Table 1. Correlations of inclusive society (IS), national community (NC), and the balance score (IS–NC) with the 19 PVQ-RR value types (MRAT), “Hard to say” excluded 
(N = 780)
	PVQ 19 value (MRAT)
	r(IS)
	r(NC)
	r(Balance)

	Self-direction Thought
	+0.081
	-0.153
	+0.121

	Self-direction Action
	+0.098
	-0.115
	+0.112

	Stimulation
	-0.022
	+0.054
	-0.039

	Hedonism
	-0.097
	+0.101
	-0.105

	Achievement
	-0.067
	+0.151
	-0.112

	Power Dominance
	-0.080
	+0.210
	-0.148

	Power Resources
	-0.140
	+0.226
	-0.191

	Face
	-0.061
	+0.009
	-0.039

	Security Personal
	-0.064
	+0.013
	-0.043

	Security Societal
	-0.095
	+0.074
	-0.091

	Tradition
	-0.473
	+0.459
	-0.496

	Conformity Rules
	-0.015
	-0.010
	-0.004

	Conformity Interpersonal
	-0.060
	+0.007
	-0.038

	Humility
	+0.119
	-0.111
	+0.122

	Universalism Nature
	+0.304
	-0.329
	+0.335

	Universalism Concern
	+0.296
	-0.363
	+0.347

	Universalism Tolerance
	+0.495
	-0.542
	+0.549

	Benevolence Care
	+0.040
	-0.087
	+0.066

	Benevolence Dependability
	+0.100
	-0.123
	+0.117
















Table 2. Correlations of inclusive society (IS), national community (NC), and the balance score (IS–NC) with the 19 PVQ-RR value types (MRAT) — full sample including hard to say (N = 1039)
	PVQ 19 value (MRAT)
	r(IS)
	r(NC)
	r(Balance)

	Self-direction Thought
	+0.088
	-0.156
	+0.127

	Self-direction Action
	+0.073
	-0.108
	+0.095

	Stimulation
	-0.031
	+0.063
	-0.049

	Hedonism
	-0.084
	+0.075
	-0.085

	Achievement
	-0.043
	+0.109
	-0.078

	Power Dominance
	-0.052
	+0.191
	-0.123

	Power Resources
	-0.114
	+0.191
	-0.159

	Face
	-0.054
	+0.011
	-0.036

	Security Personal
	-0.120
	+0.083
	-0.110

	Security Societal
	-0.089
	+0.042
	-0.072

	Tradition
	-0.445
	+0.420
	-0.462

	Conformity Rules
	-0.004
	-0.014
	+0.004

	Conformity Interpersonal
	-0.059
	+0.019
	-0.043

	Humility
	+0.085
	-0.062
	+0.079

	Universalism Nature
	+0.273
	-0.295
	+0.302

	Universalism Concern
	+0.260
	-0.321
	+0.307

	Universalism Tolerance
	+0.477
	-0.513
	+0.527

	Benevolence Care
	+0.024
	-0.068
	+0.047

	Benevolence Dependability
	+0.087
	-0.120
	+0.109



Commentary: Across both specifications, the same core anchoring holds (Universalism–Tolerance vs Tradition), but MRAT produces a more sharply differentiated and theoretically interpretable pattern than raw PVQ scores.
Table 3. Correlations of inclusive society (IS), national community (NC), and the balance score (IS–NC) with Schwartz’s four higher-order value types (PVQ-RR, RAW), full sample (N = 1039)
	value higher type
	N
	r(IS)
	r(NC)
	r(Balance)

	Self-Transcendence
	1039
	+0.157
	−0.318
	+0.246

	Openness to Change
	1039
	−0.103
	−0.032
	−0.044

	Conservation
	1039
	−0.221
	+0.089
	−0.171

	Self-Enhancement
	1039
	−0.162
	+0.156
	−0.170



Commentary: Across the full sample (N = 1039), both PVQ RAW and PVQ MRAT show the same substantive anchoring of the inclusive society–national community cleavage: Self-Transcendence aligns with IS and opposes NC, while Conservation and Self-Enhancement show the mirrored pattern. MRAT yields a much clearer and stronger mapping—especially by amplifying the Self-Transcendence signal and strengthening NC’s positive links to Conservation and Self-Enhancement. A key diagnostic is Openness to Change: it shows a small negative association with IS in RAW but collapses to near zero under MRAT, indicating that the RAW effect is largely response-style variance rather than substantive anchoring.
Table 4. Inter-item correlations for the inclusive society (IS) and national community (NC) items (RAW responses) and “Hard to say” excluded (N = 780)
	
