 1.79 
12.  Intelligent 3.10 1.80 
13.  Logical 2.65 1.76 
14.  Loving 1.81 0.94 
15.  Obedient 3.43 2.24 
16.  Polite 2.80 2.10 
17.  Responsible 2.35 1.37 
18.  Self-Control 3.21 2.17 
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Label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1. Ambitious 1.00 0.18 0.40 0.32 0.39 0.01 0.17 0.46 
2. Broadminded 1.00 0.44 0.58 -0.10 0.02 0.28 0.51 
3. Capable 1.00 0.64 0.14 -0.13 -0.19 0.19 
4. Cheerful 1.00 0.15 -0.23 0.32 0.24 
5. Capable 1.00 -0.21 0.19 0.34 
6. Courageous 1.00 0.27 0.02 
7. Forgiving 1.00 0.51 
8. Helpful 1.00 

Label 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1. Ambitious 0.64 0.00 -0.09 0.24 0.11 0.38 0.64 0.54 0.39 0.24 
2. Broadminded 0.67 0.28 -0.02 0.43 0.49 0.48 0.36 0.33 0.57 0.38 
3. Capable 0.49 0.25 0.23 0.25 0.16 -0.11 0.33 0.31 0.30 0.19 
4. Cheerful 0.39 0.11 0.05 0.31 0.28 0.11 0.21 0.66 0.34 0.36 
5. Clean 0.02 0.07 0.17 0.14 0.08 0.28 0.18 0.55 -0.11 0.26 
6. Courageous 0.09 0.15 -0.25 0.09 0.20 0.16 0.14 -0.14 0.12 -0.07 
7. Forgiving 0.17 -0.09 -0.29 0.13 0.36 0.37 0.29 -0.39 -0.09 0.31 
8. Helpful 0.65 0.06 0.12 0.18 0.33 0.57 0.61 0.36 0.37 0.38 
9. Honest 1.00 0.17 -0.19 0.40 0.51 0.51 0.72 0.43 0.68 0.45 
10. Imaginative 1.00 0.16 0.67 0.06 0.16 -0.09 0.10 0.08 -0.16 
11. Independent 1.00 0.10 -0.22 -0.19 -0.34 -0.19 -0.15 -0.26 
12. Intelligent 1.00 0.09 0.21 -0.01 0.31 0.27 -0.05 
13. Logical 1.00 0.46 0.55 0.29 0.54 0.67 
14. Loving 1.00 0.44 0.54 0.24 0.43 
15. Obedient 1.00 0.40 0.60 0.59 
16. Polite 1.00 0.13 0.46 
17. Responsible 1.00 0.52 
18. Self-Control 1.00 

 

 

DISCUSSION  

 

Rokeach (1973) has indicated that if we look at an individual’s character as a  

cluster of fixed traits, we can identify who this individual is and reformulate,  

from an internal phenomenological standpoint, their system of values. The logi- 

cal inversion of this operation should allow us to deduce characterological traits  

from an underlying structure of values. Rokeach and Cochrane (1972) in their  

study, suggest that subjects reorganize their values, attitudes and behavior so that  

they will be compatible and not in conflict with one another. In the sense of this  

analysis, therefore, the understanding of his or her values and their coordinate  

and inherent structure of organization gives us the possibility of achieving an  

insight into their fundamental traits of character.  

In examining the communalities for non-incarcerated and incarcerated males,  

we may note that for both groups self-control has the greatest value and for the  

incarcerated male responsibility was given an equal value to self-control. The  

social value of the traditional Hawaiian culture is thus salient in the incarcerated  

male group.  
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A similar comparison for the non-incarcerated and incarcerated female shows  

that the non-incarcerated female values honesty and intelligence while the incar- 

cerated female values the more social and family-oriented values of politeness  

and cheerfulness.  

We may examine the factor loadings for the non-incarcerated male. (It may be noted 

that the larger the positive loading according to scalar scoring method, the less regard 

for the value and vice versa for a negative loading.)  

Factor 1; is examined first for this group since it has the greatest eigen value.  

