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ABSTRACT 

The value concept is regularly employed by sociologists and social psychologists. 

Despite the ubiquitous nature of the concept, values are not a relevant theoretical 

construct in much social theory and the concept remains difficult to measure. This 

project tackles both theoretical and methodological shortcomings in the study and 

application of values. Two cutting edge methods of value measurement are used—the 

Schwartz Value Survey and the factorial survey method—and their results compared to 

assess the validity of these measures. There is little convergent validity with these two 

methods, perhaps due to some of the difficulties encountered when measuring values in 

the first place. In terms of content validity, both measures of values demonstrate a 

relationship between people's values and their deviant behavior. Surprisingly, this result 

has been difficult to obtain in the criminological literature. A theory that specifies a 

direct mechanism between values and deviance—cultural deviance theory—is tested. 

Evidence supports the notion that people who are more likely to be deviant, are also more 

likely to place a higher priority on "subterranean" values for wealth, aggression, 

competition, and beating the system, while simultaneously placing a low priority on 

"mainstream" values like trustworthiness and equality. Results could also apply to other 

criminological theories that have previously ignored values as an important theoretical 

construct. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Historically, values are a central concept in social science. Within sociology the 

concept of social values is found in the classic writings of Max Weber and Emile 

Durkheim as well as the seminal works of Talcott Parsons and Robin Williams. 

Sociologists encountered two related obstacles to studying the value concept. The 

theoretical utility of the concept was difficult to establish because of the intransigent 

problems with measuring the concept. There was also a theoretical backlash against the 

functionalist theories that employed values as a central concept. The critical turn in 

sociology began to question the degree to which values were shared by members of a 

society and instead argued that value conflict was more prevalent than value consensus. 

The critical perspectives turned the lack of evidence for the primacy of values into a 

theoretical guillotine that lopped the head from value theory and research.' 

Social psychologists continued to research and theorize about values but the 

empirical and methodological barriers remained. The value concept was also kept alive 

by the common use of the term "values" in sociological parlance. Everyone seems to 

understand what is meant by the term "values" and thus writers use the term freely. 

Theoretical and methodological advances lag behind this popular use. 

Generally, two related questions—one methodological and the other 

theoretical—emerge. The methodological question addresses an old problem, how can 

something that exists within a person's mind, and is therefore unseen, be measured? 

' Figure 1 illustrates the decline in values research. These are the number of articles, by 
decade, published in American Sociological Review, American Journal of Sociology, 
Social Forces, and Social Psychology Quarterly that contain the term "values" in the title 
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While many attempts have been made to measure a person's internal states—beliefs, 

attitudes, values, etc.—the ultimate validity of these measures can only be estimated. 

The validity of measurement methods can be assessed in several ways; the degree to 

which the measurement appears to capture the intended construct (face validity), the 

degree to which measurements from more than one method converge (convergent 

validity), and the degree to which a method can detect hypothesized relationships 

between theoretical constructs (construct validity). 

Demonstrating the utility and validity of value theories, indeed any theory, 

requires a measurement method that provides valid measures of theoretical constructs. 

The utility of a theory is severely hampered if it cannot be tested because the theoretical 

constructs are too difficult to measure. Such problems also hinder assessing the validity 

of a theory. A theory may be good, but this assessment cannot be made and theory 

cannot be applied if the theoretical constructs are too difficult to measure. Thus, 

methodological and theoretical issues are interrelated. 

Value theories often posit a relationship between values and some outcome. 

Cultural deviance theory posits a relationship between subcultures, values and behavior. 

Subcultures produce values that, in turn, direct behaviors defined as deviant by the 

mainstream culture. Cultural deviance theory has been attacked on two fronts. The first 

questions the theory's assumptions about human nature. The second critique notes the 

dearth of evidence supporting the posited relationship between values and deviant 

behavior. 

of the article. Two of the articles in the 1990's were replies to another 1990's article and 
not the product of original values research. 
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This project addresses some of the methodological and theoretical issues in value 

measurement and theory while simultaneously lending support to cultural deviance 

theory. Chapter two reviews the theoretical development of the value concept in 

sociology. Two main issues in value theory, the definition of values and how values 

direct behavior, are explored. Several prominent figures contribute to this development 

and each person's contribution is organized by their contributions to the definitional issue 

and then to the connection between values and behavior. In Chapter three value 

measurement is described as evolving into two lines, each with apparent strengths and 

weaknesses. After years of evolution and refinement one method, the Schwartz Value 

Survey, was able to discern a "universal" content and structure to values. Contextual 

problems have led to the development of alternative methods. The factorial survey 

method is one method that can overcome contextual problems. Chapter four describes 

one theory that posits a relationship between values and behavior. In cultural deviance 

theory, cultures and subcultures are said to influence deviant behavior by inculcating a set 

of values that promote deviant behavior. While there are many issues regarding the 

identification and influence of cultures and subcultures, the specific connection between 

values and behavior is the focus here. The origins of cultural deviance theory are 

discussed as well as the theory's main critics. Contemporary work on the relationship 

between values and deviant behavior has begun to demonstrate the empirical validity of 

this relationship though values are generally not measured with instruments designed 

specifically for the task. Methods specifically designed to measure values can provide 

important support to the values/deviance relationship. Chapter five outlines the research 

issues explored by this project. An important issue is the convergent, discriminant, and 
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content validity of value measurement. Chapter six describes the sample and 

measurement instruments used in this study. The specific measures and analytical 

strategies are described in detail. Chapter seven presents the findings that address each of 

the research issues. Chapter eight is a discussion of these findings. Chapter nine 

concludes by assessing the importance of this project, its major weaknesses, and possible 

directions for future research. 



FIGURE 1 
Sociological Studies of Values 

1950-2000 

SOCIOLOGICAL STUDY OF VALUES 

40 

35 

30 

25 

20 

15 

10 

5 

0 

1950's 1960's 1970's 1980's 1990's 



15 

VALUE THEORY 

Values are a central concept in social science. Sociology, anthropology, political 

science, economics and social psychology all make use of the value concept. The value 

concept is often used without citation as it is often assumed that any reader will 

understand what is meant by the term "values". Theory, measurement, and research on 

the value concept, however, are not so lucid. It often appears as though theoretical 

development is disjointed, that methodological advances are stunted, and that, perhaps as 

a result, research is reduced to a slow trickle (Hechter 1992, 1993; Scarborough and Van 

Deth 1995). This chapter takes a look at some theoretical contributions often cited in 

sociological research beginning with a discussion of how values were conceived in 

classical sociology. The contemporary examination of the development of value theory 

in sociology explores two related issues: attempts to define what values are, and attempts 

to explain what values do. As with most central concepts in the social sciences, one must 

first define what a concept "is" before one can explain what it "does". 
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CLASSICAL SOCIOLOGY AND THE VALUE CONCEPT 

The historical development of the value concept in sociology often begins with 

the classic works of Max Weber and Emile Durkheim (Boudon 2001; Karp 2000). Both 

writers were more concerned with how society affected the behavior of individuals rather 

than how the individual mind worked. Nevertheless, each made an important 

contribution linking values to consequential behavior. 

Durkheim waged a constant intellectual war with biological and psychological 

determinism (Nisbet 1965) and the phenomena of suicide provided a chance for 

Durkeheim to discern how society could affect such an individual-level behavior 

(Parsons 1960, Nisbet 1965). In Suicide Durkheim (1951:1897) takes up an intriguing 

paradox: a rising standard of living should increase general happiness, but he found 

instead that a rise in the standard of living is positively associated with suicide. One of 

the important dimensions linking the individual to society is the norms and values 

promoted by a society and internalized by individuals. It is possible for a person to have 

different values than those promoted by a culture, but values and norms promoted by a 

culture legitimate individualized beliefs. When an individual's internalized values and 

norms are no longer legitimated by society the individual experiences anomie. Anomie is 

not produced by a failure to realize individual goals, rather, it is generated when the 

valued goals of an individual are no longer valid in society. Anomie, or normlessness, 

produces suicide when the individual's values are no longer consistent with society and 

the person feels "unbound" by the conventions of the new values. This lack of "social" 

control produces all types of deviant acts including suicide. 
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So long as the social forces thus freed have not regained equilibrium, their 
respective values are unknown and so all regulation is lacking for a time. 
(Durkheim 1951:1897, p. 253) 

Durkheim's understanding of how values and other socially constructed beliefs affect 

behavior through internalization processes is one of the major discoveries of early social 

thinkers (Parsons 1960). 

The value concept is important in describing the dichotomous nature of 

conformity and deviance. Values are implicated in deviant acts like suicide and the value 

concept is implicated in conformist behaviors like religious rituals. In The Elementary 

Forms of the Religious Life Durkheim (1915) explores the basic foundations of religious 

activity. Religious activity to Durkheim is not solely the expression of individual 

spirituaUty. Religious behavior is actually an important source of collective identity that 

reinforces social integration. Religious rituals and symbols buttress and sustain this 

collective identity. Values guide collectively-oriented behavior and simultaneously give 

the collective a sense of identity that effects behavior in its own right. People will act on 

their shared values to the extent they feel integrated into that collectivity (Boudon 2001). 

While Durkheim was concerned with the cultural and social functions of values. 

Max Weber used values to explain the individual choices people make in the course of 

social action. In this sense, Weber contributes to the modern use of values by rational 

choice theorists. To Weber, values were ideas that acted hke "switchmen" to indicate a 

desired end or course of action. Weber's (1956) use of the term wertrational (value-

rational) described how individuals act rationally, but collectively, by "a conscious belief 

in the value for its own sake of some ethical, aesthetic, religious, or other form of 

behavior, independently of it's prospects for success (p. 25)." Value-rational action 
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combines with instmmentally-rational (zweckrational) action in producing "rational" 

choices. Instmmentally-rational social action is the consideration of the "means" for 

achieving "the actor's own rationally and pursued and calculated ends (p. 24)." Value-

rationallity is the expression of the individual's values, instrumental-rationality is the 

consideration of the consequences associated with realizing those values. These two 

types of social action often combine to form concrete behavior. Indeed Weber claims 

that value rationality without instrumental rationality is "irrational". That is, attempting 

to realize one's values without considering the consequences is actually an irrational act. 

In Weber's theoretical perspective, values have a central even dominant effect on 

behavior. Other factors may intervene (consequences, tradition, affect) but behavior 

often expresses a person's values. 

Values do not just affect behavior individually. The values promoted by a 

society affect behavior across that society and may continue to effect behavior even as a 

society is transformed. In Weber's The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism 

religious values influenced a particular type of economic behavior. This economic 

behavior continued long after the religious culture ceased to be influential. Weber argues 

that the values which gave rise to capitalist economic behavior—hard work, thrift, 

investment, self control—originated in Calvinism. Calvinism called for an adherence to 

ascetic values like hard work and self control. Calvinism also promoted the doctrine of 

predestination, the idea that some people were destined for salvation while others were 

destined for damnation. The Calvinist took individual wealth as a sign that one is 

destined for salvation. Consequently, they came to value thrift and investment as means 

to acquiring wealth. Combined, these values created a type of economic behavior where 
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individuals worked hard, stayed sober, saved their money, and invested their savings 

back into their businesses. This economic behavior was so successful in generating 

wealth that it was copied by non-Calvinists. Eventually the values that motivated this 

behavior became disassociated from Calvinism and instead became a blueprint for the 

acquisition of wealth in the new industrial age. As a set of values, or value system, these 

ideas were lifted from their religious context and applied to an emerging context 

(industrialization) where they motivated the generation of wealth for its own sake and not 

as a sign of predestination. 

Durkheim and Weber's applications of the value concept found their way into 

American sociology. The structural-functionalists (Parsons and Shils 1951, Kluckhohn 

1951, Williams 1951) borrowed from Durkheim the notion that values are the central 

ideas that hold society together and differentiate one society from the next. From Weber 

they recognized that values affected individual behavior by the influence of values on 

decision making. The structural-functionalists also developed the idea of value systems 

suggested in Weber's work. The structural-functionalists generally saw values as 

conceptions of the desirable that are passed from one generation to the next. As a society 

shares conceptions of what is desirable the thoughts and actions of that society seem to 

coalesce, thus giving the appearance of coherence and stability. This way of looking at 

values combines elements from Durkheim (coherence and stability) with elements of 

Weber (shared conceptions of the desirable). The development of the value concept in 

American sociology is discussed first according to how values are defined and then by 

how by how values direct behavior. 
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DEFINING VALUES 

In developing the technical operation of the value concept in Parson's theory of 

action (Parsons and Shils 1951), Kluckhohn (1951) claimed that values occupy a point of 

convergence for the social science speciahzations and must be defined precisely. In his 

discussion he differentiates values from other ideas. Specifically, he makes a claim that 

values serve an evaluative function that differs from ideas about an object's other 

attributes like shape or color. The shape and color of an object are ideas about that object 

in their own right, but evaluations of shape and color are a different type of idea. 

A value is a conception, explicit or implicit, distinctive of an individual or 
characteristic of a group, of the desirable which influences the selection from 
available modes, means and ends of action, (p. 395) 

Several elements of this definition became important in the development of the value 

concept. Kluckhohn is careful to recognize that not all values are shared and can be 

"distinctive", though it is the group values that are functional to a society. Kluckhohn 

also makes note of the evaluative ("desirable") and cognitive ("conception") character of 

values. Finally, Kluckhohn indicates that some values may not be known to the person 

employing them (implicit) while other values are well known (explicit). Whether 

implicit or explicit, values are unseen and therefore can only be detected by what is said 

and done. 

Robin Williams (1951), a contemporary of Kluckhohn's, also took up the issue of 

values in describing American society. Both Williams and Kluckhohn participated in the 

Cornell value-study group and this is reflected in the similarity of their structural-

functionalist perspective. Williams departs slightly from Kluckhohn, however, in 
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defining values. Rather than offering a general definition of values that eventually 

becomes circular, Williams avers that values be defined by delineating... 

.. .the boundaries of value. What are experienced by individuals as values have 
these qualities: (1) They have a conceptual element—they are more than pure 
sensations, emotions, reflexes, or so-called needs. Values are abstractions drawn 
from the flux of the individual's immediate experience. (2) They are affectively 
charged; they represent actual or potential emotional mobilization. (3) Values are 
not the concrete goals of action, but rather the criteria by which goals are chosen. 
(4) Values are important, not "trivial" or of slight concern, (p. 440, italics in 
original) 

The third quality is important as it distinguishes the "desirable" from the "desired", a 

point also made by Kluckhohn. Knowing that a person "seeks money or success tells us 

next to nothing about the criteria in terms of which these goals are judged worthwhile" 

(Williams 1951, p. 441, italics in original). 

In this way, both Kluckhohn and Williams distinguish values from mere 

preference and suggest that values are more central and important than simple tastes. To 

say that person has a preference for vanilla ice cream does not indicate that any criteria is 

used to make such a preference, instead it indicates that person has a taste for vanilla. 

However, if we say that a person prefers vanilla because vanilla beans are grown 

organically, then we are referencing a person's values for environmentally friendly 

activities and we have identified the criteria used in making the evaluation of vanilla ice 

cream. ̂  

2 This way of differentiating preference from criteria presents a compelling problem. If a 
person values environmentally friendly activities, that is prefers these actions, what 
criteria are used to evaluate environmentally friendly activities? One answer might be A 
World of Beauty, one of Rokeach's terminal values. But by what criteria do we come 
upon our preference for A World of Beauty? This distinction between preference and 
criteria thus appears to result in an infinite regress. This problem raises the issue of 
where values come from and is beyond the scope of this project. Below there is a 
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Milton Rokeach added the next chapter to the development of values in sociology. 

Like Williams and Kluckhohn, Rokeach stressed the difference between the value of an 

object and the standards used to determine that value. Like Williams he saw the 

circularity in Kluckhohn's definition. Accordingly, Rokeach defined values as: 

An enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end state of existence is 
personally or socially preferable to another mode of conduct or end state of 
existence. (Rokeach 1973, p. 5) 

Rokeach claimed that his definition avoided circularity by making the evaluative term 

"preferable" a predicate adjective rather than a noun. Thus, he does not say that values 

are preferred, a circular statement, rather he says that values are an action or goal that is 

preferred. Values are not the preference, but rather the standards that influence a 

preference. Or, in other words, values are the criteria that indicate preference. 

Rokeach (1973) also further developed the idea of a value system. The value 

system is a "cluster" or set of values that are stored cognitively by the individual. Within 

this system values are organized according to the priority given each belief A person 

thus has many beliefs regarding modes of conduct or end-states of existence but some are 

more influential than others. Within a system the higher priority value will always have 

more influence than a lower priority value. Rokeach believed that the number of values 

in any person's value system to be relatively small, around 36 values. Rokeach also 

contended that value systems are relatively stable. In any given situation a small set of a 

person's values become salient and the highest priority value will influence any decision 

more than lower priority values. The stability yields relatively consistent decision 

discussion of values-as-criteria existing as cognitive schema that can be readily called 
upon to make evaluations. In this sense, values-as-criteria can be thought of as general 
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making over time and over a broad range of situations. Thus, Rokeach claimed that 

values are transsituational in nature. 

The theoretical contributions of Shalom Schwartz derive directly from this line of 

theoretical development. Schwartz adopts the observation made by Kluckhohn, Williams 

and Rokeach that values are the criteria used to evaluate objects rather than the evaluation 

itself. 

Our interest in this study focuses on this view of human values as criteria, rather 
than the alternative view of values as qualities inherent in objects (Schwartz and 
Bilsky 1987, p. 550). 

In his formal definition of values, Schwartz incorporates two other features of values 

consistent with Kluckhohn, Williams, and Rokeach. 

I define values as desirable transsituational goals, varying in importance, that 
serve as guiding principles in the life of a person or other social entity (Schwartz 
1994, p. 21). 

Schwartz incorporates the idea that values exist and are employed as a system based on 

high and low value priorities and that values are transsituational. Schwartz's body of 

research also gives some unique properties to the structure of values. These contributions 

will be acknowledged in the next chapter as part of his extensive research program. 

From this line of theoretical development emerge three important properties of 

values. First, values are criteria used in making evaluations. An entry by Marini in the 

Encyclopedia of Sociology (2000) makes repeated reference to values-as-criteria. Norms 

are also recognized as criteria, but norms differ in the sense that they are about 

acceptability (as opposed to desirability), they operate at a very specific level while 

values are more general, and norms are external while values are internal. Values are 

and stable preset "preferences" that influence evaluations across specific situations. 
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generally supported by corresponding norms of varying degrees. The conception of 

values-as-criteria is also supported by Hechter (1992, 1993): "Values are relatively 

general and durable internal criteria for evaluation (p. 3)". Values-as-criteria has a long 

and consistent standing in sociology and they can be differentiated from other criteria like 

norms based upon other properties like internalization and generality. 

Second, values are cognitive representations, they exist in the mind, are concepts 

or beliefs: i.e. values are internal. This presents unique problems for studying values and 

this is taken up in the next chapter. For the purposes of defining values this property 

differentiates values from norms and other external constraints on decision-making (e.g. 

ecological conditions). This property also supports the existence of value systems. 

Cognitive psychology often characterizes the mind as a system of interconnected nodes 

of information. Schemas are representations that include many pieces of information. 

Each schema is also connected to others with similar properties. The idea of a value 

system is consistent with this view. Values operate cognitively as parts of schemas 

(Mandler 1993). For each object encountered a person has information on that object that 

includes information on how to evaluate that object. These evaluations derive from a 

system of criteria connected to that object. Each object "cues" a subset of values, derived 

from the larger value system, that are salient to that situation. The relative importance of 

each value determines the evaluation of that object. 

Third, values are transsituational.^ This simply means that value systems are 

general even thought they influence behavior in specific contexts. High priority values 

^ This does not mean that the same values are employed across all situations. Rather, this 
characteristic refers to the relative priority given to particular values. As noted below. 
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will be influential across any situation in which they are salient. Similarly, low priority 

values will be less influential in any situation in which they are salient. Tetlock (1986) 

and Feather (1995), have both demonstrated that value systems are transsituational and 

that highly rated values measured in a global (i.e. non-situational) context have more 

influence across situations than lower-rated values measured in a global context. 

Values are thus the general, cognitive criteria that form evaluations. For 

example, Rokeach (1973) designated 18 terminal and 18 instrumental values. "Family 

Security" and "A World at Peace" are consistently the two most highly ranked terminal 

values. "Honest" and "Responsible" are consistently the two most highly ranked 

instrumental values. Each can be apphed across multiple contexts and, therefore, are 

general. Honest, for example, can apply to people, behaviors, and social policy, as well 

as more specific contexts within these general object categories. Cognitively, each value 

applies to multiple schemas. Person schemas, for which we have many, will likely 

contain information on the honesty and responsibility of the persons. Family security 

could also be attached to person schemas when the schema contains information about 

kin. A World at Peace may not be salient in a person schema, unless that person is an 

influential leader who has some bearing on world peace. Finally, each value is a criterion 

used in forming evaluations. Evaluations of individuals often affect our relationships 

with those persons. Given a choice, we often choose relationships with people we like 

and tend to avoid those we do not. If a person is honest and responsible, and we give 

these values a high priority, then we are more likely to give this person a positive 

only a small subset of logically relevant criteria become salient in any given context. 
Within that context, the relative priority given to particular values is consistent with the 



26 

evaluation and are therefore more likely to maintain a relationship. Often we do not have 

a choice who we have relationships with, family for example. Kinfolk who threaten the 

stability and security of our families are given negative evaluations, alcoholics or abusers 

for example. While these relationships endure because of the familial connection, our 

society recognizes the importance of not disrupting family security and provides 

treatment and criminal penalties for alcoholics and abusers. A World at Peace is not a 

value that is often salient in person schemas and few of us have personal relationships or 

family ties to influential leaders. In a democratic society, however, we are periodically 

allowed to evaluate our leaders and vote for the person whom we evaluate most 

favorably. A potential leader who, in our minds, threatens world peace will receive a 

negative evaluation if we give A World at Peace a high priority. Similarly, a positive 

evaluation, and our vote, would go to the peacemaker. These specific values, and all the 

others in the Rokeach list, are general, cognitive criteria that form evaluations. 

relative priority of values in other contexts. 
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VALUES AND BEHAVIOR 

If values were not somehow related to behavior there would be little reason for 

social science to study them. The consensus, at least among the work cited here, seems 

to be that values direct behavior by creating an evaluation of an object, thus indicating a 

choice between behavioral alternatives. 

From an interactionist perspective, an object is anything imbued with meaning. 