	IS_10
	IS_16
	IS_26
	IS_52
	NC_2
	NC_20
	NC_43
	NC_68

	IS_10
	+1.000
	+0.587
	+0.382
	+0.520
	-0.475
	-0.359
	-0.407
	-0.279

	IS_16
	+0.587
	+1.000
	+0.451
	+0.573
	-0.456
	-0.366
	-0.437
	-0.289

	IS_26
	+0.382
	+0.451
	+1.000
	+0.385
	-0.356
	-0.321
	-0.343
	-0.231

	IS_52
	+0.520
	+0.573
	+0.385
	+1.000
	-0.320
	-0.263
	-0.376
	-0.252

	NC_2
	-0.475
	-0.456
	-0.356
	-0.320
	+1.000
	+0.437
	+0.471
	+0.372

	NC_20
	-0.359
	-0.366
	-0.321
	-0.263
	+0.437
	+1.000
	+0.460
	+0.349

	NC_43
	-0.407
	-0.437
	-0.343
	-0.376
	+0.471
	+0.460
	+1.000
	+0.420

	NC_68
	-0.279
	-0.289
	-0.231
	-0.252
	+0.372
	+0.349
	+0.420
	+1.000



Commentary: The table shows solid within-pole coherence (IS items correlate positively with one another; NC items correlate positively with one another) and consistently negative cross-pole associations, indicating that endorsement of civic inclusion tends to co-occur with weaker endorsement of boundary closure, as expected for a bipolar membership cleavage.
Table 5. IS-NC items (original Polish version)
	Item
	variable
	pole
	item wording (PL)

	IS_10
	PW_10
	inclusive society
	Uważa, że każdy obcokrajowiec może zostać polskim obywatelem, jeśli tylko spełnia wymogi prawne.

	IS_16
	PW_16
	inclusive society
	Uważa, że polskie społeczeństwo może składać się z osób różnych narodowości i mieć charakter wielokulturowy.

	IS_26
	PW_26
	inclusive society
	Uważa, że być Polką (Polakiem), to znaczy zawsze dbać o dobro innych ludzi, niezależnie od kolory skóry, wyznania czy języka.

	IS_52
	PW_52
	inclusive society
	Uważa, że przyjmowanie uchodźców może być rozwiązaniem kryzysu demograficznego.

	NC_2
	PW_2
	national community
	Uważa, że rządzący powinni walczyć z wyludnianiem się Polski poprzez programy zachęcające do posiadania dzieci, a nie poprzez nadawanie obywatelstwa migrantom.

	NC_20
	PW_20
	national community
	Uważa, że migranci i uchodźcy mogą być problemem dla narodu.

	NC_43
	PW_43
	national community
	Uważa, że za Polaka może być uznana tylko osoba, która zachowuje się i wygląda jak Polak (podziela polskie wartości, urodziła się w kraju, mówi w rodzimym języku, posiada polskie nazwisko).

	NC_68
	PW_68
	national community
	Uważa, że osoby obcej narodowości nie powinny mieć możliwości osiedlania się w Polsce.
















Meta-values meaning (in short)
1. Equality
A meta-value that asserts the legitimacy of equal standing and state-backed equalisation, including reducing social disparities and widening equal opportunities.
2. Inclusive Society
Defines membership through civic–legal criteria and openness, including acceptance of multicultural society and the legitimacy of incorporating newcomers (e.g., refugees) into the polity.
3. Individual liberty
Prioritises individual self-determination and the protection of personal freedom against moral, customary, and legal constraints.
4. Self-governance
Prioritises citizen rule and control over public decision-making, including direct participation, decentralisation, and institutionalised public oversight of rulers.
5. Value pluralism
Affirms the legitimacy of multiple worldviews and ways of life, including protection of minorities and rejection of imposing one dominant value system on all.
6. Rationalism
A meta-value that demands secular public institutions and justification, including limiting religious influence on education and policy and strengthening church–state separation.
7. Progressivism
Treats modernisation and social change as a positive collective goal, stressing reform, innovation, and adaptation.
8. Peace
Prioritises de-escalation and peaceful relations, including limiting militarisation and directing public resources toward non-military social goals.
9. Inequality
A meta-value that treats social stratification as legitimate, inevitable, or acceptable, and questions the desirability or feasibility of equalising interventions.
10. National Community
Prioritises boundary protection and membership closure, including scepticism toward migration and emphasising culturally rooted criteria of belonging.
11. Liberty within the community
Defines freedom as norm-bounded, where individual conduct is expected to remain within shared moral standards and community-defined limits.
12. Authority
A meta-value that prioritises strong governing power and order, emphasising decisive rule, institutional strength, and public compliance as conditions of stability.
13. Unitary value system
A meta-value that prioritises value uniformity as social cohesion, including majoritarian moral standards and expectations of cultural adaptation by minorities.
14. Religion
Affirms the public significance of religion, including support for a meaningful role of religious tradition in public life and governance.
15. Tradition
A meta-value that prioritises cultural continuity, protecting inherited customs, national heritage, and historical memory as collective goods.
16. Threat
A meta-value that frames politics through danger, vulnerability, and preparedness, prioritising protection, vigilance, and strong responses to perceived risks.

