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Abstract
In theoretical considerations on democracy freedom is sometimes understood in unconditional and
conditional terms. This general distinction underlies I. Berlin's concept of negative and positive
freedom, and E. Fromm's concept of 'freedom from' and 'freedom to'. The authors of this paper
introduce the concept of extrinsic and intrinsic sense of freedom which is meant to be
psychological representation of the philosophical distinction on unconditional and conditional
freedom, respectively. An extrinsic freedom results from a lack of external restrictions/barriers,
whereas intrinsic freedom is based on the belief that being free means compatibility between one's
own actions and preferred values, life goals or worldview. Based on nationwide survey data, the
authors show that both forms of freedom are embedded in entirely different basic human values
and moral intuitions. Further, it is shown that intrinsic freedom negatively predicts liberal
orientation and clearly favors communitarian orientation, whereas extrinsic freedom clearly favors
liberal orientation. The authors argue that both forms of experiencing freedom have different
effects on support for the principles of liberal democracy. The positive effect of extrinsic freedom is
indirect, i.e., entirely mediated by liberal orientation. On the other hand, the effect of intrinsic
freedom can be decomposed into three components: a) as a positive direct effect, b) as a positive
indirect effect (by strengthening the communitarian orientation), and c) as a negative indirect
effect (by weakening the liberal orientation). In conclusion, the consequences of intrinsic and
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extrinsic freedom are discussed in the light of their relationships with support for democratic
principles.
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In times of hot ideological disputes, such as those that have recently taken place in Po‐
land, important questions about democracy often arise. It would be difficult to find, in
such debates, a political philosopher or social scientist who would deny that freedom is
the key attribute of democracy. However, in both theoretical considerations on democra‐
cy and everyday beliefs about what is, and what is not democracy, the concept of free‐
dom is understood in various ways.
One of the most important issues in contemporary normative theories of liberal de‐
mocracy is the opposing two concepts of political freedom: 'unconditional' and 'conditio‐
nal'. The first focuses on maximizing individual autonomy, and stipulates that one should
act according to the principle of ‘laissez-faire et laissez passer, le monde va de lui meme’
(let us act and go, the world goes by itself) (Szacki, 1994, p. 40). The second concept refers
to the idea of individual autonomy that must be negotiated as a compromise with other
socio-political values (e.g., Wnuk-Lipiński, 2005).
The above distinction has a longstanding tradition within the broadly understood
doctrine of liberal democracy. For example, in the 1970s, the key differences between the
concepts of 'unconditional' and 'conditional' freedom can be seen as the basis for a funda‐
mental dispute between the libertarian and egalitarian versions of liberalism, represented
by R. Nozick (1999) and J. Rawls (1971), respectively. However, little is known as to
whether these two ideas of political freedom correspond with a sense of freedom subjec‐
tively perceived in human minds.
The main purpose of this paper is to find out whether individual preferences of un‐
conditional or conditional freedom are related to differences in understanding political
community, and to differences in attitudes towards liberal democracy. To answer this
question we will first have to show that both hypothetical forms of freedom are reflected
in psychologically different experiences of freedom.

When Do People Feel Free? Unconditional and Conditional
Freedom
Erich Fromm (1970/1941) and Isaiah Berlin (1969), well-known and respected political
philosophers, initiated the tradition of distinguishing between unconditional and condi‐
tional freedom. The first one (called ‘freedom from’ and ‘negative freedom’, respectively)
means maximum autonomy of the individual, being free from external orders and restric‐
tions. Full freedom assumes minimal coercion from the authorities and no political inter‐
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ference in one’s private life. In this approach freedom becomes the most important value
to be pursued in political action. The second one (called ‘freedom to’ and ‘positive free‐
dom’, respectively) refers to pro-development activity, which gives people the opportuni‐
ty to accomplish their own potential. This approach to freedom can be seen as ‘conditio‐
nal’ in two ways. On the one hand, it emphasizes the importance of other values that
must be taken into account during political actions aimed at maximizing freedom; on the
other hand, it assumes that a certain combination of other values (like: respect, equality,
fairness, solidarity, etc.) may be necessary to achieve freedom, i.e., to successfully strive
for the accomplishment of individual possibilities and life goals.
These fundamental differences in understanding and experiencing freedom have
some empirical support in the results of the studies conducted in different theoretical
contexts. For example, in the 1960s and 1970s, psychologists studied individual differen‐
ces in internal vs. external locus of control. Rotter (1966, 1990) showed that as a result of
repeated life experiences, people form generalized beliefs about causal connections link‐
ing their behavior and its consequences. As a result, they may feel internally free (that is,
capable of achieving one’s own goals and needs), or externally controlled. Rotter did not
use the term ‘freedom’, but it can be assumed that people with a strong inner sense of
control feel more free and have an intrinsic sense of freedom. Additionally, later studies,
conducted within the cognitive theories of attribution by Kruglanski and Cohen (1973,
1974), show that people describe themselves and other people as free when they see that
they can do what they want, and they can follow their values, goals and needs. Freedom
so felt has an ‘exogenous character’ (Kruglanski, 1975).
In the first decade of the 21st century, Alford (2003) conducted a number of studies on
experiencing and understanding freedom. His main goal was to find out to what extent
Americans’ understanding of freedom is similar to the concepts of positive and negative
freedom proposed by Berlin (1969). It turned out that the majority of people surveyed by
Alford did not directly talk about freedom in either a ‘negative’ or ‘positive’ sense. In an‐
swers to the question of what freedom is, in the descriptions of the situations of experi‐
encing freedom or lack of it, respondents spoke about money and power. According to
Alford, his respondents, especially young Americans, devaluated freedom as an inde‐
pendent value and appreciated it less than money and power. They most often thought
about freedom in terms of ‘negative freedom’ - a total lack of external restrictions, which
seems impossible, and, as such, not worth their effort. Either freedom is full and unlimi‐
ted, or not at all.
Studies conducted by Skarżyńska and Radkiewicz on a nationwide sample of adult
Poles showed that one can distinguish between ‘reflective’ and 'absolute' freedom
(Skarżyńska, 2018). The former refers to living in accordance with personal values and
one’s worldview (it is closer to positive freedom), while the latter means an unrestrained
striving for pursuing one's own goals and desires (it is closer to negative freedom). The
authors noticed that, paradoxically, if someone more strongly experiences and under‐
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stands freedom as any unrestrained action, the more he/she accepts such elements of au‐
thoritarian power as the use of hate speech or force against protesting citizens.

