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Abstract
Beyond the striking differencesin the value priorities of groupsis a surprisingly widespread consensus regarding
the hierarchical order of values. Average value hierarchies of representative and near representative samples from
13 nations exhibit a similar pattern that replicates with school teachersin 56 nations and college studentsin 54
nations. Benevolence, self-direction, and universalism val ues are consistently most important, power, tradition, and
stimulation values least important, and security, conformity, achievement and hedonism in between. Vaue
hierarchies of 83% of samples correlate at least .80 with this pan-cultural hierarchy. To explain the pan-cultural
hierarchy, we discuss its adaptive functions in meeting the requirements of successful societal functioning. We
demonstrate, with data from Singapore and the USA, that correctly interpreting the value hierarchies of groups

reguires comparison with the pan-cultural normative baseline.
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Studies of the nature and implications of individual value differences have seen arenaissancein recent
years(e.g., Mayton, Loges, Ball -Rokeach, & Grube, 1994; Schwartz, 1992; Seligman, Olson, & Zanna, 1996). Studies
at the national level have also documented differences in the val ue aspects of cultures around the world and
explicated their sources and implications (e.g., Hofstede, 1982, 1991; Inglehart, 1997; Markus & Kitayama, 1991,
Schwartz, 1997; Smith & Schwartz, 1997, Triandis, 1995). These studies reveal agreat deal of variation in the value
priorities of individualswithin societies as well as groups across nations. The research suggests that individuals
both within and across societies have quite different value priorities that reflect their different genetic heritage,
personal experiences, social locations, and enculturation. Y et hidden behind these important differencesis a
surprise that may reflect something about the origins and role of values for human society.

Researchers, including ourselves, have focused almost exclusively on differencesin value priorities.
When we switchour focus to ask about similarities, we discover a striking degree of consensus acrossindividuals
and societies. Certain valuesare especially important (e.g., honesty and other prosocial values) and othersare much
lessimportant (e.g., wealth and other power values). We also find that there are some values for which consensus
regarding their importanceislow (e.g., pleasure and other hedonism values).

This article adds a similarity perspective to the usual examination of differences. Its purpose is two-fold.
First, wewishto contributeto basi c knowledge and theory by reporting evidencefor agreement around theworld on
the relative importance of different values. We will suggest explanations for this agreement. Second, we wish to
develop and illustrate the argument that a distorted understanding of a group’s culture often emerges if one
examinesthegroup’ svalue profileinisolation. To reveal distinctive and informative aspectsof asingleculture, itis
best to compare it with a cross-cultural baseline (cf. Campbell & Narall, 1972).

In what follows, we briefly describe a comprehensive set of ten types of values that were recognized in
amost every one of 63 nations we have studied (security, hedonism, achievement; Schwartz, 1992, 1994). We then
present the average importance ratings given to these value types across nations from around the world. We also
report theorder of importance of theten typesof valuesacrossnations. These dataestablish apan-cultural baseline
of value endorsement. Groups vary substantially around this baseline in theimportance that their members attribute
tovalues. At the sametime, thereis considerabl e consensus regarding the relative importance and unimportance of

certain values. Wethereforeaddressthe question ofwhy particular values enjoy such widespread endorsement and
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why others are assigned lesser importance. Finally, we illustrate, with data from Singapore and from the United
States, how interpretation of the value priorities of agroup changes and becomes more informative when we
compare these priorities to the pan-cultural normative baseline.
The Set of Value Types

We define values as desirabl e, transsituational goals, varying in importance, that serve as guiding
principlesin peopl€e'slives(see Schwartz, 1992, for afuller elaboration; cf. Rokeach, 1973 and Kluckhohn, 1951). The
crucial content aspect that di stinguishesamong valuesisthetype of motivational goal they express. Wederived ten
motivationally distinct types of valuesintended to be comprehensive of the core val ues recognized in cultures
aroundtheworld from universal requirements of the human condition. These types covered the content categories
wefoundin earlier valuetheories, in value questionnairesfrom different cultures, and in religious and phil osophical
discussions of values. We characterize each type of values by describing its central motivational goal. Table 1 lists
thevaluetypes, each definedintermsof itscentral goal. A set of specific singlevaluesthat primarily represent each
value type appear in parentheses, following the definition. A specific value represents a type when actions that
expressthe value or lead to its attainment promote the central goal of the type.

Table 1 about here

Multidimensional analyses of therelations among the single values within each of 47 cultures provided
replications that supported the discrimination of the postulated ten value types (Schwartz, 1992, 1994; Schwartz &
Sagiv, 1995). These analyses within each culture also established that the 45 single valueslisted in Table 1 have
nearly equivalent meanings across cultures. These 45 values formed consistent and internally reliable subsets that
servetoindex theten valuetypes.* To assessthe comprehensivenessof theten valuetypes, we invited researchers
to add values of significancein their culture that were missiin the survey. Researchersin each of 18 countries added
up to six values. Analysesincluding the added values reveal ed that they correlated with the core values from the
gopropriate motivational valuetypes, identifying no missing motivational content. Thissupported theview that the

set of ten types probably does not exclude any significant types of basic values? The assumption of near

'For details on the reliahility of the value type indexes, see Schmitt, et al. (1993). Note that the
achievement va ue type refers to meeting socia standards and attaining social approval, not to meeting
persond standards. This differs from McCldland's “need for achievement” which resembles
sf-direction values (McCldland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953).

*The fact that the multidimensional spatia representation of relations among the singe valuesrevealed no
extensive empty regions also supported the argument for comprehensiveness.
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comprehensive coverage of the basic val ues recognized across cultures isimportant when interpreting the findings
we present below.

Our earlier research has al so established the existence of anear-universal structure of relations among the
ten valuetypes. Individualsand groupsmay differ substantially in the importance they attribute to the values that
comprise the value types. However, the same coherent structure of motivational oppositions and compatibilities
apparently organizestheir values (Schwartz, 1992; 1994; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995).

The research we use to assess similarity and difference in value hierarchies around the world is based on
individuals' self-reports of the importance they attribute to values. Such self -reports might reflect lip-service to
values rather than true endorsement. It is therefore critical to establish that self-reports of value priorities relate
meaningfully to actual behavior. For this purpose, we briefly mention some of the work from around the world that
addresses thisissue. Following isasample of behaviors and behavioral intentions to which values, measured with
the same instruments we employ, are related in the hypothesized manner: choice of medical specialty, choice of
university major, consumer purchases, cooperation and competition, counsel ee behavioral style, delinquent
behavior, environmental behavior, intergroup social contact, occupational choice, religiosity and religious
observance, and voting (Barnea& Schwartz, 1998; Bianchi & Rosova, 1992; Bond & Chi, 1997; Grunert & Juhl, 1995;
Karp, 1996; Puchiniemi, 1995; Roccas & Schwartz, 1997; Ros, Grad, & Alvaro, 1994; Sagiv, 1997; Sagiv & Schwartz,
1995; Schubot, Eliason, & Cayley, 1995; Schwartz, 1996; Schwartz & Barnea, 1995; Schwartz & Huismans, 1995;
Srnec, 1995).

This evidence for the systematic relation of value priorities to behavior comes from an wide range of
countriesaround theworld (Brazil, China, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hong Kong,
Hungary, Israel, Italy, Mexico, the Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Spain, the USA, and Venezuel d). Thereisevidence
from Finland and Israel, moreover, that socially desirable responding does not confound self-reported values
(Schwartz, et al., 1997). That is, thetendency to present oneself asgraced by the qualitiesespecially valued in one’s
own group or society is unrelated to the tendency to report that values are important. The confirmation of various
hypotheses relating val ues to behavior supports the assumption that the self -reported valuesin the current study
reflect real prioritiesrather than mere verbalizations.

I dentifying Value Hierar chies acr oss Nations
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We next present empirical research that examines the value hierarchies of individualsin different nations.
Weidentify aset of cross-cultural similarities and differences and then devel op explanationsfor them. Similaritiesin
value hierarchiesimply that there are basic, knowable principles that account for the order of valuesin human
societies.
Method

All researchersused nativelanguageversionsof t he 56 (57) item Schwartz (1992) value survey devel oped
with rigorous back-translation procedures. The survey included thevalueslistedin Table 1, plusany added val ues,
each followed by a short explanatory phrase in parentheses. Respondents rated each vdue for importance as a
guiding principleintheir own life on anine point scale from (-1) "opposed to my principles' to 0 (not important) to
(7) "of supreme importance". Because peopletypically view values as desirable, values generally range from
somewhat to very important. The asymmetry of the scale reflects the discriminations individuals made when
thinking about the importance of values, observed in pretests. We computed indexes of the importance of each
valuetype by averaging theimportanceratingsof the specific values representative of that type (listed in Table 1).