Table 6. Meta-value pairs – core conflicts in brief 

	Meta-value pair
	Core conflict in brief

	equality – inequality
	Should politics aim to secure equal standing through corrective policies, or accept enduring social hierarchy and unequal outcomes as legitimate?

	value pluralism – unitary value system
	Should the polity protect value diversity as legitimate, or enforce one dominant moral-cultural standard as the basis of cohesion?

	self-governance – authority
	Should public decisions be controlled from below by citizens, or steered from above by strong rulers and institutions?

	inclusive society – national community
	Should membership be defined by civic–legal openness, or by protective closure around a culturally bounded national community?

	progressivism – tradition
	Should collective life prioritise modernisation and reform, or preservation of inherited continuity and customs?

	rationalism – religion
	Should public authority rest on secular public reason and church–state separation, or on religious tradition as a source of binding norms?

	individual liberty – Liberty within the community
	Should individual autonomy be paramount, or bounded by shared community morality and social norms?

	peace – threat
	Should security be pursued through de-escalation and restraint, or through vigilance, preparedness, and mobilised defence against threats?



Commentary: table captures the core of the conflict; a fuller philosophical account of the meta-values and their conflict is provided in Maj, 2018, pp. 155–197.
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Table 7. Correlation matrix of the 16 political meta-value poles (MRAT scores), wave 1, “Hard to say” on left–right self-placement (M10) excluded (N = 780). Values are Pearson correlations between MRAT-transformed meta-value scores (within-respondent centring across the PW battery, followed by averaging the relevant items for each pole). Positive coefficients indicate compatibility between poles, whereas negative coefficients indicate stronger trade-off structure. The matrix is symmetric; the diagonal is 1.00. The strongest positive correlation (highest similarity) and the strongest negative correlation (sharpest opposition) are highlighted in bold.
	
	EQ
	IS
	IL
	SG
	VP
	RAT
	PROG
	PEACE
	INEQ
	NC
	LWC
	AUTH
	UVS
	REL
	TRAD
	THREAT

	EQ
	+1.000
	+0.376
	-0.079
	-0.194
	+0.355
	+0.147
	+0.284
	+0.258
	-0.595
	-0.408
	-0.151
	-0.126
	-0.404
	-0.201
	-0.280
	-0.352

	IS
	+0.376
	+1.000
	-0.044
	-0.175
	+0.622
	+0.397
	+0.307
	+0.296
	-0.236
	-0.770
	-0.129
	-0.148
	-0.519
	-0.408
	-0.499
	-0.510

	IL
	-0.079
	-0.044
	+1.000
	+0.231
	+0.054
	+0.088
	+0.030
	-0.071
	+0.072
	-0.051
	-0.374
	-0.382
	-0.275
	-0.194
	-0.290
	+0.024

	SG
	-0.194
	-0.175
	+0.231
	+1.000
	-0.118
	-0.030
	-0.075
	-0.043
	+0.059
	+0.077
	-0.177
	-0.285
	-0.071
	-0.065
	-0.067
	+0.201

	VP
	+0.355
	+0.622
	+0.054
	-0.118
	+1.000
	+0.592
	+0.367
	+0.240
	-0.171
	-0.660
	-0.195
	-0.160
	-0.571
	-0.607
	-0.633
	-0.443

