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This study presents alternative measures of S. H. Schwartz’s
theory of values using pairwise comparisons and goal concepts.
Not only did the three measures of values—the Schwartz Value
Survey (SVS), the Pairwise Comparison Value Survey (PCVS),
and the Personal Striving Value Survey (PSVS)—converge but
they were also correlated in similar ways with the Individual-
ism-Collectivism Scale (ICS). This provides evidence that the
newly developed scales can be alternatives to the SVS, which
allows future studies of values using multiple measures. More-
over, the findings provide support for Schwartz’s conception of
values as higher order goals. The present findings have several
implications for the study of values and their linkage to the study
of individualism-collectivism and the self-concept.

Despite Rokeach’s (1968) assertion that values should
be a prominent research topic in social psychology, the
study of values was overshadowed by attitudes, attri-
butions, social cognition, and group processes in the
1970s, 1980s, and for part of the 1990s. However, a series
of large-scale cross-cultural studies by Schwartz and his
colleagues (Schwartz, 1992, 1994; Schwartz & Bilsky,
1987, 1990; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995) revitalized the study
of values (see Seligman, Olson, & Zanna, 1996, for a
recent review). Schwartz focused his conceptualization
of values on transsituational goals, including goal-related
constructs such as “personal projects” (Little, 1983) and
“life tasks” (Cantor & Kihlstrom, 1987). His theory gen-
erated a large number of studies on connections be-
tween values and diverse social behaviors, including
readiness for out-group social contact (Sagiv & Schwartz,
1995), voting behavior (Schwartz, 1996), attitude toward
high achievers (Feather, 1996), and attitude function
(Maio & Olson, 1995). One possible weakness of pre-

vious studies, however, is that they relied on a single
measure of values, namely, the Schwartz Value Survey
(SVS). As Campbell (1986) maintained, the use of mul-
tiple methods and multiple measures is essential for any
research program to be truly successful because alterna-
tive measures with different methods provide stringent
tests of construct validity. In this article, we first exam-
ined Schwartz’s theory of values using three different
value measures: the SVS, a newly developed Pairwise
Comparison Value Survey (PCVS), and the value scale
based on “personal strivings” (Emmons, 1986). Then we
explored the links between values and individualism-
collectivism using multiple measures to expand the no-
mological network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) of value
concepts. In this regard, the present investigation is a
first step toward an integration of research on values,
goals, and individualism-collectivism constructs.

Schwartz’s Theory of Values

Schwartz (1996) defined values as “desirable, transsi-
tuational goals, varying in importance, that serve as
guiding principles in people’s lives” (p. 2). Based on the
literature about needs, institutional demands, and func-
tional requirements of social groups, Schwartz and Bilsky
(1987, 1990) proposed that human values represent
three universal requirements of human existence: (a)
needs of individuals as biological organisms, (b) req-
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uisites of coordinated social interactions, and (c) sur-
vival and welfare needs of groups. On the basis of the
three needs, Schwartz (1992) initially proposed the
structure of values consisting of the following 11 value
types: power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, self-
direction, universalism, benevolence, spirituality, tradi-
tion, conformity, and security. Based on the structural
analyses of cross-cultural studies, spirituality was
dropped. The present model therefore consists of 10
value types (see Figure 1).

Besides the view of values as motivational goals, there
are two important features of Schwartz’'s (1992, 1994,
1996; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995) theory: (a) the circular
structure and (b) value priorities. The circular structure
of values seen in Figure 1 represents dynamic relations
among values. According to the circular structure, the
pursuit of adjacent values (e.g., power and achievement
and stimulation and self-direction) is compatible,
whereas the pursuit of opposite values (e.g., power and
universalism) generates conflict. Individuals high in
power also tend to place great importance on achieve-
ment and security. Conversely, those high in universal-
ism tend to stress benevolence and self-direction. That
is, Schwartz’s structure of values allows researchers to
generate systematic hypotheses. Closely related to the
properties of the circular structure, Schwartz emphasizes
value priorities as a meaningful predictor of social behav-
iors. The relative importance of a particular value over
the other values is the most important unit of analysis in
his theory. For instance, the value priorities of tradition,
conformity, and security in relation to self-direction,
universalism, and benevolence were prime indexes for
readiness for out-group contact (Sagiv & Schwartz,
1995). In brief, the view of values as motivational goals,
the circular structure, and value priorities constitute the
axes of Schwartz’s theory of values.

The SVS

To test the above conceptualization, Schwartz (1992)
developed the SVS, which consists of 56 value items. Of
the 56 values, 44 were identified as the predicted value
type in at least 75% of the 97 samples from 44 countries
(Schwartz, 1994). In addition, the 10 value types
emerged in predicted or adjacent location in 82% of the
diverse international samples (Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995).
Therefore, the structural invariance of the SVS across
cultures is well established (see also Schmitt, Schwartz,
Steyer, & Schmitt, 1993).

Concerning the measurement of values in general,
the use of a rank ordering versus a rating procedure has
been hotly debated. In his seminal studies on values,
Rokeach (1973, 1979) used a ranking task to assess a
person’s value preferences. Rokeach and Ball-Rokeach
(1989) argued that the ranking procedure directly re-
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Figure 1 Theoretical links between Schwartz’s 10 value types and
Triandis’s two individualism-collectivism dimensions.
SOURCE: Schwartz (1994), Triandis (1995).