We base our inferences on three different sets of samples. First, and most important, we discuss findings
inaset of representative or near representative samples of 13 nations or of regions within them: Australia—anear
representative sample of Adelaide adults (n=199); Chile—a representative national sample (n=304); China—anear
representative sample of Shanghai factory workers (n=208); East Germany—a near representative sample of
Chemnitz adults (n=295); Finland—two representative national samples averaged (n=3120); France—a
representativenational sample(n=2339); | srael—anear representative sample of Jerusalem adults (n=170); Italy—a
representative national sample (n=210); Japan—a representative sample of Osaka adults (n=207), the
Netherlands—a representative national sample of employed males (n=240); Russia—a representative sample of
Moscow adults (n=189); South Africa—a representative sample of employed Whitesin Midrand (n=249); West
Germany—a near representative sample of adults from several states (n=213). The Australian, Chinese, East and
West German, Israeli and Italian sampleswere chosen in a manner intended to represent subgroupsin proportions
similar to their population proportions, but rigorous sampling techniques were not employed.

These samples cover thefull range of ages, gender, occupations, educational levels, etc. Moreover, the set

of nations varies substantially in terms of cultural region, religion, political and economic systems, history, and
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socio-economic development. It includes nations from Asia, Africa, Latin America, the Middle East, East Europe,
West Europe, and Oceania. Similarities across this set of samplesare likely to reflect elements common to humanity
rather than similaritieslimited to particular groups.

Datafrom two other sets of samplesenable usto assesswhether any similarities observed acrossthese 13
nations also characterize more specific groups and generalize across alarger set of nations. We examined whether
theresultsof the national sampleanalysisreplicatedin samplesof school teachers(grades 3-12) from 56 nations (N=
approximately 14,000) and in samplesof college studentsfrom 54 nations (N= approximately 19,000). Both these sets
of occupationally matched samples have more education than the general public and have been socialized morein
school settings. To the extent that their value hierarchies resembl e those of national samples, we can have greater
confidence that what we observe constitutes a pan-cultural pattern. The nationsin the three sets of samplesonly
partly overlap. Consequently, we base conclusions on datafrom 63 nations.

Table2liststhenations, locationswithin them studied, and year of datagathering. All samplesincluded at
least 100 respondents, with most in the 180-300 range and a few more than athousand. Where there were multiple
samples of teachers or of students from one nation or location, their ratings were averaged to yield asinglerating.
Each nation received equal weight in the analyses.

Table 2 about here

Theleft side of Table 3 presentsthe mean importance ratings of the ten value types averaged acrossthe 13
representative or near representative samples. Benevolence wasthe valuetype rated most important. Self -direction
and universalism tied for second and third most important, security was fourth and conformity fifth. Thefiveless
important value types were, in order, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, tradition and power. Self-direction,
security and universalismdid not differ significantly from oneanother inimportance, nor did achievement differ from
hedonism. The differences among all other value types were significant (p<.05, 2-tailed) >

Table 3 about here

3All means reported in this paper are adjusted to eiminate national differences in use of the response
scale by centering the means for each sample around 4.00, the approximate partcultural mean (see
Schwartz, 1992).



Oross-Cultural Similarities 8

Thekey questionis: How similar isthe value hierarcthat characterizesgach national sample to the average
hierarchy across nations? Before addressing that question, however, we ask: Does the average val ue hierarchy
based onrepresentative or near representative samples al so characterize more specific groups and generalize across
alarger set of nations? Consider the datafor school teachers. Teachersare particularly interesting because they are
the largest occupational group in most societies and presumably serve as value transmittersin society.

Themiddlesection of Table 3 presentsthe meanimportanceratingsof theten valuetypesaveraged across
77 teacher samples from 56 nations. Benevolence was the val ue type rated mos important, self-direction was
second, universalism third, security fourth, and conformity fifth. Thefive lessimportant value typeswere, in order,
achievement, hedonism, tradition, stimulation, and power. This order was almost identical to that for the
representative national samples (Spearmanrho=.98), except for the dlightly higher rating of self-direction compared
with universalism and the reversal of tradition and stimulation. The Pearson correlation between the mean value
ratings by the teacher and representative samplesis .98. Every value type differed significantly (p<.01) from every
other type, except for self-direction/universalism and tradition/stimulation.

The observed order of the value types among teachers might reflect oversampling nations from some
regions of theworld and under-sampling nations from other regions. To check this possibility, we recal culated the
mean importance of each value type, giving equal weight to eight different regions of the world: Western Europe,
Eastern Europe, North America, South and Central America, East Asia, Africa, Oceania, and the Middle East* The
order of importance of the ten value types obtained by equally weighting world regions was identical to the order
based on equally weighting the 56 nations. Moreover, the importance means for the ten value types were very

similar for both weighting schemes (r=.99).°

“*These regions come from the classification in the Outline of World Cultures (Murdock, 1975),
substituting Eastern Europe for Russia. Theoretical and empirical studies of world cultures suggest that
the eight regions specified by Murdock probably capture the major distinctive, broad cultures of theworld
(Hofgtede, 1982; Huntington, 1993; Schwartz, 1999; Schwartz & Ros, 1995). Giving equal weight to
world regionsis one of many potential weighting schemes for estimating pan-cultural norms. One could
weight regions by the number of nations they include, for example, and nations and regions by their
populations. Because nationd groups rather than individuals are usudly the unit of comparisonin
cross-national studies, we preferred equal weighting of nations or regions.

®In the set of representative and near-representative samples, North Americawas not represented. Even
so, if we give equa weight to the other seven world regions, the meansfor the ten value types correl ated
.99 with the unweighted means (rho=.96).
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To further assess whether the average value hierarchy based on representative or near representative
samples constitutesapan-cultural average, consider the datafor college students. The proportion of the population
that attends college varies considerably across nations. Hence, students may differ some on background and other
characteristics across nations. |f they too order valuesin ways similar to the national samples, they can add to our
confidence that the value ratings we observed reflect a“true” pan-cultural average. In addition, the student data
provide pan-cultural valuenormsuseful toresearchers, because studentsarethe most common type of sample they
study.

Table 3 (right side) presents results for 81 student samples from the 54 nations. Benevolence values were
most important on average, self -direction second, and universalism third, followed by achievement, security,
conformity, hedonism, stimulation, tradition, and power. With the exceptions of benevolence/self-direction and
security/conformity/achievement, every value type differed significantly in importance (p<.01) from every other
type. Thisorder is similar to that for therepresentative national samples (tho=.96), except for the higher rating of
self-direction vs. universalism and thereordering of achievement, security, and conformity inthe middle of thevalue
hierarchy. The Pearson correl ation between the value ratingsby student and representative samplesis .97. For the
student samples, we also recomputed the meansin order to give equal weight to the eight different regions of the
world. Thisyielded anidentical order of importance among value types for student samples and had little effect on
the means (r = .98).

Considering these three sets of data, it seems reasonable to maintain that the average value hierarchy
found in the representative and near representative samples may reflect a"true" pan-cultural average fairly well.
Benevolence consistently emerges at the top of the value hierarchy, with self-direction and universalism close
behind. Security, conformity and achievement are located in the middle of the hierarchy, followed by hedonism.
Stimulation, tradition, and power are at the bottom of the hierarchy, with power consistently last.

Given the widespread research evidence of value differences between individuals and groups, the
observed similarity of the average value hierarchies may seem surprising at first sight. It isimportant to recognize,
therefore, that even when value hierarchiesare ordered similarly valueratings may differ meaningfully and reliably.

Weillustrate this by comparing the values of the teacher and student samples. Comparisons between nations from
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different cultural regionsyield equally meaningful differences® Althoughtheaveragevalueprioritiesof theteacher
and student samples are quite similar (r =.93,rho = .95), there are significant differences on eight of the ten value
types (see Table 3, last column). The differences are what one would expect considering differences between these
two groups.

Teachers are older than students, more embedded in established social institutions and roles, and more
caught upin networksof mutual obligation. Thusthey are moretied to the status quo and less open to change. This
can account for why teachers attribute more importance than students to security, tradition, and conformity values
and less importance to hedonism, stimulation, and self-direction values. Teachers attribute more importance to
universalism values than students, probably reflecting the maturity component of this type of values (Schwartz,
1992). Theadvanced academic studiesthat studentsarecurrently pursuing encourageo penness to and tol erance of
new and different ideas, yet they demand that students meet socially defined standards of achievement (Bowles &
Gintis, 1976; Kohn & Schooler, 1983). Thiscan account for why students attribute moreimportance than teachersto
self-direction, and achievement values. The student-teacher comparison shows how groups that exhibit high
overall similarity in their ratings of values may nonetheless differ substantially and meaningfully in their specific
value priorities.