"An object is anything that can be indicated, anything that can be pointed to or referred to 

(Blumer 1969, p. 10)." "Anything" includes physical objects, social objects and abstract 

objects. Values are a component of meaning insofar as they inform the evaluative 

component of meaning (Osgood et al. 1957). All objects are evaluated, though one can 

imagine that the evaluation of some objects is rather ambivalent. Thus, a chair (physical 

object), a spouse (social object), and public policy (abstract object) are all evaluated and 

these evaluations contribute to the meaning of that object. In the interactionist 

perspective meaning and action are inexorably linked as behavior results directly from 

the meaning that people give to various objects (Blumer 1969). The interactionist 

perspective enhances this discussion by providing a theoretical context for the cognitive 

importance of objects and their evaluations. It is also consistent with choice theories that 

espouse a subjective quality to making evaluations and forming choices (Hechter 1994). 

Several theories draw a direct connection between evaluations and behavior. 

Perhaps the best known theory linking evaluations to behavior is Fishbein and Ajzen's 

(1975) theory of reasoned action. In its original form, this theory posited a direct causal 

connection from beliefs, to attitudes, to intentions, to behavior. Attitudes are simply 

evaluations of objects (Fazio 1990; Eagly and Chaiken 1993). These evaluations 
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influence an intention to behave in a manner consistent with the evaluation. Evaluations 

may not translate into intentions if "subjective norms" become external constraints to the 

expression of attitudes. Behavior will follow from the intention to the extent that it is 

feasible to act on the intention. While Fishbein and Ajzen do not consider values in their 

theory, beliefs and norms are central to their theory. To the extent that values are a type 

of belief (Rokeach 1973) and influence norm formation (Marini 2000) values can be 

substituted for "beliefs" and associated with "subjective norms" as modeled in their 

theory. Values thus produce attitudes (evaluations) that in turn determine behavioral 

intentions."^ 

Sociological theory also espouses a direct connection from values, to evaluation, 

to behavior. The most general treatment is found in rational choice theory (Marini 1992; 

Hechter 1994). The rational choice models begin with the assumption that behavior is 

largely purposive. People think about the behavioral alternatives available and select 

from the one that provides the most benefit and least cost. Benefits and costs are 

determined by evaluations of competing alternatives. Values are the subjective basis for 

forming evaluations and making choices between alternatives. These choices are, of 

course, constrained by a number of situational factors. If two people behave differently it 

is because they either have different values or are faced with different situational 

This connection is speculative, however, and is based on the theory of values outlined 
here. Attitude psychologists might see this differently as they see values as simply an 
evaluation of an abstract concept (Eagly and Chaiken, 1993). While some psychologists 
do make a conceptual distinction between values and attitudes (Rokeach 1968; 
Rosenberg, 1960), Fishbein and Ajzen do not consider the role of values as a preexisting 
construct that influences attitude formation. 
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constraints. Values are the metric of the rational calculus and, as Weber points out, 

produce rational behavior when the consequences of a behavioral choice are considered. 

Value theorists generally adhere to the reason and choice paradigm when 

explaining how values direct behavior. That is, they assume that a large part of human 

behavior is purposive. Value theories are more specific, however, in designating the role 

values play in choice and behavior. Kluckhohn (1951) and Williams (1951) spent little 

time examining the psychological mechanisms whereby values would direct behavior. 

They did propose that values acted as a hierarchical "system" whereby values were 

organized in terms of their relative importance. The values most important to the 

individual occupy the top portion of the hierarchy and are averred to be the most 

influential on behavior. 

Rokeach (1973), formalized the notion of value systems. Rokeach claimed that 

values could be of two types, terminal values that are "end-states of existence" (goals) 

and instrumental values that are "modes of conduct" (action). Each set of values is 

organized hierarchically with the highest ranked end-states of existence directing the 

choice between competing goals and the highest ranked modes of conduct directing the 

choice between competing behavioral choices. 

Returning to the previous examples, A World at Peace and Family Security are 

end-states of existence or goals. These values can evaluate any object, but that object is 

evaluated with these values in terms of whether or not the object is consistent with one's 

valued goals. Evaluating a chair, for example, will not likely cue either of these values 

but Cleanliness, another terminal value, may be cued. If one values Cleanliness as a goal 

and a chair is dirty it will not receive a positive evaluation and one would choose a 
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cleaner chair to sit in and realize one's goal of Cleanliness. A World at Peace would 

most likely become salient in evaluating objects like public policy or politicians. A 

person who places a high priority on A World at Peace would favorably evaluate a 

nuclear disarmament policy and this evaluation would result in behaviors like giving 

vocal support or writing letters of support for the pohcy. 

Responsible and Honest are modes of conduct or action. These values could 

evaluate objects like specific actions, deciding whether or not to return a wallet for 

example. They could also evaluate a person. An irresponsible and dishonest person 

would receive a low evaluation if these values were given a high priority. This 

evaluation would affect behavior if, for example, this person extends an invitation to a 

party. The invitee could decline or accept and unless there are other features about the 

situation that might be highly valued (an attractive date for example) the person who 

places a high priority on Honesty and Responsibility would decline the invitation based 

on the negative evaluation of the host. 

Psychologists, rational choice theorists, as well as Rokeach all recognize that high 

evaluations and choices do not always result in behavior. Thinking along this line 

Feather (1992) proffers an expectancy-value theory that takes into account the difficulties 

in realizing behavioral choices. Consistent with Weber's (1956) notion of instrumental 

rationality, Ajzen's (1985) revised theory of planned behavior, and rational choice's 

recognition of situational constraints (Hechter 1994), Feather's (1992) expectancy-value 

theory notes that most of the time people are not free to simply choose whatever course 

of action they desire. Feather argues that values influence a person's valence 

(orientation) towards an object. A positive or negative valence then determines which 
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choice among alternatives is preferable. However, it is not possible to always seek the 

most attractive alternatives when "reality intervenes". 

A person's behavior is also shaped by expectations of potential consequences and 

expectations for the success of an action. Many people place a high priority on money. 

There are, however, few legitimate means to acquire wealth and one's choices are 

restricted to those methods that have a chance at success. Selling illegal drugs is a source 

of fast cash and a great deal of wealth can be acquired by this means. The risk of 

detection and punishment is high, however, and no matter how attractive the money may 

be, the consequences may simple be too great to undertake this method of acquiring 

wealth. Similarly, a job as an investment banker pays well and is a potential source of 

wealth. Obtaining this position, however, has a low chance of success for most people, 

particularly those who cannot afford college, are not very good at math, or are routinely 

discriminated against in hiring practices. Thus, the expectations a person has for the 

outcomes of a choice interact with that person's valence to produce behavior. In 

Feather's model a person's values influence their valence or positive evaluation of a 

behavior and the person's estimation of the likelihood of success bridges the gap between 

wanting and doing. 

Schwartz (1996) agrees that single behaviors can be influenced by a large variety 

of situation-specific factors. Over time, however, a person's value priorities should align 

with their behaviors as situational constraints are overcome. A single act like going to 

church this Sunday morning may be influenced by a number of situational constraints and 

a number of different value priorities. Value priorities for Tradition or Conformity, for 

example, should motivate church attendance or religiosity over a longer period of time. 
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A priority for Wealth should motivate general wealth-accumulating behavior over time. 

A Hispanic, high school dropout who isn't very good at math will not continuously apply 

for the job in Dean Witter's investment banking firm, but he may start his own 

construction business. Schwartz's unique development and application of values, value 

priorities, and higher-order value types, and their relation to behavior, is discussed with 

his research program in the next chapter. 

A lengthy list of studies found significant relationships between values and 

behavior. Rokeach (1973) found that NAACP members ranked A World at Peace, 

Equality, Helpful, and Honest higher than non-members. Non-members ranked A 

Comfortable Life, National Security, Ambitious, and Self-Controlled higher than 

NAACP members. Similar results were found when comparing people who participated 

in civil rights demonstrations to those who did not. In an experiment manipulating eye 

contact between whites and other whites or whites and blacks, Rokeach found that those 

who were willing to make eye contact with blacks gave a high ranking to Equality. 

Those who had a difficult time making eye contact with blacks gave high rankings to A 

Comfortable Life, Family Security, and Pleasure. Rokeach (1969) also found 

relationships between values and church attendance. Churchgoers ranked Salvation, 

Helpful, Obedient, A World of Beauty, Honest, and Loving significantly higher than non-

churchgoers. Non-churchgoers ranked A Comfortable Life, An Exciting Life, Freedom, 

Pleasure, Imaginative, Independent, Intellectual, Logical, and Capable higher than non-

churchgoers. 

Others employing Rokeach's theory and method found relationships between 

values and political activism (Bishop 1969), protest behavior (Parrot and Bloom 1971), 
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interpersonal conflict between college roommates (Sikula 1970), participation in a 

"hippie" lifestyle (Cross et al. 1970) and various occupational role choices (Rokeach et 

al. 1971; Hague 1968). Surprisingly, at least to Rokeach, there was very little evidence 

of value differences between homosexual and heterosexual samples (Rokeach 1973). 

Two studies also found very little difference between violent prisoners and non-violent 

prisoners or between prisoners and non-prisoners (Ball-Rokeach 1973, Poland 1978). 

This failure to detect value differences between "deviants" and "non-deviants" is 

discussed in more detail in a subsequent chapter. 

Feather has successfully applied his expectancy-value theory to behavior. In one 

study work ethic values influenced a valence toward getting a job (Feather and O'Brien, 

1987). A positive valence toward getting a job was associated with actually going out 

and looking for a job. Measures of expectations for success, however, were not 

associated with job-seeking behavior. Thus, there was a direct influence of work ethic 

values on job-seeking behavior. Feather also reports association between values and 

participation in social movements (Feather and Newton 1982), and between values and 

enrollment in particular university courses (Feather 1988). 

Schwartz also finds associations between values to behavior. In one study 

Schwartz (1996) was able to relate value priorities to experimentally induced cooperative 

and non-cooperative behavior. Schwartz found that people who placed a high priority on 

Power values were less likely to cooperate and people who placed a high priority on 

Benevolence values were more likely to cooperate. In a survey of political voting 

behavior. Tradition and Conformity value priorities were related to voting for 

conservative political parties while Self-direction, Stimulation and Hedonism values were 
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related to voting for more liberal political parties. A survey of Germans regarding their 

church attendance found a relationship between church attendance and predicted value 

priorities (Schwartz and Huismas 1995). Benevolence, Tradition, Conformity, and 

Security values were positively related to church attendance, and Hedonism, Stimulation, 

and Self-Direction values were negatively related to church attendance. A survey of 

Israeli students found that Economics majors gave a high priority to Power and 

Achievement values while Humanities majors gave a high priority to Universalism values 

(Schwartz et al. 2001). Among these same students autocratic behavior was positively 

related to Power and Achievement values, and negatively related to Universalism, 

Benevolence, Conformity, and Tradition. A survey of Italians found that cell phone use 

was positively related to Stimulation, Hedonism, Self-Direction, and Achievement 

values, and negatively related to Tradition values (Schwartz et al. 2001). A survey of 

South Africans found a positive relationship between alcohol use with Self-Direction, 

Stimulation, and Hedonism values, and a negative relationship with Security, 

Conformity, and Tradition values (Schwartz et al. 2001). 

There exists a long, coherent tradition of value theory and considerable evidence 

linking values to behavior. Among the value theorists cited here there is empirical 

support for their account of what values are and what values do. Why then has value 

research declined so precipitously? There are certainly competing theories that do not 

refer to values and many sociologists may adhere to these theories rather than the value-

evaluation-choice-behavior model outlined here. This explanation does not tell us why 

many sociologists moved away from such a dominant theoretical paradigm, only that 
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they did. Two explanations could explain this movement.^ First, the structural-

functionalist theoretical paradigm that promoted value study so heavily became 

unattractive to a discipline increasingly focused on differences between social groups 

rather than their similarities. The study of value consensus would be unsatisfying to 

these scholars. Second, the study of values became methodologically problematic. If the 

empirical findings supporting the primacy of values were sufficiently robust then there 

would be little reason to propose alternative theories. As Hechter (1994) admits, there is 

no shortage of empirical examples where people appear to not adhere to their values. If 

the problem is not theoretical, then perhaps it is methodological. 

^ Obviously, there are other reasons that go beyond the scope of this project. For 
example, if value theory only accounts for purposive action then other theories are 
required to explain non-purposive action. Moreover, there is no good evidence to 
indicate how much of our behavior, if any, is actually purposive and thus goal-directed. 
Cognitive theories such as these also fail to account for the role of affect in producing 
behavior. I could go on, but the horse needs to limp along for now. 
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VALUE MEASUREMENT 

As Hechter (1992) succinctly points out, "values can take many forms, but all of 

these are unobservable (p. 3)." This creates an interesting problem for the values 

researcher, how to measure something that cannot be seen? This observation is not new 

and despite the difficulties in measuring the unseen, value researchers have worked for 

almost a century to find a valid and reliable measure of people's values. This chapter 

takes a look at the development of value measurement in social psychology. This 

development results in two general methods for measuring values. Perhaps the most 

aggressive research program has come from the work of Shalom Schwartz and this 

program is reviewed as a body of theoretical and methodological advances. The Factorial 

Survey Method is presented as a possible solution to some of the problems with current 

value measures. 

One of the earliest attempts to refine value measurement came from two of social 

psychology's elder statesmen—Philip Vernon and Gordon Allport. Vernon and Allport 

(1931) argued that value measurements that didn't consider the "total personality" gave 

"an incomplete and frequently misleading picture" (p. 231). By personality, Vernon and 

Allport were referring, at least in part, to the internal, cognitive states of individuals. The 

total personality is a "unique system" in the sense that each individual should be assumed 

to possess a unique set of personality characteristics. Moreover, values are an important 

component of personality, as "men are best known through a study of their subjective 

values (p. 232)". It therefore follows that any measurement of values, an important 

component of individual personality, must consider the unique system within which the 

values reside. Values, as internal states residing within individuals, can only be measured 
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in relation to the other values possessed by that individual (see also Thurstone 1959; and 

Catton 1954). 

Using an example from Vernon and Allport's Study of Values (1930), 

demonstrates this principle. The survey item described a woman with these 

characteristics: "social prestige", "stay at home and keep house", "fundamentally 

spiritual", and "artistically gifted". Each characteristic reveals a type of value, in this 

case "social", "political", "religious", and "artistic" values. Respondents ranked these 

characteristics in terms of their relative importance for evaluating the woman. A 

subject's values are revealed when they rank one criterion over another. Thus, a person's 

value for Social Prestige is measured relative to that for Tradition, Spirituality, and 

Creativity. This contribution precedes later conceptions of the value system proposed by 

Kluckhohn (1951) and Williams (1951) and measuring values as a system within each 

person (Rokeach 1968). 

Vernon and Allport (1930) are also clearly trying to measure values as they are 

employed in situations. Subjects were asked to make 30 separate evaluations of 30 

different situations each with four criteria. They were able to test the relative stability of 

values across various situations and found a high degree of stability. Values important in 

one situation tended to be important across situations. This method of measuring values 

in context as opposed to a non-contextual global measurement and measuring values 

across multiple situations produces reliable results that are consistent with the theoretical 

idea that values are employed contextually and are relatively stable across situations. 

These ideas were later considered by Henry Fallding (1965) as "requirements" for the 

empirical study of values. 
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Fallding's first requirement is that values must be measured as people make 

choices. 

We are well on the way to knowing a person's values if we can observe him at 
these points of ultimate choice, or if he can tell us what his choice would be in 
hypothetical situations, (p. 232) 

This requirement is consistent with Gordon and Allport's method of measuring values as 

decisions are made. Fallding's second requirement is that multiple observations are 

necessary to avoid systematic bias. A single choice is not enough to infer a person's 

values: "we should have evidence that it is repeated or re-confirmed (p. 232)". This 

requirement is consistent with Gordon and Allport's use of multiple situations to measure 

values. Sociology thus appeared to support, at least theoretically, the work of Gordon 

and Allport and confirmed that values should be measured as part of a total personality 

relative to other values and that values should be contextually measured. 

Contemporary measures of values contain at least one of these elements but do so 

at the expense of the other. Contextual measures fail to consider the "total personality", 

or value system. Measures that consider the "total personality", or value system, fail to 

measure values contextually. This divergence is a direct result of the methods for 

eliciting values. Contemporary measures can be classified into two categories: denotative 

and cormotative. Denotative methods present subjects with a single value term that 

denotes the concept it is intended to represent. Cormotative methods present subjects 

with a description that connotes or implies a particular value. 
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DENOTATIVE AND CONNOTATIVE MEASURES 

Denotative approaches simply ask a person "What do you value?" Typically 

these approaches present a list of terms—freedom, equality, ambition, wealth, etc.—that 

theory and observation suggest comprise a person's value system. People are then asked 

to indicate "how important" each concept is or which concept is "more important" than 

others. The relative rating or ranking of the concepts indicates which concepts the person 

values. While these measures take into account the "total personality" (or value system) 

in the sense that they measure one value relative to another, the use of global terms like 

"freedom" and "equality" removes any context from the evaluation. 

Connotative measures do not employ value terms. Instead, they ask a series of 

evaluative questions that cormote a particular value concept. For example, a series of 

questions may ask a person to evaluate public policies regarding free speech. If a 

person's responses indicate a positive evaluation for policies that support free speech, the 

researcher infers that this person places a high value on the concept of freedom. 

Evaluations of freedom-of-speech issues connote a value for the concept of freedom. 

Attitude measures are often used as indicators of values. Research measuring values 

most often uses this method because of the proliferation of attitude and other evaluative 

measures in data sets. These measures take context into account but the "total 

personality" or value system is difficult to identify. 

Resolving the shortcomings of these two methods may provide important 

advances in value research. As Schuman (1995) noted: 

Even more important as a practical concern is whether values are best measured 
by simply presenting people with lists of values and obtaining rankings or ratings, 
or by inferring from more specific attitudinal responses that can be classified by 
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investigators to imply one value or another. I do not know of any research that 
begins to settle either of these crucial issues, (p. 81) 

Clearly the denotative/connotative distinction is not lost in contemporary social science. 

To date, the chasm between measuring values connoted in context and measuring 

denoted values relative to others in the value system has not been bridged. 

Denotative Measures. Rokeach (1968) developed a denotative method that was 

widely adopted. In the Rokeach method, subjects are presented with a list of value terms. 

Eighteen terms are referred to as "instrumental" values because they refer to modes of 

conduct. Another eighteen terms are referred to as "terminal" values because they refer 

to end-states of existence (see Table 1). Subjects rank the set of instrumental or terminal 

values from the most important to the least important. No ties are allowed and the 

resulting rank order of value terms is said to represent a person's value hierarchy. Values 

at the top of the list are said to influence action more than values at the bottom of the list 

with a higher-ranked value always having more influence than a lower-ranked value. 

Schwartz and Bilsky (1987, 1990) built on Rokeach's denotative method by 

developing a method that allowed subjects to indicate the relative distance between 

values in a hierarchy. Rather than simply assuming that the number one ranked value 

was two units higher than the number three ranked value, Schwartz and Bilsky argued 

that value number three may actually be much less influential than two "units". Schwartz 

and Bilsky had their subjects rank-order the value terms and then indicate on a 7-point 

scale how much more important the higher-ranked value was than the value ranked below 

it. 
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TABLE 1 
Instrumental and Terminal Values 

from the Rokeach Value Survey 

TERMINAL VALUES INSTRUMENTAL VALUES 
A Comfortable Life 
(a prosperous life) 

Ambitious 
(hard-working, aspiring) 

An Exciting Life 
(a stimulating, active life) 

Broadminded 
(open-minded) 

A Sense of Accomplishment 
(lasting contribution) 

Capable 
(competent, effective) 

A World At Peace 
(free of war and conflict) 

Cheerful 
(lighthearted, cheerful) 

A World of Beauty 
(beauty of nature and the arts) 

Clean 
(neat, tidy) 

Equality 
(brotherhood, equal opportunity for all) 

Courageous 
(standing up for your beliefs) 

Family Security 
(taking care of loved ones) 

Forgiving 
(willing to pardon others) 

Freedom 
(independence, free choice) 

Helpful 
(working for the welfare of others) 

Happiness 
(contentedness) 

Honest 
(sincere, truthful) 

Inner Harmony 
(freedom from inner conflict) 

Imaginative 
(daring, creative) 

Mature Love 
(sexual and spiritual intimacy) 

Independent 
(self-rehant, self-sufficient) 

National Security 
(protection from attack) 

Intellectual 
(intelligent, reflective) 

Pleasure 
(an enjoyable, leisurely life) 

Logical 
(consistent, rational) 

Salvation 
(saved, eternal life) 

Loving 
(affectionate, tender) 

Self-Respect 
(self-esteem) 

Obedient 
(dutiful, respectful) 

Social Recognition 
(respect, admiration) 

Polite 
(courteous, well-mannered) 

True Friendship 
(close companionship) 

Responsible 
(dependable, reliable) 

Wisdom 
(a mature understanding of life) 

Self-Controlled 
(restrained, self-disciplined) 
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Schwartz (1992) later refined his denotative method to employ a rating rather than 

a ranking task. This was done for both practical and theoretical reasons. Theoretically, 

Schwartz failed to find the instrumental/terminal distinction made by Rokeach. Schwartz 

concluded that these dimensions were nothing more than parts of speech (verb v. noun) 

so that the value term "achieve" could be both the verb "achieve" and the noun 

"achievement". The verb form is "instrumental" (mode of conduct) and the noun form is 

"terminal" (state of existence). As a result Schwartz expanded the list of value terms to 

more than 50 terms. As Schwartz tested his theory of value structure across societies he 

found that a rating task with this many value terms was more reliable than asking subjects 

to rank such a large number of value terms. Schwartz's considerable contribution is fully 

explicated in the next section. 

The denotative methods measure values relative to other values in the person's 

value system. They do not, however, measure values in any type of context. This global 

measurement, devoid of context, is theoretically grounded in the notion that values are 

transsituational. If values are general, it is reasoned that they can be measured globally 

without context and then applied across situations. This argument rests on the 

assumption that global measurements are valid. 

Connotative Measures. Since all value theory indicates that values have 

evaluative effects, inferring values from evaluative measures like attitudes is a logical 

step. Because of the proliferation of attitude measures in social science data sets, values 

are most often inferred from attitudes in the literature. Of the eight articles on values 

published in influential sociological journals in the I990's, five used attitudes to indicate 
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values, one study by Schwartz used a denotative method, and the remaining two pieces 

were actually responses to one of the connotative studies. Other examples of connotative 

measures include inferring values from occupational prestige evaluations (Matsueda et al. 

1992), hero-worship by children (Greenstein 1964), and content analyses of subjects' 

responses to open-ended questions (Scott 1959). 

Several well-known sociological studies of values used connotative measures. 