The Current Study
Both the concept of Berlin's positive and negative freedom, and Fromm's concept of 'free‐
dom to' and 'freedom from' were originally used in the field of political philosophy to de‐
scribe certain types of relationships linking an individual and socio-political environ‐
ment. They are not psychological constructs that refer to empirically accessible ways of
understanding and experiencing freedom by humans. Based on the previous studies, we
suggest that the psychological sense of the philosophical distinction regarding uncondi‐
tional and conditional freedom should be sought in their extrinsic or intrinsic location,
respectively. Extrinsic experience of freedom is based on the belief that being free is pos‐
sible only when one has opportunities to fully achieve one’s own goals and desires, and
the factors limiting these opportunities are aversive and should be eliminated or ignored.
It is more a sense of freedom resulting from the lack of external restrictions/barriers than
from the pursuit of personal goals or values. An expression of extrinsic freedom is identi‐
cal to unlimited expression of what, at the time, someone considers as ‘being oneself’.
An intrinsic sense of freedom is based on the belief that being free means compatibili‐
ty between one's own actions and preferred values, life goals or worldview. The expres‐
sion of intrinsic freedom consists of accomplishing what someone considers good, right,
true, etc. However, this harmony between self and actions is only possible as long as it
does not violate the well-being of someone else. Personal freedom cannot be accomplish‐
ed at the expense of the rights and freedoms of other people. In contrast to an extrinsic
sense of freedom, in the case of an intrinsic sense of freedom, limiting one's actions by
the rights and freedoms of other people is not perceived as detrimental.
Personal Values and Moral Foundations in Intrinsic and Extrinsic Experiences of
Freedom
Assuming that at the empirical level both forms of freedom reveal truly identifiable, rela‐
tively independent variables, the question arises about their psychological meaning, i.e.,
to what extent they reflect intra-individual differences between people. Since at the very
roots, in the field of political philosophy, the concept of unconditional and conditional
freedom is strongly related to the preferences of certain values and moral choices, we be‐
lieve that the area of axiological and moral characteristics should be the first to be taken
into account.
For this purpose, we have referred to the theory of basic human values, in which Sha‐
lom Schwartz and colleagues defined values as beliefs determining personal goals that go
beyond specific situations and provide essential rules of conduct (e.g., Schwartz, 2006;
Schwartz et al., 2012). Schwartz’s model comprises ten types of values situated at the in‐
dividual level that can be ordered on two higher-level dimensions: Self-enhancement vs.
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Self-transcendence and Openness to change vs. Conservation. The first dimension oppo‐
ses the set of values related to individual need for power, control and success (power and
achievement), to such values that aim at human solidarity, taking care of others, and har‐
monious coexistence between man and nature (benevolence and universalism). In the
second higher-level dimension, openness to change means the preference for personal
autonomy and expression of self (self-direction, stimulation), and its opposite are the val‐
ues that strengthen community and give a sense of belonging and security (conformity,
tradition, security).
First of all, as the value of self-direction promotes intellectual autonomy and inde‐
pendence of action, it seems obvious to expect that self-direction should be positively rela‐
ted to both intrinsic and extrinsic freedom (H1). Furthermore, we believe that intrinsic and
extrinsic freedom substantially differ in the level of concern for the well-being, rights and
freedoms of other people, as well as in the level of striving for unlimited fulfillment of
one's goals and desires. Therefore, we expected that one’s inclination toward an intrinsic
vs. extrinsic sense of freedom should be reflected in different patterns of relationships
with self-enhancement and self-transcendence values. The more people are guided by val‐
ues of self-enhancement, the more they should prefer extrinsic freedom and the less they
should prefer intrinsic freedom (H2). Conversely, the more people are guided by values of
self-transcendence, the more they should prefer intrinsic freedom and the less they should
prefer extrinsic freedom (H3).
The second source of the hypotheses was the moral foundations theory (MFT) devel‐
oped by Jonathan Haidt and colleagues (Haidt 2007, 2014). MFT explains the origins of
human moral reasoning on the basis of innate, modular foundations and emphasizes the
central role of automatic affective evaluations (moral intuitions) in making moral judg‐
ments. According to Haidt (2014) there are six modular foundations underlying moral
reasoning: care/harm, fairness/reciprocity, ingroup/loyalty, authority/respect, purity/
sanctity and liberty. In the context of intrinsic and extrinsic freedom, three of them seem
particularly important: care/harm, which means that it is wrong to hurt others, and it is
right to prevent or alleviate harm; fairness/reciprocity, which leads to disapproval of
those who violate principles of justice and reciprocity; and liberty, which gives moral pri‐
ority to human freedom and disapproves of various forms of violation of individual au‐
tonomy by other people and the state.
The three moral foundations mentioned above are directly related to human well-be‐
ing - they express respect for goodness, freedom and the rights of a human being, help‐
ing others, and loyalty to individuals. However, although they all have an ‘individuali‐
zing’ character, and aim to protect individuals, we think they should be related to an in‐
trinsic and extrinsic sense of freedom in a somewhat different way. Someone who is gui‐
ded by care/harm and fairness/ reciprocity seeks self-realization in a way that does not
violate the well-being of other people, and works to ensure that no one is deprived of
his/her rights. Therefore, we argue that moral intuitions of care/harm and fairness/reci‐
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procity should favor experiencing intrinsic freedom (H4). In turn, as the foundation that
gives freedom the highest moral value, the moral intuition of liberty should favor experi‐
encing extrinsic freedom (H5).
Intrinsic and Extrinsic Freedom as Predictors of the Preference for Political
Community
Referring to political science, one can argue that a democratic society can function on the
basis of two quite different ideas of the political community: liberal and communitarian
(e.g., Szacki, 1997). According to liberal beliefs, a citizen is free, morally judicious, and au‐
tonomic. Liberals stress that community is made up of free individuals who have differ‐
ent beliefs, religions, and worldviews. They have to co-exist within the law and be re‐
spectful of each other. Citizens have a set of liberties that do not need to be justified. The
state has to ensure the freedom of an individual by means of rules that prevent lawless‐
ness, chaos, and tyranny. Liberal civil society is a moral community, which exists to pre‐
serve and enlarge the freedom of its members, for their security and peaceful coexis‐
tence, and for the protection of their property.
On the other hand, according to communitarian beliefs, a citizen is deeply rooted in
communities and formed by socialization. Without norms, values, language, history, and
culture adopted from the community, an individual would only be a biological being and
nothing more. A community is primal and forms individuals’ identity. Communitarians
believe that freedom of the political community is the condition of individual freedom.
And freedom of the political community is based on the authority of law, customs, and/or
religion.
As one can see, both orientations are based on a different approach to individual free‐
dom. In a communitarian orientation, political community is aimed towards a common
good, which has priority over individual rights and freedoms. Individuals are expected to
be ready to limit their own freedom for the overarching goals of the community. Consid‐
ering this key characteristic, we suppose that preference for communitarian political com‐
munity can only be favored by an intrinsic sense of freedom (H6).
In a liberal orientation, an individual has a superior position to the community, and
the primary task of the liberal political community is to protect and maximize individu‐
als’ rights and freedoms. This naturally aligns the liberal orientation with an extrinsic
sense of freedom. On the other hand, pointing to intrinsic or extrinsic freedom as distinc‐
tive for the liberal orientation seems questionable, since - regardless of the differences they are both anchored in striving for personal autonomy and independence. Therefore,
we suppose that preference for liberal political community can be favored by both an intrin‐
sic and extrinsic sense of freedom (H7).
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Intrinsic and Extrinsic Freedom as Predictors of the Support for Liberal
Democracy
Our previous research shows that support for the principles of liberal democracy and
aversion to an authoritarian government are higher the more people value freedom that
is understood as self-fulfillment/self-realization and limited by the well-being of other
people (Skarżyńska, 2018). Therefore, we suppose that only an intrinsic sense of freedom
should be a direct positive predictor of support for principles of liberal democracy (H8). This
is in line with the normative understanding of liberal democracy, which aims to protect
human rights and provide fair living conditions not only for the majority, but also for
various minorities. It gives freedom of choice to all citizens, but it also tries to prevent
disrespecting the law and violating the rights of other people (Król, 2017; Szacki, 1994).
On the other hand, we believe that the positive effect of an extrinsic sense of freedom on
support for liberal democracy exists indirectly, i.e., it is mediated through the preference for
liberal political community, which is expected to directly promote the principles of liberal
democracy (H9). This expectation results from two premises. First, as we argued earlier,
an extrinsic sense of freedom seems to be related to a liberal orientation and not to a
communitarian one. Second, there is no doubt that liberal democracy, as the political sys‐
tem, builds inherently upon the core values of the idea of liberal political community.