flects the phenomenological reality of people engaging
in value choice behavior. In support of this view, Kros-
nich and Alwin (1988) found that the ranking procedure
resulted in stronger relations to target variables than did
the rating procedure. In contrast, Maio, Roese, Selig-
man, and Katz (1996) found that value ratings were more
strongly related to the target variables than were value
rankings. Furthermore, Braithwaite and Law (1985), as
well as Schwartz (1992, 1994), maintained that a rating
scale is more desirable because it allows participants to
indicate that two values are equally important to them.
Schwartz (1994) also argued against Rokeach and Ball-
Rokeach (1989) that ratings may be phenomenologi-
cally closer to the way in which people use values in their
daily lives because typically people are only loosely aware
of their values. Furthermore, Ng (1982) maintained that
the ranking procedure often violates the statistical as-
sumption of independence and, thus, that the rating
procedure should be preferred. In addition, ranking 16
values in the Rokeach Value Survey (RVS) seems to be
more difficult and time-consuming than rating. As
Schwartz (1994) pointed out, adding sample-specific
values is also more difficult in the ranking procedure.
One potential drawback of the rating procedure is the
effect of response sets. That is, it is not clear whether
differences between those people with a high average
rating across all values (e.g., indicating power, love, secu-
rity, and freedom to be their guiding principles in life)
and those people with low overall averages (e.g., indicat-
ing power, love, security, and freedom to be moderately
important) reflect meaningful individual differences or
are simply an artifact due to response sets. Schwartz,
Verkasalo, Antonovsky, and Sagiv (1997) examined the
effects of response styles on the SVS and found a small
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but statistically significant correlation between the mean
importance rating of the SVS and social desirability
measured by the Marlow-Crowne scale (7=.17, p<.01in
the Israeli adult sample and 7= 27, < .01 in the Finnish
sample). Furthermore, social desirability was signifi-
cantly positively correlated with conformity and tradi-
tion in both Israeli and Finnish samples. Schwartz et al.’s
(1997) findings suggest that individuals who rate all of
the values as very important tend to respond in a socially
desirable fashion and that such a tendency is most pro-
nounced in values related to conformity and tradition.
In other words, response sets in the SVS appear to reflect
substantive individual differences (i.e., a tendency to
endorse values related to social harmony) in addition to
a possible artifact.

The issue of response sets can raise concerns in mul-
tiple group comparisons, especially in comparisons that
involve cross-cultural groups. Triandis, McCusker, and
Hui (1990), for instance, used the SVS to compare value
priorities of a Chinese and an American sample. They
unexpectedly found that the Americans endorsed values
signifying a sense of belonging, respect for tradition, and
loyalty significantly more than did the Chinese. The
American sample, however, exhibited a higher mean
across all ratings. Therefore, it is still possible that the
Chinese considered the values of a sense of belonging,
respect for tradition, and loyalty more important than
did the Americans, relative to other values. This example
indicates that response sets might obscure interindi-
vidual and intergroup differences in value priorities in
the rating procedure adapted in the SVS. To address this
issue, Schwartz (1992) recommended using the mean
importance rating for the 56 values as a covariate in
comparing multiple groups. Individual and group differ-
ences in response styles can therefore be minimized by
the procedures recommended by Schwartz (1992). In
sum, the SVS shows proper psychometric properties and
structural invariance across cultures. Group compari-
sons using the SVS, however, require the statistical con-
trol for response styles.

Alternative Measures of Values

The PCVS was created to address the issue of response
styles and to provide an alternative measure of
Schwartz’s theory of values. Unlike the SVS and the RVS,
the PCVS employs a pairwise comparison procedure
similar to Thurstone’s (1927) law of comparative judg-
ments (cf. Sixtl, 1982). Each of the 10 values is compared
with each of the other 9 values, one ata time, on a 7-point
scale ranging from -3 to 3 and constituting 45 pairwise
comparisons in total (see appendix for details). In this
procedure, not only is the relative importance of the
values directly measured but the degree to which one
value is more important than the other is also measured.
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More important, response sets are mostly precluded by
this approach because all respondents have the same
mean across items (i.e., 0). Thus, it is easier to compare
and interpret the relative importance of each value
across respondents without any statistical adjustments.
Moreover, the PCVS maintains an advantage of the rat-
ing procedure because it allows respondents to endorse
two values equally while it controls for response sets.

Another way to measure values is to obtain individu-
als’ personal strivings (Emmons, 1986) and compute
value scores based on the type of personal strivings.
Schwartz (1994) suggests that individuals who stress
power tend to pursue goals related to social fame and
reputation, whereas those who stress universalism tend
to pursue goals related to human rights, equality, and
environmental protection. Although Schwartz (1992,
1994) emphasizes his theory of values as representations
of goals, the relations between values measured by the
SVS and goals were not explicitly examined in previous
research. Furthermore, a review by Austin and Vancou-
ver (1996) indicates that although a large body of re-
search on goals has been accumulated in various areas
of psychology, theoretical relations between goal con-
cepts and values have not been clearly identified. Goals
are known to be intertwined with various aspects of
human life, including emotional experiences (Cantor &
Harlow, 1994; Carver & Scheier, 1990; Emmons, 1986,
1991), self-evaluations (Bandura & Cervone, 1983),
achievement (Elliott & Dweck, 1988), and memory
(Singer & Salovey, 1996). The examination of the links
between values and goals, therefore, provides (a) an
empirical test of Schwartz’s concept of values as higher
order goals and (b) builds a basis for a synthetic under-
standing of human behaviors.

Values and Individualism-Collectivism

Whereas Schwartz’s (1990, 1992, 1994) theory fo-
cuses on value priorities at the individual level, Triandis’s
(1995, 1996) theory of individualism-collectivism fo-
cuses primarily on cultural syndromes, such as shared
attitudes, norms, and values at the cultural level. There-
fore, with regard to the connection between values and
the individualism-collectivism construct, Schwartz
(1992) warns researchers that the simple equation be-
tween these constructs could be misleading. For in-
stance, Schwartz demonstrates that although values such
as wealth, social power, and authority serve individual
interests at the individual level, these values tend to
receive greater priority in collectivist nations. That is,
individualistic values are not necessarily more important
in individualist nations than in collectivist nations. To
avoid the confusion between individual-level analyses
and cultural-level analyses, we focus on the individual-
level analyses of values and individualism-collectivism.
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Namely, we measure values and individualism-collectivism
at the individual level and use constructs parallel to
individualism-collectivism at the individual level.
Schwartz (1992) notes that at the individual level the
values of power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation,
and self-direction serve individual interests, whereas the
values of benevolence, tradition, and conformity reflect
collective interests. Therefore, we predict that individu-
alists tend to place greater emphasis on power, achieve-
ment, hedonism, stimulation, and self-direction,
whereas collectivists tend to place greater importance on
benevolence, tradition, and conformity.