Melvin Kohn (1969) and his colleagues used connotative methods to uncover social class 

differences in values. Subjects (parents) were asked to choose from a list of seventeen 

characteristics the three characteristics that that they considered to be the most important 

in raising their children. Each characteristic was inferred to represent a single value and 

the values held by the individual subjects were inferred from the choice of valued 

characteristics. In the connotative method, subject's values are inferred from more 

specific attitudinal responses. 

More recently, Ronald Ingleheart (1995) conducted the "World Values Survey" in 

40 nations that represent 70 percent of the world's population. The main focus of 

Ingleheart's research was the "materialist" or "postmaterialist" values held by people in 

each society. First developed in 1971, this method presents subjects with a list of four 

goals and asks subjects to select the two they believe represent their society's top two 

goals. The goals "maintaining order in the nation" and "fighting rising prices" connote 

materialist values. The goals "giving people more say in important government 

decisions" and "protecting freedom of speech" connote postmaterialist values. If subjects 

selected both goals connoting a single value, Ingleheart inferred that the respondent 
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possessed the materialist or postmateriaUst values. The other four possible combinations 

were interpreted as "mixed". Other values were elicited in the survey by asking 

evaluative questions and inferring values from the responses. Ingleheart's catalog of 

societal values is still often cited and the data set is employed in several publications. 

Gordon and Allport's value survey combined elements of connotative and 

denotative methods. The various factors in each evaluation were designed specifically to 

represent one type of value (denotative) and these were combined to create a hypothetical 

situation where values could be employed in context (connotative). For some reason 

social science moved away from Gordon and Allport's measures, perhaps because it 

could only test a limited number of values in each situation (Scott 1959). For whatever 

reason the distinction between denotative and connotative measures remains. Recent 

advances, however, may provide a new methodological bridge. Schwartz (1992) 

explicitly recognizes the need to move toward more contextual-based measures and has 

recently made an attempt to do so (Schwartz et al. 2001). The factorial survey method 

(Rossi 1982) may also hold promise for solving this dilemma. I discuss each of these 

methods in turn. 
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SCHWARTZ VALUE SURVEY 

If the impact of a research program is measured by its productivity, then the 

dozens of studies published by Shalom Schwartz and his colleague's make a prodigious 

impact on value theory and measurement. In less than fifteen years the Schwartz Value 

Survey has analyzed "more than 200 samples from 60 countries from every inhabited 

continent (Schwartz et al. 2001, p. 519)". Schwartz's theory and research builds on the 

tradition begun by Kluckhohn, Williams, and Rokeach. Like Rokeach he has produced a 

large body of research. Schwartz's theory and method, however, make considerable 

advances on those promoted by Rokeach. The breadth of his findings is so immense that 

Schwartz confidently refers to his theory as "universal". 

Actually Schwartz used the term "universal" from his very first publication on the 

subject. With his co-author Wolfgang Bilsky, Schwartz proposed that human values are 

conceptually organized such that their basic similarities and differences form a "universal 

psychological structure" that should exist in every person in every culture (Schwartz and 

Bilsky 1987). Individual value terms like Pleasure and A Comfortable Life share certain 

similarities such that together they form an "enjoyment domain". Equality and Helpful 

are similar enough to comprise a "prosocial domain". The structure of values further 

refers to similarities and differences between these domains. Two domains are 

conceptually different "if it is practically and logically contradictory to give high priority 

to values in both domains simultaneously (p. 550)." Schwartz claims that actions 

intended to foster equality, a Prosocial value, are likely to conflict with actions intended 

to pursue a comfortable life, an Enjoyment value. Two domains are conceptually similar 

if placing a high priority on values in both domains is compatible. Security and 
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Conformity domains for example. The structure of values refers to the similarities and 

differences of individual value terms, and on the compatibilities and contradictions 

among value domains. 

This "structure" to human values has one big advantage in terms of value 

measurement—each domain is measured by an index of several value terms. Each index 

should be a more effective and reliable predictor of attitudes and behaviors than single 

value measures. Therefore, structural correlates of values like gender, status, religion or 

ethnicity should be more highly correlated with a scale than with single value terms. 

Schwartz consistently claims that his use of index measurement is a much more reliable 

indicator of values than any value term measured by itself. 

Schwartz and Bilsky (1987, 1990) used a non-metric scaling technique to discern 

the contents of the different value domains. The Guttman-Lingoes Smallest Space 

Analysis takes the correlations between value ratings and plots the individual values into 

two dimensional space. The closer a value is to another value, the more those two values 

are correlated. Based on prior research on values, Schwartz and Bilsky predicted they 

would find Security, Prosocial, Restricitve Conformity, Enjoyment, Achievement, Self-

Direction, and Maturity domains. Figures I and 2 (in Schwartz and Bilsky 1987) show 

the plots and division of the value domains from the first Israeli and German samples 

tested. Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) conclude that the mappings "represent the conceptual 

structure of human values as criteria of importance people use to evaluate and select 

behavior and events (p. 557)." 
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From these results and their own logic^, Schwartz and Bilsky (1990) predicted the 

placement of all 36 Rokeach value terms in various value domains. With samples from 

seven more countries they were able to predict the placement of value terms in the correct 

value domain 94% of the time. Due to the cross-cultural nature of the sample and the 

high degree of accuracy, Schwartz and Bilsky claim that these results could not have 

happened by chance and the establishment of a "universal content and structure of 

values" was well underway. 

By 1992 Schwartz had revised the value domains, changed his measurement of 

individual value terms, and increased the number of samples to 40 separate samples from 

20 countries. It was earlier noted that Schwartz changed his rating task so that more 

values could be included in the survey. Value terms are presented in Rokeach fashion 

with a brief definition. Respondents are asked to rate each value "As a guiding principle 

in my life." The 9-point response scale is anchored on the high end by 7 (of supreme 

importance) and on the low end by -1 (opposed to my values). Fifty-six values were 

included and Schwartz predicted they would form eleven motivational types of values 

(previously value domains). Three of the previous domains (Enjoyment, Maturity, 

Prosocial) were redefined and renamed and four new value types were tested. Across the 

20 samples Schwartz tested the content of Self-Direction, Stimulation, Hedonism, 

Achievement, Power, Security, Conformity, Tradition, Spirituality, Benevolence, and 

Universalism value types. The only value type that was not judged to be universal was 

^ All claims of the "logic" in Schwartz's value groupings and the structures between them 
are made by Schwartz in his work. 
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the Spirituahty value type. The remaining ten value types showed a high degree of 

consistency across samples. 

Schwartz (1992) now defines his value types as motivating particular types of 

goals. For example, the goal of Self-Direction values is "independent thought and 

action". Behaviors that reflect this goal will be motivated in people who give a high 

priority to this value type. Schwartz is also defining the relationships between the 

different value types. Consistent with the pie-shaped plots he uses to devise the various 

value types, Schwartz conceives of the various value types as having a circular 

relationship. Value types that are near each other motivate similar types of behavior, 

value types that are opposite motivate contrary types of behavior. While Self-Direction 

value priorities motivate behavior that is "independent of thought and action", the 

opposing value type. Security, motivates behavior for "safety, harmony, and stability of 

self, of relationships, and of self. In Schwartz's theory Self-Direction and Security goals 

are opposed and logically cannot be realized simultaneously. 

Adjacent value types are more closely related in terms of meaning and the goals 

they influence. Universalism, for example, is adjacent to Self-Direction and its 

motivational goal is "understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and protection for the 

welfare of all people and for nature." These goals, according to Schwartz, are much more 

consistent with Self-Direction goals for independent thought and action. In this fashion 

the ten value types are arrayed in a circular fashion with adjacent value types sharing 

goals and opposed value types having inconsistent goals. 

These ten value types thus represent universal human goals. Table 2 gives 

definitions for each value type and some of the individual values that comprise that value 
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TABLE 2 
Motivational Types of Values 

DEFINITION EXAMPLES 
Power: social status and prestige, control or 
dominance over people and resources. 

social power, wealth, authority 

Achievement: personal success through 
demonstrating competence according to 
social standards. 

successful, capable, ambitious 

Hedonism: Pleasure and sensuous 
gratification for oneself 

pleasure, enjoying life 

Stimulation: Excitement, novelty and 
challenge in life 

daring, varied life, exciting life 

Self-direction: Independent thought and 
action—choosing, creating, exploring 

creativity, curious, freedom 

Universalism: understanding, appreciation, 
tolerance, and protection for the welfare of 
all people and for nature. 

broad-minded, social justice, equality 

Benevolence: Preservation and 
enhancement of the welfare of people with 
whom one is in frequent contact. 

helpful, honest, forgiving 

Tradition: Respect, commitment, and 
acceptance of the customs and ideas that 
traditional culture or religion provide. 

humble, devout, accepting my portion in 
life 

Conformity: Restraint of actions, 
inclinations, and impulses likely to upset or 
harm others and violate social expectation 
or norms. 

politeness, obedient, honoring parents and 
elders 

Security: Safety, harmony, and stability of 
society, of relationships, and of self 

national security, social order, clean 
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type (Schwartz 1994). Schwartz (1994) also added two, orthogonal, higher-order 

dimensions to the circular relationship between the value types. One dimension 

represents Openness to Change goals versus Conservation goals. The other dimension 

represents Self-Enhancement versus Self-Transcendent goals. Schwartz (1994) 

demonstrates the circular relationship between value types and the orientation of these 

value types to the higher-order dimension. Consistent with the theory, a person cannot 

realize Openness to Change goals and Conservation goals simultaneously, or Self-

Enhancement and Self-Transcendent goals simultaneously. This structure to human 

values is again supported in multiple samples in many different countries. 

Once Schwartz has developed his survey and found a universal psychological 

structure to value he is ready to apply the theory and methods to various correlates. 

Theoretically, the various value types should motivate different types of behavior and 

should be correlated with different structural variables. Since one side of the circular 

structure should motivate one type of behavior, value priorities from the other side should 

motivate an opposite type of behavior. Similarly, if a structural variable should 

hypothetically produce different values then it too should show an opposite relationship. 

Schwartz predicted that if a behavior or structural variable is related to values this 

relationship can be seen by plotting the correlation coefficients moving around the circle. 

If an opposing relationship is present the resulting graph should display a sinusoidal 

curve as one side of the circle is strongly and positively related while the other side is 

strongly and negatively related. Schwartz and Huismans (1995) tested this hypothesis 

with religiosity and religious participation and found that respondents who considered 

themselves to be very reUgious were more likely to place a high priority on Conservation 
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value types like Tradition and Conformity. Those who consider themselves to be less 

religious placed a high priority on Openness to Change values like Stimulation and Self-

Direction. In another sample, similar results were found with self-reports of religious 

participation. 

Schwartz (1996) was soon reporting consistent results between index measures of 

value types and various behaviors and structural variables. Schwartz claimed that this is 

due to the methodological improvement of using an index of value measures rather than 

single value measures, and the validity of his value theory describing the universal 

structure of values. However, two problems were still vexing his research. First, 

Schwartz had recognized that his global method for measuring values was devoid of any 

context. His theory, consistent as it was with past theory, considered values to be 

transsituational. But this claim was still only theoretical, it had not been demonstrated 

empirically. 

This weakness became clear in a study that changed the context of the rating task 

(Seligman and Katz 1996). Subjects were first asked to complete a standard Schwartz 

Value Survey (SVS) where they are asked how important a concept is "as a guiding 

principle in my life." Then subjects were asked to rate the same values but asked to rate 

the concept as guiding principles "in your evaluation and feeling toward the 

environment" and as guiding principles "in your evaluation and feeling toward the issue 

of abortion." Results suggest that subjects may reorder the importance of their values 

when different issues are made salient. In effect, different situations make different sets 

of values salient. This is not surprising given the cognitive improbability that a person 

could consider a large set of values when making an evaluation. It is more consistent 
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with cognitive theory that a small subset of values is made salient within a situation and 

that small subset is then used to evaluate the object. Between subsets the relative 

importance of values, their transsituational character, is maintained but different values 

become salient depending on the situation. 

The second problem concerned the inability of the SVS to find the "universal 

structure" in some samples. While Schwartz has demonstrated the universal structure in 

more than 200 samples, five percent of the samples deviated substantially from the 

theorized pattern. These deviations were most common in rural areas of less-developed 

nations in Sub-Saharan Africa, India and Malaysia. Schwartz suspected that this was not 

due to misspecification of the theory and the universal structure of values. Instead, 

Schwartz considered the possibility that the SVS was too abstract and lacking in context 

for these samples. Consequently, Schwartz sought out a method for measuring values 

that is less abstract and more contextual. Testing another method using his theory would 

also provide an important test of validity for the SVS and the theory of value content and 

structure. 

The Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ) was developed to address the 

shortcomings of the SVS. The PVQ is designed to be more concrete than the SVS yet 

still measure the 10 value types. The PVQ consists of short verbal portraits of 29 

different people (see Table 3 for examples of PVQ items). Each portrait describes a 

person's goals, aspirations, or wishes that point implicitly to the importance of a value. 

For example, "It is important to him to be rich. He wants to have a lot of money and 

expensive things," describes a person for whom Power values are important. For each 

portrait respondents answer the question "How much like you is this person?" 
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TABLE 3 
Examples of Value Types Measured by the 

Portrait Value Questiormaire 

Value Construct PVQ: Person Portrait 
Power He likes to be in charge and tell others what to do. 
Achievement Being successful is very important to him. 
Hedonism Having a good time is very important to him. 
Stimulation He wants to have an exciting life. 
Self-Direction He thinks it is important to be interested in things. 
Universalism He thinks it is important that every person should be treated equally. 
Benevolence He always wants to help the people that are close to him. 
Tradition He wants to follow their customs and traditions. 
Conformity He believes that people should do what they're told. 
Security The safety of his country is very important to him. 
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Respondents then choose from one of six response categories: "very much like me", "Uke 

me", "somewhat Hke me", "a little like me", "not like me", and "not like me at all". 

Respondent's values are inferred from their self-reported similarity to the person 

described in the portrait. 

The PVQ was able to find the universal structure of value types in samples where 

the SVS previously failed. The PVQ also provided important validity comparisons with 

the SVS. Convergent validity between the SVS and PVQ was established when the 

measures of the same value type were correlated. Discriminant validity between the SVS 

and PVQ was established when the measures of the different value types was less 

correlated than measures of identical value types. Schwartz also used the PVS to predict 

some behaviors and structural correlates that had been found with the SVS. This 

established construct validity between the PVQ and SVS as each found similar 

hypothesized relationships between value types and other constructs. Schwartz also 

concludes that the PVQ is a contextual measure of values and these results establish the 

general property of values. 

This study with the PVQ was not available at the time the present investigation 

was undertaken. This study is included only to provide a complete summary of 

Schwartz's work. The present investigation is concerned with the validity of the SVS. 

This concern and another method are presented next. 
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PROBLEMS WITH VALUE MEASURES 

Researchers who use a value measure must deem that measure valid for their 

purposes. The type of method used in research coincides with the researcher's theoretical 

position and hence the method has some degree of face validity. There are, however, a 

number of good reasons to question the validity of both denotative and connotative 

measures of values. 

Denotative methods require the researcher to generate a list of value terms to be 

assessed. Rokeach used a list of eighteen terminal and eighteen instrumental values, 

while the Schwartz Value Survey uses 56. Problems arise in the assumption that these 

lists are exhaustive of all possible values. Connotative methods require inferences from 

single questions or indexes. These inferences may not fully capture the complexity, i.e. 

the value system, of value judgments. This issue is sometimes referred to as content 

validity. 

Social desirability may produce measurement error. When presented with single 

items and asked to express a judgment about the item, subjects are known to give answers 

that are socially desirable (Phillips and Clancy 1972). Social desirability becomes an 

issue particularly when the subject knows the task is trying to elicit a response that others 

might consider to be undesirable and the subject responds to the probe according to some 

normative standard rather than by what they actually believe. Denotative methods are 

affected by this problem as subjects may choose to highly rank/rate those values that they 

are supposed to desire rather than those they actually desire. Connotative methods may 
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induce subjects to evaluate an item as they believe they are supposed to, rather than how 

they actually do. 

Another problem arises when we consider the context within which values are 

measured. All value theory makes some claim that values affect behavior situationally. 

Value theories also claim that values are durable and thus transsituational. A value that 

affects behavior in one situation at one time, will have a similar effect in another situation 

at a later time. Because of the transsituational nature of values, denotative measures of 

values are done without any consideration for the effect of the situation on the expression 

of values. Denotative methods do not supply any context for the expression of ratings 

and rankings. Instead, the method assumes that any rankings or ratings made totally 

outside any context should be transferable to any situation. The values revealed by a 

person ranking and rating a list of words is assumed to have the same meaning as the 

expression of those value terms in real situations. For example, a person giving a high 

rating to the word equality is assumed to also have this high valuation of equality in a 

situational context. Connotative methods suffer a slightly different problem as the 

creation of context confuses the specific value to be measured. If a subject gives a high 

evaluation to public policies regarding fair hiring practices, some reasonable assumptions 

about that person's valuation of equality can be made. However, providing a more 

detailed context like the type of work or the abilities of the worker may cue values other 

than equality, thus rendering any inferences problematic. 

Finally, definitions of values may be too abstract, making the concept difficult to 

operationalize. Sociological value theory began with a definition of values as 

"conceptions of the desirable" (Kluckhohn 1951). This evolved into a definition of 
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values as "mode(s) of conduct or end-state(s) of existence (that are) personally or socially 

preferable" (Rokeach 1973), and finally into values as "desirable, transsituational goals, 

varying in importance, that serve as guiding principles in people's lives (Schwartz 1992, 

p.2)." These definitions, while appropriate for the methods they influence, appear to be 

more abstract than concrete and each iteration became more complex. Perhaps a less 

abstract and more parsimonious definition of the value concept could yield better 

research results. 

A methodology that addresses these issues could have two benefits for the study 

of values. First, such a method could establish a basis from which to establish the 

convergent and discriminant validity of different value measures. Second, a more valid 

measure of values may be able to detect hypothesized relationships between values and 

behavior that have been difficult to demonstrate using less sophisticated methods. The 

data on the relationship between values and behavior reviewed in the last chapter 

indicates that value researchers have had some success in demonstrating a theoretical 

connection between values and behavior. There are, however, some theories that employ 

the value concept as part of a behavioral model but a paucity of empirical evidence from 

less sophisticated value measure has left such relationships in doubt. Better value 

measures might remedy this situation. 
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FACTORIAL SURVEY METHOD 

Recently, Hechter et al. (2000) proposed that values could be measured using a 

relatively recent development in survey methodology, the factorial survey. Their use of 

the factorial survey method (FSM) followed from Hechter's (1993, 1994) definition of 

values as "relatively general and internal criteria for evaluation." This definition is more 

parsimonious than those proffered by other value theorists. This parsimony is crucial in 

operationalizing a complex concept like values. This definition, refined in Chapter 2 as 

general, cognitive criteria that form evaluations, is consistent with the sociological 

development of the value concept. It is also fits well with the FSM. The factorial survey 

method, developed by Peter Rossi and his colleagues (Rossi and Nock 1980), is valid on 

its face for measuring values as defined above and may solve some of the issues inherent 

in the denotative and connotative methods. 

The factorial survey method is uniquely suited to identify the criteria people use 

in making evaluations. Designed to measure "social judgments", this method presents 

respondents with a series of vignettes that describe a person, object, action or situation 

and then asks the respondent to make a judgment (i.e. evaluation) about the person, 

object, action or situation. Vignettes are constructed of a series of factors or attributes 

that prior research indicates should effect people's evaluations. As these factors change 

over the series of vignettes, judgments of the vignettes should change in response to the 

different sets of factors. In effect, this method identifies criteria that influence an 

evaluation by measuring the effect of each criterion on the evaluation relative to all the 

other criteria in the vignette. This method both identifies and measures the criteria that 



59 

form evaluations and thus has face validity with regard to the definition of values 

proposed here. 

Perhaps most importantly, this method is contextual and measures a value relative 

to others in the individual's cognitive system. As noted above, these two issues are not 

trivial and were identified early in the methodological development of value measures. 

As value measures became bifurcated each branch addressed one issue, leaving the other 

as a glaring shortcoming. Connotative measures are effective at measuring values in 

context but cannot indicate how one value is related to another in the individual's 

cognitive value system. Denotative measures provide more information about the 

individual's cognitive value system but measure values globally, devoid of context. 

The FSM combines features of both denotative and connotative methods while 

adding features that address some of the methodological critiques. The factors used to 

construct the vignette can be the same value terms employed by denotative methods. For 

example, a vignette may describe a situation where people experience Equality (or not), 

receive Pleasure (or not), experience Mature Love (or not). The factors may also be 

connotative in the sense that the values (criteria) have to be inferred from the factors. For 

example, a vignette may describe a situation where issues of social justice, human life, 

and privacy are important criteria. Rather than combining the weaknesses of these two 

methods, the FSM allows enormous flexibility to test many different sets of criteria using 

many different concepts (words and meanings). By measuring several factors 

simultaneously this method can capture the "total personality", measuring values in 

relation to other values and capturing the individual's cognitive value system. In this 
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sense the FSM measures "general" and "cognitive" aspects of criteria that form 

evaluations. 

The factorial survey method is also highly contextual. The vignettes themselves 

are not real situations, but to the subject the vignettes represent "as if situations. It must 

be recognized that "as if situations are not real situations, but they are much closer to 

real situations than global value measures. These situations are much closer to 

connotative methods in this regard. Recall that Fallding (1965) believed that value 

measurement required that values be observed as a person makes choices, or "what his 

choice would be in hypothetical situations (p. 232)." The study done by Seligman and 

Katz (1996) introduced context to value measures by changing the rating decision to 

focus on a specific evaluative frame (e.g. environmentalism, abortion). The PVQ method 

presents respondents with a comparative personality as a means of creating context 

(Schwartz et al. 2001). The Study of Values proposed by Vernon and Allport (1931) 

created context by presenting subjects with numerous people and events to evaluate. 

Ironically, the Vernon and Allport method is actually more like the FSM than the other 

"contextual" methods, though it lacked the factorial design that allows the FSM to be so 

versatile. 

Social desirability is a source of measurement error resulting from response bias. 

Respondents' answers are biased by a perception that one response will engender a more 

favorable social reaction than another response. One type of social desirability, trait 

desirability, refers to a respondent's desire that others view them as possessing a 

particular trait. Trait desirability is possible when measuring many types of constructs 
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including values (Philips and Clancy 1972). One way to test for trait desirability is by 

testing for discriminant validity. If one method is engendering more trait desirability than 

another, both methods will have a high degree of convergent validity but a low degree of 

discriminant vahdity. The FSM may be less likely to engender trait desirability because 

respondents must give answers to a lengthy series of vignettes (20-100) making it 

difficult for subjects to remain "socially desirable" in their responses. That is, it is much 

easier when responding to this many items for respondents to react "naturally" rather than 

try to be strategic in maintaining a desirable presentation of self. 