Method
Participants and Procedure
The sample consisted of 800 adult Poles: 51.8% females and 48.2% males. 17.8% of re‐
spondents were aged 18 to 30, 30.1% were aged 31-44, 22.1% were aged 45-60, and 30%
were above 60. Primary and lower education had been completed by 7.4% of respondents,
junior high school - 2%, vocational - 37.4%, secondary and post-secondary – 33.7%, and
19.5% of the respondents had completed higher education. Place of residence: 37.8% of re‐
spondents lived in the countryside, 6% in small towns up to 20 thousand inhabitants,
27.6% in towns above 20 to 100 thousand, 18.8% in towns above 100 to 500 thousand, and
9.8% in cities above 500 thousand inhabitants.
A survey study was conducted. Respondents were selected for the random-quota
sample based on a two-stage procedure: 1) random sampling of urban and rural areas,
and then 2) random selection of respondents (quotas defined by the combination of three
criteria: sex, age, and education). Interviews were conducted in respondents’ homes by
trained interviewers using a computerized questionnaire format.

Social Psychological Bulletin | 2569-653X
https://doi.org/10.32872/spb.v14i3.37565

Intrinsic and Extrinsic Sense of Freedom

8

Measures
Intrinsic and Extrinsic Sense of Freedom
Two forms of experiencing freedom were measured using twelve items – six for each
component. Respondents received the following instruction: ‘There is now a lot of talk
and writing about freedom. And when do you feel really free? We present a dozen state‐
ments about freedom. Please read each of them carefully and on the attached scales, indi‐
cate to what extent you agree or disagree with each of these statements’ (responses on a
scale from 1-disagree strongly to 5-agree strongly). Examples of statements for intrinsic
freedom: ‘I feel really free when I do what is consistent with my values‘, ‘I feel really free
when I can do what I want, provided that it does not violate the rights of other people‘;
examples of statements for extrinsic freedom: ‘I feel really free when the state or govern‐
ment does not tell me how to live‘, ‘I feel really free when I do not have to wonder if I
can do it or not, whether it should be done or not‘. The exact wording of the scale is
shown in the Results section.
Personal Values
To measure axiological preferences we used the Portrait Values Questionnaire developed
by Schwartz (2006). The applied measurement consisted of a total of 40 items including
ten types of values: self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, conformity, tradition, group se‐
curity, achievement, power, benevolence and universalism. In accordance with the PVQ
format, the items (descriptions) referred to the views and behavior of an unknown per‐
son. The respondent’s task was to assess – on a scale from 1 (completely unlike me) to 6
(completely like me) – to what extent his/her feelings and behavior were similar to those
of the persons in the presented descriptions. For descriptive statistics and intercorrela‐
tions amongst personal values, see Appendix A.
Moral Foundations
We used the Moral Foundations Questionnaire (MFQ) (Graham et al., 2011) developed to
measure five moral intuitions: care/harm, fairness/reciprocity, ingroup/loyalty, authority/
respect and sanctity/ purity. In addition, we used the measurement of a sixth moral intu‐
ition described by authors in later publications as liberty (Haidt, 2014; Iyer, Koleva,
Graham, Ditto, & Haidt, 2012). The measurement of each moral fundament included 6
items: three on the subscale of moral relevance (response options ranged from 1 = not at
all relevant to 6 = extremely relevant) and three on the subscale of moral judgments (re‐
sponse options ranged from 1 = strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree). Examples of moral
judgments: care/harm – ‘Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial
virtue‘ (α = .74); fairness/reciprocity – ‘Justice is the most important requirement for a
society’ (α = .74); ingroup/loyalty – ‘It is more important to be a team player than to ex‐
press oneself‘ (α = .67); authority/respect: ‘Respect for authority is something all children
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need to learn‘ (α = .67); sanctity/purity: ‘People should not do things that are disgusting,
even if no one is harmed‘ (α = .72), and liberty: ‘Everyone should be free to do as they
choose, as long as they don’t infringe upon the equal freedom of others’ (α = .66). For
descriptive statistics and intercorrelations amongst moral intuitions see Appendix B.
Political Community: Liberal and Communitarian Orientation
This instrument was developed by Radkiewicz to measure preference for liberal or com‐
munitarian political community (Radkiewicz & Jarmakowski-Kostrzanowski, 2018). A 32item scale is based on the assumption that within the broadly understood democratic or‐
der one can distinguish two internally coherent beliefs about citizenship, civicness and
civil society – liberal and communitarian orientation. They reflect clearly separate views
on the right and preferred ways of organizing social life meant as a political community.
In the course of empirical verification, among the wider group of criterial dimensions,
the following four categories of beliefs were distinguished, which apparently differenti‐
ate both orientations: civic liberty, citizen's identity, relations between an individual and
society, and view of the state. Each category contained 4 items. The exact wording of the
scale is shown in Appendix C.
Internal reliability was α = .87 for liberal orientation (16 items) and α = .91 for com‐
munitarian orientation (16 items). At the level of measurement both orientations proved
to be significantly positively correlated: r = .53, p < .001. The confirmatory factor analysis
showed the best goodness of fit (amongst four competing models) for the two-factorial
model with four categories of beliefs (χ2 = 1150.8, df = 436; CFI = .920; SRMR = .058;
RMSEA = .045). The four categories (as described above) were defined as the latent varia‐
bles separately for both orientations. Among a number of criterion variables used to as‐
sess the construct validity, the most distinct and expected relationships were obtained
with Cameron's (2004) national identification scale: r = -.07, p < .001 for liberal orienta‐
tion, and r = .39, p < .001 for communitarian orientation. This correlational pattern was
even more expressive at the level of partial correlations, when the collinearity effects
were controlled: r = -.37, p < .001 and r = .51, p < .001, respectively.
Support for Democratic Principles
This 9-item scale developed by Kaase (1971) taps attitudes on a number of consensual
and contested principles common to democratic systems, including basic democratic val‐
ues and support for political rights versus social order. The author identified the five fol‐
lowing principles: 1) the right of individual political participation; 2) popular control of
the government through regular elections in which a change of leadership is possible; 3)
understanding the legitimacy of political conflict; 4) opposition to violence as a legiti‐
mate means of resolving political conflict; and 5) consensus on fundamental democratic
attitudes. Examples: ‘Every citizen has the right to take his convictions to the street if
necessary’, ‘In principle, every democratic party should have a chance to govern’, ‘Every‐
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one should have the right to express his opinion even if he/she differs from the majority’,
‘It is not conceivable to have a viable democracy without a political opposition’ (respon‐
ses on a scale from 1-disagree strongly to 6-agree strongly). Internal reliability of the
scale amounted to α = .80.