Having established the average orderings of the importance of the ten value types observed across
nations, we are in a position to address the key question of consensus. To what extent do the averages reflect the
ordering of value prioritieswithin different nations? Are they merely averages, or do they also represent some
degree of agreement regarding value priorities across nations? We assessed the degree of agreement or consensus
onvalue prioritiesamong nationsby comparing the ratings and order in each sample with the average (=
pan-cultural) ratings and order. We did this separately for the sets of (near-)representative, teacher, and student
samples. Specifically, we computed Pearson correl ations between the average rating of the value types across the

set of samples and their rating within each national sample from that set (see Table 4). We also computed the

®Here we compare the values of the average individual in a sample. It is therefore legitimate to use the
ten individuaHevel vaue types. To understand culturd differences, however, comparisons should use
dimensions derived from culture-level analyses not the dimensions used here and derived from
comparing individua persons (Hofstede, 1982; Schwartz, 1997, 1999; Smith & Schwartz, 1997).
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Spearman rank correlations. To avoid auto-correl ation, we excluded each sample from the ratings of theset of
samples with which it was correlated.
Table 4 about here

For the 13 (near-)representative national samples (Table 4, |eft side), the mean Pearson correlation’ across
nationswas .92 and the median correl ation was .92 (median Spearmanrho was .91). The weakest correlation was for
Chile (.80), the strongest for White South Africans (.97). These correlations indicate a substantial degree of
agreement in nations from around the world regarding which value types are relatively important and which
relatively unimportant. Does this consensus hold for more specific samples and for amuch larger set of nations?
Results for the teacher and student samples shed light on this question.

For teachers (Table 4, center), the mean Pearson correl ation between thenational hierarchy and the
average teacher sample hierarchy across the 56 nations was .90, and the median correlation was .90. Ninety-one
percent of the correlationswere .75 or greater (median Spearman .88). Thus, the tesamples al so point to substantial
agreement regarding the hierarchy of value types around the world. Of course, samples from different nations
showed varying degrees of agreement, as shown in Table 4. But even the samples with the least similarity to the
average teacher sample (Uganda and Nigeria), shared with it 50% of the variance in their value ratings.

This high degree of consensusis striking. Equally significant is the fact that, with one exception, the
degree of consensus varied little across the regions of the world from which the samples came. The mean Pearson
correlation was similar for four Middle Eastern nations or cultural groups (.91), eleven East European nations (.89),
fifteen West European (.91), six Latin American (.94), two North American (.95), two from Oceania (.95), and eleven
East Asian nations (.89). The five African nations (.80) had priorities somewhat less similar to the pan-cultural
average. We will comment on possible regional differences after we examine the student data.

For students (Table 4, right side), the mean Pearson correlation across the 54 nations was .91, and the
median correlationwas.91. Ninety-one percent of the correlations were .75 or greater (median Spearman .82). These
findingstooreflect asubstantial degree of agreement regarding therelative importance of the ten value types. Once
again, except for Africa, consensus was high regardless of the region of the world from which the samples came.

M ean Pearson correlations were similar for three Middle Eastern nations (.93), twelve East European (.93), thirteen

We computed al mean Pearson correlationsin thisarticle using r to Z transformation.
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West European (.93), five Latin American (.95), two North American (.93), three from Oceania (.89), and ten East
Asian nations (.86). The six African nations had amean Pearson correlation of only .73. For samplesfrom five
nations (Ghana, Fiji, Nigeria, Philippinesand Uganda), |essthan 50% of thevariancein valueratingswas shared with
the pan-cultural normative baseline.

Theobserved pan-cultural similarity invalue hierarchiesimpliesthat there are shared underlying principles
that giverise to these hierarchies. In addition, diffusion of value priorities across neighboring nations might
contributeto thelevel of observed consensus (Naroll, 1973). To examinethe contribution of diffusion, we computed
themean Pearson correl ation between the val ue priorities of each nation in aworld region and the average hierarchy
of theother nationsin that region. To the extent that diffusion contributes to value consensus, these correlations
should be higher than the mean correlation of the nationsin aregion with the pan-cultural value hierarchy. This
would indicate higher regional than pan-cultural consensus or homogeneity, perhaps due to diffusion. We
considered only those regions for which there were data from at least five nations.

For the A fricanregion, themeanwithin -region correlations (.92 for teachers, .94 for students) were indeed
higher than correl ations with the pan-cultural normative hierarchy (.80 and .73, respectively). For the other four
regions, however, thedifferencesweremi nimal. The within-region correlations were higher by only .01 on average.
The largest difference was for the West European student samples, .97 within regions vs. .93 with the pan-cultural
norm. Thus, with the exception of Africa, there waslittle support for the importance of value diffusion within
regions.

All the black African student and teacher samples were unusual in that the average personsin these
sampl es attributed more importance to conformity than to any other type of values. They also attributed unusually
little importance to self-direction values. The Fiji and Philippine student samples, the only non-African samples
whose value ratings shared less than 50% of their variance with the pan-cultural baseline, also rated conformity
most important and self-direction unusually unimportant. Apparently, thisis an alternative ordering of value
prioritiesthat prevails under conditions we will identify below.

In sum, the findings in the (near-) representative samples and their replications reveal substantial
consensus regarding the importance of different types of values across all but the black African nations. Beyond

thewidely recognized cross-cultural differencesin value priorities, thereis also a considerable degree of agreement
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on the relative importance of values. Below, we discuss possible origins of the observed pan-cultural value
hierarchy and of the distinctive black African value profile. First, however, we consider possible methodol ogical
threats to our conclusion.
The Sampling of Vaue ltems

We have assumed that the single values included in the value inventory are appropriate for revealing
respondents’ value hierarchies. Might the hierarchies observed depend, however, on the particular items sampled
to represent each value type in the questionnaire? If so, we might find a different order of importance for the ten
valuetypesif we sampled adifferent set of itemsthat also fit the conceptual definitions of the value types from the
universe of values. Two lines of reasoning and an empirical analysis suggest that thisisunlikely.

Consider first the fact that there were 39 different language versions of the questionnaire. In each
language, the value terms were different. Thus, each translation includes somewhat different sets of itemsto
measure each value type. Nonethel ess, the importance order of value types was similar across nations. This
supportsthe view that the observed order of value prioritiesisrelatively independent of the particular items
selected.

Consider next the methodsused to sample items. We compiled along list of valueitems from the values
literature, from existing surveysfrom Africa, thefar East, and the West, and from texts of theworld'smajor religions.
Weassigneditemsto valuetypesapriori, accordingtot heir judged correspondence with the motivational goals of
the types (Schwartz, 1992). For value types whose goals were not well covered, we added items. Then, we sampled
aset of itemsfor each type to cover the varied conceptual components of its motivationa goal while minimizing
redundancy. Crucially, the importance of single values played no role in this sampling procedure. There was
therefore no bias working against sampling itemsin away that reasonably represented the importance of the total
set of items potentially available to measure each value type.

Finally, consider some empirical evidence. We generated equivalent forms of the survey by randomly
splitting the value items that represent each value type. We then estimated the effects of item sanpling on the
relative importance of the value types by correlating the importance scores yielded by the two forms. To establish
an accurate and stable estimate, we generated twenty different random splits of the sets of items, using the mean

ratingsfor each valuein the first 49 samples we gathered from 43 nations. The mean Pearson correl ation across the
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ten value typesfor the 20 pairs of equivalent formswas .82 (corrected for questionnaire length), and the range was
.70t0.88. Themean Spearman rank correl ation for the order of importance of theten typeswas .84 (range.75t0.91).°
These results suggest that the val ue ratings and ranks obtained with the current set of items arefairly closeto the
ratings and ranks one would obtain were an alternate sd of items sampled to measure each value type. In sum, the

observed value hierarchies are probably independent of the particular items sampled to represent each value type.

Thevaluesi nstrument employed here requires respondents to eval uate the importance of abstract values,
presented out of context, using acomplex numerical scaleto indicate their evaluations. As Schwartz, et a. (1999)
note, thisabstract task isinappropriate for some of theworld’ spopulation andislikely to elicit unreliableandinvalid
value ratings. We expected few problems with the highly educated samples of teachers and students, but
representative samples might be moreproblematic. To test the meaningful ness of responses, we examined whether
the structure of relations among val ues within each sample resembled the theoretical prototype.