Triandis (1995, 1996) has refined his theory of indi-
vidualism-collectivism by adding another dimension:
vertical versus horizontal. He argues that vertical socie-
ties and people emphasize the importance of status and
hierarchy, whereas horizontal societies and people stress
egalitarianism, paying smaller attention to social class
and status, Triandis (1996) hypothesizes that the values
of conformity and security represent the collectivism
construct, whereas those of self-direction and hedonism
represent the individualism construct. Similarly, Trian-
dis hypothesizes that the values of power and achieve-
ment constitute the vertical dimension, whereas those of
benevolence and universalism characterize the horizon-
tal dimension. Based on Triandis’s (1996) analyses, we
predict that vertical individualists stress the values of
power and achievement, whereas horizontal individual-
ists emphasize the values of self-direction. Likewise, we
hypothesize that vertical collectivists stress the values of
tradition and conformity, whereas horizontal collectiv-
ists emphasize the values of benevolence.

In addition, Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) two types
of self-construals (i.e., independent self-construals and
interdependent self-construals) are closely related to
Triandis’s individualism-collectivism constructs. The es-
sential aspect of the independent self-construal is the
conception of the self as an autonomous and inde-
pendent person. Conversely, the interdependent self-
construal centers on the conception of the self as embed-
ded in others, statuses, roles, and relationships. Based on
these characteristics, we hypothesize that the inde-
pendent self-construal is positively correlated with the
values of self-direction, whereas the interdependent self-
construal is related to those of benevolence, tradition,
and conformity. Despite the clear theoretical connec-
tions between values and individualism-collectivism, sys-
tematic relations between these constructs have not
been empirically tested. The exploration of the linkage,
therefore, yields an important test of the nomological
network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) of values and indi-
vidualism-collectivism constructs.

PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN

Overview

In the present study we developed alternative meth-
ods to measure Schwartz’s (1992, 1994, 1996) theory of
values. For the first alternative we employed a pairwise
comparison procedure to allow respondents to directly
indicate the relative importance of each value. In addi-
tion, we measured values based on personal strivings.
These two measures of values allowed us to examine the
two important features of Schwartz’s theory: relative
importance of values as a unit of analysis and the view of
values as higher order goals. Furthermore, we tested the
theoretical links between values and individualism-col-
lectivism, thereby extending the nomological network of
values and individualism-collectivism. The present study
addressed the issues of the measurement of values, the
need for multiple measures, and the integration of sev-
eral major research programs in personality and social
psychology (i.e., values, goals, and individualism-collec-
tivism).

METHOD
Participants

Sample 1. Participants were 150 University of Illinois
undergraduate students (110 females, 40 males) en-
rolled in a personality psychology course in the spring of
1996. The racial backgrounds of the participants were as
follows: 113 Whites, 6 Blacks, 9 Hispanics, and 16 Asians.
Of the participants, 30 were between the ages of 18
and 19 years, 97 participants were between the ages of
20 and 21 years, 19 participants were between the ages
of 22 and 25 years, and 4 participants were between the
ages of 26 and 30 years.

Sample 2. This sample consisted of 121 introductory
psychology students at the University of Illinois (58 male,
63 female; 90 White Americans, 5 Black Americans, 6
Hispanic Americans, and 20 Asian Americans). Of the
participants, 72% were either 17 or 18 years old, 16%
were 19 years old.

Procedure

AtTime 1 in Sample 1 the participants completed the
PCVS, the Self-Construal Scale (SCS), and the Individu-
alism-Collectivism Scale (ICS), in that order. It took the
participants, on average, about 10 minutes to complete
the PCVS and another 10 minutes to complete the SCS
and the ICS. At Time 2 the participants completed the
SVS, the PCVS, and the Personal Striving Value Survey
(PSVS), in that order. It took the participants, on aver-
age, about 10 minutes to complete the SVS and 15
minutes to complete the PSVS. Four undergraduate
assistants completed the scales used in this study prior to
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the study’s inception. When asked how easy or how
difficult they found each of the three scales, one assistant
mentioned that choosing one value over the other in the
PCVS was more difficult than completing the SVS. It
should be noted, however, that none of the participants
in this study complained about completing the scales
during or after the experiment. The students in Sample
2 completed the PCVS and the SCS, in that order. The
participants received partial credit for the course by
participating in this study. Due to incomplete data, four
participants were dropped from all analyses in Sample 1.
Due to occasional missing data, the number of partici-
pants differed slightly in several of the analyses.

Measures

SVS. The SVS comprises 56 value items. As recom-
mended by Schwartz (1994), we used in our analyses the
44 value items that were shown to be stable across cul-
tures. The respondents were asked to rate the impor-
tance of each value on a 9-point scale ranging from -1
(opposed to my value), O (not important), 3 (important), 6
(very important), to 7 (of supreme importance). Each value-
type score was computed by taking the mean rating for
the items assigned for each value type based on Table 3
in Schwartz (1994). Cronbach’s alpha for each subscale
in Sample 1 was as follows: Power .80 (3 items), Achieve-
ment .81 (4 items), Hedonism .62 (2 items), Stimulation
.85 (3 items), Self-Direction .70 (5 items), Universalism
.86 (8 items), Benevolence .70 (5 items), Tradition .70
(5 items), Conformity .77 (4 items), and Security .70 (5
items).

PCVS. As described briefly earlier, the PCVS measures
values at the level of the 10 value types proposed by
Schwartz (1994). The pairwise comparisons of the 10
value types yield 45 pairs. Each value appears 9 times,
about equally often (4 or 5 times) on the left or right side
of the comparison. In the PCVS, we changed benevolence
to social relationships, universalism to social/ecological
concern, and conformity to dutifulness because the
original labels were not intended to be used in commu-
nication with laypersons. In the instructions of the PCVS
we explained the meaning of each value type by listing
up to five of the most representative values belonging to
the particular type. For example, next to social/ecological
concern we listed the values of protecting the environ-
ment, aworld of beauty, unity with nature, broadminded,
and social justice (see appendix for detail) . After reading
the instruction participants were asked to indicate the
degree to which they prefer one value over the other for
each pair using a 7-point scale ranging from -3 (left value
is much more important) to 0 (both values are equally impor-
tant) to +3 (right value is much more important). In comput-
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ing a scale score for each value type, +3 for an item means
+3 for the right value and -3 for the left value. Similarly,
+2 for an item means +2 for the right value and -2 for
the left value. Likewise, —1 for an item means -1 for the
right value and +1 for the left value. As such, two scores
are generated from each item, resulting in 90 items (i.e.,
9 items for each value type). Therefore, the total scale
score ranges from -27 to +27 for each value type. (The
scale score can be computed by the software program
written by the second author, which is available by re-
quest.) The PCVS was administered twice over a 16-day
interval.