This factor was labelled, Po’o O Paka Lolo, (head of marijuana smoke). This  

reveals a lack of positive valuation for responsibility, ambition, capability, clean- 

liness, courage, independence, logic and love. These responses; would appeal to  

reflect drug-oriented evaluations. This dominant pattern of evaluations would ap- 

pear to indicate a lack of integration into the traditional Hawaiian society.  

Factor 2 The second factory was specified as Ka Puhi, (an Eel) He puhi kai’a  

ona ka lani, (the Eel is a fish that moves skyward) The Ka Puhi does not value  

capability, cleanliness, cheerfulness, courage, forgiveness, helpfulness, intelli- 

gence and love. With the loss of the quality of love, in other words Aloha, there is  

a loss of the foundation of all the Hawaiian values. Such a characterological  

structure would make love and social interactions difficult, thus producing feel- 

ings of loneliness and alienation.  

Factor 3, termed Ka pohaku Hekau, (the stone anchor) values ambition, 

broadmindedness, helpfulness, honesty and responsibility. Thus, Ka Pohaku Hekau, 

is well socialized, yet lacks, - in conjunction with the two preceding factors, - the 

quality of Aloha. He is thus, He pohaku hekau wa’a, the stone anchor of a canoe. This 

factor most closely approximates the superego of Freud and is third in importance in 

regards to its eigen value.  

Factor 4 carried as its emblem, Palapala a person who does nothing and prof- 

its from the efforts of others. Palapala was a lazy fellow who did no fishing  

himself but knew the ancient rule about fish caught in a net: when a net full of  

fish was drawn ashore, no one was rebuked if he picked out a fish for himself.  

Palapala not only took fish but boasted, ‘ohi wale ka i’a a Palapala, and by  

boasting annoyed the other fishermen. Palapala values capability and imagina- 

tion yet values not helpfulness, lovingness, obedience, politeness and responsi- 

bility.  

Factor 5 was identified as the Ali’i nui or Hawaiian chief characterized by 

nobility of character and dedicaton to wise, firm and judicious values (Jensen 1975 

p. 23). This factor shows a positive valuation of capability, cleanliness, logicality, 

obedience, responsibility and self-control yet does not demonstrate positive 

valuation of imaginativeness. This factor corresponds to a somewhat weaker or 

subordinate superego function within the context of a general personality structure or 

character in comparison to Factor 3.  
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The communalities indicate the least valuation for ambition and cheerfulness  

overall among all of these values. Thus the major thrust of socialization is to- 

wards a non-interactive and non-social mode of character and action. Yet there  

are elements of strength and nobility which redeem the general picture of the  

non-incarcerated male.  

The Varimax rotation for the non-incarcerated female showed the greatest  

eigen value for Factor 4. This was dubbed Ka Ho’opono ole, the dishonest one.  

This shows a negative valuation for ambition, broadmindedness, capability, cheer- 

fulness, cleanliness, helpfulness, honesty, logic, love, politeness and responsibil- 

ity.  

The next highest eigen value was shown for Factor 1. This was identified as  

Ke Keanu, the cold and unloving one. This factor shows a lack of positive valua- 

tion for broadmindedness cheerfulness, courage, forgiveness, helpfulness, imagi- 

nation, independence, love, politeness, responsibility and self-control. Without  

Aloha and lacking helpfulness and desire for independence, an individual may  

show a possible character fault producing isolation; this may also reveal a lack of  

self-esteem.  

Factor 3 was termed Pepeiao Kuli, (deaf ear). Here, there was a coordinate lack 

of positive valuation for courage, helpfulness, honesty, obedience, politeness, 

responsibility, and self-control. In terms of the Hawaiian qualities of socialization 

and Aloha, this is the negation of the value structure and may serve only survival needs 

in a value-free society.  

In Factor 2, with the smallest eigen value in this rotation, may be seen an echo of 

Factor 3 and may therefore receive the same general label. Again, a coordinate lack of 

positive valuation for capability, cleanliness, imaginativeness, independence, 

intelligence and logic may be noted.  