Inall 13 representative samplesandin all but six of the other 110 sampl es, the observed structure indicated
that respondents had provided clearly meaningful data. Inthe six problematic samples—from Fiji, Namibia, Nigeria,
Thailand, and Uganda—therewas evidence for thetwo dimensionsthat underlie val ue structures, but several of the
value types were not distinguished. The unreliability of the data from these samples probably accountsin part for
their poor fit to the pan-cultural norms. The responses were apparently sufficiently reliable, however, to reveal the
consistent alternative value hierarchy we discovered in these and in the other African samples.

Pan-Cultural Norms: Why?

We turn now to three intriguing questions raised by the fact of high cross-cultural consensus regarding
thevaluehierarchy: First, why doesthe pan-cultural baseline of value priorities show the pattern that it does? That
is, why is benevolence most important, power least important, and the other value types ordered in the ways

observed? Second, what might lead to the relative consensus on this order? Third, why do the African samples

#n 75% of the random splits, six value types (benevolence, conformity, hedonism, tradition, stimulation,
and power) shifted up or down onerank or less from their mean rank. The remaining val ue types shifted
up or downtwo ranksor less. A recent study of 200 Israeli students provided further evidence to support
the relative independence of the value hierarchy from method of measurement. The correlation between
the means for the ten value types, measured with the current instrument and with a new and very
different instrument wasr = .95 (Schwartz, et d., 1999).
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diverge from the pan-cultural order? There are no definitive empirical answers to these questions. We propose
plausible, theory -based answers that, we hope, will stimulate discussion that can lead to increased understanding.

Thetypology of ten typesof valuesthat differ in their motivational content was derived by reasoning that
valuesrepresent, in theform of consciousgoals, three universal requirements of human existence: biological needs,
requisites of coordinated social interaction, and demands of group survival and functioning (Schwartz & Bilsky,
1987; Schwartz, 1992). One or more of these requirements underlie each value type (Schwartz, 1992, 1994). Groups
and individual srepresent these requirements cognitively as specific val ues about which they communicate in order
to explain, coordinate, and rationalize behavior.

Individual differencesin the importance attributed to values reflect individual s unique needs,
temperaments, and social experiences. But the pan-cultural similaritiesin valueimportance arelikely to reflect the
shared bases of valuesin human nature and the adaptive functions of each type of value in maintaining societies
(e.g., Campbell, 1975; Parsons, 1951; Schwartz & Bardi, 1997; Williams, 1970). Most individualsarelikely to oppose
the pursuit of value priorities that clash with human nature. Socializers and social control agents are likely to
discourage the pursuit of value priorities that clash with the smooth functioning of important groups or the larger
society.’

The basic socia function of valuesisto motivate and control the behavior of group members (Parsons,
1951). Two mechanisms are critical. First, social actors (e.g., leaders, interaction partners) invoke valuesto define
particular behaviors as socially appropriate, to justify their demands on others, and to elicit desired behaviors.
Second, and equally important, values serve as internalized guides for individuals; they relieve the group of the
necessity for constant social control. Valuetransmission, acquisition, and internalization occur asindividual s adapt
to the everyday customs, practices, norms, and scripts they encounter. Through modeling, reinforcement, and
explicit verbal teaching, socializers consciously and unconsciously seek to instill values that promote group
survival and prosperity. By definition, such values are socially desirable. Thus, an explanation of the pan-cultural

value hierarchy isan explanation of why particular values are more or less socially desirable across nations®

Buss (1996) and Hogan (1996) take a related approach in explaining the presumed universality of the
Big Five personality dimensions as reflecting evolutionary adaptation to group living. Our explanation of
basic vdues adds an emphasis on societal requirements and attempts to explain the near-universality of
the hierarchica order of the different types of values.

This does not mean that the part-cultural value hierarchy reflectsindividual tendenciesto respondin a
socialy desirable manner to the value survey. The personality variable of socid desirability does not
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From the viewpoint of human nature and societal functioning, we propose that the following three
reguirements, ordered according to their importance, are especially relevant for explaining the observed pan-cultural
value hierarchy.

(1) Most important isto promote and preserve cooperative and supportive relations among members of primary
groups. Without such relations, life in the group would be filled with conflict and group survival would be at risk.
Hence, the most critical focus of value transmission is to develop commitment to positive relations, identification
with the group, and loyalty to its members.

(2) Positiverelations are insufficient to insure the survival and prosperity of societies, groups, and their individual
members, however. Individuals must also be motivated to invest the time, the physical and the intellectual effort
needed to perform productivework, to solve problemsthat arise during task performance, and to generate new ideas
and technical solutions.

(3) Some gratification of the self-oriented needs and desires of group membersisalso critical. Rejecting all
expression of self-oriented desireswould produceindividual frustration, withdrawal of investment in the group, and
refusal to contribute to group goal attainment. Hence, it issocially functional tolegitimize self-oriented behavior to
the extent that it does not undermine group goals.

We now utilize these principles to devel op our tentative explanation of the observed pan-cultural value
hierarchy. Thediscussionfirst appliesthefirst principletothe val ue types whose importanceit hel psto explain, and
then applies the second and third principles where relevant.

Positive, cooperative social relations, the basic requirement for smooth group functioning, are especially
important in the context of the family, with its high interdependence and intense interaction (Kagitcibasi, 1996).
Value acquisition occursfirst in this context and later in other primary and secondary groups (Brim, 1966; Kohn &
Schooler, 1983). Benevolence values (hel pfulness, honesty, forgiveness, loyalty, responsibility) provide the
internalized motivational base for cooperative and supportive social relations. These values are reinforced and
modeled early and repeatedly, because they are critical to assure required behaviors evenin the absence of real or

threatened sanctions. Benevolence values are therefore of utmost importance parrculturally (1%).

correlate consistently with the importance individuas attribute to the values high in the pan-cultural
hierarchy (Schwartz, et d., 1997).
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Universalism values (e.g., social justice, equality, broadmindedness) also contribute to positive social
relations. But universalism values differ from benevolencevaluesin their focus onal others, most significantly on
those outside the in-group. Universalism values are functionally important primarily when group members must
relatetothosewithwhomthey do not readily identify. Commitment to the welfare of non-primary group membersis
critical in schools, work-places, and other extra-familial settings. Universalism values are less crucial when most
interaction is limited to the primary group. Indeed, universalism values might even threaten in-group solidarity
during times of intergroup conflict. Therefore, although universalism values are high in the pan-cultural hierarchy
(2™, 3%, they are less important than benevolence val ues.

Security (4™, 5" and conformity (5",6™) values are also fairly important pan-culturally, probably because
harmonious relations among group members depend upon avoiding conflict and violations of group norms.
Security and conformity values are likely to be acquired in response to demands and in response to sanctions for
self-restriction, avoiding risks, and controlling forbidden impulses. Hence, these values may interfere with
gratifying self-oriented needs and desires, the third basis for value importance mentioned above. Asaresult, some
negative affect islikely to accompany socialization for these values. Moreover, security and conformity values
emphasize maintaining the status quo (Schwartz, 1992). They may therefore weaken the motivation to innovatein
finding solutions to group tasks, the second basis for value importance we proposed. Thus, despite their
contribution to harmonious social relations, security and conformity values are rated lower in the pan-cultural
importance hierarchy than benevolencand universalism values.

Accepting and acting on tradition val ues can al so contribute to group solidarity and thusto smooth group
functioning and survival. However, tradition values largely concern individuals' commitment to the abstract beliefs
and symbol sthat represent groups (Schwartz, 1992). They find little expression in the every day social behavior that
interaction partners have avital interest in controlling. Hence, peoplein most countries attribute rel atively low
importance to tradition values as guiding principles (9", 8" in their lives.

Power values are located at the bottom of the pan-cultural hierarchy (10", with very high consensus
regarding their relatively low importance. Thisis also attributable to the requirement of positive relations among
group members. Power valuesemphasi ze dominance over people and resources. Their pursuit often entails harming

or exploiting others, thereby disrupting and damaging social relations. On the other hand, power values are
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congruent with the gratification of self-oriented desires, the third basis of importance noted above. It is probably
necessary to grant some legitimacy to power strivingsin order to motivate individual effortsto work for group
interests and in order to justify the hierarchical social arrangementsin all societies.

Self-direction values have strong implications for meeting the functional requirement of motivating
individualsto work productively. By promoting independence of thought and action, exploration, and creativity,
self-direction values foster group members’ innovativeness and their intrinsically motivated investment in finding
the best waysto get the group'stasks done. Action based on self -direction val ues contributes to group prosperity
innormal times; it is crucial to meet the challenges posed by changein times of crisis. Moreover, intrinsically
motivated actions satisfy self-oriented needs and desires by definition. Because self-direction values constitute an
intrinsic source of motivation, their pursuit need not come at the expense of otherswho compete for social rewards.
Hence, they rarely pose athreat to positiverelationsinthegroup. Thus, self-direction values substantially advance
the second and third basic social functionsof valueswithout undermining thefirst. Consequently, they receive high
importance (2" in the pan-cultural hierarchy.