PSVS. Personal striving is one of the most widely
researched goal constructs and is defined as “what a
person is characteristically trying to do” (Emmons, 1986,
p- 1059). Based on the instructions given by Emmons
(1986) the respondents completed 10 sentences starting
with “IT am typically trying to . . . .” On the next page,
after generating 10 personal strivings, the respondents
rated each striving on the degree of relevance to each of
Schwartz’s 10 values. For instance, an individual who
generated a personal striving (e.g., “I am typically
trying to study at least 2 hours a day”) rated to what
degree this striving was relevant to power, achievement,
pleasure/enjoying life, stimulation, self-direction, social/
ecological concern, social relationships, tradition, duti-
fulness, and security on a 7-point scale ranging from 7
(extremely relevant) to 4 (moderately relevant) to 1 (not at all
relevant). Next to the value labels, we listed up to five
value items that represent each value type. For instance,
next to power we listed social power, authority, wealth,
and social recognition in parentheses. The respondent
repeated this rating for the 10 strivings. By averaging the
ratings given to the 10 personal strivings we computed a
score for each value type. The score, therefore, ranged
from 1 to 7.

ICS. The ICS was developed by Singelis, Triandis,
Bhawuk, and Gelfand (1995) to measure the construct
of individualism-collectivism at the individual level. The
ICS consists of 16 individualism and 16 collectivism
items. These were further divided into four categories:
horizontal individualism (HI), horizontal collectivism
(HQ), vertical individualism (VI), and vertical collectiv-
ism (VC). The internal consistencies (Cronbach’s al-
pha) of the four scales were .67, .74, .74, and .68,
respectively (Singelis et al., 1995).

SCS. The SCS was developed by Singelis (1994) to
measure the constructs of the independent self and
interdependent self postulated by Markus and Kitayama
(1991). The SCS consists of 24 items, 12 of which mea-
sure the independent self and 12 of which measure the
interdependent self. Cronbach’s alpha for the inde-
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TABLE 1: Correlations Between the 10 Value Types in the PCVS at Times 1 and 2

PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN

Variable Power  Achievement  Hedonism  Stimulation  Self-Direction  Universalism  Benevolence  Tradition ~ Conformity  Security
Power 17 27%* .05 .05 —33%* —.30%* —.35%* -.05 =11 -10
Achievement 209%* B58** -.10 -.14 .00 —.30%* —.27%* -.05 .03 .06
Hedonism -17% -12 62%* 30%* .06 -13 26%* —.41%* —~.23%* -.07
Stimulation .04 —.22%% 35%* 69%* .03 .01 -.08 ~.26%* ~.26%* —.36%*
Selfdirection —.23%* .05 -.15 .10 H1%* 19% .08 —.22%% —.22%% —.18%
Universalism —.39%* —.23%% -.17% .01 1= 82%* .04 -.19* —.26%* -.19%
Benevolence ~27%% —31** .08 —-.20% .05 13 J73%x -.08 -10 -.03
Tradition -.05 -.03 —.32%* —.29%* —.24%* -.15 -15 J74%% 43 13
Conformity .01 .01 -.19* -.16 —.30%* —.34%* -.20* 38xx 63** 2Gk*
Security -13 .05 -.06 —.34x* -.06 -17% 12 .07 12 R
M (Time 1) -8.37 3.08 7.45 -1.71 7.66 -.39 8.77 -9.52 -5.93 -1.04
SD (Time 1) 9.28 6.09 6.39 6.88 5.78 9.82 6.58 7.89 7.04 6.67
M (Time 2) -8.87 4.54 6.44 -1.79 8.03 -.90 8.77 -8.73 -7.46 -.04
8D (Time 2) 8.47 6.48 6.51 7.00 5.67 9.78 7.02 6.74 6.62 6.35

NOTE: N= 146 at Time 1 and N = 142 at Time 2. Numbers shown in bold denote test-retest reliability coefficients. PCVS = Pairwise Comparison

Value Survey.
*< .05, **p< .01

pendent self was .69 and for the interdependent self was
.73 (see Singelis, 1994, for more information).

RESULTS
Convergent and Discriminant Validity

We first correlated the value scores derived from the
first and the second administration of the PCVS with
each other. If each value type was distinct, then the
correlations with the same value type should be higher
than the correlations with other value types. As shown in
Table 1, this was indeed the case for all 10 value types. In
contrast, the cross-value correlations were relatively low.
The highest cross-value correlations were found between
tradition and conformity (s = .39 and .43), whereas the
within-value correlations ranged from .54 to .82. This
finding supported the distinctiveness of the 10 value
types. The diagonal elements of Table 1 also indicated
that the new value measure had moderate to high test-
retest reliability over a 16-day interval.

In the following analysis we averaged the PCVS scores
across the two assessments and correlated the scores with
the scale scores for the 10 value types in the SVS and the
PSVS. The correlation matrixes presented in Table 2
contain an essential part of Campbell and Fiske’s (1959)
Mutitrait-Multimethod Matrix (MTMM), omitting the
heterotraitmonomethod triangles. Campbell and Fiske
note that the two essential criteria for convergent and
discriminant validity are (a) monotrait-heteromethod
coefficients are significantly different from zero and
sufficiently large (e.g., the correlation coefficient for
power measured by the PCVS and the SVS should be
significantly different from zero and sufficiently large)
and (b) the monotrait-heteromethod coefficients

should be higher than the heterotrait-heteromethod
coefficients (e.g., the correlation coefficient for power
measured by the PCVS and the SVS should be larger than
the correlation coefficient between power measured by
the PCVS and achievement measured by the SVS). As
shown in bold in Table 2, 29 out of the 30 monotrait-het-
eromethod coefficients (i.e., except the correlation for
security measured by the SVS and the PSVS) met the first
criterion. This provides support for convergent validity
for the 10 value types. Similarly, 530 out of 540 compari-
sons met the second criterion, indicating clear discrimi-
nant validity for the 10 value types. Furthermore, the
pattern of correlations among the heterotrait triangles
(e.g., correlation between power and universalism) was
strikingly similar across the methods. This provides ad-
ditional support for the discriminant validity of the 10
values. Table 2, as a whole, provides strong evidence that
Schwartz’s 10 values are distinct and that the newly
developed PCVS and PSVS are both viable measures of
Schwartz’s theory of values. From the substantive view-
point, it also suggests that Schwartz’s theory of values
certainly reflects daily strivings and value priorities. It is
also noteworthy that, confirming Schwartz’s circular
structure of values seen in Figure 1, there are clear
circular relations among the 10 values as indicated by the
pattern of correlations—the correlations are the highest
between the adjacent values (e.g., power and achieve-
ment), decrease as the values grow apart, and become
the lowest at the opposite position (e.g., power and
universalism).