The factorial survey method thus addresses several key problems in value 

measurement. It measures values in context, a major problem with denotative methods. 

It measures values relative to other values in the individual's hierarchy, a major problem 

with connotative methods. The FSM provides maximum face validity when values are 

parsimoniously defined as the criteria that form evaluations. Finally, the issue of trait 

desirability may not be as problematic with the FSM and this can be assessed by testing 

for discriminant validity. 
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rSUB^CULTURAL DEVIANCE THEORY 

Sociological work often refers to the influence of human values. Social 

psychologists have made some headway in identifying and measuring values. Data 

reviewed here indicates that values are related to behavior. Why then has the empirical 

application of values in sociological study declined? One reason offered in Chapter 2 is 

the application of value theory to value consensus rather than value differences between 

groups. In criminology cultural deviance theories posits value differences as a causal 

connection between membership in a deviant subculture and participation in deviant 

behavior. The association between deviance and deviant peers is one of the strongest 

and most robust empirical findings in the criminological literature (Akers 2000). Several 

different mechanisms have been offered to explain this "social fact" (Gottfredson and 

Hirschi 1992; Akers 2000). In cultural deviance theory the mechanism is values, 

adherence to a value system that differs from the mainstream culture produces behavior 

that at times is at odds with the mainstream culture (Cohen 1955). Such behavior may be 

defined by the dominant culture as deviant. In this way subcultures produce deviant 

behavior. However, connotative and denotative value measures have produced only 

slight evidence of this. Methodological improvements in measuring values may produce 

more evidence supporting cultural deviance theory and demonstrate the utility of value 

measures in measuring value differences and the behavioral results of those differences. 
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SUBCULTURES AND DEVIANCE 

Many observational studies employ the value concept as an explanatory 

mechanism. Within the criminological literature, values are said to influence the 

behavior of street gangs (Short and Strodtbeck 1974; Cloward and Ohlin 1960), urban 

minority youth (Wolfgang and Ferracuti 1967; Anderson 1990); suburban youth 

(Wooden 1995), white collar criminals (Clinard and Yeager 1980; Kramer 1982; Benson 

1985), and the police (Herbert 1998). All of these reports share the observation that the 

subject of study identifies with a culture or subculture that promotes a particular set of 

values, which produces a tendency for a type of behavior. Deviant subcultures have a 

distinct set of values that have a tendency to influence deviant behavior, police 

subcultures have a distinct set of values that have a tendency to influence the behavior 

observed among police, and the conventional mainstream culture promotes a set of values 

that prescribes conventional, non-criminal behavior. 

Shaw and McKay (1942) were among the first criminologists to propose that 

localized cultures could produce delinquency by proscribing delinquent activity. Shaw 

and McKay's case studies of delinquent Chicago youth revealed that delinquent youth 

followed a progression where they first associated with a delinquent culture, then adopted 

the values and norms of that culture, and finally participated in frequently increasing 

delinquent activity. Shaw and McKay used this mechanism to explain how a 

neighborhood could continue to affect the behavior of its inhabitants even as old residents 

left and new residents moved in. 

Albert Cohen (1955) was the first to propose that "cultures within cultures" or 

subcultures produce delinquency as a response to stratified structural relations. Cohen 
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observed that lower class youths were exposed to the same cultural goals as middle-class 

youths: wealth and status. These youth were faced with a vexing problem, how to 

achieve middle class "measuring rods" when access to these goals is blocked by 

structural conditions. Cohen observed that some of these youths simply sought 

alternative means (crime) to achieve the goal of monetary success. The status goal, 

however, proved more elusive since one cannot steal status and these lower class youths 

experienced "status frustration" as a result. Blocked from obtaining the status promoted 

by the mainstream culture, these youths rejected middle-class values and instituted their 

own value system. In effect, they created a culture within a culture, a subculture, which 

promoted an alternative set of values. Where middle class youth valued education, hard 

work and thrift as means to obtain status, the lower class youth valued aggression, "street 

smarts", the ability to "hustle" and make a "big score". Where the middle class valued 

sobriety and delayed gratification the lower class valued "short-run hedonism". The 

delinquent subculture constructs an "oppositional" set of values used to evaluate the 

status of its members.^ 

The anthropologist Walter Miller (1958) observed that people in the lower class 

were focused on a set of concerns that were in direct opposition to those of the middle 

class. These "focal concerns", or values, directed behavior that often ran afoul of the law 

that reflected the focal concerns of the middle class. Excitement, for example, made up 

for a dreary lower-class existence. Generally, law breaking is more exciting than law 

^ As with much sociological work, these writers used the value concept as though the 
understanding of the concept were perfectly clear. Their work contains no reference to 
the work of Kluckhohn or Williams, perhaps reflecting a sociological schism between the 
"Chicago School" and the Ivy League "Values Study Group". 
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following. Toughness was another focal concern that Miller observed. Physical prowess 

and masculinity were requisite components of the "tough guy" image sought by lower-

class males. Fighting was a behavior that displayed these traits. Other focal concerns 

included Trouble (the act, but not getting caught), Smartness (outfox or con others), Fate 

(belief in luck), and Autonomy (resisting external control). 

In these views delinquent subcultures are a direct response to social stratification. 

These theorists do recognize that deviance occurs in middle and upper classes, but their 

observations were confined to officially-labeled delinquents in urban areas. Social 

control tended to be directed more at the lower class and lower class crime magnified the 

hardships of lower class existence. Thus, it appeared that lower class youth were more 

delinquent than middle and upper class youth and therefore required a special theoretical 

mechanism to explain their deviance. Today we know that the relationship between 

social class and crime is tenuous (Tittle et al. 1978; Tittle and Meier 1990). How then 

can a subcultural theory of deviance explain deviant behavior across social classes? 

Matza and Sykes (1961) noted that many of the "oppositional" values suggested 

by past theory were actually the goals of people across the social strata. Matza and 

Sykes, citing the work of Thorsten Veblen, argue that people in the leisure class also 

valued the ability to make money without work, aggressiveness in business and personal 

affairs, and a constant chase for excitement. From this they deduced that people at any 

position in the social strata could hold these values and they are therefore not 

oppositional. These values, they argue, coexist with more mainstream conventional 

values that promote hard work, conflict avoidance, and a steady predictable lifestyle. 
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These "subterranean" values are not rejected by conventional society, rather they 

are simply considered to be less respectable when realized by particular behaviors. It is 

convention for an executive to "paint the town red" after finishing an important project, 

for people to make money through risky investments, and for athletes to display 

aggression and competitiveness. It is not the existence of these values that makes people 

deviant, rather it is the relative importance of these values that produces deviance when 

these values promote inappropriate behavior. It is not having these values that is deviant, 

it is valuing them too much, and some subcultures place a greater emphasis on these 

subterranean values. Because of the relative stability of society and the need on the part 

of criminals to practice conventional behavior most of the time, deviants and their 

subculture share many values with non-deviants. Thus, deviant subcultures do not 

reference entirely "different" values but rather place a greater emphasis on some values 

that lead to deviant behavior, "participants violate the law while conforming to values 

that are exceptions, extensions, or modifications of conventional culture" (Matsueda et al 

1992, p. 767). These "subterranean" values coexist with more mainstream values in 

conventional culture that possess a "more respectable air" (Matza and Sykes 1961). In 

effect a subterranean "mechanism" allows deviant behavior to be positively evaluated by 

values that are held by conventional society. 

Cultural deviance theory, or more precisely subcultural deviance theory, did not 

empirically survive its original formulation. In its original form the source of value 

differentiation was social stratification. The values of lower class subcultures differed 

from the dominant middle-class culture because of the unique conditions experienced by 

the lower class. The lower class was more delinquent because their values directly 
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opposed those of the middle class. However, the lower class is not more delinquent and 

Matza and Sykes convincingly demonstrated that the values of the lower class could not 

"oppose" those of the middle and upper class since these classes also promoted 

"oppositional" values. Perhaps most damning was a total lack of empirical support for 

the existence of oppositional values. 

Gorden et al. (1963) found no significant value differences between gang 

members, lower class and middle class youths. They did find that evaluations of deviant 

and conventional behaviors varied slightly between these three groups, with gang 

members placing a slightly higher evaluation on deviant behaviors than the evaluations of 

middle class youth. These youths did not place a high evaluation on the deviant 

behaviors but they did view them more favorably than the middle class youth. Lerman 

(1968) found that all of the youths in his sample rated "good grades" as their most 

important value, but those who participated in delinquents acts also valued various 

deviant attributes such as aggressiveness and excitement. Neither of these studies 

employed sophisticated value measures or statistical analyses, but the results can be 

interpreted as supporting the subterranean position. 

Rokeach's advances in value measurement were employed to test the subculture 

of violence hypothesis. First promoted by Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967) this idea views 

highly concentrated violence as the product of a local subculture that promotes values for 

revenge and aggression. Ball-Rokeach (1973) compared the value systems of violent 

persons with those of non-violent persons. Interestingly, both groups ranked A World at 

Peace as the most important terminal value. The upper portion of the two group's value 

rankings are identical. Near the bottom of the value rankings, however, there are some 
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differences. The violent sample placed more importance on an Exciting Life ranking it as 

the 16'^ most important value as compared to the non-violent sample who ranked it last 

(18"^). The non-violent sample ranked A Comfortable Life and Social Recognition higher 

than the violent sample. Among the instrumental values, both violent and non-violent 

samples placed the most importance on Honest. Both sets of value hierarchies were 

essentially identical for the entire set of instrumental values. Poland's (1978) study 

replicated these results. 

These Rokeach-method studies demonstrate that both deviants and non-deviants 

share similar high priorities for certain values. Values lower in the hierarchy, however, 

differed. Deviants gave a higher priority to An Exciting Life while non-deviants gave a 

higher priority to Social Recognition. Both of these findings are consistent with both 

Cohen's and Miller's observation that their lower-class delinquents valued excitement but 

not conventional social status. The pattern of the findings is, however, more consistent 

with the subterranean model where subterranean values are the key mechanism linking 

values to deviant behavior. 
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CRITIQUE 

This lack of quantitative evidence has led some prominent criminologists to the 

conclusion that values do not affect deviant behavior (Komhauser 1978; Hirschi 1969; 

Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990, Costello 1994). By extension, the supposition that 

subcultures promote deviant behavior through the transmission of a different value set 

has no support and explanations for deviant behavior based on subcultural influences are 

"theoretically bankrupt". In this view, subcultures are viewed more as "pseudocultures" 

that are "disorganized, impotent, and ineffectual in affecting criminal behavior" 

(Matsueda et al., p. 754). According to Komhauser (1978) the lack of empirical 

evidence is reason enough to reject cultural deviance theory. 

Another reason these criminologists dismiss cultural deviance theories is their 

assumptions about the nature of human behavior. The major critics of cultural deviance 

theory are "control theorists". They espouse a theory of deviance that is not "positive" in 

the sense that any factors "cause" deviance (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). These critics 

take their assumption of human nature from Thomas Hobbes and assume that ceteris 

paribus people will act in their own interests. In the Hobbesian view of human 

rationality this means to act against others to one's own benefit. The only thing 

preventing the "war of all against all" is the constraints that society places on the 

individual, hence the term "social control". Deviance is therefore not "caused" by any 

social factor. It is human nature. Social influences only affect cooperative behavior. 

Some have said that control theory assumes deviance and explains conformity 

(Akers 2000). Komhauser (1978) and Hirschi (1969) thus took exception to the notion 
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that subcultures or values could cause deviance. The only thing group participation can 

influence is conformity. In social control theory this occurs via the social bonds that 

individual's maintain with society (Hirschi 1969), or through the threat of punishment 

(Komhauser 1978; Roshier 1989). Groups can also influence conformity by inculcating 

self-regulation early in childhood (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). If anything, values 

cause conformity either by providing conventional beliefs against rule breaking or via the 

family to the extent that self-regulation is a family value. There cannot be values that 

direct deviance. As Hirshci (1997) put it "No one values crime." 

Social control theorists also question the causal ordering of the strong and robust 

peer/delinquency relationship noted earlier. Since values cannot cause crime, there is 

nothing to be passed from one peer to another in terms of crime causation. These control 

theorists contend that the causal ordering is deviance first, then deviant peers. Birds and 

feathers comprise the usual metaphor for explaining how deviant persons seek out the 

company of other deviants to facilitate future bad acts. As Costello (1994) blithely 

states; 

I have observed that dogs in groups of two or more tend to get into more trouble 
than lone dogs do, but few would argue that this is because dogs teach other 
values favorable to escaping from their yards and tipping over garbage cans. (p. 
422) 

Research is equivocal on this matter, but the balance of the research indicates that close 

ties to deviant others usually precede deviance (Giordano et al. 1986; Kandel 1991). 

Control theorists' reading of cultural deviance theory has been questioned but 

mostly in the sense that the critique does not apply to Sutherland's differential association 

theory (Akers 1993; Matsueda 1994). There are two sound reasons to refute the control 
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theorist's critiques. First, there is nothing in cultural deviance, or any other value theory 

for that matter, which suggests that people or dogs value crime. The concept of crime, is 

in and of itself, a negatively evaluated concept. Ball-Rokeach's (1973) data clearly 

showed that even criminals valued honesty. In the subterranean view of deviant value 

systems deviance results not because someone or their dog value deviance, rather because 

they value Excitement more than Social Recognition and would thus evaluate a drunken 

binge as acceptable because it is exciting and they care less about their reputation. 

Subterranean values are the mechanism linking relatively conventional values to deviant 

behavior. Second, rationality does not require deviance. Rational choice theorists 

explain everyone's behavior (and presumably their dogs' as well) with the influence of 

subjective values on decision making (Hechter 1994). There is no a priori reason to 

believe that rationality is directed by so-called "devianf or "conforming" values, either is 

possible. This view of rationality can of course be questioned as circular, but no more so 

than that espoused by the control theorists. 

Following the dismissal of the notion that values direct deviance there were 

virtually no studies testing the relationship between values and deviant behavior. This is 

perhaps due in part to the critique of cultural deviance put forth by Kornhauser, Hirschi, 

and others, and premised in part on the lack of evidence linking values to deviant 

behavior. If this condition is due to the fact that unsophisticated value measures found 

only scant evidence of value differences between deviant and conventional people, then 

better value measures may lead to substantial revisions in the thinking about this 
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theoretical connection. In the last decade some new empirical evidence employing 

sophisticated statistical advances has shed light on the value-deviance relationship.^ 

Testing the assumptions of human nature is beyond the scope of this project. The 
empirical and methodological issues with cultural deviance theory are another matter. 
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EVIDENCE OF SUBTERRANEAN VALUES 

Despite the theoretical and qualitative applications of values to deviant behavior, 

quantitative research has yielded little support for this application (Matsueda et al. 1992; 

Hagan et al. 1998). While the criminological literature is full of references to values, 

there are relatively few quantitative empirical studies. I first present some contemporary 

qualitative evidence of the effect of values on deviance followed by the only quantitative 

studies in the last decade that tested a relationship between values and deviance. These 

studies employed more sophisticated methods than the studies before Komhauser's 

(1979) critique and find some evidence supporting the subterranean mechanism. Finally, 

I outline a "subcultural deviance theory" premised on the value theory presented in 

Chapter 2 and the subterranean mechanism connecting values to deviance. 

Qualitative Evidence. Elijah Anderson's (1990) seminal work Streetwise 

provided readers with a sociological view of modem urban subcultures. One of the 

conclusions that Anderson draws from his work is support for the subculture of violence 

hypothesis (Wolfgang and Ferracuti 1967). Anderson observed two types of families 

inhabiting urban areas: "decent" and "street" families. Decent families held middle-class 

values for Hard Work and Self-Reliance and they tried hard to socialize these values in 

their children. Street families valued Excitement and an Easy Score. All of these 

families, however, had to face the reality that their children were living in a physical 

space where mainstream values were not always the most salient values. In the urban 

ghetto. Respect is valued above all other things. The acceptable means for achieving this 

goal is violence and therefore Aggression is also valued. Children from both decent and 
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street families learned this "code of the streets" and, depending on the situation, were 

required to adhere to these values on an almost daily basis. Thus families held values 

consistent with conventional society, but subterranean values for Respect and Aggression 

were often made salient. These values directed deviant behavior ranging from threats to 

murder. 

Deviant subcultures are not limited to lower class areas. Indeed, middle class 

areas often have a more diverse set of deviant subcultures (Wooten 1995). The push for 

materialism in 1980's suburbia provided fertile ground for the formation of deviant 

subcultures. Many youth experienced anomie and alienation as they strove to "keep up 

with the Joneses". Wooten (1995) argues that this resulted in kids seeking social 

identities away from traditional family and school associations. Deviant youth 

subcultures generally adhered to middle class values with three exceptions, they valued 

Excitement and Freedom more than other middle class youth and they placed a lower 

priority on Conformity. While they strove to understand the meaning of values like 

Achievement and Success, they adhered to these at least in principle. Eventually most of 

these youths returned to these value priorities later in life. In suburbia, subterranean 

values for Excitement and Freedom and a low priority on Conformity manifest in 

deviance that ranged from deviant appearance codes and minor acts of theft and 

vandalism ("renegade kids") to long-term commitment to drug use, major property and 

violent crimes ("suburban outlaws"). This variation can be traced to the degree to which 

mainstream values for Achievement and Success become salient across situations, and 

over time return the deviant suburban youth to conventionality. 
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Like the deviance of middle class youth, white-collar crime often appears to 

happen in the face of conformity. The corporations where much white-collar crime takes 

place are a bastion of bureaucratic rules and dress codes. These crimes often involve a 

person in a high-status position who uses that position to illegally obtain millions of 

dollars at the expense of clueless and helpless investors. Poor victims are often left 

wondering why someone with so much could break the law and harm so many people 

just to acquire more. The "corporate culture" is one explanation put forth to explain this 

phenomenon (Kramer 1982). In this view the corporate subculture socializes executives 

to value the accumulation of wealth while simultaneously defining the situation such that 

values that might negatively evaluate the behavior are not made salient (Clinard and 

Yeager 1980). The corporate culture emphasizes Wealth, Achievement and Success to 

such a high degree that these values become more influential than Hard Work and 

Honesty. The corporate culture also changes the definition of the situation such that even 

if a person maintained a high priority for Honesty and Hard Work, these values are not 

made salient in the evaluation. Deviant business practices are defined by the corporate 

subculture "as the way things are done" or "not hurting anybody" thus denying 

responsibihty for the deviance and denying the existence of a victim (Benson 1985). The 

corporate subculture thus creates a context where subterranean values for Wealth, 

Success, and Achievement are more influential than mainstream values for Hard Work 

and Honesty. 

Each of these qualitative studies posits some relationship between subcultural 

values and behavior. None of these studies, however, expUcitly uses the subterranean 

framework to explain how values direct behavior. Again, this may due in part to the lack 
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of a convincing mectianism specifying the relationship between subcultural values and 

deviant behavior. Thus, like most sociological studies employing the value concept, the 

authors simply indicate that the relationship exists and leaves it up to the reader to either 

accept or reject the notion that values direct behavior. It is, however, quite easy to 

interpret these observations in terms of the effect of subterranean values. In fact, a strong 

argument could be made that each piece of research at least implicitly employs the 

subterranean mechanism. In the last decade three quantitative studies attempted to 

specify the existence of the subterranean mechanism. 

Quantitative Evidence. Matsueda et al. (1992) found evidence that deviants place 

a higher prestige value on deviant occupations than non-deviants do. The deviants in this 

sample still rated conventional occupations higher in prestige than deviant occupations, 

but there was a clear relationship between participation in a drug subculture and higher 

prestige scores for deviant occupations. The drug subculture still knew what to value the 

most (conventional occupations), but they also had a higher regard for deviant activity 

than those in the conventional culture. The study also found a connection between values 

and behavior as a high evaluation of deviant occupations predicted illegal as opposed to 

legal earnings. This study employed a connotative measure of values that treated "the 

ratings of the prestige of criminal occupations by respondents at the margins of society... 

as a measure of subcultural values (p. 755)." In this study the values of the individual are 

inferred from the evaluation of conventional and deviant occupations. The main finding 

that deviant subcultural members (i.e. drug abusers) possess different values than non-

deviants was supported with OLS and Maximum Likelihood regression methods, 

techniques unavailable to researchers in the 1960's and ill-suited to the Rokeach method. 
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This study provides some support for the subterranean model by demonstrating that 

deviants place a higher value on deviant occupations while also possessing evaluations of 

conventional occupations that are consistent with mainstream culture. Furthermore, these 

subterranean values are related to deviant behavior. 

Felson et al. (1994) test for the relationship between values and deviant behavior 

within the subculture of violence framework. This study utilizes cormotative measures of 

"subculture of violence" values. Approval of various aggressive and non-aggressive acts 

"measure the respondent's approval of aggression as a legitimate expression of 

grievances and as an appropriate response to personal attack (p. 159)." The survey also 

measured more conventional "academic values" as well as several types of delinquent 

behavior. LISREL analyses indicate that delinquency is significantly related to 

subculture of violence values and not to academic values. The lack of a negative 

association between academic values and delinquency indicates that there is little 

variation in these values. It therefore appears that the conventional values for academic 

success do not vary with the level of delinquency while deviant values for violence do 

vary with the level of delinquency. Mainstream values do not correlate with delinquency, 

but subterranean values do, thus supporting the subterranean model. 

Hagan et al. (1998) sought to apply the subterranean model to the consequences 

of living in a capitalist culture. They argue that capitalist society produces a valuing of 

"hierarchic self-interest" and "anomic amorality" that in turn produces an acceptance of 

inequality and ethnocentrism, all of which lead to delinquent behavior. In this study one 

measure of delinquent behavior ("What kinds of things does your group do?") was found 

to be associated with values measured cormotatively. Hagan et al. borrow from 
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Ingleheart's World Values Survey (1992) and measure values with responses to 

evaluative questions. An index of questions asked subjects to evaluate a set of 

statements. Confirmatory factor analysis indicated that these indexes were tapping some 

underlying construct which Hagan et al. inferred to be values for hierarchical self-interest 

(competitiveness, success, individualism), anomic immorality, social inequality and 

ethnocentrism. LISREL structural equation models supported the associations between 

the scale items and the latent constructs, as well as the relationship between these values 

and delinquent behavior. The effects were small, but significant, and supported the 

supposition that capitalist subterranean values for Competition, Success, individualism 

and Inequality exist in at least one European country and they are related to delinquent 

behavior. 