Achievement values are attributed moderate importance pan-culturally (6", 4"). This level of importance
may reflect a compromise among the three bases of value importance. Achievement values, as defined and
operationalized here, emphasi ze demonstrating competence according to social standards of success. On the
positiveside, achievement values motivateindividualstoinvest their timeand energy in performing tasksthat serve
group interests. They also legitimizeself-enhancing behavior, so long as it contributes to group welfare. On the
negative side, achievement values may motivate individuals to devote so much effort to demonstrating their own
worth that they thwart optimal attainment of group goals. Moreover, such self-interested behavior is aso likely to
disrupt harmonious, positive social relations. Assigning moderate importance to achievement values creates a
bal ance between motivating peopleto work for the group, gratifying self-oriented desires, and avoiding disruption
of social relations among group members.

Thelocation of hedonism (7" and stimulation (8", 9" valueslow inthe pan-cultural hierarchy reflectstheir
irrelevancefor thefirst two requirementsthat underlie valueimportance. They are relevant to the third requirement,
however. Hedonism and stimul ation values are social transformations of the needs of theindividual, asabiological

organism, for physical gratification and optimal arousal (Schwartz, 1992). Societies must be organized to allow and
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legitimize some gratification of self-oriented desires. But socializers are unlikely to actively inculcate such values
because they serve mainly individual interests. Hedonism and stimulation values are probably more important than
power values because their pursuit, in contrast to power values, does not necessarily threaten positive social
relations.

Self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan, 1995) provides another explanation for the high
importance of benevolence and self-direction values across all human societies. It argues that relatedness,
community, autonomy, and personal growth are the major psychological needs whose fulfillment isintrinsically
satisfying. Consequently, the goals to which these needs direct us are salient and central to most individuals.
Benevolenceand self-direction values, respectively, expressthe goal s based on rel atedness and community and on
autonomy and personal growth. Thistheory also designates a set of needs that underlie extrinsic goals—money,
fame, power, and image. The pursuit of these goals does not bring direct satisfaction, so they areinherently less
salient and central. These are the goals of power values, the least important val ue type across cultures.

Our analysis of the bases of the pan-cultural value hierarchy leaves unexplained the different pattern
observed in the black African samplesand in Fiji. The average respondents in these samples differed from the
pan-cultural norms primarily in attributing the highest importance to conformity values and low importance to
self-direction values. If the preceding analysisis correct, then distinctive aspects of the social structural context
these samples encounter should explain this unusual pattern of value priorities. We next propose some
suggestions.™

All these samples come from nations that are neither industrialized nor Westernized. But industrialization
is not the key: Some samples from industrialized Western nations also show relatively low consensus with the
pan-cultural norms (e.g., French and Swiss teachers). We postul ate that the distinctive characteristics of the
households in which the African samples grew up are most important in determining the unique African value

profile—large size (average above ten persons) and diversity (e.g., multi-generational, with children of different

we comment only on differences in the structured experience of individuals that may affect the
importance of their personal values. We discussthe full range of factorsthat influence cultural or nationa
differencesin values el sewhere (Munene, Schwartz & Smith, 1998; Schwartz, 1993; Schwartz & Bardi,
1997: Schwartz & Ros, 1995; cf. Hofstede, 1982). As noted in footnote 5, cross-cultural or cross-nationd
comparisons should use value dimensions derived from comparing cultures not individuals.
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mothers). Indeed, the average household size and birth rates in these nations are substantially higher than in all
other nations we studied, including even those from East Asia.

Most primary groupsin these African nations consist of large numbers of persons, organizedin a
hierarchical family, living in close proximity and high interdependence, with little room for privacy. Successful
coordination of behavior in such circumstances requires conformity: norms regulating almost all domains of life,
obedience to norms and to the demands of authority, and restraint of individual impulses or inclinations that might
violate normative arrangements. Conformity values are therefore crucial to group survival and positiverelations.
Benevolence values may be less effective and hence less important because the large number of people and the
diversity of relationshipsin the household may weaken the identification with close others that underlies these
values.

Incontrast, self-direction valuesarelikely to disrupt group rel ationsin these circumstances, because they
encourage individuals to devel op and pursue unique modes of action and thought. Socializers are therefore less
likely to reinforce and cultivate them. A key mechanism for the development of a sense of an autonomous,
self-directed self, according to Shweder and Bourne (1982), is privacy for children. Thisisnot possiblein large but
poor househol ds, and itsabsence may inhibit thegrowth of self-direction values. Equally important, most groupsin
these societies have lived in relatively stable environmentsin which the daily challenges are fairly routine (Lerner,
1964, Webster, 1984). Consequently, acritical social function of self -direction values discussed above—fostering
innovativenessin times of change and crisis—is less relevant.

Thisbrief analysis of the divergent African findingsimplies that the widespread pan-cultural normative
value hierarchy is deupon social structural characteristics shared by most but not all contemporary nations. The
normative hierarchy is not present where basic social structural characteristics are different. Africaaside, the
observed agreement between the value hierarchies in particul ar nations and the pan-cultural normative order is at
most weakly related to industrialization. Nations high, moderate, and low in industrialization are among those with
relatively high and relatively low correl ations between their own and the pan-cultural value hierarchy (see Table 4).
Thus, this hierarchy is probably based in shared requirements of human existence that are present in all societies
that are at least minimally industrialized.

Interpreting and Misinterpreting Value Hierar chies
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In this section we explicate the view that one must take account of pan-cultural value normsin order to
develop meaningful and informative interpretations of the value hierarchies of samplesin any country. Just as one
must interpret personality scoresin light of thescoresfor normative samples, so val ue ratings take on clear meaning
only inlight of the pan-cultural normative baseline. For example, consider a male who scores 99 in neuroticism and
105 in conscientiousness on the NEO-PI-R. Becausethe normative scorefor theformer islower thanfor the latter, he
is considered high in neuroticism but low in conscientiousness (Costa& McCrae, 1992). Describing him as more
consci entiousnessthan neurotic, based on raw scores, would be aserious misinterpretation. Analogously, ignoring
pan-cultural norms when interpreting the value hierarchy of individuals or samples from cultural group can lead to
serious misunderstandings.

We explicate this point by discussing interpretations of the value hierarchies of groups from Singapore
and from the United States. First, we interpret the value priorities of these groups by considering the relative
importance of the value types within the group itself. We then reinterpret the findings in light of the pan-cultural
norms, adopting acomparative approach. Becauseranking of valuetypesislesssensitiveto group differencesthan
ratings of valueimportance, wefocuson ratings. The comparative analysesyieldinteresting insightsinto the nature
of the two cultures.

Singapore Teachers

Agnes Chang Shook Cheong gathered the Singapore datain 1992 from 149 school teachers from four
primary and secondary schools selected to be representative of teachersin Singapore. Table 5 (left) presentsthe
average importance ratings of the ten value typesin this sample. Theaverage Singapore teacher rated security
values most important, benevolence val ues a close second, and power val ues least important.

Table 5 about here

Based on the value hierarchy of this sample, without considering the pan-cultural norms, the following
characterization seemsreasonable: These data suggest acountry wherethe average personisvery concerned with
maintaining safe and smooth social relations (security), with hel ping members of their close groups (benevolence),
and with avoiding upsetting others intheir closegroups (conformity, 3"). Thereis also afair amount of commitment
to the welfare of those who are different (universalism, 4™ and some willingness to encourage individual's to think

and act freely (self-direction, 5"). Thereislittlea cceptance of self-indulgence (hedonism and stimulation, 8" and 9")
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and even less of power and authority (power, 107). Although achievement and tradition values are of some
importance, they arerelatively weak guiding principles.

Now consider these Singaporean ratingsin light of the pan-cultural norms on the right side of Table 5.
What stands out is the extraordinary emphasis on maintaining the status quo of undisturbed social relations and
followingtraditions: Security, conformity, andtraditionvalues are all much more important than usual, with ratings
about onefull standard deviation abovethe pan-cultural norms. Commitment to the welfare of in-group membersis
average (benevolence), but concern for those who are different (universalism) isrelatively low (.5 standard
deviationsbelow the norm). Moreover, thereisstrikingly little emphasis on individual independence of thought and
action (self-direction; 1.5 standard deviations below the norm) and even less emphasis on self-indulgence than is
usual (hedonism; .8 standard deviations below the norm). The low rating of power valuesistypical, so it indicates
no unusual rejection of power.