Issues of Response Sets

As discussed earlier, group comparisons using the SV§
require a statistical control for the response sets. On the
other hand, the PCVS does not require such a control
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because respondents have the mean rating of zero. The
mean rating for the 44 value items in the SVS in the
male sample was 4.21, whereas the mean rating in the
female sample was 3.93 (¢=1.66, p<.10). As can be seen
in the first two columns of Table 3, male respondents
tended to rate most values as more important than
female respondents in the SVS. For instance, although
female respondents rated self-direction as significantly
more important in the PCVS, male respondents rated
self-direction as slightly more important than the female
respondents in the unadjusted SVS (¢ = .18, ns). Con-
trolling for the response sets in the SVS, however, female
respondents tended to place more importance on self-
direction than did male respondents (¢ = -1.20, ns).
Although the gender difference in the importance of
self-direction in the adjusted SVS was not significant, the
pattern of gender difference in the adjusted SVS was
more consistent with the PCVS. As a whole, Table 3
indicates that the effects of response sets on group mean
comparisons in the SVS can be controlled by using the
mean rating for the 44 values as a covariate. It also shows
that the adjusted means in the SVS exhibit similar pat-
terns of mean differences between gender in the PCVS.

Values and Individualism-Collectivism

To investigate the relationship between values and
individualism-collectivism we computed correlations be-
tween the SVS, the PCVS, the PSVS, and the ICS. As
shown in Table 4, VI was significantly positively corre-
lated with power and achievement in all three measures
of values, whereas HI was significantly positively corre-
lated only with self-direction. Likewise, VC was signifi-
cantly positively correlated with tradition and conform-
ity in all three measures of values, whereas HC was
significantly positively correlated only with benevolence.
It is also noteworthy that VI was negatively correlated
with self-direction, universalism, and benevolence,
whereas HC was negatively correlated with power and
achievement. Similarly, VC was negatively correlated
with self-direction, whereas HI was negatively correlated
with benevolence. Table 4, therefore, indicates the sys-
tematic relations between Schwartz’s theory of values
and Triandis’s individualism-collectivism constructs
across the three measures of values and confirms most
of the theoretical analyses done by Schwartz (1990) and
Triandis (1996).

To further extend the nomological network of values,
we examined the correlations between the three value
scales and Singelis’s (1994) SCS, which measures Markus
and Kitayama’s (1991) independent and interdepend-
ent selves. Confirming the hypothesis, Markus and Ki-
tayama's interdependent self was significantly positively
correlated with Schwartz’s (1994) benevolence, tradi-
tion, and conformity in three different measures (see
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Table 4). The independent self was also significantly
positively related to self-direction in the PCVS in Sample
2 and in the SVS. However, this predicted correlation was
not observed in the PCVS and the PSVS in Sample 1.
Overall, however, the patterns of correlations in Table 4
indicate that Schwartz's (1994) value types were system-
atically related to self-concepts as well as individualism-
collectivism constructs at the individual level.

DISCUSSION

In this study, our goal was twofold: (a) to provide
reliable alternative measures of Schwartz’s (1994) theory
of values and (b) to test the construct validity of
Schwartz’s theory of values by examining the links
among values, goals, and individualism-collectivism con-
structs. First, we found moderate to high test-retest reli-
ability of the PCVS. The MTMM also demonstrates that
Schwartz’s 10 values are distinct. Furthermore, strong
convergence among the SVS, the PCVS, and the PSVS
(see Table 2), along with the similar patterns of correla-
tions with external constructs (see Table 4), provides
evidence that two new scales can be used to measure
Schwartz’s theory of values. These new measures with the
SVS also enable researchers to undertake the study of
values with multiple measures, which is critical, accord-
ing to Campbell (1986) and others, for the study of
values to grow further in personality and social psycho-
logical research. In addition, it is encouraging that the
present study demonstrated the connections between
values and self-<concepts as well as widely popular indi-
vidualism-collectivism constructs. These findings suggest
that values are deeply intertwined with self-concepts and
goals and that understanding of manifold psychological
functions may be ameliorated by understanding human
values. In the following, we focus our discussion on three
main issues that emerged from the present analyses: the
measurement of values, the conception of values as
higher order goals, and the implications of the study of
values for the study of individualism-collectivism and the
self.

The measurement of values. For a long time, value re-
searchers debated the advantages and disadvantages of
the ranking versus rating procedures without a definite
answer to this methodological issue (e.g., Feather, 1973;
Moore, 1975; Ng, 1982; Rankin & Grube, 1980; Schwartz,
1992, 1994). To overcome limitations of these proce-
dures we developed a new value scale using a pairwise
comparison procedure. The new procedure has two
advantages: (a) in contrast to the ranking procedure, it
does notdemand discrimination between values of equal
importance; and (b) in contrast to rating scales, it con-
trols for response sets. Although respondents in the SVS
are never directly asked to compare and indicate the
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TABLE 2: Convergent and Discriminant Validity of the Pairwise Comparison Value Survey (PCVS), the Schwartz Value Survey (SVS), and the

Personal Striving Value Survey (PSVS)

PCVS

sef

Power  Achirvement  Hedonism  Stimulation  Direction  Universalism  Benevolence  Tradition  Conformity Security

SVS
Power 80** 4()%* -.02
Achievement 41+ 68** -.09
Hedonism 12 .04 Bg**
Stimulation .05 -1l A42**
Self-direction —22%* .01 17%
Universalism —.45%*% - 43%* -.16
Benevolence —-.36%*  _ |8* -.08
Tradition -.18* -.20* -17*
Conformity A7* 14 —06
Security 2] ** 19* —.22%%
PSVS

Power Sl 34** 08
Achievement 12 AT** 05
Hedonism ~.12 -03 A43%*
Stimulation .01 -11 B6**
Self-direction -.18* 13 -.05
Universalism —2]1%% 33+ —.20*
Benevolence =34%%  _93%* 14
Tradition 05 -11 —.33**
Conformity .07 -.01 - 24%*
Security 06 =02 =09