As can be seen from this enumeration of factor loadings and labels, there is no 

redeeming positive valuation to warrant the use of the term Aloha or love. Thus, there 

is a general lack of socialization into the traditional Hawaiian cultural milieu in the non-

incarcerated female. Those individuals may be described as those who have developed 

the requisite personality adaptations for life in this materialistic and perhaps also 

mechanistic civilization.  

The incarcerated Varimax factor rotations are seen in the following discus- 

sion. The results found in Table 3 are those for the incarcerated men. The first  

and by far the strongest factor is Factor 1. This was labelled the Ka Huas Ole  

Kao, (the uncultured goat). For the first factor there is lack of positive valuation  

for ambition, broadmindedness, capability, cheerfulness, helpfulness, honesty,  

imagination, independence, intelligence, logic, obedience, politeness, responsi- 

bility and self-control. Since this shows the greatest eigen value and since this is  

a larger value than those seen in all the other Varimax rotations, it is here we may  

see a kind of reaction or rebellion against society. Yet a similar coordinate lack of  
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positive evaluation for these same cultural values is seen for the non-incarcerated  

men and women. By itself, therefore, it cannot be assumed that this is the source  

of the individual’s conflict that has led to those behaviors and attitudes leading to  

incarceration.  

We may turn, therefore, to Factor 2 whose eigen value indicates an importance  

equal to that of those found in Tables 1, 2 and 4. This is also designated an Ali’i  

nui factor and shows the largest number of traditional Hawaiian values, showing  

positive evaluation of ambition, cleanliness, courage, helpfulness, honesty, im- 

agination, independence, lovingness, obedience, politeness, and responsibility. A  

positive evaluation for capability nearly reaches the criterion value for this factor.  

The final Factor 3 is relatively small in comparison to the first two factors. This 

may be seen as a subsidiary Ali’i factor with positive evaluation for cheerfulness, 

forgiveness, lovingness, obedience, politeness, and self-control. In the Freudian lexicon, 

this may be termed a superego factor with the attendant negative evaluation of 

imagination in this case.  

Perhaps it is here with the strong inculturation of a characterological valua- 

tion of Aloha, in the manner of ancient Hawaii, that we see the source of conflict  

for this nodal personality with the dominant materialistic society. These are clearly  

worthy individuals who need guidance in coming to terms with our modern cor- 

porate reality.  

The major Factor 4 for the incarcerated females as seen in Table 4 was labelled  

Limalima pilau, (stink fingers). This is in reference to an “utterly shiftless do  

nothing person, (Kanehele 1986, p. 359). According to these observations, this  

person sets a lesser value upon broadmindedness, cleanliness, courage, forgive- 

ness, independence, intelligence, logic, love, politeness and self-control.  

Factor 1 for the incarcerated female was termed, Ka Pio, (the victim). This factor 

shows a lack of valuation for ambition, capability, helpfulness, honesty, obedience 

and responsibility.  

Factor 3 for this group was designated Ke Ka’awahia, (the bitter one). This factor 

indicates a lack of positive evaluation for ambition, cleanliness, forgiveness, 

helpfulness, lovingness and politeness.  

Factor 2 in this progression described a Ka Kauna’oa Pehu, (a parasite rootless 

vine devoid of foliage). Here there is seen a lack of positive evaluation for 

broadmindedness, courage, imagination and intelligence.  

Factor 6 in this complex system is termed Ka Kahu Ali’i, (guardian of the Ali’i or 

nobility, Jensen 1975. p. 47). This last factor shows a positive evaluation for courage 

and forgiveness. Associated with this is lack of positive evaluation for independence 

and helpfulness.  

In a characterological sense, it is a subordinate or weaker superego structure  

and also function which is revealed by this factor. This superego has a similar  

relationship to the general characterological structure as does the superego function 
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of the incarcerated males. In the sense that it is present, yet in a weaker  

position, it may serve as a source of conflict with a society. Even though the current  

societal milieu may lack moral and ethical values, this weak or subordinate su- 

perego may not be strong enough to prevent deviant behavior in a judicial sense.  