In contrast to the interpretation based on the Singaporean value hierarchy viewed in isolation, the
comparative view characterizes the average person in Singapore as one who holds very conservative values. The
comparativeview istrueto the descriptions of the culture of Singapore both by those who praiseits uniquenessand
itsrejection of Western values (e.g., Mabubani, 1992) and by those who worry about the lack of concern for
individual autonomy they find there (e.g., Huntington, 1993).

United States Students

Datawere gathered between 1989 and 1995, from seven samples of American students at five universities
in different regions of the country: California State University Bakersfield (N=252), Howard University (N=136),
University of lllinois (2 samples, N=614), University of Mississippi (N=172), University of Washington (2 samples,
N=514)."? Students were broadly representative of undergraduates at each university. Although value priorities
varied somewhat across samples, all seven samples were quite similar to one another when compared with those
from other countries around theworld (Schwartz & Ros, 1995). We weighted each university equally in computing
the average importance ratings for American students presented on the left side of Table 6. These students rated
benevolence values most important, achievement values second, hedonism values a close third, and power values

least important.

Lwe are grateful to Judith Howard, David Karp, Dan Landis, Renuka Sethi, James Starr, and Harry
Triandisfor providing these data.
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Table 6 about here

The value hierarchy of this sample, viewed in isolation, suggests a country where the average student
givesagreat deal of priority to the welfare of close others (benevolence), though not to those outside the in-group
(universalism, 7). The average student does not accept the idea of pursuing selfish interests at the expense of
others (power, 10" and shows minimal interest in maintaining tradition (tradition, 9"). Gratification of sensual
desiresisimportant (hedonism, 3"), but not through the pursuit of novelty and excitement (stimulation, 8"). Seeking
success according to social standards is an important guiding principle (achievement, 2™) asis autonomy in
thinking and acting (self-direction, 4™). Avoiding disruption of interpersonal relations (conformity, 5" and
maintaining a safe social and physical environment (security, 6"’) are only moderately important.

Now let us place these American ratingsin perspective by comparing them with the pan-cultural norms
shown on theright side of Table 6. The rating of benevolence is alittle above average, rather than signifying
unusual concern for close others. Moreover, the rating of universalism is extraordinarily low (1.7 standard
deviations below the pan-cultural norm). This suggests that these students care much less for strangers or needy
members of outgroups than istypical across cultures. Instead, it appears that the average American student is
exceptional in giving high priority to self-oriented desires. Achievement, hedonism, and power values are all well
above averagein importance (1.7, 1.1, and .7 standard deviations above the norms, respectively).

Thiscomparativevalueprofileiscompatiblewith recent cultural analysesof Americans. Analysts describe
them asentrepreneurial, acquisitive, and self-indulgent, on the one hand, and lacking a commitment to the good of
the community, on the other (e.g., Bellah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, & Tipton, 1985; Etzioni, 1993). In contrast to
most other industrialized Western nations, whose value profile is quite different, welfare socialism has not taken
root in America. Americans attitudes toward the equitable allocation of resourcesin society what one might expect
in asociety where universalism values are relatively unimportant and achievement, power, and hedonism are
relatively important.

With regard to conformity and tradition, two types of valuesthat emphasi ze subordination of self in favor
of socially imposed expectations, the average American student attributes them higher importance than the

pan-cultural norms (.4 and .3 standard deviations, respectively). On the other hand, this average student attributes
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lessimportancethan iscommonto self-direction, the val ue type opposed conceptually to conformity and tradition
(Schwartz, 1992; .7 standard deviations below the norm).

The pattern of value priorities discerned through comparisons with the pan-cultural normsis especially
compatible with analyses that compare the United States with W estern Europe (e.g., Bellah, et a., 1985; Etzioni,
1993; Schwartz & Ros, 1995). The relative importance of tradition and conformity probably reflect the continuing
influence of religion and of puritanism in particular on lifein Americathat distinguishes it from much of Western
Europe (Bellah, et al., 1991). Therelative importance of achievement and power values may reflect the centrality of
the frontier experience and of large capitalist corporations on societal development in America (Hall, 1982;
Trachtenberg, 1982). By using the pan-cultural norms, a picture of the values of the average American student
emerges that is more accurate and informative than the understanding derived from examining ratings of value
importance in isolation.

Conclusion

The argument of this article can be summed up as follows: When we focus on differences, the current
study, like past research, reveals agreat deal of variation in theimportance of individual values both within groups
and across societies. Thisvariation inindividual valuesis systematically related to differencesinindividual
behavior (Rokeach, 1973; Feather, 1975; Schwartz, 1996; Seligman, Olson & Zanna, 1996), and it arisesfrom
systematic differencesin social experience (Kohn & Schooler, 1983; Rokeach, 1973). Clearly, a difference
perspective provides significant insights. When we shift our focus to similarities, however, we achieve new
insights.

1. Thereisacommon pan-cultural baseline of value priorities: Thereisastriking level of agreement across societies
regarding the relative importance of different types of values--a high correlation between the value hierarchy of
amost all samples and the average hierarchy of many different samples.

2. The observed pan-cultural value hierarchy can tentatively be understood as reflecting adaptive functions of
valuesin meeting three basic requirements of successful societal functioning, ordered by importance: cooperative
and supportive primary relations; productive and innovative task performance; gratification of self-oriented needs

and desires.
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3. Itisonly against the background of the pan-cultural normative baseline that we can accurately discern what is
distinctive and therefore informative regarding the value priorities of the members of aparticular group.

Differences are more salient and compelling than similarities. It may therefore be difficult to accept that a
largely shared, pan-cultural value hierarchy lieshidden behind the striking value differencesthat draw our attention.
Differences help usto identify the influences of unique genetic heritage, personal experience, social structure and
cultureonvalue priorities. The pan-cultural hierarchy points to the bases of valuesin shared human nature and to
the adaptive functions of valuesin maintaining societies. To gain afull understanding of human value priorities, we

must take note of the interplay of both differencesand similarities.



Cross-Cultural Similarities 26

References

Barnea, M., & Schwartz, S.H. (1998). Values and voting. Palitical Psychology, 19, 17-40.

Bellah,R.N.,Madsen, R. Sullivan, W.M., Swidler, A., & Tipton, S.M. (1985). Hahits of the heart. Berkeley, CA:
University of California Press.

Bellah, R. N., Madsen, R. Sullivan, W.M., Swidler, A., & Tipton, SM. (1991). The good society. New Y ork:
Knopf.

Bianchi, G., & Rosova, V. (1992). Environment as avalue: Intraindividual, interindividual and intercultural
differences. InH. Svodoba (Ed.), Culture, nature, |andscape (pp. 37-45). Zdar n/Sazavou: International Association
of Landscape Ecology.

Bond, M. H., & Chi, V. M-Y. (1997). Values and moral behavior in mainland China. Psychologia, 40, 251-264.

Bowles, S, & Gintis, H. (1976). Schooling in capitalist America. New Y ork: Basic Books.

Brim, O. G., J. (1966). Socidization through the life-cycle. In O. Brim, Jr., and S. Wheeler (Eds.), Socialization
after childhood (pp. 3-49). New York: Wiley.

Buss, D. M. (1996). Social adaptation and fivemajor factorsof personality. InJ. Wiggins(Ed.), The Five-Factor

model of personality: Theoretical perspectives (pp. 180-205). New Y ork: Guilford.

Campbell, D. T. (1975). On the conflicts between biol ogical and social evolution and between psychology and

moral tradition. American Psychologist, 30, 1103-1126.

Campbell, D. T., & Narall, R. (1972). The mutua relevance of anthropology and psychology. InF. L. K. Hsu
(Ed.), Psychological anthropology (pp. 435-468). Cambridge: Schenkman.

Costa, P. T., Jr., & McCrag, R. R. (1992). Professional manual for the Revised NEO Personality Inventory.
Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Dedi, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). New York:

Plenum.

Etzioni, A. (1993). Thespirit of community: Thereinvention of Americansociety . New Y ork: Simon & Schuster.

Feather, N. T. (1975). Valuesin education and society . New Y ork: Free Press.

Grunert, S. C., & Juhl, H.J. (1995). Values, environmental attitudes, and buying organic foods. Journal of

Economic Psychology, 16, 39-62.



Cross-Cultural Similarities 27

Hall, P.D. (1982).

of American nationality. New York: New Y ork University Press.

Hofstede, G. (1982).

CA: Sage.

Hofstede, G. (1991). Cultures and organizations: Software of the mind, L ondon: McGraw -Hill.

Hogan, R. (1996). A socioanalytic perspective on the Five-Factor model. In J. Wiggins (Ed.), The Five-Factor
model of personality: Theoretical perspectives (pp. 163-179). New Y ok: Guilford.