Matsueda et al. (1992) and Hagan et al. (1998) recognize that there is very little 

empirical evidence supporting the hypothesized association between subcultural values 

and deviance. Their research and Felson's (1994) do support that association and further 

demonstrate the existence of a subterranean mechanism where values not given a high 

priority by mainstream society "surface" and influence deviant behavior. The key reason 

these studies had more success than prior studies of the relationships between values and 

deviant behavior is the more sophisticated methods that were used. First, as statistical 

techniques have become more sophisticated, the subterranean model of the relationship 

between values and deviant behavior has become more robust. Multivariate analysis 

allows the simultaneous modeling of subterranean and mainstream values and can thus 

differentiate the effects of each on the dependent variable, deviant behavior. 

Multivariate methods are also more consistent with the necessity of measuring values as 
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part of a system because these methods can distinguish the relative effects of each 

criteria. Second, the study specifically testing for subterranean values (Hagen et al. 1995) 

used a more advanced connotative value measure developed by Ingleheart (1992). One 

might expect, then, that better value measures might produce more evidence of the 

subterranean mechanism. The Schartz Value Survey and factorial survey method may be 

those better measures. 

Subcultural Deviance Theory. Subterranean values produce deviant 

behaviors when they are given a higher priority than mainstream values. The term 

"mainstream" is somewhat misleading because subterranean values are also valued by the 

mainstream of society. The term mainstream is used to denote those values that are 

"suppose" to be more highly valued and act as controls on subterranean values such that 

subterranean values produce conventional behavior. Excitement, Wealth, Competition, 

and Aggression are valued to some degree by all society. Hard Work, Equality, and 

Honesty should, however, be valued more and thus produce conventional behavior. For 

example, it is normative for a businessman to seek excitement after he has completed his 

hard work. The pursuit of wealth is normative as long as one is honest in that pursuit. A 

priority for equality tends to control the effects of competition to some degree. The loser 

in competition is not banished to the opposite end of the status system though there is 

some loss of status. A value for equality reduces the effects of competition. 

Subterranean values produce deviance when they are given a higher priority than 

mainstream values. The cocaine user craves excitement but doesn't care for hard work. 

The embezzler pursues the wealth of others and takes it in a dishonest fashion. 

Subterranean values can also produce deviance when the definition of the situation makes 
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subterranean values salient but not the mainstream values that would control the 

behavior. The ghetto youth is told to define his situation in terms of a competition for 

respect. This competition will inherently be unequal with one person having respect and 

the other having none. Thus, the situation where the boy is faced with being "dissed" 

will produce a positive evaluation of a violent response, consistent with his competitive 

subterranean value, but does not consider the inequality inherent in the situation because 

this is not salient to the situation. 

The value theory discussed in Chapter two does not account for how or why 

certain situations come to be defined how they are. A long tradition in symbolic 

interaction provides plenty of theoretical muscle for that endeavor. The theory simply 

says that whatever values are made salient will influence an evaluation based upon the 

hierarchy of the values cued by the situation. The positive evaluation will influence the 

decision between competing behavioral choices. 

Many factors can influence whether or not the behavioral intention will result in 

actual behavior. The values thus may not produce the same behavior every time. The 

general, transsituational nature of values will, however, tend to produce consistent 

evaluations over time. The theory thus predicts that across many choices the salient 

values would influence behavior as the situational constraints vary. For example, the 

ghetto boy may want to get violent with the other boy dissing him, but the other boy's 

friends are backing him up or the police are present. At a future time, however, the 

disrespected boy will take his revenge and attack the other boy when situational 
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constraints do not prevent him from acting on his behavioral intention.^ Subterranean 

values, therefore, will influence deviant behavior over time and not necessarily at every 

point in time. 

^ This observation was made by both Anderson (1990) and Wolfgang and Ferracuti 
(1967). 
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The value concept appears early in social science. Weber and Durkheim both 

employed the concept. The first half of the twentieth century saw the evolution of value 

theory and the development of techniques for measuring an unseen phenomenon. This 

culminated in mid-century with a plethora of theoretical and empirical applications of the 

value concept. As the century ground to a close, however, value research began to 

decline. While there are a number of reasons for this decline, two reasons were offered at 

the end of Chapter 1. First, value measurement became bifurcated with each type of 

measurement acquiring limitations that may have reduced the utility of value measures to 

social scientists. Second, the critical turn in sociology began to focus on differences in 

values as opposed to value consensus. The dominant theoretical paradigm to employ the 

value concept, structural-functionalism, was soon rejected by many sociologists and, 

perhaps, the value concept along with it. Some sociologists, Melvin Kohn for example, 

studied value differences between social groups. For the most part, however, this line of 

research also diminished. 

This project does not address these two issues directly. This project develops a 

method for measuring values that addresses some of the limitations of contemporary 

value measurement and tests a value theory that explains behavior by the value 

differences between groups. In this way, this project indirectly addresses some reasons 

why value research declined. More directly, this project develops a value measurement, 

examines the validity of this measure, and uses this measure to test the empirical validity 

of cultural deviance theory. 
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At this point in time the Schwartz Value Survey is the dominant measure of 

values in the social psychological literature. Schwartz and his colleagues published at 

least two-dozen articles in the past fifteen years supporting Schwartz's theory of values. 

The vast majority of these studies use the Schwartz Value Survey and have produced 

such robust findings that Schwartz now claims to have elucidated a "universal structure 

and content" to human values. Such a comprehensive claim clearly marks this method as 

the preeminent method in value research. Given the supremacy of the Schwartz Value 

Survey (SVS) it is used as a comparison to the Factorial Survey Method (FSM). 

Social researchers consider several dimensions when evaluating the validity of 

measurements. The first is face validity, the degree to which a measurement appears to 

test the specific definition of the construct to be measured. Since this type of validity 

cannot be tested empirically it can be dealt with briefly here. The SVS measures values 

according to a definition of values as "desirable, transsituational goals, varying in 

importance, that serve as guiding principles in people's lives (Schwartz 1992, p.2)." The 

SVS asks subjects how important each value term is as a "guiding principle in MY life". 

This wording does give face validity to the SVS. However, there is a major disjunction 

between part of Schwartz's definition and his value measure. The SVS does not measure 

values as "transsituational goals" since it does not measure values in any context. Thus, 

the SVS fails to capture an important component of the Schwartz value definition. By 

contrast, if we define values parsimoniously as the general, cognitive criteria that form 

evaluations there is a direct correspondence between definition and measurement. The 

FSM explicitly measures the criteria people use in forming evaluations and does so 

contextually. This definition developed from the same theoretical tradition as Schwartz's 
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and is entirely consistent with his definition. Moreover, the FSM measures values 

contextually and thus has face validity with the Schwartz definition. 

Face validity, however, is just the first step in assessing the validity of a 

measurement. Convergent validity assesses the degree to which measures "converge" in 

their measurement of similar constructs. If measurements of the same concept by a 

variety of methods are positively and significantly correlated, then the methods have 

convergent validity. One type of convergent validity, discriminant validity, can be 

assessed by the degree to which the measure of the same concept by two methods 

demonstrates a stronger association than the correlation between different concepts 

measured by the same two methods. Construct validity assesses the degree to which a 

measure is related to other constructs that, theoretically, it is suppose to be related. If, for 

example, a theory claims that values should be related to some behavior, then the extent 

to which a measurement can find this relationship establishes the measurement's 

construct validity. 

The preeminence of the SVS provides a good test of convergent validity. If, 

however, problems with this denotative method affect the validity of the SVS then the 

FSM should not entirely converge with the SVS. 

Research question 1; Is there convergent and discriminant validity between the SVS and 

FSM? 

The answer to the first research question cannot be definitive. If there is very 

little convergent and discriminant validity between these two methods then it becomes 

unclear which measure is less valid. The superior face validity of the FSM can only be 

established rhetorically, thus another validity test is required to assess the relative validity 
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of each method. The SVS has already been related to a number of different behaviors. 

Using Schwartz's theory of how values are related to behavior the SVS should provide a 

baseline for comparing the construct validity of the two methods. 

Research question 2: Using Schwartz's theory of the relationship between values and 

behavior, does the SVS have more construct validity than the FSM? 

Schwartz (2001) already demonstrated the construct validity of the SVS. The 

SVS should be able to detect a theoretical relationship between values and deviant 

behavior. The construct validity of the FSM is dependent upon its ability to find 

hypothetical relationships between values and behavior. If cultural deviance theory is 

correct then both methods should find significant evidence that values are related to 

deviant behavior. 

Research question 3: Using cultural deviance theory, are subterranean values related to 

deviant behavior? 
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METHODS 

SAMPLES 

Data for this project comes from two samples of undergraduate students enrolled 

at the University of Arizona in Spring of 2002. The study was limited to students with 

undergraduate status and does not include professional (medical school, law school) or 

graduate students. Each participant was paid ten dollars for participating. 

Random Sample. The first sample is a systematic random sample selected from 

the 2001-2002 University of Arizona directory. The directory contained 101 pages of 

entries for all students at the University of Arizona. Each page, except page 101, 

contained five columns with approximately 60 entries per column. Page 101 contained 

one column. Since column breaks are essentially random with regard to the alphabetical 

ordering of student's names, each column was treated as a random subset of the 

university student population. The number thirteen was randomly selected from a hat by 

the author's infant son and this number was used to select one entry from each column. 

Thus, the thirteenth entry in each column was selected for the first sample. 

Two problems were encountered with this method. First, the entries in the 

directory included both professional and graduate students. If the thirteenth entry was a 

professional or graduate student then the fourteenth entry was chosen. If the fourteenth 

entry was a professional or graduate student then the twelfth entry was chosen. This 

process continued until the closest undergraduate entry to the thirteenth entry in each 

column. This process generated a list of 501 names of undergraduates. 

The second problem concerned the directory entry itself. While the name of 

every student at the university was listed, more than half of the entries contained only a 
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name but no address or phone number. Only 148 of the selected entries contained 

complete addresses and phone numbers. The remaining 353 contained names only. A 

research assistant attempted to find the addresses and/or phone numbers for the remaining 

entries using the local telephone book and the on-line student directory. The research 

assistant also used the on-line student directory to find e-mail addresses for every 

directory entry. Ultimately some type of information was obtained for 392 (78%) of the 

501 directory entries selected. Table 1 indicates the number of directory entries for 

which various information was found. 

A recruitment letter was sent via postal mail to each person for whom an address 

could be foimd. A similar letter was sent via e-mail to each person for whom only an e-

mail address could be found. These initial attempts to contact each person were followed 

up by phone calls if the phone number was known and e-mails if the e-mail address was 

known. Of those contacted, 80 showed up and completed the survey. Thirty-four people 

refused to participate. Twenty-two people expressed interest but did not actually 

participate. Eight letters were "returned to sender". Six e-mail addresses were no longer 

operative. Seventeen phone numbers were incorrect. Contact could not be established 

and no further information could be gathered from the remaining 215 entries. Human 

Subjects' guidelines allow only two attempts to contact each entry and the recruitment 

effort was halted after two contacts were attempted. The response rate was thus 16%) of 

all entries selected from the student directory, 20% of those for whom contact 

information was found, and 59% of those for whom contact was established. 
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TABLE 4 
SUMMARY OF THE TYPE OF CONTACT INFORMATION AVAILABLE 

FOR UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS RANDOMLY SELECTED FROM THE 
STUDENT DIRECTORY 

N=501 

Address/E-mail/Phone 90 18% 
Address/E-mail 32 6% 
Address/Phone 67 13% 
E-mail/Phone 0 0% 
Address Only 79 16% 
E-mail Only 124 25% 
Phone Only 0 0% 

Total With Contact 
Information 392 78% 
No Contact 
Information 109 22% 



89 

Availability Sample. The second sample is an availability sample. Participants in 

this sample were recruited from sociology classes at the University of Arizona. Course 

instructors informed the students of the study. The course instructor described the study 

and indicated that compensation would be provided for participation. If a student asked 

for more information on compensation they were told they could earn $10 for completing 

a survey. Specific dates and times were designated for taking the survey. Over a six-

week period 97 students completed the survey. 

This method of supplementing a random sample by recruiting an availability 

sample is suggested in the literature. Sample selection bias is a general problem with 

survey data (Berk 1983). If potential observations are excluded from a sample on a 

nonrandom basis there exists the possibility that any associations are biased by the 

missing observations. This is particularly true if the missing observations are clustered at 

one extreme of the two variables being analyzed (Berk 1983). Asking participants about 

deviant behavior is threatening enough to people with little deviant behavior to report. 

Those who practice more deviant behavior can be expected to avoid situations where they 

are required to reveal that deviance (Hindelang, Hirschi and Weiss 1981). It is likely that 

a letter asking a person, by name, to participate in a deviance study would tend to deter 

more-deviant persons from participating despite any assurances of anonymity, and thus 

create sample selection bias. One way to overcome this problem is to supplement 

random samples with data where a similar selection bias is unlikely to occur and in effect 

"fill in" the missing observations in the randomly selected data with observations from 

another sampling method. More-deviant persons may be more likely to participate in a 

survey that is totally anonymous as opposed to one where they are contacted by name. 
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Thus, the recruited availabihty sample serves to fill in missing data on more-deviant 

persons in the population. This results in a combined sample that is more representative 

of the population and thereby increases external validity. 

There are some demographic differences between the samples (see Table 2). 

These differences, however, were not statistically significant. While mean ages were not 

statistically significant, there were some substantive differences in their distribution. In 

the recruited sample there were more people at the low end of the distribution than the 

random sample which was more normally distributed across the age range. .There were 

also some differences in measures of independent and dependent variables a few of 

which are significant. These differences are discussed below. 



TABLE 5 
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS BY SAMPLE 

RANDOM 
RECRUITED 

SIGNIFICANCE TEST' 

o
 

00 

n=97 

% MALE 50% 40.6% 1.55 
N = 79 n = 40 n = 39 p = .213 

Mean Age 
21.78 21.40 t = .459 

p = .647 

in years 
% WHITE 69.6% 69.7% ' = 5.54 
N= 118 n = 55 n = 63 p = .236 

a: Chi-square test of independence used for nominal and ordinal 
variables. Independent samples t-test used for interval-level variable. 
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DATA COLLECTION 

Surveys were conducted on computers in a private, sound-proof booth in the 

Sociology Department's Group Processes Research Laboratory. Each subject was given 

a floppy disk that contained the survey. Participants were placed in the booth and told to 

insert the disk into the computer's drive and boot up the survey. Each subject was 

reminded that the survey was voluntary, they could quit at any time, and they did not 

have to answer any question they did not wish to answer. The first screen contained a 

"disclaimer" form that again informed the subject of their rights as a human subject. If 

the subject agreed to the terms in the disclaimer they were to indicate their informed 

consent by pressing "enter" and continuing with the survey. 

The first screen asked the subject to pick a three digit identification number. The 

purpose of this number was to make the subject ID numbers as random as possible so 

neither the investigator or anyone else would be able to match subject names with ID 

numbers. Participants were informed of the reason for this and all complied. Several of 

the numbers chosen by participants were duplicates and these were simply changed when 

the data was merged into the main data file. This resulted in a unique ID number for each 

subject entry and no record of which ID number belonged to which subject. The survey 

continued with one survey item appearing per screen. Participants were asked to enter 

the number that best represented their answer, or to enter an "x" if they did not wish to 

answer the question. 

Subject's responses were recorded in a temporary file on the floppy. The 

temporary files were given a temporary file name and numbered sequentially so the disk 

could be used more than once (e.g. surveyl.txt, survey2.txt, etc.). These files were 
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periodically downloaded to the hard drive on another computer and the temporary files 

erased from the floppy. The individual survey files were then merged together to form 

one data file with each survey file representing a subject entry in the main data file. 
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VARIABLE MEASUREMENT 

Schwartz Value Survey. Participants completed an abbreviated version of the 

SVS. Eight of the ten value types were chosen for this study. Three items (i.e. value 

terms) were selected to represent each value type. The choice of which which value 

terms to include was based on cross-cultural findings from the SVS. Schwartz (1992) 

reports that some value terms fall into different value types in different samples. Other 

value terms consistently fall into the same value type. Eight value types contain at least 

three value terms that consistently fell into that motivational domain and were used in 

this study. This also corresponds to the number of factors that are recommended for the 

FSM. Too many factors create a situation where respondents carmot attend to all the 

information in making a decision. 

Hedonism and Conformity were not used. Hedonism was not used because only 

two value terms, Pleasure and Enjoying Life, comprise the measure of Hedonism. 

Conformity was not used because it is too obviously related to deviance. In order to 

conduct a fair comparison of the two methods it was decided that the use of a measure 

that is essentially the obverse of deviance would bias the results in favor of the SVS. 

The exclusion of these domains should not affect the abihty of the SVS to detect 

the association between values and deviant behavior. Behavior is motivated at a higher 

level by bipolar value dimensions and at a more specific level by the domain containing 

the value type. It is therefore not the name of the motivational domain that predicts its 

relationship to behavior, but the relationship of that domain to one of the higher-order 

dimensions. The hedonism domain does not actually occupy a space totally within one of 

the two higher-order orthogonal dimensions, falling midway between the Self-
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enhancement and Openness to Change higher-order dimensions. The Conformity domain 

actually shares space with the tradition domain. Deviance should first be related at a 

higher level and then within specific domains. 

The circular, adjacent relationship of the value types also allows a single domain 

to be excluded. While Hedonism might be expected to correlate with deviant behavior, so 

should the adjacent Stimulation and Achievement dimensions. Similarly, while one 

would expect the Conformity dimension to be inversely related to deviant behavior, so 

should the adjacent Benevolence and Security dimensions as well as the Tradition 

dimension that shares space with the conformity dimension. Schwartz (1996, 2001) 

claims that this is part of his theory's ability to predict behavior, one dimension alone 

may be strongest but adjacent dimensions should also detect some association. The 

circularity of the adjacent dimensions thus giving a graph of these associations the 

sinusoidal shape reported by Schwartz (1996). Even if a motivational domain is missing, 

the relationship between values and behavior can still be discerned from any association 

to adjacent domains. For example, Schwartz et al. (2001) predict alcohol use with the 

following reasoning. 

Alcohol consumption entails some risk to physical health and to relations with 
others...we therefore hypothesize that high priority for stimulation and hedonism 
values correlates positively with alcohol use, whereas high priority for conservation 
values (tradition, conformity, security) that oppose risk negatively correlate with 
alcohol use. (p. 321) 

These hypotheses were confirmed. Notice that neither Hedonism or Conformity alone 

were hypothesized to be associated with alcohol use. Also note that they identified 

"conservation values" as a higher-order dimension that should negatively correlate to 

alcohol use. If Hedonism and Conformity were eliminated from this analysis the 
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opposite sides of the conservation/openness-to-change dimension would still be related to 

alcohol use. 

The Schwartz rating method was also tailored to measure values suggested in the 

criminological literature as subterranean or mainstream values. Three of these values, 

equality, wealth, and an exciting life were already measured in the SVS. The 

remainder—aggression, beating the system, competitive, materialism, hard work, and 

trustworthy—were constructed in the same style as other SVS items. Ratings for each 

subterranean and mainstream value were collected to later test cultural deviance theory 

but these value measures were not used in testing the validity of the SVS. 

Value terms were presented to survey participants in alphabetical order. 

Consistent with Rokeach's and Schwartz's use of denotative terms, a brief "definition" of 

each term is used to provide a more narrow meaning for each term (see Table 6). The 

rating task was constructed to be identical to the SVS used throughout the literature. 

Each participant was instructed to: "Ask yourself, 'on this scale how important is this 

concept as a guiding principle in my life.'" Beneath the value term was a 9-point scale 

ranging from 7 to -1 (see Appendix A for an example of actual SVS items used in this 

study). The number seven was described as "of extreme importance", the number six 

was described as "very important", the number three was described as "important", the 

number zero was described as "not important", and the number negative one was 

described as "opposed to my values". Participants typed in the number that best 

represented how important that concept was as a guiding principle in their lives. 

Consistent with Schwartz's use of the SVS, the three scores representing 

each value type were averaged together to obtain a measure of the relative importance 
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TABLE 6 
VALUE TERMS REPRESENTING EACH VALUE DOMAIN AND THE 

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT (KRONEACH'S ALPHA) 

Universalism 
a = .7052 

Equality: equal opportunity for all 
Social Justice: Correcting injustice, work for the weak 
A World at Peace: free of war and conflict 

Benevolence 
a = .6851 

Helpful: working for the welfare of others 
Forgiving: willing to pardon others 
Honest: genuine, sincere 

Tradition 
a = .6192 

Respect for tradition: preservation of time-honored systems 
Devout: holding to religious faith and belief 
Humble: modest, self effacing 

Security 
a = .5983 

Sense of Belonging: feeling that others care about me 
Social Order: stability of society 
Family Security: safety for loved ones 

Power 
a = .5316 

Wealth: material possessions, money 
Social Power: control over others, dominance 
Authority: the right to lead or command 

Achievement 
a = .6821 

Successful: achieving goals 
Capable: competent, effective, efficient 
Ambitious: hardworking, aspiring 

Stimulation 
a = .7258 

An exciting life; stimulating experiences 
Filled with challenge, novelty, change 
Daring; seeking adventure, risk 

Self-Direction 
a = .4738 

Creativity: uniqueness, imagination 
Freedom: freedom of action and thought 
Independent: self-reliant, self-sufficient 
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TABLE 7 
SCHWARTZ VALUE TYPES 

MEANS (STANDARD DEVIATIONS) AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 
RANDOM AND AVAILABILITY SAMPLES 

TOTAL RANDOM AVAILABILITY MEANS 
SAMPLE SAMPLE SAMPLE COMPARISON 

UNIVERSALISM 5.22 4.95 5.42 t  = 2.32 
(L35) (1.38) (L29) p = .022 

BENEVOLENCE 5.60 5.49 5.69 t=  1.15 
(L15) (1.24) (L07) p = .251 

TRADITION 4.11 3.87 4.30 t=  1.64 
fL72) (L81) (1.63) p = .104 

SECURITY 5.37 5.19 5.53 t=  1.84 
(L2I) (1.21) (L20) p = .067 

POWER 3.39 3.18 3.56 t=  1.76 
(1.44) (L54) (1.34) 

CO O
 II D. 

ACHIEVEMENT 5.85 5.83 5.86 t  = .197 
(1.02) (0.94) (L84) p = .844 

STIMULATION 4.85 4.76 4.92 

O
 

O
 

00 
II 

(1 .33 )  (1 .39 )  (L29) p = .425 

SELF-DIRECTION 5.89 5.83 5.94 t  = .765 
(0.92) (0.91) (0.94) p = .446 

a; Independent samples t-test, two-tailed 
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each value type has for each participant. The reliability of each motivational domain is 

presented in Table 6. The means for each value domain are reported in Table 7 and are 

broken down by random or availability sample. The only statistically significant mean 

difference is the measure of Benevolence. The availability sample rated this motivational 

domain significantly higher than the random sample. Actually, the availability sample 

rated every motivational domain higher, on average, than the random sample. This 

suggests a differential use of the response scale. Schwartz controls for this by using each 

participant's mean response score as a control variable in partial correlations. When this 

analysis is done with a random/availability sample dummy variable compared with the 

measures of value types using a point biserriel correlation, and controlling for mean 

response, there are no significant correlations between sample type and measures of value 

types (see Table 5). Thus, using Schwartz's method, the only difference between the 

samples is their differential use of the response scale. 