	RAT
	+0.147
	+0.397
	+0.088
	-0.030
	+0.592
	+1.000
	+0.368
	+0.241
	-0.076
	-0.471
	-0.173
	-0.094
	-0.436
	-0.847
	-0.633
	-0.332

	PROG
	+0.284
	+0.307
	+0.030
	-0.075
	+0.367
	+0.368
	+1.000
	+0.166
	-0.079
	-0.380
	-0.128
	+0.023
	-0.368
	-0.455
	-0.386
	-0.385

	PEACE
	+0.258
	+0.296
	-0.071
	-0.043
	+0.240
	+0.241
	+0.166
	+1.000
	+0.177
	-0.321
	-0.107
	-0.145
	-0.382
	-0.254
	-0.360
	-0.344

	INEQ
	-0.595
	-0.236
	+0.072
	+0.059
	-0.171
	-0.076
	-0.079
	+0.177
	+1.000
	+0.072
	+0.308
	+0.271
	+0.475
	+0.499
	+0.495
	+0.431

	NC
	-0.408
	-0.770
	-0.051
	+0.077
	-0.660
	-0.471
	-0.380
	-0.321
	+0.072
	+1.000
	+0.205
	+0.082
	+0.308
	+0.138
	+0.227
	+0.053

	LWC
	-0.151
	-0.129
	-0.374
	-0.177
	-0.195
	-0.173
	-0.128
	-0.107
	+0.308
	+0.205
	+1.000
	+0.475
	+0.138
	+0.054
	+0.233
	-0.011

	AUTH
	-0.126
	-0.148
	-0.382
	-0.285
	-0.160
	-0.094
	+0.023
	-0.145
	+0.271
	+0.082
	+0.475
	+1.000
	+0.227
	+0.233
	+0.314
	+0.201

	UVS
	-0.404
	-0.519
	-0.275
	-0.071
	-0.571
	-0.436
	-0.368
	-0.382
	+0.475
	+0.308
	+0.138
	+0.227
	+1.000
	+0.409
	+0.647
	+0.290

	REL
	-0.201
	-0.408
	-0.194
	-0.065
	-0.607
	-0.847
	-0.455
	-0.254
	+0.499
	+0.138
	+0.054
	+0.233
	+0.409
	+1.000
	+0.597
	+0.289

	TRAD
	-0.280
	-0.499
	-0.290
	-0.067
	-0.633
	-0.633
	-0.386
	-0.360
	+0.495
	+0.227
	+0.233
	+0.314
	+0.647
	+0.597
	+1.000
	+0.314

	THREAT
	-0.352
	-0.510
	+0.024
	+0.201
	-0.443
	-0.332
	-0.385
	-0.344
	+0.431
	+0.053
	-0.011
	+0.201
	+0.290
	+0.289
	+0.314
	+1.000



Abbreviations:
EQ = Equality; IS = Inclusive Society; IL = Individual liberty; SG = Self-governance; VP = Value Pluralism; RAT = Rationalism; PROG = Progressivism; PEACE = Peace; INEQ = Inequality; NC = National Community; LWC = Liberty within the community; AUTH = Authority; UVS = Unitary value system; REL = Religion; TRAD = Tradition; THREAT = Threat


	Meta-value
	k (items)
	N
	Cronbach’s α

	equality
	6
	780
	0.718

	inclusive society
	4
	780
	0.794

	individual liberty
	4
	780
	0.782

	self-governance
	4
	780
	0.673

	value pluralism
	4
	780
	0.704

	rationalism
	4
	780
	0.850

	progressivism
	4
	780
	0.776

	peace
	4
	780
	0.481

	inequality
	4
	780
	0.582

	national community
	4
	780
	0.742

	liberty within the community
	4
	780
	0.560

	authority
	4
	780
	0.719

	unitary value system
	4
	780
	0.701

	religion
	4
	780
	0.877

	tradition
	4
	780
	0.905

	threat
	4
	780
	0.593


Table 8. Internal consistency of the 16 political meta-value poles (RAW PW items), “Hard to say” on M10 excluded (N = 780).



















Most meta-value poles meet conventional internal-consistency expectations in Wave 1. A small subset shows lower Cronbach’s α and is therefore undergoing item-level review and refinement; revised items are being evaluated in Wave 2 as part of the broader validation programme. The present article’s substantive analyses focus on the IS–NC pair (which meets reliability standards).