Huntington, S. P. (1993). The clash of civilizations. Eareign Affairs, 72, 22-49.

Inglehart, R. (1997). M oderni zation and postmoderni zation: Cultural, economic and political changein 43

sacieties. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Kagitcibasi, C. (1996).

Hillsdale,
NJ: Erlbaum.

Karp, D. G. (1996). Values and their effect on pro-environmental behavior. Environment and Behavior, 28,
111-133.

Kluckhohn, C. (1951). Vaues and value-orientations in the theory of action: An exploration in definition and
classification. In T. Parsons & E. Shils (Eds.), Toward ageneral theory of action (pp.388-433). Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

Kohn, M. L., & Schooler, C. (1983). Work and personali

Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Lerner, D. (1964). The passing of traditional society. Glencoe, IL: Free Press.

Mahbubani, K. (1992). Dangers of decadence. Cited in Huntington, op. cit.

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implicationsfor cognition, emotion and motivation.
Psychological Review, 98, 224-253.

Mayton, D. M. |1, Loges, W. E., Ball-Rokeach, S.J., & Grube, JW. (Eds.) (1994). Human values and socia

issues: Current understanding and implications for the future. Journal of Social Issues, 50, Whole I ssue.

McCleland, D.C., Atkinson, JW., Clark, R.A., & Lowell, E. L. (1953). The achievement motive. New Y ork:
Appleton.

Murdock, G. P. (1975). Outline of world cultures (5" ed.). New Haven: Human Relations Area Files.



Cross-Cultural Similarities 28

Narall, R. (1973). Galton’s problem. In R. Naroll & R. Cohen (Eds.), A handbook of method in cultural
anthropology (pp. 974-989). New Y ork: University Press.
Parsons, T. (1951). The social system New Y ork: Free Press.

Puohiniemi, M. (1995). Val ues, consumer attitudes and behaviour: An application of Schwartz’'s value theory

s. Unpublished doctoral dissertation.

The University of Helsinki.

Roccas, S., & Schwartz, SH. (1997). Church-state relations and the association of religiosity with values: A

study of Catholicsin six countries. Cross-Cultural Research, 31, 356-375

Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. New York: Free Press.

Ros, M., Grad, H., & Alvaro, J.L. (1994, July).

Presented in asymposium on “ Studying human values: Theoretical and empirical findings,” at the 23rd International
Congress of Applied Psychology, Madrid.

Ryan, R. M. (1995). Psychological needsand thefacilitation of integrative processesJournal of Personality, 63,
397-427.

Sagiv, L. (1997). Process and ou s. Unpublished

doctoral dissertation. The Hebrew University.

Sagiv, L., & Schwartz, S.H. (1995). Value priorities and readiness for out-group social contact. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 437-448.

Schmitt, M.J., Schwartz, SH., Steyer, R. & Schmitt, T. (1993). Measurement models for the Schwartz Values
Inventory. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 9, 107-121.

Schubot, D. B., Eliason, B. C., & Cayley, W. (1995) Personal values and primary care specialty aspirations.
Academic Medicine, 70, 952-953.

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universalsin the content and structure of values: Theoretical advances and empirical
testsin 20 countries. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 25, pp. 1-65). New
York: Academic Press.

Schwartz, S. H. (1993, July). ies. Presented at the

XXIV Congress of the Interamerican Society of Psychology, Santiago de Chile.



Cross-Cultural Similarities 29

Schwartz, S.H. (1994). Are there universal aspectsin the content and structure of values? Journal of Social
Lssues, 50, 19-45.

Schwartz, S.H. (1996). Value priorities and behavior: Applying of theory of integrated value systems. In C.
Seligman, JM. Olson, & M.P. Zanna (Eds.), The psychology of values: The Ontario symposium, Val. 8 (pp. 1-24).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Schwartz, S.H. (1997). Vauesand culture. InD. Munro, S. Carr, & J. Schumaker (Eds.), Mativation and culture
(pp. 69-84). New Y ork: Routledge.

Schwartz, S.H. (in press). Cultural value differences: Someimplications for work. Applied Psychology: An

International Journal,

Schwartz, SH., & Bardi, A. (1997). Influences of adaptation to communist rule on value prioritiesin Eastern
Europe. Palitical Psychology, 18, 385-410.

Schwartz, S.H., & Barnea, M. (1995). Los valores en orientaciones politicas: Aplicaciones en Espana,
Venezuelay Mejico [Vaue bases of political orientations: Applicationsin Spain, Venezuela, and Mexico].

Psychologia Palitica, 11, 15-40.

Schwartz, S. H., & Bilsky, W. (1987). Toward auniversal psychological structure of human values. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychalogy, 53, 550-562.

Schwartz, S.H., & Huismans, S. (1995). Value priorities and religiosity in four Western religions. Sacial
Psychology quarterly, 58 88-107.

Schwartz, SH., Lehmann, A., Melech, G., Burgess, S., & Harris, M. (1999). Validation of atheory of basic

human values with a new instrument in new populations. Unpublished manuscript, The Hebrew University,
Jerusalem, Israel.

Schwartz, SH., & Ros, M. (1995). Vduesin the West: A theoretical and empirical challengeto the
IndividualismCollectivism cultural dimension. Warld Psychology, 1, 91-122.

Schwartz, S.H., & Sagiv, L. (1995). Identifying culture specificsin the content and structure of values. Journal

of CrossCultural Psychology, 26, 92-116.

Schwartz, SH., Verkasalo, M., Antonovsky, A., & Sagiv, L. (1997). Value priorities and socia desirability:

Much substance, some style. British Journal of Social Psychology, 36, 3-18.



Cross-Cultural Similarities 30

Seligman, C., Olson, J. M., & Zanna M. P. (Eds.) (1996). The psychology of values: The Ontario symposium,
Val. 8 Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Shweder, R.A., & Bourne, E.J. (1982). Does the concept of the person vary cross-culturally? In A.J. Marsella
& G. M. White (Eds.), Cultural conceptions of mental health and therapy (pp.97-137). New York: Reiddl.

Smith, P.B., & Schwartz, SH. (1997). Values. In JW. Berry, C. Kagitcibasi & M.H. Segall (Eds.), Handbook of
cross-cultural psychology, Val. 3, 2nd Edition (pp. 77-119). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Srnec, J. (1995). Attitudes to ethical dilemmas and value orientation. Praticky L ekar, 75, 35-38.

Trachtenberg, A. (1982). New York: Hill and

Wang.

Triandis, H. C. (1995). Individualism and collectivism. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Webster, A. (1984). Lntroduction to the sociology of development. London: McMillan.
Williams, R.M., Jr. (1970). American society: A sociological interpretation, 3rd Ed. New Y ork: Knopf.



Cross-Cultural Similarities 31

Table 1. Definiti

POWER: Social statusand prestige, control or dominance over people and resources. (social power, authority, wealth,
preserving my public image)

ACHIEVEMENT: Personal success through demonstrating competence according to social standards. (successful,
capable, ambitious, influential)

HEDONISM: Pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself. (pleasure, enjoying life)

STIMULATION: Excitement, novelty, and challengein life. (daring, avaried life, an exciting life)

SH F-DIRECTION: Independent thought and action-choosing, creating, exploring. (creativity, freedom, independent,
curious, choosing own goals)

UNIVERSALISM: Understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and for nature.
(broadminded, wisdom, social justice, equality, aworld atpeace, aworld of beauty, unity with nature, protecting the
environment)

BENEVOLENCE: Preservation and enhancement of thewelfare of peoplewith whom oneisinfrequent personal contact.
(helpful, honest, forgiving, loyal, responsible)

TRADITION: Respect, commitment and acceptance of the customs and ideas thattraditional cult ure or religion provide
the self. (humble, accepting my portion in life, devout, respect for tradition, moderate)

CONFORMITY': Restraint of actions, inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or harm others and violate social
expectations or norms. (politeness, obedient, self-discipline, honoring parents and el ders)

SECURITY:: Safety, harmony and stability of society, of relationships, and of self. (family security, national security,

social order, clean, reciprocation of favors)

*The following values that were included in the inventory are not used in forming indexes of the importance of each
value type because they do not exhibit equivalence of meaning across cultures: social recognition, intelligent,
self-respect, inner harmony, truefriendship, aspiritual life, maturelove, meaninginlife, detachment, sense of belonging,

healthy.
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Tyt ST SATeS
Australia-Adelaide & Queensland
Austria-Graz

Belgium-Flemish

Bolivia-La Paz

Brazil-Brasilia

Bulgaria-Sophia

Canada-Toronto

Chile-Santiago, Temuco, National
China-Guangzhou, Hebei, Shanghai
Cyprus-Limassol (Greek)