Generally, as more correlated items that are added to a scale, the reliability 

coefficient for that scale increases. Thus, a more complete version of the SVS should 

have higher alpha reliability coefficients than an abbreviated version using fewer scale 

items. As Table 15 demonstrates, however, other studies that used the value indexes did 

not produce consistently higher reliability coefficients. In fact, alpha coefficients for the 

Benevolence and Tradition scales were higher in the abbreviated version of the SVS used 

here. Universalism, Stimulation, and Self-Direction alpha coefficients from the 

abbreviated SVS fell in between those found by Feather (1995) and Schwartz et al. 

(2001). Only Security, Power, and Achievement scales had lower reliability coefficients. 

Given the limited number of items used in the abbreviated SVS (3) and the larger number 



TABLE 8 
PARTIALIZED CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
SAMPLE TYPE BY MOTIVATIONAL DOMAIN 
CONTROLLING FOR RESPONSE SCALE USE 

SAMPLE TYPE 
UNIVERSALISM r = .0849 

p = .263 

BENEVOLENCE r = -.0351 
p = .644 

TRADITION r = .0063 
p = .934 

SECURITY r=.0137 

T3
 II bo
 

POWER r = .0612 
p = .420 

ACHIEVEMENT r = -.1421 
p = .060 

STIMULATION r = -.0380 
p = .667 

SELF-DIRECTION r = -.0609 
p = .422 
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of items used by Feather and Schwartz (4-8), the abbreviated SVS has a high degree of 

internal reliability relative to other studies that used the full 56-item SVS. Furthermore, 

Schwartz (1992) reports that across 30 samples reliability coefficients ranged from .45 to 

.79, a range that captures all the alpha coefficients from the scales used in the abbreviated 

SVS. There is substantial evidence to support the convergent validity of the abbreviated 

SVS used in this study. 

Factorial Survey Method. Three different vignettes were used in this study. The 

first two vignettes were specifically designed to measure values corresponding to the 

same value types as the SVS. The third vignette was designed to specifically measure 

subterranean and social control values. The first two vignettes contained 8 factors each, 

measuring 8 different values. Each factor represented one value and corresponded to one 

value from each of the 8 Schwartz value types. Each factor had two levels, high and low. 

These vignette universes were thus 2^ = 256 total vignettes from which 16 vignettes were 

included in this survey. The third vignette contained 6 factors (corresponding to 

subterranean and mainstream values suggested in the literature) with each factor having 

two levels, high and low. The third vignette universe is 2^ = 64 total vignettes from 

which 32 vignettes were selected for this survey. Table 6 lists the Schwartz and 

subterranean/mainstream values, each value term's corresponding factors in the vignettes 

and the high/low indicators. 

When comparing individuals, Rossi and Anderson (1982) indicate that each 

individual needs to respond to the exact same set of vignettes. Normally, the FSM is use 

to find the important factors/values for an entire sample. Accordingly, each person is 

given a random subset of the vignette universe so that the entire vignette universe is used 



102 

and the presence of collinearity between factors is only produced randomly by the effects 

of sampling error. When comparing individuals, however, each person must complete 

the same vignettes for unbiased comparisons. Since each participant cannot possibly 

complete all 256 Mate and 256 Job vignettes each participant was given the same subset 

of 16 out of the vignette universe. Each vignette was designed such that the levels of the 

different factors did not correlate across the 16 vignettes. These designs were simply a 

16x8 matrix of ones and zeroes. The eight factors were then randomly assigned one of 

the column positions and the high level of the factor given a one and the low level given a 

zero. The factors were thus randomly assigned to the vignettes producing a unbiased 

vignette deck while ensuring total non-collinearity between the factors. Identical 

matrices were used for the Job and Mate vignettes. This process was also used to 

produce the 32 six-factor Person vignettes. First a 16 x 6 matrix was produced and then 

inverted to produce a 32x 16 matrix of unique rows. Factors were randomly assigned to 

the columns, thus producing 32 unique vignettes that are both unbiased and noncoliinear. 

Following Rossi and Anderson's (1982) guidelines for comparing individual-level 

responses to the FSM, each participant also completed each set of vignettes in the exact 

same order. This was done to standardize any order effects across the sample. Schuman 

and Presser (1996) demonstrated that general questions are more susceptible to order 

effects than more specific questions. Specific questions require the respondent to 

consider a more narrow set of parameters to answer the question and thus require a more 

focused response, while more general questions allow outside information to "leak" in. 

Given the high degree of specificity in these vignettes the threat of bias from order effects 
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is reduced. To the extent that the risk exists, it is shared by all participants equally and 

thus does not bias the individual-level comparisons. 

The first two vignettes described a potential job and a potential mate to 

participants and asked each participant to evaluate the description as a potential job or 

potential mate, respectively. For each of Schwartz's value types one value term was 

represented in the vignette. Three value terms—an exciting life, wealth, equality—were 

used in the vignettes to correspond to the subterranean and mainstream values suggested 

in the literature. The remaining value terms were chosen based upon the degree to which 

that value might be salient to the situation described in the vignette. For example, in the 

Security domain are the values "sense of belonging", "social order", and "family 

security". Social order is not a value that is likely to be salient when evaluating a 

potential job or mate. Conceptually, "family security" and a "sense of belonging" might 

both be saUent to a mate and job evaluation. Family security, however, is defined as 

"safety for loved ones" in the SVS. Applying this language to a vignette describing a 

potential mate results in an odd personal characteristic since one would expect any 

potential mate to believe in safety for loved ones with a lack of this characteristic 

automatically disqualifying a potential mate. "Sense of belonging", however, is defined 

as "feeling that others care about me" in the SVS, and this language made sense in both 

the Mate and Job vignettes. In this fashion the value terms listed in Table 9 were 

represented by factors in the Job and Mate vignettes (See Appendix B for an example of 

each vignette as it appeared in the survey). 

For the Job vignette survey participants were instructed to "Read the following 

description of a job opening and then rate it as a potential job." Below the vignette were 
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TABLE 9 
SCHWARTZ MEASURES AND CORRESPONDING FACTORS IN JOB AND 

MATE VIGNETTES 

SCHWARTZ MEASURE JOB VIGNETTE MATE VIGNETTE 
Successful: 
Achieving goals 

A company that decreases 
(iov^yincreases (high) your 
chances of achieving 
professional goals 

They are not at all 
{[ow)lvery (high) successful 
when it comes to achieving 
their personal goals 

Respect for tradition: 
preservation of time-
honored customs 

The company's literature 
claims they want to change 
{\ow)/preserve (high) many 
time-honored customs 

This person claims to want 
to change (low)/preserve 
(high) many time honored 
traditions 

Equality: 
Equal opportunity for all 

This company has a history 
of discrimination (low) 
/does not discriminate 
(high) against women and 
minorities 

This person frequently 
expresses the opinion that 
immigrant labor should 
never should (high) 
be paid a minimum wage 

Helpful: 
Working for the welfare of 
others 

This company doesn't work 
{\ow)l works for (high) the 
welfare of others 

They don't care about 
(low)/ enjoy (high) working 
for the welfare of others 

An exciting life: 
Stimulating experiences 

The job has few (low)/w full 
of (high) stimulating 
experiences 

This person does not enjoy 
{\o'w)lenjoys (high) 
stimulating experiences 

Creativity: 
Uniqueness and imagination 

The work requires no 
(low)/a great deal (high) of 
creativity or imagination 

This person is not very 
(low)/ve/j (high) unique or 
imaginative 

Sense of Belonging: 
Feeling that others care 
about me 

During the interview you 
sense that these people 
really don't {\ov^)lreally 
(high) care about you 

After you meet this person's 
parents you get the sense 
that they really don't (low)/ 
really (high) care about you 

Wealth: 
material possessions, 
money 

The job pays very little 
(low)/ a lot (high) of money 

This person has very little 
(low)/a lot of (high) money 
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these instructions "On a scale of 1-9, how would you rate this opening as a potential 

job?" The nine-point scale was used to correspond to the SVS measurement scale. 

Similarly, the Mate vignette instructed participants to "Read the following description of 

a person and then rate this person as a potential mate." Below the vignette were the 

instructions "On a scale of 1-9, how would you rate this person as a potential mate?". 

Sixteen Job and sixteen Mate vignettes were completed by each participant. 

A similar process was employed for measuring the subterranean and mainstream 

values that were added to the SVS. In this vignette an interaction with a classmate is 

described and participants were asked to evaluate the person. For the person vignette 

survey participants were instructed to "Read the following description of a person you've 

just met and rate how much you like this person." Below the vignette were the 

instructions "On a scale of 1-9, how much do you Uke this person." Thirty-two Person 

vignettes were completed by each survey participant. 

Mean rating scores for each type of vignette are given in Table 10. There is some 

difference in responses between the vignettes but the largest is only .4 on a 9-point scale 

between the Job and Person vignette. On average participants rated the person lower than 

the potential job or mate and rated the mate lower than the job. There are no significant 

differences between the two samples. Moreover, the directions of the differences that do 

exist do not suggest differential use of the response scale. All mean responses fall just 

below the midpoint of the 9-point scale. This is a different pattern than the mean 

responses for the SVS where all the means except for "power" fall above the scale 

midpoint (3.5). 
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TABLE 10 
MEAN RESPONSES (STANDARD DEVIATION) 

TO MATE, JOB AND PERSON VIGNETTES 
BY SAMPLE AND SUBSAMPLES 

TOTAL RANDOM AVAILABILITY MEANS^ 
SAMPLE SAMPLE SAMPLE COMPARISONS 

Mate 3.95 3.99 3.92 t = 0.44 
Vignette (1.09) (1.08) (1.09) p = .66 

Job 4.04 3.91 4.16 t= 1.58 
Vignette (1.05) (0.98) (1.11) p = .116 

Person 3.65 3.62 3.67 t = 0.31 
Vignette (1.13) (1.05) (1.19) p = .757 

a: Independent samples t-test, two-tailed 
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Behavioral Measures. Deviant behavior is measured by six questions each asking about 

a different type of deviant behavior. For each behavior, respondents were asked to 

"Estimate the number of times you engaged in the following activity during the past 12 

months." Each activity was first given a general name and then various examples were 

described. Cheating behavior was measured by responses to "Cheating on school work. 

Examples; cheating on an exam, plagiarism, copy other students work, etc." Vandalizing 

behavior was measured by responses to "Intentionally damaged someone else's property. 

Example: tagging, breaking windows, cutting hoses, scraping paint, grinding skateboard 

wheels, etc." Larcenous behavior was measured by responses to "Stole or tried to steal 

something. Examples: shoplifting, breaking and entering a house or vehicle, not paying a 

tab, credit card or check fraud." Assault behavior was measured by responses to "Being 

physical with another person with the intention of hurting them. Examples: assault, 

fistfight, hit an annoying person, jumped someone, intimidation through force, etc." 

Intoxication was measured by responses to "Drank enough alcohol to feel intoxicated. 

Examples: getting drunk, catching a buzz, feeling tipsy, doing multiple shots, beer 

chugging, etc." Smoking marijuana was measured by responses to "Smoked or 

consumed marijuana or hashish. Examples: smoked a bowl, blew a joint, hot-glass some 

hash, ate cannabis cookies, pot, weed, 4-20, etc." The number a participant could enter 

was capped at 99 to avoid extreme outliers (survey items appear in Appendix C). 

This particular measurement technique is similar to those generally used in the 

literature with two exceptions. First, most self-report measures ask respondents about a 

large range of deviant behaviors. The National Youth Survey, for example, asks about 50 

different behaviors. These measures are then reduced into scales or indexes based upon 
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their conceptual similarity. The length of this survey, however, required an abbreviated 

measure of deviant behavior. The number of behaviors was therefore limited to six types 

of deviance that may be salient to an undergraduate survey population. The inclusion of 

"examples" was intended to capture as many incidents of that type of deviance as 

possible and, in this sense, provides a cheap substitute for a multi-indicator scale. If 

anything, these measures will underestimate deviance compared to a survey with more 

items. 

The second exception is the use of an interval-level response scale. Most 

measures of deviant behavior use an ordinal response scale. The Monitoring the Future 

Survey, for example, use "not at all", "once", "twice", "3 or 4 times", "5 or more times", 

ordinal categories. While this ordinal method is generally accepted in the criminological 

literature the data cannot be analyzed as interval-level data, the response categories are 

relatively arbitrary and artificially place a cap on the incidence of the behavior. This 

method is generally accepted because it avoids the problem of dealing with outliers and 

does not assume that every respondent has an accurate count of the exact number of times 

they perform an act. An interval-level measure was used for this survey to provide 

greater flexibility in the data analysis. The interval-level responses can always be 

collapsed to whatever ordinal scale seems appropriate. 

Mean responses to the deviance measures are given in Table II. The availability 

sample reported significantly more deviance than the random sample. Only for 

intoxication were the samples substantively similar, although only differences in 

vandalism, assault, and marijuana use were statistically significant. The standard 

deviations for each sample indicate a large number of outliers. There were more outliers. 
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TABLE 11 

MEAN (SD) DEVIANT ACTIVITY 
BY SAMPLE AND SUBSAMPLES 

TOTAL RANDOM MEANS' 
SAMPLE SAMPLE RECRUTIED COMPARISON 

SAMPLE 
CHEATING 6.15 4.88 7.22 t= 1.23 
N= 175'' (12.93) (10.74) (14.49) p = .221 

1.14 .55 1.66 t = 2.01 
VANDALISM (3.80) (2.12) (4.78 p = .046 

N= 173 

LARCENY 3.13 1.78 4.25 t= 1.57 
N= 176 (11.23) (5.16) (14.39) p = .119 

ASSAULT 2.24 .81 3.44 t = 2.07 
N= 175 (9.12) (2.57) (12.05) 

o
 II D

. 

31.59 30.13 32.83 t = .489 
INTOXICATION (36.56) (31.56) (37.58) p = .625 
N= 175 

16.49 11.24 20.91 t = 2.03 
MARIJUANA USE (32.65) (25.08) (37.45) p = .044 
N= 175 

a: Independent samples t-test, two-tailed 
b: All 80 participants from the random sample responded to these 
items. The variation is all due to non-responses in the availability 
sample. 
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responses of 99, in the availability sample than in the random sample. This supports the 

contention that a random sample will underrepresent more extreme deviants. In this 

respect, the availability sample supplements more extreme deviants missing in the 

random sample. These "more extreme" deviants may be nothing more than the relatively 

large concentration of younger participants in the recruited sample. The peak ages for 

deviance are between 17 and 19 years of age, so an increase in the number of participants 

in this age range should translate into a higher probability for sampling people more 

likely to be deviant. 

Consistent with Schwartz and Rossi, the behavioral measure was broken down 

into smaller ordinal categories. Schwartz (1996) uses dichotomous behavioral measures 

and a point biserrial correlation to determine the relationship between value types and 

behavior. Schwartz has, on occasion (2001), used behavioral measures with more than 

two levels, but most of his behavioral measures are dichotomous, voting conservative or 

liberal for example. Rossi (1982) recommends analyzing subgroups by running separate 

equations for each group to see if the factors influence each group differently. 

Accordingly, the interval-level measures were collapsed into either two or three 

categories. Vandalism, assault and larceny were collapsed into those participants who 

had not done the behavior in the past year and those who had done the behavior at least 

once (see Table 12). Cheating was collapsed into three categories. The lowest category 

is those participants who had not done the behavior in the past year. A person cheating 

once or twice might be less committed to cheating behavior, so a middle category was 

constructed such that anyone who had cheated once during each of the two previous 

school terms was deemed to be "light" cheaters. Those who had cheated more than two 
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TABLE 12 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION (N) 
INTO ORDINAL DEVIANCE CATEGORIES 

BY SAMPLE AND SUBSAMPLES 

TOTAL 

SAMPLE 

RANDOM 

SAMPLE 

AVAILABILITY 

SAMPLE 

CHEATING 

NONE 
LIGHT 

HEAVY 

34.5 (61) 
24.9 (44) 
40.7 (72) 

37.5 (30) 
33.8 (27) 
28.7 (23) 

32(31) 
17.5 (17) 
49 (50.5) 

VANDALISM 

NONE 
HIGH 

72.9 (129) 
27.1 (48) 

85(68) 
15(12) 

62.9(61) 
37.1 (36) 

LARCENY 

NONE 
HIGH 

67.8 (120) 
32.2 (57) 

73.8 (59) 
26.2 (21) 

62.9 (61) 
37.1 (36) 

ASSAULT 

NONE 
HIGH 

71.8(127) 
28.2 (50) 

77.5 (62) 
22.5 (18) 

67 (65) 
33 (32) 

INTOXICATION 

NONE 
LIGHT 

HEAVY 

23.7 (42) 
25.4 (45) 
58.8 (90) 

22.5 (18) 
27.5 (22) 
50 (40) 

24.7 (24) 
23.7 (23) 
51.5 (50) 

MARIJUANA USE 
NONE 
LIGHT 

HEAVY 

54.2 (96) 
21.5(38) 
24.3 (43) 

58.8 (47) 
20(16) 

21.3 (17) 

50.5 (49) 
22.7 (22) 
26.8 (26) 
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times (more than once a semester) were deemed to be "heavy" cheaters. Similarly, 

intoxication and marijuana use were collapsed to three categories. The lowest category 

was those participants who had not been intoxicated or used marijuana in the past year. 

A category of "light" users was constructed if a participant had only been intoxicated or 

used marijuana less than once a month (12 or fewer times in the last year). Those who 

were intoxicated or used marijuana more often than once a month were deemed to be 

"heavy" users. While these categories do have an arbitrary character, they are no more 

arbitrary than the ordinal categories used by other self-report methods in the literature 

and they are consistent with the methods (SVS, FSM) used to analyze these results. 

Measures of deviant behavior were left in interval format for all other analyses. 

A measure of religious participation was also included in the survey. Schwartz 

(2001) has used the method to test the convergent validity of the SVS in the past. This 

item was used as type of validity check on the abbreviated SVS used here. If this version 

of the SVS is associated with religious participation similarly to that reported by 

Schwartz, then the validity of the abbreviated SVS used here is further established. Here, 

religious participation is measured with an item similar to that found in the General 

Social Survey. Participants were asked, "How often do you attend church or other 

religious activities?" An ordinal-level six-point response scale was used. The categories 

included "never", "once or twice a year", "once or twice a month", "several times a 

month", "once or twice a week", and "daily". Table 13 provides the mean responses for 

the sample and subsamples. There are no significant differences in religious participation 

and, on average, this sample participates in religious activities between "once or twice a 

year" and "once or twice a month". 
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TABLE 13 
MEAN CHURCH ATTENDENCE 

BY SAMPLE 

TOTAL RANDOM AVAILABILITY MEANS 
SAMPLE SAMPLE SAMPLE COMPARISON 

CHURCH 2.57 2.53 2.61 t = .404 

ATTENDENCE (1.36) (1.42) (1.31) p - .686 
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Table 14 compares value-behavior relationships reported by Schwartz to identical 

value-behavior relationships using the abbreviated SVS used in this study. Of the 32 

possible comparisons 30 are in consistent directions. One exception is the association 

between Security and religious behavior measured in this project (-.08) and the positive 

associations reported by Schwartz. The negative coefficient was not significant at a .05 

level. The other exception is the association between Benevolence and alcohol use 

measured in this study (-.06) and the positive association reported by Schwartz (.02). 

Neither coefficient is statistically significant. The strength of some of the associations is 

also consistent. Tradition is the strongest positive predictor of religious behavior in this 

study and the Schwartz studies. Stimulation and Self-Direction have strong and negative 

associations with religious behavior in all the studies except Schwartz 2001. The 

strongest positive association of alcohol use in the Schwartz 2001 study is with 

Stimulation and Self-Direction values, this is consistent with the abbreviated measures. 

The strongest negative association for both studies is between Tradition values and 

alcohol use. The overall consistency of the findings reported in this study and by 

Schwartz demonstrates a high degree of construct validity between the abbreviated SVS 

used in this project and the full 54-item SVS used in other studies. Both construct and 

convergent validity demonstrate the overall validity of the abbreviated SVS used in this 

project. 
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TABLE 14 
COMPARISON OF ASSOCIATIONS (PEARSON'S R) BETWEEN SVS VALUE 

MEASURES AND BEHAVIORAL MEASURES 

RELIGION ALCOHOL USE 

Abbrev. 2001 1995a 1995b Abbrev. 2001 
UNIVERSALISM -.08 -.08 -.24 -.06 -.17 -.03 
BENEVOLENCE .17 .03 .15 .13 -.06 .02 
TRADITION .46 .48 .54 .37 -.16 -.18 
SECURITY -.08 .07 .15 .14 -.13 -.06 
POWER -.06 -.14 -.08 -.06 .21 .03 
ACHIEVEMENT -.07 -.19 -.13 -.11 .01 .04 
STIMULATION -.22 -.08 -.34 -.32 .14 .09 
SELF-DIRECTION -.21 -.16 -.33 -.18 .12 .08 

Religion: 
2001 (Schwartz et al.): Israel, 200 students, "subjective religiosity", 0 (not at all) to 7 
(very religious). 

1995a (Schwartz and Huismas 1995); "How religious, if at all, do you consider yourself 
to be?" "not very religious" (0) to "very religious" (7). Avg. correlation from four 
samples, Greece, 400 Greek Orthodox; Netherlands, 218 Protestants; Israel, 635 Jews; 
Spain, 478 Roman Catholics. 

1995b (Schwartz and Huismas 1995): "Do you attend church services?", (1) "no, never", 
(2) "yes, but only on rare occasions such as weddings, funerals, and christenings", (3) 
"yes, for religious events a few times a year", (4) "yes, regularly, at least once or twice a 
month". Germany, representative sample, n = 1,807. 

Alcohol Use: 
2001 (Schwartz et al.): "number of brands of alcoholic beverages they had ever used". 
South Africa, university students, n = 3,493. 

Abbreviated SVS: since Schwartz used an interval level measure, alcohol use was 
analyzed at the interval level. 
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TABLE 15 
COMPARISON OF ALPHA RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS OF VALUE SCALES 
FROM STUDIES USING THE SVS WITH ALPHA RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 

FROM ABREVIATED SVS VALUE SCALES 
(Number of scale items) 

ABBREVIATED 
SVS 

FEATHER 
(1995) 

SCWARTZ 
et al. 