Results
Factor Validity of the Measurement of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Sense
of Freedom
In order to estimate factor validity of the model containing intrinsic and extrinsic sense
of freedom we performed confirmatory factor analyses using IBM SPSS Amos 21.0. We
contrasted two alternative models: 1) one-factorial, with 54 degrees of freedom, contain‐
ing one general latent variable underlying the covariance of all 12 items; and 2) two-fac‐
torial, with 53 degrees of freedom, containing the target structure with two factors, as
depicted in Figure 1.
The one-dimensional model did not show a satisfactory goodness of fit: (χ2 = 537.6;
GFI = .873; SRMR = .075; RMSEA = .106), while the goodness fit statistics for the twofactorial model proved to be much better and satisfactory (χ2 = 254.2; CFI = .925; SRMR
= .051; RMSEA = .065, 95% CI [0.060, 0.069]. The difference in goodness of fit between the
two models, measured by the difference in χ2 statistics, was statistically significant (χ2 =
283.4; df = 1; p < .001).
The results of the confirmatory factor analysis were the basis for creating subscales of
intrinsic (M = 4.19, SD = 0.54) and extrinsic (M = 3.91, SD = 0.62) sense of freedom, which
proved to be significantly positively correlated: r = 0.58, p < .001. Internal reliability for
both subscales amounted to α = .81 and .75, respectively.
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Figure 1. Confirmatory factor analysis: Model representing intrinsic and extrinsic sense of freedom
as a target factor structure.

Personal Values and Moral Intuitions as Predictors of Intrinsic and
Extrinsic Sense of Freedom
In the next step, we focused on looking for evidence that personal values and moral intu‐
itions are important factors underlying intrinsic or extrinsic sense of freedom. First, we
hypothesized that the values of self-transcendence should favor experiencing intrinsic
freedom, whereas the values of self-enhancement should favor experiencing extrinsic
freedom. Second, we expected that moral intuitions of care/harm and fairness/reciprocity
should positively predict intrinsic freedom, whereas the moral intuition of liberty should
positively predict extrinsic freedom.
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Personal Values
Table 1 shows two regression analyses with intrinsic and extrinsic freedom as dependent
variables regressed on ten personal values, and including covariates (extrinsic and intrin‐
sic freedom, respectively). In the case of intrinsic freedom as the dependent variable, we
found five significant effects: power (β = -.31, p < .001), self-direction (β = .16, p < .001),
group security (β = .18, p < .001), benevolence (β = .13, p = .002), and achievement (β
= .10, p = .015). These five predictors contributed 24% variance to the total R2 over and
above the effect of covariate (extrinsic freedom). For the extrinsic freedom as the depend‐
ent variable, we found three significant effects: power (β = .32, p < .001), self-direction (β
= .15, p < .001), and conformity (β = .11, p = .008). These three predictors contributed 14%
variance to the total R2 over and above the effect of covariate (intrinsic freedom).
Table 1
Effects of Personal Values on Intrinsic and Extrinsic Sense of Freedom – Regression Analysis
Intrinsic freedom
Predictor
Constant
Intrinsic freedom
Extrinsic freedom
Self-direction
Hedonism
Stimulation
Power
Achievement
Benevolence
Universalism
Conformity
Group security
Tradition

β

.45
.16
.01
-.06
-.31
.10
.13
.04
-.06
.18
-.01

B

SE

95% CI

1.40**

0.13

[1.13, 1.63]

0.40**
0.14**
0.02
-0.03
-0.16**
0.07*
0.11**
0.03
-0.05
0.14**
-0.01

ΔR2
F(11, 788)
R 2 Total

0.03
0.03
0.00
0.02
0.02
0.03
0.03
0.03
0.03
0.03
0.03

[0.35, 0.45]
[0.07, 0.20]
[-0.03, 0.03]
[-0.07, 0.01]
[-0.20, -0.12]
[0.01, 0.12]
[0.04, 0.17]
[-0.03, 0.09]
[-0.11, 0.01]
[0.07, 0.20]
[-0.06, 0.04]

Extrinsic freedom
2

η

.02
.00
.00
.07
.01
.01
.00
.00
.02
.00

β

B

SE

95% CI

.54

0.40*
0.59**

0.16
0.04

[0.08, 0.70]
[0.50, 0.63]

.15
.05
.01
.32
-.08
-.08
.01
.11
-.06
.01

0.13**
0.03
0.01
0.18**
-0.06
-0.07
0.01
0.10**
-0.05
0.01

0.04
0.02
0.02
0.03
0.03
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.04
0.03

[0.05, 0.21]
[-0.01, 0.06]
[-0.04, 0.05]
[0.12, 0.23]
[-0.12, 0.01]
[-0.15, 0.01]
[-0.06, 0.08]
[0.02, 0.17]
[-0.13, 0.03]
[-0.06, 0.07]

.26**

.16**

76.70**
.52

51.70**
.42

η2

.01
.00
.00
.06
.00
.00
.00
.01
.00
.00

*p < .05. **p < .01.

The results shown in Table 1 are not fully consistent with our initial hypotheses, al‐
though the discrepancies are not so difficult to explain. First of all, intrinsic as well as
extrinsic freedom was favored by self-direction at the same strength (H1). Secondly, ex‐
trinsic freedom had the strongest link to the self-enhancement motives of power, control
and domination (H2). These are also the motives that most strongly differentiate individ‐
uals with an extrinsic sense of freedom from individuals with an intrinsic sense of free‐
dom, as the latter is negatively related to power. Thirdly, intrinsic freedom has been posi‐
tively predicted by benevolence (which belongs to self-transcendence values) and group
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security. Although, in theory, group security belongs to conservation values, our addi‐
tional analyses have shown that it was more highly correlated with self-transcendence
values (especially with benevolence) than with conservation values.
Moral Intuitions
Table 2 shows the results of another pair of regression analyses. In the first analysis the
intrinsic freedom scale was regressed on moral intuitions, including the statistical control
of extrinsic freedom (covariate). The effects of six moral intuitions contributed 17% var‐
iance to the total R2 over and above the covariate effect. In the second analysis the extrin‐
sic freedom scale was regressed on moral intuitions including the statistical control of in‐
trinsic freedom (covariate). In this case, the effects of moral intuitions contributed 8%
variance to the total R2 over and above the covariate effect.
Table 2
Effects of Moral Intuitions on Intrinsic and Extrinsic Sense of Freedom – Regression Analysis
Intrinsic freedom
Predictor
Constant
Intrinsic freedom
Extrinsic freedom
Care/harm
Fairness/reciprocity
Ingroup/loyalty
Authority/respect
Sanctity/degradation
Liberty