01 - 27*% —.45%* —.34%* -07 -07 -.08
-.16 .06 —.26%* - 23%* —.20** =10 .03
33+ 14 —27** 02 —.24%* —24%* 1]
7% 05 -14 01 —.28** —31¥* 31
31* S56%* 28%* -.13 —.26%* —42%% - 26**
-.00 33x* JI8x* .18* -13 =26%% -1
- 18% -.04 14 42+ 06 10 .08
—22%% . 25%x .10 .03 57w 40** 18*
=31¥F - 36%* ~.48%* .06 30+ 55** 27
—26%%  ~.20%* —.32%% -19* 20 42%% 34
.01 -.16 —.24%* -13 - 22%% -12  ~16
.04 =01 —.23%* —.24%% -07 .01 .00
Q2% .05 10 ~.34%* —27** -07 -.06
56x* .05 -.03 -12 —.24%* —21%% - 24%%*
08 A4x* .07 -.01 -.08 ~.19* -.09
-.10 13 ATF* .14 11 -.04 -.20*
-.03 13 07 A46%* -.06 -09 01
—26%% 20 -.13 -05 S5** 33%* 17
—31**  _24x* ~.13 -.14 30** 43** 26%**
-.09 -02 -.02 -02 =08 08 .20*

degree to which benevolence is more important than
power, the consistent convergence between the SVS and
the PCVS suggests that with the statistical adjustment the
absolute ratings of 44 single values in the SVS can be
reliably transformed to the measure of relative impor-
tance of the 10 value types.

The appropriate psychometric properties of the PCVS
found in this study indicate that values can be measured
via a procedure other than the ranking and rating pro-
cedures. Applied research interests that center on the
value priorities further accentuate the suitability of a
pairwise comparison procedure in the measurement of
the relative importance of values. Moreover, the use of
the mean rating in the SVS as a covariate in multiple
group comparisons can be staggered by the assumption
of the homogeneous regression coefficient of the covari-
ate (Hays, 1994). In the present case, the regression
coefficient of the mean rating on each value score should
be homogeneous across each gender. When applied in
multiple group comparisons from diverse samples the
assumption might not hold. One advantage of the PCVS
is that it controls for the response sets without relying on
a statistical control, which requires a rather stringent

assumption of the homogeneity of regression. There-
fore, when researchers are primarily interested in the
value priorities and multiple group comparisons of the
value priorities, the PCVS can be a viable alternative for
the SVS.

As seen in Table 2, however, the convergence of
security among the three measures of values was consid-
erably weaker than that of the other value types. Itis not
entirely clear why this was the case. One possibility is that
the college student participants in this study may not
have, in general, thought about security as seriously as
they thought about achievement and hedonism. To gain
a more precise understanding of the psychometric prop-
erties of the newly developed value scales the conver-
gence of security among the different measures of values
should be examined in the future in samples with older
participants.

Values and goals. We measured Schwartz’s (1994) the-
ory of values based on personal strivings (Emmons,
1986). One of the most important features of Schwartz’s
theory of values lies in its motivational aspects, particu-
larly the conception of values as higher order goals.
Nevertheless, the linkage between goals and values was
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SV§
Self-
Power Achievement Hedonism  Stimulation Direction  Universalism  Benevolence  Tradition  Conformity  Security M SD
2.15 1.65
4.63 1.30
4.89 1.35
3.66 1.61
4.79 1.02
4.35 1.22
4.87 1.02
2.61 1.42
3.66 1.31
3.55 1.18
49** 29%* .15 10 05 -.20% —28%x  _3(r* .03 05 3.02 1.39
23%* 25%* 15 14 13 -.14 —23%% 2% =01 .00 4.35 1.21
-.00 -02 .20* 26%* 20% 13 -03 —.20%* —25%* 14 5.16 1.13
.05 -.08 22%* AB5** Q1% 07 - 17* —17* —26%* - Q2%x 3.81 1.46
-.03 ~01 .01 18* 38** 18* -.05 ~21%* —26%* 5%+ 4.59 1.21
-13 -.20% -.18* =00 .14 A0** 03 -.09 —25%* 12 3.15 1.51
-.18% -.20% =01 .08 .10 21#* .19% - 18* -.15 12 4.56 1.16
11 =12 -12 -.14 —.2h** .00 -13 24+ .16 13 2.56 1.26
04 =02 -.13 =.30%* -27** -01 -.06 A2 J24%* 35%* 3.10 1.23
09 .03 .02 -.02 04 .04 -.10 12 -.06 1 3.06 1.35

NOTE: The correlation matrix between the SVS and the PCVS was based on partial correlations, controlling for the mean rating of the SVS, as
recommended by Schwartz (1992). Similarly, the correlation matrix between the PSVS and the PCVS was based on partial correlations, controlling
for the mean rating of the PSVS. Finally, the correlation matrix between the PSVS and the SVS was based on partial correlations, controlling for

the mean ratings of the SVS and the PSVS. Numbers shown in bold denote convergent validity coefficients.

*H< .05, %*p < 01.

not explicitly examined before. Therefore, the present
analyses provide important support for the idea that
values manifest themselves as daily strivings. As pre-
dicted, individuals who value benevolence tended to try
to help friends, whereas those who value stimulation
tended to try to find exciting things to do everyday.
Compared to the PCVS, however, the PSVS tended to
show the smaller correlations with the SVS. By definition,
personal strivings are things individuals are trying to do
in their everyday life. In the present study, it appears that
there are a great deal of constraints in the participants’
daily lives in terms of what to do. Regardless of how much
they value achievement, for instance, they have to do
homework and attend classes. Whereas the SVS and the
PCVS measures the importance of each value type as
guiding principles in life, the PSVS measures value pri-
orities in daily life. To the extent that individuals are
constrained by situations they cannot fully pursue what
they ideally want to do. Thus, the relatively low correla-
tions between the PSVS and the other value scales appear
to reflect different levels of goals among the three value
scales—the PCVS and the SVS tend to focus on higher
order goals, whereas the PSVS tends to focus on specific

goals. Despite the lower correlations it is noteworthy that
the convergence observed between the PSVS and the
other value measures was substantial (see Table 2). In
other words, the present findings suggest that although
individuals are to some degree constrained by situations,
they often create the situations so as to pursue their
higher order goals.