(2001) 

SCHWARTZ & 
HUISMANS 

(1995) 
UNIVERSALISM .71 (3) .79 (8) .62 (8) .70-.78 (8) 
BENEVOLENCE .69 (3) .66 (5) .67 (5) .66-.72 (5) 
TRADITION .62 (3) .52 (5) .53 (5) .56-.69 (5) 
SECURITY .60 (3) .67 (5) .70 (5) .60-.71 (5) 
POWER .53 (3) .73 (4) .65 (4) .59-.64 (4) 
ACHIEVEMENT .68 (3) .75 (4) .76 (4) .66-.69 (4) 
STIMULATION .72 (3) .76 (3) .72 (3) .70-.80 (3) 
SELF-DIRECTION .47 (3) .58 (5) .45 (5) .53-.65 (5) 

Feather (1995): Australia, 239 intro psychology students 
Schwartz et al. (2001); Israel, 200 university students 
Schwartz and Huismans (1995): Greece, 400 Greek Orthodox; Netherlands, 218 
Protestants; Israel, 635 Jews; Spain, 478 Roman Catholics 
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DATA ANALYSIS 

For this comparison and all other validity tests, the values measures from the SVS 

will be compared to the value measures obtained by each FSM vignette. The values 

measured by each vignette will also be compared throughout the analysis to assess the 

degree to which different vignettes produce similar value measures. This comparison can 

establish two things. First, if values are transsituational their priority should not change 

across situations. The only factor that should change across situations is which values are 

salient to a situational evaluation. Saliency is not measured here but there should be 

some similarities in salient values between these two situations and thus there should be 

at least some convergence between the two FSM value measures as value priorities are 

consistent across the situations. Second, this comparison provides evidence for the 

reliability of the FSM value measures. If the two measures converge this demonstrates 

that the FSM can reliably measure values in any situation. This is important because the 

method has less utility if it can only measure values in very specific circumstances and 

not measure values as they exist generally in the "total personality". 

Research Question 1. The first analysis tests the convergent and discriminant 

validity between the SVS and FSM. The first comparison for convergent validity will 

compare the value systems for the total sample as measured by each method. The value 

system for the total sample is an ordering of all the values ranked by the priority given 

each value averaged across the total sample. Rokeach (1973) used these to compare the 

value systems of different groups. In this analysis the comparison of value systems 

provides an indicator of the convergence between the different methods. If the rank-

orders are similar, then the measures converge. 
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When Schwartz compared the SVS to the Portrait Values Questionnaire 

(Schwartz et al. 2001) he used the multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) technique (Campbell 

and Fiske 1959). This technique produces a set of matrices where the correlations 

between traits measured by one method and the same traits measured by another method 

are compared. Convergent validity is assessed by the degree to which identical trait 

measures are correlated. Discriminant validity occurs when dissimilar items are 

uncorrelated while similar items are correlated. Since the FSM measures single values the 

comparisons for convergent and discriminant validity must be between the SVS rating 

system of single values and the FSM method for measuring an individual's value 

priorities. Rossi and Anderson (1982) describe a technique where a regression equation 

is generated for each respondent. The equation gives the relative "weight" of each factor 

(value) on the evaluation. The beta coefficients thus serve as an indicator of the weight 

each person gives to each value and thus provides a measure of the individual's value 

priorities. The value ratings from the SVS are thus compared to the value measures from 

the two FSM measures (Job and Mate). 

The second research question addresses the construct validity of the SVS and 

FSM. This will be assessed using the relationship between values and deviant behavior 

predicted by Schwartz's theory. Schwartz contends (et al. 2001, personal 

communication) that deviant behavior entails a high degree of risk, a contention not lost 

on criminologists (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990, Katz 1988). Deviants should therefore 

give a high priority to Stimulation values and a low priority to Tradition and Security 

values. Criminologists (none more vociferously than Hirschi) also contend that crime is 

an easy way to acquire desired resources. A prediction that deviant behavior, particularly 



119 

instrumental crime such as theft, should be positively correlated with Achievement and 

Power values and negatively correlated to Universalism and Benevolence values follows 

from this contention. Since deviance is risky and provides immediate rewards 

Stimulation, Achievement, and Power values should be positively related to deviance, 

and Universalism, Benevolence, Tradition and Security should be negatively related to 

deviance. This prediction is also consistent with the motivational vectors for the higher-

order constructs in Schwartz's theory. Power and Achievement represent a Self-

Enhancement dimension and Stimulation and Self-Direction represent an Openness-to-

Change dimension, both of which should be positively associated with deviance. 

Universalism and Benevolence represent a Self-Transcendence dimension and Security 

and Tradition represent a Conservation dimension, both of which should be negatively 

associated with deviance. 

For this analysis index measures of value types from the SVS are compared with 

single-value measures from the FSM. Overall there are 48 predicted relationships (8 

values X 6 behaviors), 24 positive and 24 negative. Correlation coefficients are used to 

test for these relationships. Partialized correlations between the SVS value-type indexes 

and ordinal measures of deviance, controlling for differential use of the response scale, 

test the relationships between values and behavior using the SVS. Pearson's correlations 

between individual-level FSM OLS coefficients and ordinal measures of deviance test the 

relationships between values and behavior using the FSM. Values measured by each 

vignette are tested separately. Methodologically, one would expect that the SVS use of 

scale measures should predict behavior better than single value measures (Schwartz 
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1996). However, limitations to the denotative method may mean that the FSM 

demonstrates more construct validity. 

The third research issue addresses the general support for the relationship between 

values and deviant behavior predicted by cultural deviance theory. While some 

relationships between measures of deviance and values can be expected based on chance, 

one way to assess the validity of cultural deviance theory is the degree to which the 

associations form a coherent pattern. Deviant behaviors are often correlated with each 

other, leading some to argue that deviance is "general" and those who engage in one type 

of deviance are likely to engage in other types of deviance (Hirschi and Gottfreson 1994). 

While this is generally true, distinctions are sometimes found between personal crimes 

(assault), property crimes (vandalism, larceny), and substance use (alcohol, marijuana). 

One pattern that might be expected, if the measures of deviant behavior are all correlated, 

is that subterranean values are consistently and positively associated with all types of 

deviance while mainstream values are consistently an negatively associated with all types 

of deviance. If only certain "types" of deviance are correlated, then associations between 

values and deviance should correspond to these categories. Another way to assess the 

validity of cultural deviance theory is the sheer number of predicted associations that are 

confirmed. Both the SVS and the FSM will be used to make these assessments. 

Valid measures of values, particularly measures that take context into account, 

make it easier to do research on values. Flexibility is an important characteristic in 

assessing the utility of a method for social research. The factorial survey method is 

flexible but the validity of this method in measuring values needs to be established. An 

accurate and useful measure of values will allow researchers to explore more theoretical 
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relationships that reference the value concept. Particularly, researchers can look more 

closely at value differences between groups. Cultural deviance theory proposes such 

value differences and the advances in value measurement discussed here may provide 

important evidence for this theory. If these data support the validity of these value 

measures and the relationship between values and deviant behavior, then new tools 

become available for the study of values. 
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FINDINGS 

CONVERGENT AND DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY 

Table 16 shows the overall value measures, by method, for the total sample. The 

rank ordering of each value is given in parentheses. The rank-order represents the 

general value system for the total sample as measured by each method. Consistent with 

each method, the FSM measures are for single values, the SVS measures are for value 

types. Each FSM measure corresponds to one of the Schwartz value types measued in 

this study. There is some consistency and some discrepancy in the rank-orders. The 

most influential value in both the Mate and Job measures is Success. This corresponds to 

Achievement in the SVS, which is ranked second. The highest ranked SVS value type is 

Self-Direction that corresponds to Creative and is ranked second (Mate) and fifth (Job) in 

the FSM measures. Benevolence is ranked third in the SVS, which corresponds to 

Helpful in the Mate (fourth) and Job (sixth) measures. Security is ranked fourth in the 

SVS, which corresponds to A Sense of Belonging and is ranked third (Mate) and fourth 

(Job) in the FSM measures. There is little variation in the top four ranked values with the 

exception of Equality, which ranked second in the Job measure, eighth in the Mate 

measure, and corresponds to Universalism that ranked fifth in the SVS. The SVS ranks 

Stimulation sixth corresponding to fifth (Mate) and seventh (Job) place rankings for An 

Exciting Life in the FSM measures. Tradition (seventh) and Power (eighth) are ranked at 

the bottom of the values system measured by the SVS. This corresponds to Respect for 

Tradition ranked seventh and eighth, and Wealth ranked sixth and third, in the Mate and 

Job measures respectively. The relatively high placement of Wealth and Equality and 
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TABLE 16 
RANK-ORDER OF VALUE MEASURES BY MEASUREMENT METHOD 

FSM: MATE SVS: VALUE FSM: JOB 
OLS" TYPES OLS" 

COEFFICIENTS MEAN RATING COEFFIEICNETS 
ACHIEVEMENT: .270 5.85 .277 

Success (1) (2) (1) 
UNIVERSALISM: .003 5.22 .273 

Equality (8) (5) (2) 
TRADITION: .032 4.11 -.015 

Respect for 
Tradition 

(7) (7) (8) 

BENEVOLENCE: .152 5.60 .130 
Helpful (4) (3) (6) 

STIMULATION: .144 4.85 .064 
An Exciting Life (5) (6) (7) 

SELF- .240 5.89 .137 
DIRECTION: (2) (1) (5) 

Creative 
SECURITY: .214 5.37 .186 

Sense of 
Belonging 

(3) (4) (4) 

POWER: .043 3.39 .242 
Wealth (6) (8) (3) 

a: standardized OLS coefficients 
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low placement of Creative and Helpful in evaluating the potential job are the main 

discrepancies in this comparison. 

The multitrait-multimethod technique for measuring convergent and discriminant validity 

requires the simultaneous analysis of several matrices (Campbell and Fiske 1959). One 

set of matrices represents the homotrait-homomethod comparisons, another set of 

matrices represent the heterotrait-heteromethod comparisons, and a diagonal within these 

matrices represents the homotrait-heteromethod comparisons. Table 17 presents these 

matrices. The test for convergent validity is made on the homotrait-heteromethod 

diagonal. A correlation significantly different from zero is an indicator of convergent 

validity. Between the Mate FSM measure and the SVS single-value measure there are 

only three items positively and significantly (p<.05) correlated. Measures of Respect for 

Tradition (r=.27). Creative (.14), and Wealth (.39) show some degree of convergent 

validity. Between the Job FSM measure and the SVS single-value measure there are five 

items positively and significantly correlated. Measures of Equality (.14), Respect for 

Tradition (.36), Helpful (.14), Creative (.26), and Wealth (.35) show some degree of 

convergent validity. Between the Mate FSM measure and the Job FSM measure seven of 

the eight items are positively and significantly correlated. Only the measure of Equality 

(.06) fails to converge between these two FSM measures. Measures of Tradition, 

Creative, and Wealth converge across all three methods. Overall, the highest degree of 

convergence is within the FSM measures. There are more items significantly and 

positively correlated and the strength of these correlations is higher on average than for 

any other comparison. The next highest degree of convergence is between FSM Job 
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MULTITRAIT-MULTIMETHOD TECHNIQUE 
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measures and SVS single-value measures followed by the convergence between FSM 

Mate measures and SVS single-value measures. 

Once the convergent validity of a measure is established, the discriminant validity 

of that measure can be assessed. Campbell and Fiske (1959) suggest two indicators of 

discriminant validity. The first indicator is the degree to which a correlation on the 

homotrait-heteromethod diagonal is different from other measures in the same column 

and row. This demonstrates the degree to which the measure of this trait by the two 

methods is different from the measure of other traits. Of the three convergent measures 

between the Mate FSM and SVS single-value methods, Tradition and Wealth 

demonstrate discriminant validity. Creative does not demonstrate discriminant validity 

because the correlation between the SVS measure of Creative and the FSM Mate measure 

of Helpful is higher (.17) than the correlation between the two measures of Creative (.14). 

Of the five convergent measures between the Job FSM and SVS single-value methods 

Tradition, Creative, and Wealth demonstrate discriminant validity. Equality does not 

demonstrate discriminant validity because the correlation between the SVS measure of 

Helpful and the FSM Job measure of Equality is higher (.19) than the correlation between 

the two measures of Equality (. 14). Helpful does not demonstrate discriminant validity 

because the correlation between the SVS measure of Helpful and the FSM Job measure 

of Equality is higher (.19) than the correlation between the two measures of Helpful (.14). 

Of the seven convergent measures between the Mate FSM and Job FSM measures 

Success, Tradition, Helpful, A Sense of Belonging, and Wealth demonstrate discriminant 

validity. Neither An Exciting Life or Creative demonstrate discriminant validity because 

the correlation between the FSM Mate measure of Creative and FSM Job measure of An 
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Exciting Life is slightly higher (.39) than the heterotrait measures of An Exciting Life 

(.32) and Creative (.31). 

The second indicator of discriminant validity is assessed by comparing the 

homotrait-homomethod correlations to those in the heterotrait-heteromethod matrices. 

Discriminant validity is established if the patterns found in the heterotrait-homomethod 

matrices are similar to those found in the heterotrait-heteromethod matrices. This 

indicator is somewhat subjective and becomes more difficult as the number of trait 

measures increases. A couple of patterns are, however, easily discemable. First, the 

largest negative correlation in all of the homomethod matrices is between Wealth and 

Helpful (FSM Mate=-.52, SVS=-.12, FSM Job=-.32). This is also true in the FSM 

Mate/SVS matrix (-.30) and the FSM Mate/FSM Job matrix (-.26), but this is not the 

largest negative coefficient in the FSM Job/SVS matrix (-.06). Another pattern that 

emerges is the high correlations across the three homomethod matrices between Creative 

and an Exciting Life (FSM Mate=.30, SVS=.35, FSM Job=.31). This pattern is only 

reproduced in the FSM Mate/FSM Job matrix and the strength of these correlations (.22, 

.39) actually reduced the discriminant validity of the Creative measure. Finally, 48% (81 

of 168) of the heterotrait relationships in the hetermethod matrices are negative. Fifty 

percent and 61% of the heterotrait relationships are negative in the FSM Mate and FSM 

Job measures respectively. In the SVS heterotrait-homomethod matrix only 7% of the 

relationships are negative. Overall, using this indicator the FSM Mate and FSM Job 

measures demonstrate a higher degree of discriminant validity than the comparison 

between the SVS single-value method and the two FSM measures. 
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CONSTRUCT VALIDITY 

The second research question addresses the content validity of each method. 

Predictions from Schwartz's theory of values are used to assess the ability of each 

measure to find the predicted relationships. There are a total of 48 predicted relationships 

tested by each method (eight values x six deviant behaviors). Openness-to-Change and 

Self-Enhancement value types should be positively associated with deviant behavior 

while Conservation and Self-Transcendent value types should be negatively associated 

with deviant behavior. Table 18 gives the partialed correlation coefficients, controlling 

for differential use of the response scale, for the SVS value type measures and the six 

measures of deviance. Seventy-three percent of the predicted relationships are in the 

right direction and 27.2% of these predictions are in the right direction and statistically 

significant (p<.05). The average strength of significant predicted associations is .187. 

The most consistent positive association with deviant behavior is the Power values (all 

but marijuana use). Stimulation values are positively associated with marijuana use and 

intoxication. Benevolence is negatively associated with cheating, larceny and assault, 

and Tradition values are negatively associated with assault and intoxication. This is 

consistent with Schwartz's theory as Stimulation and Power are opposed to Tradition and 

Benevolence values. The only inconsistency is with Achievement values that are 

negatively associated with deviance (only cheating is significant) despite their position 

opposite Tradition and Benevolence values and between Stimulation and Power values. 

Table 19 presents Pearson correlation coefficients for the FSM Job measures and 

the six measures of deviant behavior. Seventy-one percent of the predicted relationships 

are in the right direction and 41.7% of these are statistically significant. The average 



TABLE 18 
ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN SVS VALUE TYPES AND DEVIANT BEHAVIORS 

Partial Correlation Coefficients Controlling for Response Scale Use 

CHEATING ASSAULT LARCENY VANDALISM MARIJUANA USE INTOXICATION 
UNIVERSALISM (-) -.08 -.11 -.02 -.11 -.10 -.16* 
BENEVOLENCE (-) -.16* -.15* -.21* -.08 -.07 -.09 

TRADITION (-) -.01 -.16* -.11 -.04 -.13 -.14* 
SECURITY (-) -.01 .01 .02 .01 -.15* -.08 

POWER (+) .27* .26* .20* .15* .11 .22* 
ACHIEVEMENT (+) -.25* -.05 -.11 -.07 -.11 -.02 
STIMULATION (+) -.02 .06 .06 -.02 .22* .17* 

SELF-DIRECTION (+) -.04 -.02 .01 .04 .08 .02 
* p< .05, one-tail 

Predicted Relationships in correct direction: 35/48 = 72.9% 
Predicted Relationships in correct direction and significant: 14/48 = 29.2% 
Average strength of significant predicted relationships = .187 



TABLE 19 
ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN FSM JOB MEASURES AND MEASURES OF DEVIANT BEHAVIOR 

CHEATING ASSAULT LARCENY VANDALISM MARIJUANA USE INTOXICATION 
Equality -.16* -.31* -.40* -.27* -.16* -.17* 
Helpful -.18* -.15* -.28* -.11 -.20* -.26* 
Respect for Tradition .08 .09 .03 .04 .01 -.01 
A Sense of Belonging -.02 -.02 -.01 -.17* -.04 .01 
Wealth .17* .15* .21* .10 .28* .25* 
Success -.04 -.09 -.15* -.13 -.04 .07 
An Exciting Life -.05 .12 .04 .17* .08 .09 
Creative -.03 .14* .20* .12 .07 -.01 
*p<.05 

Predicted relationships in right direction: 34/48 = 70.8% 
Predicted relationships in right direction and significant: 20/48 = 41.7% 
Average strength of significant predicted relationships == .214 
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The most consistent positive association with deviant behavior is Wealth (all but 

vandalism). Creative is associated with assault and larceny while An Exciting Life is 

associated with vandalism. The most consistent negative associations with deviant 

behavior are Equality (all deviance) and Helpful (all but vandalism). There is a negative 

relationship between A Sense of Belonging and vandalism. When these single values are 

placed in Schwartz's value types, these patterns are consistent with Schwartz's theory. 

Wealth (Power) is opposed to Equality (Universahsm) and Helpful (Benevolence). 

Again, the glaring inconsistency is the negative associations between Success 

(Achievement) and deviant behavior. Because of this value's conceptual placement next 

to Wealth (Power) associations should be similar to Wealth and instead they are more 

similar to Equality (Universahsm) and Helpful (Benevolence) that are on opposing sides 

of the Self-Enhancement/Self-Transcendent dimension. Another inconsistency is the lack 

of statistically significant associations between An Exciting Life (Stimulation) and 

deviance (except vandalism). 

Table 20 presents Pearson correlation coefficients for the FSM Mate measures 

and the six measures of deviant behavior. Seventy-seven percent of the predicted 

relationships are in the right direction and 27.1% of these are significant. The average 

strength of predicted association is . 194. The only positive association with deviant 

behavior is Wealth (all but vandalism). Helpful is the most consistent negative 

association with deviant behavior (all but marijuana use and intoxication). A Respect of 

Tradition is negatively associated with assault, vandalism and marijuana use. Equality is 

negatively associated with assault. This pattern is less consistent with Schwartz's theory. 

Wealth (Power) still anchors the Self-Enhancement dimension and Helpful 
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(Benevolence) still anchors the Self-Transcendent dimension. Respect for Tradition 

(Tradition) moves more into the Conservation dimension and there are no opposed 

significant associations in the Openness-to-Change dimension. This is consistent with 

the a priori predictions, the inconsistency is the lack of significant associations in the 

opposite motivational dimension. 



TABLE 20 
ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN FSM MATE MEASURES AND MEASURES OF DEVIANT BEHAVIOR 

CHEATING ASSAULT LARCENY VANDALISM MARIJUANA USE INTOXICATION 
Equality -.09 -.14* -.05 -.02 -.12 -.05 
Helpful -.17* -.15* -.25* -.14* -.03 -.09 
Respect for Tradition .08 -.14* -.07 -.16* -.15* -.11 
A Sense of Belonging .05 .10 .06 -.01 .03 .14* 
Wealth .20* .23* .23* .05 .20* .22* 
Success .07 -.01 .07 -.05 -.12 .04 
An Exciting Life .05 .02 .02 .06 .05 .07 
Creative -.03 -.04 .05 .08 .09 .04 
*p<.05 
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CULTURAL DEVIANCE THEORY'" 

The most basic prediction of cultural deviance theory is that subterranean values 

are associated with deviant behavior while more mainstream values that act as social 

controls are not. Table21 presents the sub-group differences in values as measured by the 

Person and Job vignettes." The sub groups are constructed according to participation in 

deviance. The cheating sub-groups, for example, are those who did not cheat, those who 

cheated once or twice, and those who cheated more than twice. The values in each cell 

are the standardized OLS coefficients that indicate the relative weight each subgroup 

gives to a particular value when making the evaluation. 

Subterranean values for Beating the System and Wealth are consistently related to 

deviant behavior. The fellow student who bragged of beating the system in the Person 

vignette is generally given a negative evaluation by the study participants. Deviant 

individuals, however, despised this person less than the non-deviants. Similarly, 

Agreessive and Competitive are generally frowned upon by these participants but the 

deviant persons frowned less. These two values are related to all deviant acts except 

marijuana use. An Exciting Life was only important to the deviant subgroup that admits 

doing acts of vandalism. Overall, persons in the deviant subgroups place significantly 

more importance on 23 of the 36 hypothesized subterranean values (63.9%) than persons 

in the non-deviant subgroups. 

Since there are significant differences between the two samples in terms of deviant 
behavior, a sample dummy variable is used in all of these analyses to control for those 
effects. There were no differences in value measures between the two samples. 
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A sample dummy variable was included in each of these equations to control for 

sample differences in deviant subgroup membership Members of deviant subgroups are 

consistently less influenced by Equality values in their decision making. Trustworthy, 

while consistently less influential to members of deviant subgroups, was only 

significantly less important in the larceny and vandalism deviant subgroups. Contrary to 

the theory. Hard Work was valued more by persons in deviant subgroups. Overall, 

persons in the deviant subgroups place significantly less importance on 8 of the 18 

mainstream values (44.4%) than persons in the non-deviant subgroups. 

Table 22 presents the relationships between values measured by the SVS rating 

system and deviant behavior. Wealth is significantly and positively associated with all 

deviant acts. Beating the System is associated with assault and marijuana use. 