β

.43
.28
.20
-.14
-.10
.03
.05

B

SE

95% CI

1.30**

0.14

[1.01, 1.63]

0.39**
0.24**
0.18**
-0.12**
-0.08**
0.03
0.04

ΔR2
F (7, 792)
R 2 Total

0.03
0.04
0.04
0.03
0.03
0.03
0.03

[0.33, 0.44]
[0.16, 0.31]
[0.10, 0.26]
[-0.19, -0.05]
[-0.15, -0.02]
[-0.05, 0.10]
[-0.02, 0.10]

Extrinsic freedom
2

η

.05
.02
.01
.01
.00
.00

β

B

SE

95% CI

.49

0.66**
0.55**

0.18
0.04

[0.31, 1.20]
[0.47, 0.62]

-.14
-.07
.16
.10
.00
.20

-0.15**
-0.07
0.16**
0.09**
0.00
0.20**

0.04
0.05
0.04
0.04
0.08
0.04

[-0.23, -0.05]
[-0.19, 0.01]
[0.07, 0.25]
[0.01, 0.17]
[-0.08, 0.09]
[0.12, 0.27]

.17**

.08**

86.20**
.43

59.30**
.34

η2

.01
.00
.02
.01
.00
.03

**p < .01.

As expected in H4, intrinsic freedom was positively predicted by moral intuitions of care/
harm (β = .28, p < .001) and fairness/reciprocity (β = .20, p < .001). Moreover, it was also though to a lesser extent - negatively predicted by moral intuitions of ingroup/loyalty (β
= -.14, p = .001) and authority/respect (β = -.10, p = .009). In the second regression analy‐
sis, as expected (H5), the extrinsic freedom was positively predicted by moral intuitions
of liberty (β = .20, p < .001). In addition, it was negatively predicted by care/harm (β =
-.15, p = .002), and - quite unexpectedly - positively predicted by ingroup/loyalty (β = .16,
p < .001) and authority/respect (β = .10, p = .020).
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Preferences for Political Community
In this section we tested the predictive effects of intrinsic and extrinsic sense of freedom
on the preferred type of political community. As we argued, preference for communitari‐
an political community should be favored by an intrinsic sense of freedom, while the
preference for liberal political community can be favored by both intrinsic and extrinsic
freedom.
Table 3 shows the results of two regression analyses. In the first, liberal orientation
(M = 4.28, SD = 0.64) was regressed on intrinsic and extrinsic sense of freedom, including
the statistical control of communitarian orientation’s effect (covariate). The effects of
both predictors contributed 8% variance to the total R2 over and above the covariate ef‐
fect. In the second regression analysis the scores on the communitarian orientation scale
(M = 4.57, SD = 0.62) were regressed on both types of freedom, including the statistical
control of liberal orientation’s effect (covariate). In this case, the effects of both predictors
contributed 10% variance to the total R 2 over and above the covariate effect.
Table 3
Effects of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Sense of Freedom on the Preference for Liberal/Communitarian Political
Community – Regression Analysis
Liberal orientation
Predictor
Constant
Liberal orientation
Communitarian orient.
Intrinsic freedom
Extrinsic freedom

β

.51
-.23
.33

B

SE

95% CI

1.60**

0.17

[1.31, 1.92]

0.53**
-0.26**
0.35**

ΔR 2
F(3, 796)
R 2 Total

0.03
0.04
0.03

[0.47, 0.59]
[-0.34, -0.18]
[0.28, 0.41]

Communitarian orientation
2

η

.05
.11

β

B

SE

95% CI

.50

1.20**
0.48**

0.16
0.03

[0.83, 1.50]
[0.42, 0.54]

.35
-.05

0.37**
-0.05

0.04
0.03

[0.30, 0.44]
[-0.11, 0.02]

.08**

.10**

151.30**
.36

159.60**
.38

η2

.12
.00

**p < .01.

Analysis of the β coefficients shows that the increase in intrinsic freedom predicted a de‐
crease in preferences for liberal orientation (β = -23, p <.001), and – as expected (H6) – it
was considerably associated with an increase in preferences for communitarian orienta‐
tion (β = .35; p < .001). On the other hand, the increase in extrinsic freedom – as expected
(H7) – considerably predicted an increase in preferences for liberal orientation (β = .33; p
<.001) and was unrelated to the preference for communitarian orientation (β = -.05; p
= .184).
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Support for the Principles of Liberal Democracy
We expected that both intrinsic and extrinsic sense of freedom favor support for demo‐
cratic principles. However, as it was argued, their potential influence should be different.
The effect of intrinsic freedom was expected to be positive and direct, whereas the effect
of extrinsic freedom was expected to be positive but mediated by the preference for a lib‐
eral orientation. Table 4 presents verification of both hypotheses.
At the level of Pearson's correlation intrinsic and extrinsic freedom to a similar degree
favor support for democratic principles (r = .33 and .37, p < .001, respectively). In the first
step of hierarchical regression analysis, support for democratic principles (M = 4.52, SD =
0.65) is still positively predicted by both freedoms when we control for their covariance
(β = .18 and .27, p < .001; respectively). The second step of the analysis shows that both
liberal and communitarian orientation favor support for democratic principles, although
the effect of the former is clearly larger (β = .41 and .22, p < .001; respectively). The effect
of intrinsic freedom remains statistically significant (β = .15, p = .008), while the effect of
extrinsic freedom becomes insignificant. Thus, in terms of the mediation analysis, we
found the expected direct effect for intrinsic freedom and no such effect for extrinsic
freedom (H8).
Table 4
Direct and Indirect Effects of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Freedom on Support for Democratic Principles
Direct effects
Predictor
Constant
Intrinsic freedom
Extrinsic freedom
Liberal orientation
Communitarian orientation
ΔR

r
.33
.37
.57
.51

2

F(4, 395)
2
R Total

βstep 1

βstep 2

.18
.27

.15
.05
.41
.22

.15**

.26**

2

B

SE

95% CI

η

0.75**
0.16**
0.05
0.44**
0.23**

0.24
0.06
0.06
0.05
0.06

[0.27, 1.23]
[0.04, 0.28]
[-0.06, 0.16]
[0.33, 0.54]
[0.12, 0.34]

.02
.00
.14
.04

B

SE

Boot 95% CI

-0.15
0.11

0.03
0.03

[-0.22, -0.09]
[0.05, 0.19]

0.19
-0.03

0.03
0.02

[0.12, 0.26]
[-0.07, 0.01]