The cumulative body of literature on goal concepts
shows that goals are an integral part of personality and
social behaviors that interact with affect, self-concepts,
and self-regulation, among others (see Austin & Vancou-
ver, 1996; Gollwitzer & Bargh, 1996; Martin & Tesser,
1996, for reviews). The connection between goals and
values found in the present study, therefore, suggests
interactions among values, affect, and self-regulation
(see also Feather, 1990). For instance, based on Higgins’s
(1996) self-discrepancy theory, value conflicts between
ideal self and ought self may be systematically related to
the types of emotional experiences. Dweck’s (1996) find-
ings that the type of goals has profound influences on
perceptions and behaviors imply that the salient value
type may also influence perceptions of the situations and
subsequent behaviors. As such, Schwartz’s conception of
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TABLE 3: Sex Differences on Unadjusted and Adjusted Mean Value Scores in the Schwartz Value Survey (SVS) and the Pairwise Comparison

Value Survey (PCVS)
SVS (unadjusted) SVS (adjusted) PCVS

M F t value M F t value M F t value
Power 2.75 1.95 2.45% 2.61 2.09 1.83 -6.24 -9.63 2.25%
Achievement 4.89 4.55 1.29 4.73 4.71 .13 3.09 3.83 -.72
Hedonism 5.06 4.83 .84 4.94 4.95 -.01 8.65 6.61 1.90
Stimulation 4.42 3.39 3,28+ 4.27 3.54 2.81%* .63 -2.51 2.75%*
Self-direction 4.84 4.78 18 4.71 4.89 -1.20 6.32 8.24 -2.03*
Universalism 4.31 4.36 -.19 4.17 4.50 -1.65 -2.72 .16 -1.68
Benevolence 4.84 4.88 -.18 4.72 5.00 -1.88 8.26 9.27 -.87
Tradition 2.95 2.49 1.60 2.79 2.65 .63 -9.57 -9.06 -40
Conformity 3.96 3.56 1.55 3.80 3.72 49 -6.44 -6.85 .35
Security 3.80 3.46 1.20 3.65 3.61 .32 -1.96 -.06 -1.81

NOTE: M = male, F = female.
*p< .05, **p < .01

values as superordinate goals supported in this study is
promising and should be applied in the investigation of
various affective, cognitive, and behavioral phenomena
in the future.

Values, individualism-collectivism, and the self Three dif-
ferent measures of values correlated with the four types
of individualism-~collectivism constructs very similarly.
Such findings mostly confirm Triandis’s (1996) theoreti-
cal analyses. That is, VI is best described as the relative
importance of power and achievement, whereas HI is
well characterized by the relative importance of self-di-
rection. Similarly, VC is best described as the relative
importance of tradition and conformity, whereas HC is
best characterized by the relative importance of benevo-
lence. Compared to a very successful research program
of individualism-collectivism at the cultural level (e.g.,
Diener & Diener, 1995; Han & Shavitt, 1994; Triandis et
al., 1990), the study of individualism-collectivism at the
individual level has not been as productive. Also, instead
of individualism-collectivism scales, it is often the case
that researchers use nationality, race, or ethnicity to
operationalize the individualism-collectivism constructs.
The systematic relations between values and individual-
ism-collectivism demonstrated in this study show that the
individualism-collectivism constructs can be measured at
the individual level by value scales such as the SVS and
the PCVS. Furthermore, as noted by Triandis (1995),
individualists and collectivists are likely to pursue differ-
ent types of goals. Given the close relation between goals
and values, the individualism-collectivism constructs can
be measured, as shown above, through personal strivings
(Emmons, 1986) and similar goal constructs. In short, the
incorporation of values into research designs may help
advance the understanding of individualism-collectivism
within a culture.

On the other hand; compared to the study of individu-
alism-collectivism, many cross-cultural studies on values

focused on the examination of structural invariance
(e.g., Schwartz, 1994; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). Previous
studies on substantial issues examined the relationship
between a particular value and other variables in one
culture but did not examine whether the relation found
in one culture would be observed in other cultures. For
instance, although Feather (1996) found that the value
of achievement was positively correlated with global self-
esteem in an Australian sample, research is yet to be
done on whether the relation between the value of
achievement and global self-esteem is stronger in one
culture than in others. The findings of cross-cultural
studies on individualism-collectivism suggest that group
differences in value priorities may be related to system-
atic differences in the role of certain psychological func-
tions, such as the role of self-esteem in life satisfaction
(Diener & Diener, 1995) and persuasion (Han & Shavitt,
1994). In the future, patterns of relation between a
particular value and other variables should be investi-
gated at the cultural level. In sum, value research at the
individual level and individualism-collectivism research
at the cultural level benefit from each other by using the
measures and past findings in respective areas.

In addition to the links between values and individu-
alism-collectivism, the present study indicates that the
values are related to Markus and Kitayama’s (1991) two
types of self-construals: the independent self and the
interdependent self. Individuals who primarily view
themselves as autonomous tend to value self-direction,
whereas individuals who perceive themselves as part of a
group tend to stress the importance of benevolence,
tradition, and conformity. Given the recent findings on
the relations among the independent versus interde-
pendent self-construals, unrealistic optimism (Heine &
Lehman, 1995), and self-serving bias (Heine & Lehman,
1997), the value priorities may be closely related to the
way in which individuals gain and maintain psychologi-
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TABLE 4: Correlations Among the Three Value Measures, the Indi-
vidualism-Collectivism Scale (ICS), and the Self-Construal
Scale (SCS)

1CS SCS
VI HI VC HC Ind Dep Ind Dep

PCVS Sample 1  Sample 2
Power 54%* 03 .07 -.27** 18% -08 .12 -.21*
Achievement 43%x 21*%% 06 -07 .15 -17 .13 -14
Hedonism 00 .00 -21*11 .03 -16 .08 -.09
Stimulation 03 13 —25%k 14 25%x_27%% 17 . 24%x
Self-direction —27%% 19*—45%£ 07 05 —25%k 41** - 20%
Universalism -36%* 09 =15 .06 .14 -07 -07 -.00
Benevolence —36%£.2%3%¢ 01 .26%*-.15 .20* -.15 26%*
Tradition ~-01 -16 .40**08 -19*% .30**-15 .20%*
Conformity .04 —16 .A42%¥*% 13 - 30%*% 26%*_23**  36**
Security -.05 —12 .18% .17 -25%% 2]**_23%* 13