The incarcerated female may show how women are taught always to demonstrate a 

happy exterior and always to appear to be willing to please. They are also taught not 

to be independent. This may produce feelings of repression, codependence, and 

lack of self-esteem. This lack of independence may give rise to an inability to express 

feelings and weak ego strength. Their role in society is thus found as victim or abused 

woman. This may lead to crimes of passion, prostitution and also to drug and alcohol 

abuse.  

Incarceration for such a woman will lead to a focus on the prison milieu,  

rather than on working towards the solution for personal problems and issues.  

Incarceration of mothers has a negative effect on children since the separation  

from the mother, which leads to feelings of rejection, are seen to be major factors  

contributing to juvenile delinquency (Bowlby, Ainsworth, Boston, & Rosenbluth  

1956).  

 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION  

 

The Ahu’ulu, feathered capes and cloaks, of the Ali’i nui (Chieftains) (Craig  

1982), in these orthogonal structures of instrumental values, grace and flow over  

all the groups with the exception of the non-incarcerated female group. In this  

group, there is no indication of superego characterological structure; or positive  

valuation of Aloha. This adaptation, in an evolutionary sense, equips the indi- 

vidual for survival within the Jurassic swamp or corporate high ground of a ma- 

terialistic/mechanistic society. The possession of the ‘Ohana (family) values, in  

contrast, may place the individual in a position of conflict with - or alienation from - 
this current society.  

To what cause may we ascribe this tragic course of events? Historically, we  

may observe vast changes in our society, particularly affecting those children  

born from 1960 to the present. A new set of values has arisen involving sexual  

fidelity, the use of abortion, lack of reverence for authority, religious affiliations,  

disregard for financial savings, and a lack of commitment towards others in trial  

marriages or partnerships with increasing numbers of children born out of wed- 

lock.  

The effect of these changes has had a most devastating effect on Hawaiian  

society, where the basis of life has always been centered on the importance and  

unity of the ‘Ohana. Of primary importance to our Hawaiian ‘Ohana was geneal- 

ogy where it was thought our ancestors could be traced to the first man or woman.  

To illustrate this, we may note the role of the Ke Ku’auhau (genealogist) who was 
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an important part of the royal court. The mind of the genealogist may be likened to 

that of an encyclopedic computer (Jensen 1975, p. 35).  

In the largest sense, these results form an indictment of the direction our soci- 

ety is now taking. Where a society begins to turn against the traditional values of  

home and hearth, the members of a society can adapt. If they adapt, they provide  

an unfortunate travesty of maternal or paternal care. If they refuse to adapt, they  

may rebel and show deviant behaviors and become incarcerated within the penal  

system. It is also possible simply to become more and more alienated, perhaps to  

become a member of the proliferating drug subcultures or gangs, as seen in our  

modern cities.  

Clearly, it would be recommended on the basis of these findings that tradi- 

tional educational instruction of a religious and/or ethical and moral nature, both  

in the home and school, be reinstituted if our society is to survive into the next  

millenium. Current neologisms such as “codependency” go against the very need  

for love which is at the basis of our mammalian inheritance. It may be said that  

we are doomed to a life of loneliness and despair, the more and better our adapta- 

tion to these corporate values. To quote again from Henry David Thoreau (1849)  

as an antidote to our modern corporate state, “There will never be a truly free and  

enlightened State until the State comes to recognize the inidividual as a higher  

power, from which all its own power and authority are derived, and treats him  

accordingly”.  

The forces of science and technological invention are so vast and powerful that 

their unchecked use will surely lead to our destruction. It may be recalled that the 

accident involving the Chernobyl reactor was the result of an unauthorized and illegal 

experiment.  

Our fair islands of Hawaii contain a marvellous and vast treasure of cultural  

heritage. From the evidence presented here, we may conclude that we need to  

learn the wisdom of the Aloha pumehana and preserve our ‘Ohana while we yet  

may.  
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