67.80**
.41
Indirect effects

Mediator
Intrinsic freedom
1.1 Liberal orientation
1.2 Communitarian orientation
Extrinsic freedom
2.1 Liberal orientation
2.2 Communitarian orientation
**p < .01.
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The above results suggested mediation effects. To precisely determine their size and
statistical significance, we used the PROCESS v 2.15 macro for testing mediation effects
(Model 4) (Hayes, 2014). Of the four separate analyses, the first two concerned the effect
of intrinsic freedom on support for democratic principles, separately mediated by liberal
(1.1) and communitarian (1.2) orientation. In analysis 1.1, a mediating variable as well as a
dependent variable were controlled for by two covariates: extrinsic freedom and com‐
munitarian orientation, whereas in analysis 1.2, the covariates were extrinsic freedom
and liberal orientation. We found two significant indirect effects of intrinsic freedom: the
negative effect mediated by liberal orientation (B = -0.15), and the positive one mediated
by communitarian orientation (B = 0.11).
Similarly, two subsequent analyses concerned the effect of extrinsic freedom on sup‐
port for democratic principles, separately mediated by liberal (2.1) and communitarian
(2.2) orientation. In analysis 2.1, a mediating variable as well as a dependent variable
were controlled for by two covariates: intrinsic freedom and communitarian orientation,
whereas in analysis 2.2, the covariates were intrinsic freedom and liberal orientation. We
found only one significant indirect effect of extrinsic freedom – the expected (H9) posi‐
tive effect mediated by liberal orientation (B = 0.19).
In sum, the presented results suggest that extrinsic freedom is not a direct predictor
of support for principles of liberal democracy. However, this form of freedom seems to
considerably affect support for democracy by increasing preferences for the liberal vision
of political community. In the case of extrinsic freedom, the picture of possible influences
is more complex. On the one hand, as was expected, intrinsic freedom turned out to be
directly supportive for liberal democracy. However, it can also generate two indirect ef‐
fects that are antagonistic to one another, and largely cancel each other out. Since both
liberal and communitarian orientation favor support for democracy, it seems that in the
case of intrinsic freedom this support can, in a parallel manner, be weakened and
strengthened – as intrinsic freedom decreases liberal orientation and increases communi‐
tarian orientation, respectively.