SVsS
Power B2¥E 21¥% 04 27Kk (7 -.22%*
Achievement A3%* 19%-18%-16 .07 -22%*

Hedonism -07 06 -05 -05 .15 -12

Stimulation -07 -05 -20*-10 .16 -.16

Self-direction —.23%% 33%% 36%k 1] W32%*_ 26%*
Universalism —-37%% 10 -.13 .18* .13 -.26%*
Benevolence —30%£.00 —.00 .41** 05 .22%*
Tradition -12 -01 .25%% (02 — 27k Q%
Conformity 23% 17 37¥%% 05 —32%% 21%*
Security 08 —12 .28%* 20% —19% 22%%

PSVS
Power A45%% 02 .05 —22%% (7 -21**
Achievement 33%% 18%—04 —19% |18% - 22%*

Hedonism -01 -01 -19*% 07 .16 -.09
Stimulation -04 .02 -13 -02 .11 -11
Selfdirection  -14 .18%-27*£04 .13 -.13
Universalism -37* 06 -12 .05 -12 .08
Benevolence ~.2%3% 25%% 05 35**— 14  .18*
Tradition .02 —.04 .38%*%02 -—20** 22%*
Conformity A3 .01 .40*:00 -.03 .15
Security -07 -02 -01 .00 -.07 .06

NOTE: Numbers shown in bold denote the predicted positive correla-
tons. The correlation matrix between the SVS and the I1CS was based
on partial correlations, controlling for the mean rating of the SVS as
recommended by Schwartz (1992). Similarly, the correlation matrix
between the PSVS and the ICS was based on partial correlations,
controlling for the mean rating of the PSVS to be consistent with
Schwartz’s (1992) procedure. VI = vertical individualism, HI = horizon-
tal individualism, VC = vertical collectivism, HC = horizontal collectiv-
ism, Ind = the independent self, Dep = the interdependent self.
*p<.05. **p<.01.

cal well-being. The present findings on the link between
values and self-concept, therefore, has an important
implication that the understanding of value priorities may
contribute to uncovering mechanisms of self-regulation.

CONCLUSION

Schwartz’s (1992, 1994, 1996; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995)
theory of values is based on several important psycho-
logical functions, including needs, motivations, and
goals. The present study provides empirical evidence
thatvalues are indeed related to goals, individualism-col-
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lectivism constructs, and self-concepts. Although values,
individualism-collectivism, self-concepts, and goal con-
structs have been investigated relatively independently
of one another, the present study indicates that they are
related in a meaningful fashion. More important, the
current findings suggest that Schwartz’s theory of values
provides a common framework for these diverse re-
search paradigms. The extension of the nomological
network (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) of values to the
aforementioned constructs should contribute to an in-
tegration of research findings from various fields and to
an advancement of the psychological understanding of
individuals and societies. Such an endeavor can be un-
dertaken in the future using the multiple measures of
values presented in this study.

APPENDIX
The Pairwise Comparison Value Survey

First, please carefully read the defining characteristics of
each value described below. Then, using the scale below, please
indicate which of the values you assign more importance to as
a guiding principle in your life.

Power: social power, authority, wealth, preserving my public
image, social recognition

Achievement: successful, capable, ambitious, influential,
intelligent

Pleasure/enjoying life

Stimulation: A varied life, daring, an exciting life
Self-direction: creativity, curious, freedom, choosing own
goals, independence

Social/ecological concern: protecting the environment, a
world of beauty, unity with nature, broadminded, social
justice

Social relationships: helpful, honest, forgiving, loyal,
responsible

Tradition: devout, accepting portion in life, humble, mod-
erate, respect for tradition

Dutifulness: politeness, honoring parents and elders, obe-
dient, self-discipline

Security: clean, national security, social order, family secu-
rity, reciprocity of favors

-3 left value is much more important
-2 left value is more important
—1 left value is slightly more important
0 both values are equally important or unimportant
1 right value is slightly more important
2 right value is more important
3 right value is much more important

For example: Power.......... Dutiful

(continued)
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APPENDIX Continued

If you value dutiful much more than power, you should put 3.
If you value power slightly more than dutiful, you should put -1.

1. Selfdirection . ............. Dutifulness
2. Social/ecological concern ... Social relationships
3.Power ......... ... ... Pleasure/enjoying life
4. Stimulation. .. ............. Tradition
5.Dutiful ............ ... ... Achievement
6. Pleasure/enjoying life....... Self-direction
7.Security. ......... ... ... Achievement
8. Social relationships . ........ Security
9.Dutiful ............. ... Power
10. Pleasure/enjoying life. ...... Social/ecological concern
11. Stimulation. . .. ............ Self-direction

12. Security. .. ...l Power
13. Achievement .............. Pleasure/enjoying life

14. Social/ecological concern ... Dutiful

15. Social relationships .. ....... Power

16. Tradition ................. Achievement

17. Selfdirection . ............. Security

18. Achievement .............. Social relationships
19. Stimulation. . .............. Social/ecological concern
20. Pleasure/enjoying life. . ... .. Tradition

21.Dutiful ............ ... Pleasure/enjoying life
22. Social/ecological concern ... Security

23. Power ...l Achievement

24. Stimulation. . .............. Dutiful

25. Security. ... .. oii i Stimulation

26. Tradition ................. Power

27. Social relationships .. ....... Dutiful
28. Self-direction . ............. Social relationships
29, Self-direction .. ............ Social/ecological concern

30. Achievement .............. Stimulation
3l.Power.................... Social/ecological concern
32, Achievement .............. Self-direction

33. Tradition ................. Security

34. Dutiful ................... Security

35. Pleasure/enjoying life. ... ... Stimulation

36. Self-direction .............. Tradition

37.Power ....... ... Self-direction

38. Social/ecological concern ... Tradition

39. Stimulation. ............... Social relationships

40. Social relationships .. ....... Tradition

41. Pleasure/enjoying life. . .. ... Social relationships

42. Achievement .............. Social/ecological concern
43, Tradition ................. Dutiful

44. Power ... Stimulation

Pleasure/enjoying life

NOTE: When scoring, +1 for the first pair, for instance, is counted as
+1 for dutiful and -1 for self-direction. Similarly, -2 for the second pair
means -2 for social relationships and +2 for social/ecological concern.
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