Czech Republic-Prague
Denmark-Copenhagen
England-London, Surrey
Estonia-Tallinn & Rural

Fiji-Suva

Finland-Helsinki & National
France-Paris, Lyon, & Nationa
Georgia-Thilis

Germany(E)-Berlin, Chemnitz
Germany (W) Trier, Berlin, National
GhanaAccra

Greece-Athens

Hong Kong-Hong Kong

Hungary -Budapest
India-Allahabad & Patna (Hindu)
Indonesia-Jakarta, Y ogyakarta
Ireland-Dublin

Israel Jewish-Jerusalem & National
Israel Arab-Galilee, Jerusalem

Ity -Rome & National
Japan-Hyogo, Osaka, Tokyo, Hokaido
M acedonia-Skopje

Malaysia-Penang

T-1992; S1988, R-1992
S1997
S1991
T-1993
T-1993, 1995; S-1989, 1995
T-1992, 1995; S-1992, 1995
T-1993; S1993
T-1995, 1997, S-1994
T-1988, 1989; S-1988, 1995; R-1990
T-1992; S1992
T-1993; S1993
T-1991, 1995
T-1995; S1990
T-1990; S1990
S1991
T-1989; S1989; R-1991, 1994
T-1991; S1996; R-1994
T-1992; S1992
T-1991; S1991, 1994; R-19%
T-1990; S-1989, 1994; R-199%6
T-1995; S1995
T-1989; S1989
T-1988, 1996, S-1988, 1996
T-1990, 1995; S-1990, 1995
T-1991; S1992
T-1994, 1996; S-1994
T-1996
T-1990; S1990; 1995; R-199%6
T-1990
T-1989; S1989, 1991; R-1997
T-1989; 1996; S1989, 1990, 1996; R-1991
T-1995; S1995

T-1989; S1989
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Mexico-Mexico City
Namibia-Windhoek

Nepal-Katmandu

NetherlandsAmsterdam & Nationwide

New Zealand-South Island
Nigeria-lle-Ife

Norway-Olso

Peru-Lima
Philippines-Metropolitan Manila
Poland-Warsaw
Portugal-Porto
Romania-Bucharest

Russia-M oscow, Leningrad
Singapore-Singapore
Sovakia-Bratislava
Slovenia-Ljubljana

South Korea-Nationwide
South Africa-Pochefstroom, Midrand
Spain-Madrid
Sweden-Stockholm
Switzerland-L ausanne (French)
Taiwan-Taipei
Thailand-Bangkok
Turkey-Istanbul & Ankara
Uganda-Kampaa

USA-Illinois, Seattle, California,

Mississippi, Washington D.C.

Venezuela-Caracas

Zimbabwe-Harare
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T-1990, 1995
T-1997
T-1993; S1992, 1993
T-1988, 1996; S-1988; 1996; R-1989
T-1998; S1988
T-1995; S1995
T-1994; S1994
S199%
T-1996; S 1996
T-1998; S1990, 1996
T-1989; S1989
S199%6
T-1995; S1996; R-1995
T-1991; S1991
T-1991; 1996, S1991
T-1991; S1991-92
$1993
S$-1994, 1996; R-1992
T-1988, 1996; S-1988
T-1993; S1993
T-1988; S1988, 1996
T-1993, 1995
T-1991
T-1990; S1994, 1995

T-1995; S1995

T-1990, 1994, 1996; S-1989, 1990, 1993, 1994,

T-1993; S1989

T-1989; S1989

Note. T signifies teacher samples, S signifies student samples, R signifies representative or near

representative samples.



Cross-Cultural Similarities 34

Table 3. Cross-National Importance of Individual Value Types

REPRESENTATIVE TEACHERS STUDENTS
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Difference
Rating Rank Rating Rank Rating Rank  Teach- Stud
ValueType (sd) (sd) (sd)
BENEVOLENCE 4.72 1 4.68 1 4.59 1 .09
(27) (29 ()
SH F-DIRECTION 4.42 25 445 2 4.58 2 -13*
(27) (:31) (:31)
UNIVERSALISM 442 25 441 3 4,25 3 J1e*
(18 (:31) (29
SECURITY 4,38 4 4,25 4 3.99 5 .26%*
(42 (39 (:30)
CONFORMITY 419 5 417 5 3.98 6 J9*
(47) (47) (49)
ACHIEVEMENT 385 6 385 6 4,02 4 -1
(39 (34 (30
HEDONISM 373 7 341 7 3.82 7 -41**
(52) (59 (:65)
STIMULATION 3.08 8 292 9 343 8 -51**
(29 (41) (34
TRADITION 285 9 3.02 8 273 9 20%*
(:55) (45) (49)
POWER 235 10 2.38 10 2.39 10 .01
(41) (:55) (4

**p<.001, *p < .05, 2tailed
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Table 4. Pearx
REPRESENTATIVE TEACHER SAMPLES STUDENT SAMPLES
97 S. AfricaWhite Brazil(2)’ .93 Japan(2) .87 Chile(2) .98 Portuga .94 Indonesia .86 England
.96 Finland 97 Hong Kong(2) .93 Finland .86 Turkey .98 Slovenia .93 Poland (2) .86 W. Germany(2)
.96 Israel 97 Israel Jews .93 Hungary(2) .86 Philippines .98 Norway .93 Japan(4) .86 S. Korea
.95 E. Germany .97 Czech Rep .93 New Zealand .85 Macedonia .97 Slovakia(2) .93 Turkey .85 Switzerland(2)
95 ltdy Norway .92 Bulgaria(2) .84 Zimbabwe .97 Austrdia(2) .93 Peru .84 Netherlands(2)
.93 Netherlands Australia .91 Slovenia .84 Nepa .96 Estonia(2) .93 Fnland .84 S. AfricaW(2)
.92 Australia 97 ltaly .91 Cyprus .84 Sweden .96 Chile .92 Bulgaria(2) .81 China(2)
.90 Japan .96 Ireland .90 Namibia .84 Denmark(2) .96 Hungary(2) .92 Spain .79 Nepd(2)
.90 France .96 Portugal .89 Russia .78 Bolivia .96 Greece .92 Israel Jews(3) .79 Zimbabwe(2)
.87 Russia Venezuela .89 Singapore .77 E. Germany .96 Venezuda 91 E. Germany(2) .78 Namibia
.83 China .95 Canada .88 Maaysia .77 Ghana .96 Hong Kong(2) .91 Sweden .78 Malaysia
.82 W. Germany .95 Tawan(2) .88 Netherlands(2) .76 Indonesia(2) .95 Italy(2) .90 Singapore .77 Russia
.80 Chile .95 Argentina .88 India .75 China(3) .95 Czech Rep .89 Georgia .75 India
.95 United States(3) .88 Spain .74 France .95 Canada .89 France .69 Philippines
.95 Mexico(2) .87 lIsradl Arabs(3) .73 Switzerland .95 Brazil .89 United States(7) .66 Ghana
.94 Estonia(2) .87 Austria .72 Thailand .95 Argentina .89 New Zealand .64 Nigeria
.94 Poland 87 W. Germany(2) .71 Nigeria .94 Cyprus .89 Macedonia 62 Fiji
.94 Sovakia(2) .87 Georgia .70 Uganda .94 Romania .88 Belgium(2) .57 Uganda
.94 England .87 Greece

®Correlations are between nation and worldwide average minus that nation.

"Number of samples averaged.
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Singapore Teachers Pan-Cultural Norms.

Mean Mean Vaue Mean Mean Rating
Rating Rank Type Rank Rating Difference
471 1 SECURITY 4 4.25 46
4.67 2 BENEVOLENCE 1 4.68 -01
456 3 CONFORMITY 5 417 .39
4.25 4 UNIVERSALISM 3 441 -16
397 5 S F-DIRECTION 2 445 -48
3.60 6 ACHIEVEMENT 6 385 -25
358 7 TRADITION 8 3.02 .56
291 8 HEDONISM 7 341 -50
278 9 STIMULATION 9 292 -14

247 10 POWER 10 238 .09
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United States Students Pan-Cultural Norms

Mean Mean Vaue Mean Mean Rating
Rating Rank Type Rank Rating Difference
4.70 1 BENEVOLENCE 1 459 A1
454 2 ACHIEVEMENT 4 4.02 52
452 3 HEDONISM 7 382 .70
437 4 1 F-DIRECTION 2 458 -21
418 5 CONFORMITY 6 398 .20
3.86 6 SECURITY 5 3.99 -13
3.77 7 UNIVERSALISM 3 425 -48
353 8 STIMULATION 8 343 10
2.87 9 TRADITION 9 273 14

267 10 POWER 10 239 .28