Discussion
Some normative theories of liberal democracy contrast the two forms of freedom: 'uncon‐
ditional' (absolute, not limited) and 'conditional' (relative, limited). According to political
and social philosophers like Fromm (1970/1941) and Berlin (1969), the essence of uncon‐
ditional freedom (‘freedom from’ or ‘negative freedom’) is the priority of individual au‐
tonomy and independence over the achievement of other important social goals and val‐
ues. Consequently, freedom becomes the most important political value. In the case of
conditional freedom (‘freedom to’ or ‘positive freedom’), the priority is to enable the real‐
ization of people’s individual life potential, which goes far beyond maximizing individual
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autonomy and independence. Consequently, maximizing individual autonomy and inde‐
pendence must take into account a wider range of important social goals and values.
The aim of the research described in this paper was an attempt to capture the psycho‐
logical sense of the philosophical distinction of unconditional and conditional freedom
through the distinction of extrinsic and intrinsic experience of freedom. In the course of
the analysis, it turned out that both hypothetical forms of experiencing freedom are quite
strongly positively correlated, but empirically distinct. Moreover, our analyses showed
that they are related to different sets of human values and moral intuitions. As for human
values, the only similarity between extrinsic and intrinsic freedom lies in the expected
positive relationship with self-direction (intellectual autonomy and independence of ac‐
tion). The most striking difference appeared in relation to the value of power, which
turned out to be the most important but opposite predictor. The broadly understood mo‐
tive of power, control and domination definitely seems to favor extrinsic freedom and
disfavor intrinsic freedom. Just as with the Americans examined by Alford (2003), Poles
who understand freedom as being free from external limitations, perceive the origin of
freedom in having power and resources that allow the control and domination of others
(see also. Hamilton, 1978; Doliński, 1993). In contrast, in the case of intrinsic freedom,
pro-social motives of close ties with people and collective security are clearly noticeable.
Even more pronounced mental differences are seen in the related moral foundations.
Intrinsic freedom is clearly related to moral intuitions based on care for others and fair‐
ness in social relations. These positive relationships with the ethics of individual welfare
are accompanied by negative relations with the moral codes that make up the ethics of
community, i.e., loyalty to the group and respect for authorities. In contrast, extrinsic
freedom has a completely different pattern of moral correlates. Firstly, as one might ex‐
pect, its strongest moral predictor is liberty. Secondly, extrinsic freedom tends to be nega‐
tively related to the ethics of individual welfare (especially care/harm) and positively re‐
lated to the ethics of community (especially ingroup/loyalty). This pattern was not expec‐
ted at all, but it seems to harmonize with the earlier finding that extrinsic freedom is con‐
siderably related to the value of power. It would also be in line with our previous re‐
search, in which support for authoritarian power was favored by unlimited freedom and
significantly weakened by freedom limited by the law and respect for other people
(Skarżyńska, 2018).
Many definitions of democracy postulate that the goal of creating political communi‐
ties based on a democratic legal order is to pursue a 'common good'. The state, as a for‐
mal and legal emanation of such a community, arises as a result of self-organization of
citizens who want specific forms of relations between themselves, and in relation to the
institutions of the state. We assumed that the broadly understood model of a democratic
political community is based on at least two different concepts of citizenship and rela‐
tions between the state and citizens – a liberal or communitarian orientation. As could be
expected, extrinsic freedom very clearly favors preferences of a political community
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based on the principles of liberal orientation, i.e., on the belief that the most important
goal of the state is to provide every citizen with maximum freedom through appropriate
legal rules (human and civil rights). Because society is nothing more than a network of
interactions and objective-mercantile interdependencies between individuals, these rights
cannot be subordinated to a society understood as an autonomous, real social existence.
The extrinsic sense of freedom clearly determines preference for the liberal model of po‐
litical community, while intrinsic freedom is related to the rejection of liberal community.
Whereas intrinsic freedom definitely favors communitarian orientation - it advocates a
vision of the society having its own developmental goals and guided by overriding col‐
lective ethics. Communitarians believe that personal freedom is something highly unsta‐
ble and illusory if it is disconnected from communal values.
Our research proves that both models, liberal and communitarian, can support de‐
mocracy. What is more, in terms of direct effects, the effect of liberal orientation turns
out to be clearly stronger than the effect of communitarian orientation. However, para‐
doxically, the same extrinsic freedom, which is so favorable to liberal orientation, ap‐
peared as only indirectly conducive to democratic thinking.
This is not surprising if we take into account that unconditional freedom is rather
grounded in striving for power and domination than in the motives of self-transcendence
and concern for others. In this sense, norms and principles of the liberal political com‐
munity seem to fulfill a dual function with respect to extrinsic freedom. On the one hand,
they may provide ideological rationalization for its expansiveness, but on the other hand
they may also impose strong limits on its selfish potential.
People who experience intrinsic freedom seem to first of all draw on the motives of
self-transcendence and concern for others. Such values as power and domination certain‐
ly do not belong to their priorities. In contrast to extrinsic freedom, relationships be‐
tween intrinsic freedom and democratic principles turned out to be much more complex.
Based on our analysis, the total effect of intrinsic freedom on support for democracy can
be decomposed into three components: 1) positive direct effect; 2) positive indirect effect
(by strengthening communitarian orientation); and 3) negative indirect effect (by weak‐
ening liberal orientation).
Effects number 2 and 3 were not included in the set of initial hypotheses. However, in
the light of other results presented in this paper, effect 2 in particular is not much of a
surprise. As we argued and expected, intrinsic sense of freedom favored communitarian
orientation towards the political community, and communitarian orientation, like the lib‐
eral one albeit weaker, favored support for democratic principles. In the case of effect 3,
which is antagonistic to effects 1 and 2, a question arises about its meaning. Does it sug‐
gest a manifestation of a hidden authoritarian potential, or is it evidence for thoughtful
use of freedom? We cannot give a fully satisfactory answer on the basis of the data we
have. However, taking into account effects 1 and 2, we suppose that the second interpre‐
tation is more likely to be accurate. The negative relationship between intrinsic freedom
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and liberal orientation seems primarily to be a kind of reluctance towards fetishization of
liberty at the expense of other social and political values.
Since intrinsic freedom turns out to be more pro-democratic than extrinsic freedom, it
is worth considering the factors strengthening this form of experiencing freedom. We be‐
lieve that, apart from personal values and moral intuitions, an important role is played by
individual differences in cognitive and behavioral control. A strong sense of internal con‐
trol should favor the experience of positive freedom (in Berlin's view), that is, freedom to
pursue one's goals and values, limited by concern for the freedom and fair treatment of
other people. It is already known that sense of internal control (cognitive and behavioral)
– and thus also the experience of positive freedom – is associated with a specific individ‐
ual self-image and image of the social world. Research, conducted since the mid-1990s by
Carol Dweck and her colleagues, proves that internal control is greater the more people
believe that personality traits, including intelligence, can be successfully developed
(Dweck, 2000). In turn, belief in the developmental potential of the human mind is posi‐
tively related to persistence, resilience, and deliberation in judging people. All these char‐
acteristics help in achieving planned goals and personal development. It can therefore be
assumed that experiencing intrinsic freedom is not only pro-democratic, but gives people
clear developmental benefits.
Finally, it is worth noting that the concept of intrinsic and extrinsic freedom is per‐
haps a reasonable answer to the ‘secret’ of a positive and strong relationship between lib‐
eral and communitarian orientation (which amounted to r = .53). Though, at the theoreti‐
cal level, both orientations may seem contradictory, at the level of mental representation
(and our measurement) they are not contradictory and even strongly coexist. Moreover,
they both make their substantial contribution to support for democracy. It can be argued
that this is because most people equally often experience freedom in its extrinsic as well
as intrinsic sense.
Both orientations propose different concepts of building political community, but lib‐
erals as well as communitarians can similarly believe in democracy as a better model of
social order than other political systems, having many more advantages than disadvan‐
tages.
Liberals as well as communitarians can also share similar ideas about the standards of the
democratic state, such as free elections, political pluralism, freedom of economic activity,
the rule of law, equality of voting rights, etc. It can be assumed that this similarity is re‐
sponsible for a large part of the common variance. Most disputes between advocates of
liberal and communitarian orientation concern such important aspects of democracy as
the scope and strength of respect for human rights, and the attitude towards authoritari‐
an forms of government. Such differences have perhaps the greatest impact on the differ‐
ent political identification and preferences expected between liberals and communitari‐
ans.
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If we refer our results to the theory of social identity (cf. Tajfel & Turner, 1986), the
phenomenon of coexistence of extrinsic and intrinsic forms of freedom seems to corre‐
spond with the description of a general mechanism shaping human identity. It describes
the relations between two spheres of personal identity: individual and social. Individual
identity is the manifestation of one's need for autonomy and uniqueness - it is formed as
a result of the processes of individuation, which leads to separation of the Self from nonSelf. The basis for social identity lies in identification processes, thanks to which we are
able to recognize ourselves as a part of a collective. The alternating experience of extrin‐
sic and intrinsic freedom can be seen as parallel to the alternating experience of individu‐
alization and identification. This phenomenon can be explained in terms of the theory of
self-categorization (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987), which emphasizes
that group categorization processes allow people to smoothly shift (self-categorization)
from the level of individual identity (autonomous Self) to the level of group identity, as
well as ‘switching’ different group identities. Giving greater importance to the individual
or social identity depends on both personality factors and social context. In terms of per‐
sonality characteristics, for example, it has been shown that increased level of anxiety
leads to an increase in the tendency to identify with others (identification) and a decrease
in individuation (e.g., Maslach, Stapp, & Santee, 1985). As for contextual factors, mental
"switching" from one way of thinking about political community to another often results
from changes in the sense of personal and/or group security perceived by large social
groups. Another reason may be the phenomenon of surfeit (cf. Apter, 1984). In certain
historical periods, one or the other orientation dominates in social discourse, reinforced
by the policy of the ruling elite and the media narrative. In Poland, an individualistic nar‐
rative prevailed from the beginning of the systemic change. From 2015, after the change
of the political power from rather liberal to conservative, a communitarian narrative be‐
came much more expressive and popular.
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Appendices
Appendix A
Table A.1
Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for the Scales Measuring Moral Intuitions (N = 800)
Scale
1. Care/harm
2. Fairness/reciprocity
3. Ingroup/loyalty
4. Authority/respect
5. Sanctity/degradation
6. Liberty
**p < .01.

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

4.86
4.75
4.40
4.32
4.56
4.72

0.65
0.64
0.65
0.68
0.66
0.64

–
0.76**
0.44**
0.37**
0.64**
0.53**

–
0.53**
0.47**
0.67**
0.60**

–
0.68**
0.65**
0.44**

–
0.65**
0.36**

–
0.49**

–

Appendix B
Table B.1
Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for the Scales Measuring Basic Human Values (N = 800)
Scale
1. Self-direction
2. Hedonism
3. Stimulation
4. Power
5. Achievement
6. Benevolence
7. Universalism
8. Conformity
9. Group security
10. Tradition

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

4.64
3.76
3.85
3.55
4.20
4.78
4.45
4.37
4.87
4.32

0.68
1.24
1.24
1.08
0.83
0.71
0.72
0.74
0.72
0.79

–
0.28**
0.45**
0.27**
0.59**
0.58**
0.56**
0.38**
0.57**
0.32**

–
0.62**
0.61**
0.45**
-0.02
0.11**
0.13**
-0.04
0.03

–
0.62**
0.63**
0.13**
0.32**
0.25**
0.09*
0.11**

–
0.64**
-0.04
0.23**
0.30**
-0.05
0.19**

–
0.33**
0.45**
0.39**
0.31**
0.27**

–
0.60**
0.52**
0.75**
0.50**

–
0.62**
0.59**
0.59**

–
0.54**
0.68**

–
0.48**

–

*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Appendix C
LIBERAL ORIENTATION
Civic liberty
Human freedom is the most important goal of the civil society, no top-down ideas of 'good life' can be more
important than freedom
Wolność człowieka to najważniejszy cel społeczeństwa obywatelskiego, żadne z góry przyjęte ideały ‘dobrego
życia’ nie mogą być ważniejsze od wolności
Civic liberty is the freedom to choose your own way/lifestyle
Wolność obywatelska polega na swobodzie wyboru własnego sposobu/stylu życia
Genuine citizenship is individual freedom to have your own life goals
Prawdziwe obywatelstwo to indywidualna wolność do posiadania własnych celów życiowych
Only full freedom of worldview and morality gives the citizen the chance of genuine development
Tylko pełna swoboda światopoglądowa i obyczajowa daje obywatelowi szansę na prawdziwy rozwój
Citizen’s identity
For me, as a citizen, the ability to make free choices is more important than duties related to social roles that I
am fulfilling
Dla mnie, jako obywatela, zdolność dokonywania wolnych wyborów jest ważniejsza niż obowiązki związane z
rolami społecznymi, które pełnię
Who we are does not depend on our family ties, circle of friends or belonging to different social groups - if
they were not, we would still be who we are
To kim jesteśmy nie zależy od naszych więzi rodzinnych, kręgu znajomych czy należenia do różnych grup
społecznych - gdyby ich nie było, nadal bylibyśmy tymi, kim jesteśmy
To live well, you do not have to feel as a part of this or that city, country or national group
Po to żeby dobrze żyć nie trzeba czuć się częścią tej czy innej miejscowości, kraju czy narodu
Man is what he/she feels at the moment, and attachment to tradition and history is often an unnecessary
ballast
Człowiek jest tym, kim w danym momencie się czuje, a przywiązanie do tradycji i historii często bywa
niepotrzebnym balastem
Relations between the individual and society
We are a group of private individuals who only share a conscious agreement to create a collective government
Jesteśmy grupą prywatnych jednostek, które łączy jedynie świadoma umowa o utworzeniu wspólnego rządu
Society is a great gathering of private people for which we cannot be responsible
Społeczeństwo to wielkie zbiorowisko prywatnych osób, za które nie możemy ponosić odpowiedzialności
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As many freedoms and as few social orders and bans are the best way to make ourselves come true as people
Jak najwięcej wolności i jak najmniej społecznych nakazów i zakazów, to najlepsza droga do tego żebyśmy
spełniali się jako ludzie
Being yourself or being different than everyone is the best way to self-realization
Bycie sobą albo bycie innym niż wszyscy to najlepszy sposób samorealizacji
View of the state
The state exists on the strength of the will of individuals who have agreed to form a collective government
Państwo istnieje na mocy woli jednostek, które umówiły się, że utworzą wspólny rząd
The state is responsible for many wrongs, injustices and wars. International communities, such as the
European Union, are a better way to organize social life
Państwo odpowiada za wiele krzywd, niesprawiedliwości i wojen. Wspólnoty międzynarodowe, takie jak np. Unia
Europejska, są lepszym sposobem organizacji życia społecznego
The state should not engage in world-view/moral issues
Państwo nie powinno angażować się w sprawy światopoglądowe
The state has no right to enter into worldviews and moral views of citizens, or to judge whether what people
do privately is good or bad
Państwo nie ma prawa wchodzić w sprawy moralne i obyczajowe obywateli, ani oceniać czy to, co ludzie robą
prywatnie jest dobre czy złe

COMMUNITARIAN ORIENTATION
Civic liberty
Freedom and sovereignty of the whole society is a condition for the freedom of individual citizens
Wolność i suwerenność całego społeczeństwa to warunek wolności pojedynczych obywateli
The most important goal of civil society is to form civic virtues that create a good, stable and fair society
Najważniejszy cel obywatelskiego to kształtowanie cnót obywatelskich, które tworzą dobre, stabilne i sprawiedliwe
społeczeństwo
Real citizenship is a sacrifice of part of your time and energy for the common good, because only the wellbeing of the whole society gives you the chance to meet your own life goals
Prawdziwe obywatelstwo to poświęcenie części swojego czasu i energii dla dobra ogółu, bo tylko pomyślność całego
społeczeństwa daje szanse na spełnienie własnych celów życiowych
Respect for such social values as authorities, law, customs, tradition - only this gives the citizen the chance for
real development
Szacunek dla takich wartości społecznych jak autorytety, prawo, obyczaje, tradycja – tylko to daje obywatelowi
szansę na prawdziwy rozwój
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Citizen’s identity
People are who they are thanks to life in society and contacts with people
Człowiek jest tym, kim jest, dzięki życiu w społeczeństwie i kontaktom z ludźmi
It is hard to imagine a good life without feeling that you are a resident of a specific place, region or country
and that you have a nationality
Trudno wyobrazić sobie dobre życie bez poczucia, że jest się mieszkańcem jakiegoś konkretnego miejsca, regionu
czy kraju i że ma się jakąś narodowość
We become who we are because we are members of society, we respect its achievements and strive together
for the common good
Człowiek staje się tym, kim jest, dzięki temu, że jest członkiem społeczeństwa, szanuje jego dorobek i dąży wraz z
innymi do wspólnego dobra
Knowing tradition and history of the community in which someone lives is a very important element of the
awareness of who we are
Znajomość tradycji i historii społeczności, w której ktoś żyje, jest bardzo ważnym elementem świadomości tego,
kim jest
Relations between the individual and society
Our life is meaningful in a thousand ways thanks to traditions of hundreds of years. It is these traditions that
teach us who we are and how we treat each other
Nasze życie jest sensowne na tysiąc sposobów dzięki tradycjom liczącym sobie setki lat. To te tradycje uczą nas
kim jesteśmy i jak siebie nawzajem traktujemy
We are part of the society in which we live, so to some degree we should feel responsible for it
Jesteśmy częścią społeczeństwa, w którym żyjemy, więc w jakimś stopniu powinniśmy czuć się za nie
odpowiedzialni
Every citizen owe something to society, and society owes something to him/her
Każdy obywatel jest coś winny społeczeństwu, a społeczeństwo jest coś winne jemu
Without the norms, values, history and culture that come from society, man would only be a biological
organism and nothing more
Bez norm, wartości, historii i kultury, które pochodzą ze społeczeństwa, człowiek byłby tylko biologicznym
organizmem i niczym więcej
View of the state
The state is a historically formed national community that gives citizens moral support and a sense of security
Państwo to historycznie ukształtowana wspólnota narodowa, dająca obywatelom moralne oparcie i poczucie
bezpieczeństwa
Even the best organized state will not survive without citizens’ patriotism
Nawet najlepiej zorganizowane państwo nie przetrwa bez patriotyzmu obywateli
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The state is much more than efficient courts, police and army - it should have a big impact on the economy
and on a fair distribution of general income between all groups of citizens
Państwo to dużo więcej niż sprawne sądy, policja i armia – powinno mieć duży wpływ na gospodarkę i na
sprawiedliwy podział ogólnego dochodu między wszystkie grupy obywateli
The state should promote certain ideological values if they are consistent with the beliefs of the majority of
citizens
Państwo powinno promować pewne wartości światopoglądowe, jeśli są one zgodne z przekonaniami większości
obywateli
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