Aggressive is associated with assault and vandalism. An Exciting Life correlates with 

marijuana use and intoxication. Overall, the SVS rating method confirms 13 of the 36 

hypothesized relationships (36.1%) between subterranean values and deviant behavior. 

Hard Work is significantly and negatively associated with all deviant acts. Trustworthy 

is negatively related to assault, marijuana use, and intoxication. Overall, the SVS rating 

method confirms 9 of the 18 hypothesized relationships (50%) between mainstream 

values and deviant behavior. 

The Job vignette was chosen because it is an evaluation of a course of action in the 
same way that one evaluates a deviant act and it showed the highest associations in the 
previous tests of construct validity. 



TABLE 21 
FSM Analysis 

Standardized OLS Regression Coefficients for Each Sub-Group'' 
Significance Tests Controlling for Sample'' 

CHEAT ASSAULT LARCENY VANDAL MARIJUANA USE INTOXICATION 
none low high none some none some none some none low high none low high 

SUBTERANEAN Subterranean relationships should be positive, the influence of each value becoming more positive across deviant sub-groups. 
Aggressive -.041 -.030 -.024* -.057 .039* -.044 -.001* -.043 .006* -.038 -.017 -.027 -.051 -.058 -.006* 

Beat the System -.381 -.365 -.240* -.333 -.283* -.348 -.253* -.350 -.227* -.358 -.321 -.218* -.373 -.334 -.228* 
Competitive -.101 -.083 -.073* -.107 -.025* -.093 -.065* -.104 -.026* -.099 -.070 -.061 -.108 -.080 -.076* 

An Exciting Life .088 .047 .062 .053 .100 .061 .079 .048 .117* .057 .082 .073 .054 .053 .080 
Materialism -.048 -.086 -.057 -.062 -.059 -.053 -.078 -.057 -.073 -.055 -.062 -.075 -.038 -.045 -.082 

Wealth .203 .240 .296* .218 .325* .209 .339* .232 .291* .158 .379 .323* .135 ,201 .325* 

MAINSTREAM Mainstream relationshi ps should be negative, the influence of each value becoming more negative across deviant sub-groups. 
Equahty .329 .286 .240* .334 .155* .341 .148* .322 .177* .331 .220 .235* .371 .287 .244* 

Hard Work .058 .122 .106 .069 .156 .070 .144 .085 .115 .090 .106 .086 .087 .085 .100 
Trustworthy .331 .299 .257 .299 .270 .323 .218* .309 .241* .313 .260 .265 .260 .226 .170 

Significant and in correct direction; p<.05, one-tai 

a: Equations computed separately for each deviant sub-group for Person and Job vignettes. 
b: Significance computed by testing for the interaction between group membership and each value. A sample dummy variable 
was included in each of these equations to control for sample differences in deviant subgroup membership 



TABLE 22 
ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN VALUES AND DEVIANT BEHAVIOR 

SVS RATING MEASUES OF SINGLE VALUES 
Controlling for Use of Response Scale and Sample 

CHEAT ASSAULT LARCENY VANDALISM MARIJUANA USE INTOXICATION 
SUBTERRANEAN 

Aggressive .0264 .1957* .0457 .1826* .0116 .0025 
Beat the System .0821 .1056* .1353 .0254 .1629* .0874 

Competitive -.0334 .0313 .0003 .0018 .0947 .1820 
An Exciting Life .0730 .0025 .0451 -.0413 .1690* .1341* 

Materialism .1318* .0144 .0684 .0508 .0683 -.0262 
Wealth .2464* .2146* .2265* .1389* .1347* .2184* 

MAINSTREAM 
Equality .0578 -.0379 -.0009 -.0059 -.0185 -.0387 

Hard Work -.2701* -.1649* -.2184* -.1858* -.2506* -.1615* 
Trustworthy -.0233 -.1799* -.1174 -.1144 -.1877* -.1504* 

*p<.05 
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Regarding relationships between deviant acts, only marijuana use and intoxication 

showed a high degree of correlation. Results of the SVS show that a high priority for An 

Exciting Life is related to these two behaviors. The SVS results also demonstrate a 

general effect of valuing Wealth on participation in deviance and of valuing Hard Work 

in controlling deviance. A priority for Trustworthy also seemed to have a small 

controlling effect. Results from the FSM are more general. Aggressive, Beating the 

System, Competitive, and Wealth all seemed to be more important to deviant sub-group 

members regardless of type of deviance. A high priority for Equality seems to control all 

deviance since it is given a high priority by the non-deviants. Trustworthy also had a 

small overall effect on people who didn't steal or vandalize. Surprisingly, An Exciting 

Life as measured by the FSM only had a higher priority in the vandalizing deviant 

subgroup. With a few exceptions, these values seem to have more of a general effect on 

deviant and conforming behavior and less of a particular effect on specific types or 

specific acts of deviance. That is, the value differences are similar across the different 

types of values instead of being specific to particular types of deviance. 
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DISCUSSION 

VALUE MEASUREMENT 

A comparison of the general value systems derived from each measurement 

method provides some evidence of convergent validity. As might be expected, some of 

the values that influenced the Mate evaluation did not influence the Job evaluation. Bear 

in mind that these vignettes were constructed to correspond to the items used in the SVS 

and not as an accurate representation of the values most likely to become salient in these 

situations. It is thus not surprising that Wealth and Equality are more influential in the 

Job evaluation than the Mate evaluation. While these might be salient for some people in 

a evaluating a potential Mate, they are much more likely to be salient in a Job evaluation. 

Despite this finding, there remains a reasonable degree of convergence in these value 

systems. Achievement/Success, for example, is number one on both FSM measures and 

number two on the SVS. Security/Sense of Belonging (FSM Mate=3, SVS=4, FSM 

Job=4), Stimulation/An Exciting Life (5,6,7), and Tradition/Respect for Tradition (7,7,8) 

are very similar in ranking across the measured value systems. 

The multimethod-multitrait (MMTM) technique for demonstrating convergent 

and discriminant validity supports the reliability of the two FSM measures more than the 

validity of the SVS measure. The MMTM technique reveals a higher degree of 

convergence and discrimination between the two FSM measures than between the FSM 

measures and the SVS method. The test for convergent validity on the homotrait-

heteromethod diagonal is clearly stronger when comparing the two FSM measures. Not 

only are seven of the eight value measures positively and significantly correlated, but the 

average strength of these association is greater (.35) than the associations with the SVS 



140 

measure (.27 Mate/SVS, .25 Job/SVS). There were also no negative correlations in the 

comparison of values measured with the two vignettes while a total of three negative 

correlations appear in the other two comparisons. The only exception to this finding is 

the correlation between Equality measured with the two vignettes. This correlation is 

positive, but not significant. The Equality measure is significantly correlated in the 

SVS/Job comparison, but the coefficient (.14) is substantively small. 

The two tests for discriminant validity also confirm the validity between the two 

FSM measures. Using heteromethod-heterotrait comparisons between the two FSM 

measures, six of the seven correlated measures are still valid. The only measure that 

failed this test of discriminant validity is due to the correlation (.39) between the Job 

measure of An Exciting Life and the Mate measure of Creative. This is due in part to the 

high correlation between these two values in the homomethod matrices. The fact that 

these two values are highly correlated within both methods explains the large coefficient 

of these measures between the two methods. In fact, this test for similarities between 

homomethod and heteromethod matrices is the second test for discriminant validity. This 

test also demonstrates the validity of the two FSM measures, particularly the similarities 

in the number of negative and positive associations in the homomethod and heteromethod 

matrices. 

Taken alone, the two comparisons between the FSM measures and the SVS 

method should question the validity of the FSM method, particularly given the 

considerable support Schwartz has mustered for his theory and method. However, the 

fact that two very different vignettes can produce such convergent and discriminant 

findings supports my contention that the FSM is a reliable measure of the criteria that 
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form evaluations. Participants, presented with a similar set of criteria in the same survey, 

experience a priming effect where the value priorities used in one vignette are simply 

transferred to the next vignette, thus producing consistent results. However, the two 

average value systems, the indicator of how the sample as a whole prioritized these 

criteria, were different in some important respects. Participants gave Wealth and 

Equality a higher priority in evaluating the potential job and they gave Creative and 

Helpful a higher priority in evaluating the potential mate. This suggests that these 

participants were referencing and considering each situation differently rather than 

simply locking into the same factors across both types of evaluations. The consistent 

ranking of Success, Tradition, and A Sense of Belonging suggests that these participants 

were consistent in these value priorities across situations. 

What does this mean for the criticisms of denotative methods presented earlier? 

First, it confirms that values measured in situations will produce different results across 

those situations. I am not able to definitively confirm whether this was due to a change in 

value saUence across situations or a wholesale change in value priority across situations. 

The validity between the two measures demonstrated in these data, however, suggest that 

participants are not simply making up new values in each situation but rather applying a 

value system across situations with different values gaining salience across those 

situations. The global measure of values in denotative methods may also be producing 

measurement error in the form of trait desirability. Subjects responding to the SVS 

global values may be giving socially desirable answers. This supposition is supported by 

the fact that the majority of the global values measured in the SVS are positively 
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correlated and the lack of discriminant validity with this method (Phillips and Clancy 

1972). 

The SVS should produce strong indicators of behavior particularly since the full 

use of this method employs value indexes rather than single values. Use of single values 

should be "unsatisfying" because a single measure is more subject to measurement error, 

does not consider a comprehensive set of values, and does not correspond to the 

theoretical contention that behavior is directed by a "tradeoff between competing values 

(Schwartz 1996). This claim is the basis for Schwartz's theory and method. 

Methodologically, one would expect an index to provide a more valid indicator of a 

concept than a single measurement. Given this assumption, the SVS should predict 

behavior better than the single value measures in the FSM and hence should have more 

construct validity than the FSM. These findings, however, provide no support for the 

greater construct validity of the SVS. 

In terms of performance in finding associations between values and six deviant 

behaviors using Schwartz's value theory, the SVS found 73% of the predicted 

relationships, 29% of the predicted relationships were significant and in the predicted 

direction. The FSM Job measures found only 71% of the predicted relationships but 42% 

of the predicted relationships were significant. The FSM Mate measures found 77% of 

the predicted relationships but only 27% of the predicted relationships were significant. 

Clearly the FSM Job measure performed better than the SVS in predicting deviant 

behavior. The FSM Mate measure's performance was close enough to the SVS 

performance to argue that there is no substantive difference (71 v. 77%), 29 v. 11%). 

Furthermore, the average strength of the association between the FSM measures and 
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deviant behavior is stronger (.21 Job, .19 Mate) than the SVS measures and deviant 

behavior (.18). These differences are shght, however, and cannot be given a test for 

statistical significance. Taken as whole, these findings support the construct validity of 

the FSM over the SVS despite the use of index measures of value types employed by the 

SVS. 

How did single-value measures outperform index measures? One explanation 

might be the contextual measurement of the FSM. If context is important to the 

measurement of values then one would expect a higher degree of measurement error with 

global value measures. The use of an index might reduce the measurement error, but 

clearly it does not eliminate enough of it for the indexes of global measures to outperform 

single values measured in context. Further evidence of this explanation is given by the 

fact that the Job measures outperformed the Mate measures. The evaluation task in these 

items asked respondents to evaluate a possible course of action, taking a job. A person 

using these values to evaluate a potential deviant act like stealing a CD would also be 

evaluating a possible course of action, to steal or not to steal. It is therefore not 

surprising that values measured in the context of evaluating a potential course of action 

are highly correlated to actual behavior and this is consistent with the general value 

theory presented in Chapter 2. Furthermore, the person evaluation of the Mate vignette 

performed as well as the global indexed measures. Taken together these findings provide 

strong support for the validity of measuring values in context rather than globally. 

Schwartz's contention of the need for a systematic theory of value structures and 

the tradeoff between value types is also questioned by these findings. The placement of 

Success in the Achievement domain should mean that it is positively correlated with 
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deviance. In Schwartz's theory adjacent domains should be more correlated than 

opposite domains. Yet these data demonstrate that the two domains adjacent to 

Success/Achievement, An Exciting Life/Stimulation and Wealth/Power, are more 

consistent with the theory because they are positively associated with deviance. 

Success/Achievement has a consistent negative relationship with deviant behavior. 

Theoretically and methodologically it should have a positive relationship. Stepping 

outside Schwartz's "structure of values" for a minute indicates that this result is not 

surprising. Success and Achievement are rarely realized through deviant acts and in fact 

deviant behavior often impedes these goals. Success and Achievement within a 

particular subculture, however, may be achieved through deviance. These vignettes 

never made subculture salient and given the success orientation of this sample population 

these findings are not at all surprising despite their counterfactual indication of 

Schwartz's theory. 

A caveat needs to be offered here. Schwartz's research provides substantial data 

supporting the value/behavior relationship and structure of values he proposes. His 

cross-cultural samples and multiple behavioral correlations lend the weight of support to 

the Schwartz position. To the extent that these data question Schwartz's conclusions, 

they do so only minimally, in the context of this study and these behavioral measures, 

and do not provide overwhelming evidence. Nevertheless, these data do suggest that the 

contextual measurement of value is important. It may be useful to consider the relative 

strengths of each method and apply them accordingly. 
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VALUE THEORY 

The relationship between values and deviant behavior suggested by Schwartz's 

theory is weak. Self-Enhancing values should be more closely associated with deviance 

than Self-Transcendent values. The only domain in the Self-Enhancement vector that 

correlated with deviance was Power values. Achievement values should be more closely 

associated with the Wealth values than with the value types in the Self-Transcendent 

vector but this is not the case in predicting deviance. The fact that this finding is 

consistent with the FSM value measures indicates that this is not a methodological 

artifact of this particular version of the SVS. 

It is my contention that this inconsistency actually points to a flaw in Schwartz's 

value theory. The theory makes the assumption that actions are either self-enhancing or 

self-transcending and indeed this dimension is found in much social theory. However, 

some social theory, rational choice theory for example, contends that it is difficult to 

determine a priori which acts are self-enhancing and which are self-transcending. Are the 

acts of an altruist really self-transcendent or do they satisfy some internal need of the 

helping actor? Other "choice" theories, identity theories for example, see all behavior as 

a reflection of individual needs to maintain some consistency or standard in the 

I 7 
individual's conception of their identity. In this view too, all behaviors are self-

enhancing insofar as they reinforce the actor's identity. The effect of the behavior may 

be to others' benefit, but it is the "altruist" identity and the drive to confirm this identity 

12 
Social Identity Theory, Identity Theory, and Affect Control Theory are "choice" theories in the sense 

that actors make choices that confirm a social identity, identity standard, or fundamental sentiment, or if 
confirmation cannot be made, choices that allow the actor to manage the definition of the situation to 
correspond with the actor's identity. The use of the term "choice" does not imply "rationality", rather the 
effect of agency in these theories. 
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that produces the self-transcending behavior. Similar suspicions occur in political 

science regarding the validity of a conservation (conservative) / openness-to-change 

(liberal) dimension. 

What does this imply for a theoretical connection between values and deviant 

behavior? The primary assumption of control theory, that crime and deviance are the 

result of uncontrolled self-interest, is consistent with Schwartz's Self-Enhancement/Self-

Transcendent dimension. The problem with this conceptualization is that both 

conformity and deviance can be self-enhancing. Deviance is self-enhancing in the sense 

that it provides immediate rewards (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). Conformity is self-

enhancing in the sense that it helps maintain attachments to important others and ensures 

that commitment to important activities is not threatened (Hirschi 1969). Of the two 

Self-Enhancing value types Power was consistently and positively related to deviance 

while Achievement was consistently and negatively related to deviance. Indeed, 

Schwartz description of the motivations generated by these value types fits this 

distinction. Achievement values motivate "personal success through demonstrating 

competence according to social standards (Schwartz 1996, p. 3)". Power values motivate 

"social status and prestige, control or dominance over people and resources (ibid)". 

Together, "power and achievement both emphasize social superiority and esteem (p. 4)." 

This sample of college students, however, clearly distinguishes between Achievement 

and Power in a way that is inconsistent with Schwartz's theory. Deviance to these 

participants may enhance "resources" but it may also threaten "personal success" 

according to "social standards". Thus, Schwartz's conceptual explanation for the value 
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types is consistent with these findings, but not Schwartz's theoretical contention of 

oppositional value types. 

Of course this is not the first indication that criminology would have that crime 

and deviance are not motivated by oppositional values. Cultural deviance theory 

originally conceptualized the value conflict between social classes as oppositional. 

However, no evidence supported this contention and Matza and Sykes (1961) further 

challenged this notion by pointing out that these "oppositional" values were actually 

valued across the social strata. The variation is not in one set of values being opposed to 

the other, but rather the degree to which individuals, via subcultural socialization, 

prioritize particular values. The relationship between values and deviance is not in 

opposing motivational directions, but rather in terms of the relative priority given to 

particular values. Some values may direct deviant behavior if they are given sufficient 

priority to overcome the effect of more mainstream "control" values (Sykes and Matza 

1957). 

The third research question in this project tests the relationship between 

subterranean values and deviance. Six subterranean and three mainstream values were 

identified in past research and measured using the FSM. Participants in this study were 

assigned to deviant subgroups based on their self-reported deviant acts. Of the six 

subterranean values. Wealth and Beating the System were consistently related to 

deviance. Participants placed in deviant subgroups consistently gave a higher priority to 

subterranean values for Wealth and Beating the System. Aggressive and Competitive 

subterranean values were significantly more influential in all deviant subgroups except 

for those who admitted to vandalizing property. Only Materialism and An Exciting Life 
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failed to be more influential (statistically) to the deviant subgroups. The SVS measure of 

An Exciting Life was significantly correlated to marijuana use and intoxication. Among 

the mainstream values Equality is consistently given a lower priority by the deviant 

subgroups and Trustworthy is significantly related to larceny and vandalism subgroups. 

Surprisingly, Hard Work as measured by the FSM was more valued by deviant subgroup 

members but when measured by the SVS, Hard Work was negatively associated with 

deviance. 

Critics of cultural deviance theory (Hirschi 1996; Costello 1997) contend that 

values cannot promote deviance all of the time since even the worst criminal spends most 

of his time following the rules. This criticism is unfair since no cultural deviance 

theorist has ever actually made this claim (Akers 1996; Matsueda 1997). In fact, Cohen 

was very clear that even the delinquent lower class boys who rejected middle class values 

obeyed most of the rules most of the time. Cultural deviance theory, particularly the 

subterranean mechanism, actually contends that values promote deviance "generally". 

That is, there will be some situations where the deviant choice is preferable to the 

conforming choice and that this preference is a result of the higher priority given to 

subterranean values. The deviant subgroup is not deviant all of the time, but only when 

the definition of the situation makes subterranean values salient. Subterranean values 

may be salient to conforming subgroups, but a higher priority given to mainstream values 

will indicate a preference for the conformist choice. This way of viewing the 

subterranean mechanism is also consistent with the value theory presented in Chapter 2. 

Values do not always produce the exact same behavior in any situation, rather they tend 

to produce a consistent pattern of behavior across many situations. 
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According to these data, a person that values wealth, aggression, competition, and 

beating the system while placing less value on equality and trustworthiness is more likely 

to choose deviant acts than a person who values equality and trustworthiness more and 

gives less priority to wealth, aggression, competition and beating the system. This 

difference is not for a specific act at a specific time, but rather a difference in the 

propensity to commit deviant acts over a year's time. This distinction between values 

that promote deviance and values that control deviance is also suggested in the seminal 

work of Robert Merton. Merton (1938) contended that a society promotes goals and 

means for achieving those goals. While his theory explained the anomie produced in 

individuals that could produce delinquency, Merton also explained that a society that 

values wealth and power more than the socially approved means to achieve those 

culturally-defined goals, will produce more crime than a society that places more 

emphasis on the socially approved means. Merton's theory is highly influential in the 

works of Cohen as well as Sykes and Matza. Thus, a subculture, part of a larger 

American culture, could promote the acquisition of wealth while maximizing the use of 

aggression, competition and beating the system to attain that goal. A person who values 

wealth, aggression, competition, and beating the system would thus be more likely to act 

with non-conventional means (deviance) to achieve the conventional goals. A society 

with high levels of inequality would enhance these effects (Messner and Rosenfeld 

2001). 

These data support the contention that deviants will possess different value 

priorities than non-deviants and as a result demonstrate the utility in identifying value 

differences between groups. The findings are more consistent with the subterranean 
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mechanism in cultural deviance theory than with the oppositional motivational vectors 

derived from Schwartz's value theory. These data support subcultural deviance theory to 

the extent that subgroups produce different value orientations. This finding, however, 

only compares subterranean to oppositional value theories and does not directly address 

the role of values in other competing deviance theories. Finally, value measures derived 

from an evaluation of potential jobs and classmates are significantly and consistently 

related to the predicted behavior patterns. Vignettes regarding the evaluation of acmal 

deviant behavior might produce even stronger results. 
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CONCLUSION 

Overall, these data support three general conclusions. First, measuring values in 

context produces results that substantively differ from measuring values globally. 

Schwartz's contribution to value theory and measurement provides social researchers 

with a measure of values that is useful in cross-cultural values research. The Schwartz 

method relies on a global value measure that does not take context into account. Values 

measured contextually via the FSM do not converge with values measured with the SVS. 

These results are consistent regardless of the context used to measure values. The SVS 

method for measuring values is, particularly given the megalith research program it 

generates, a reliable and, by one account (Schwartz et al. 2001), valid measure of the 

guiding principles that people claim govern their lives. The global measures of these 

guiding principles, however, are not transsituational in the sense that they do not 

converge on contextual measures of values. 

Second, value theory can specify connections between values and behavior. 

While there are factors that intervene between holding values cognitively and expressing 

them behaviorally, over time and across situations values do influence behavior. 

Schwartz's theory specifies an "oppositional" structure to values where values that 

motivate one type of behavior cannot motivate the opposite. Schwartz has demonstrated 

this effect across many behaviors. When it comes to measuring the effect of values on 

deviant behavior, however, the oppositional structure of values is called into question. 

Deviant and conforming behavior may be motivated by the same values. This variation 

is explained by the relative strength and saliency other values in the person's value 
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system instead of a "universal structure" of opposed value types. This is consistent with 

the general value theory derived in Chapter 2 and with a subcultural theory of deviance. 

Third, contrary to the view of some criminological theorists, values do influence 

deviant behavior. Not in the sense that anyone (or their dog) "values crime", but rather 

by indicating preferences between goals and means. Wealth, as a goal, can be realized by 

both deviant and conforming means. In these data, values influence both the evaluation 

of the goal (wealth) and the evaluation of the means for achieving that goal (aggression, 

competition, beating the system). This connection was first proposed as "cultural 

deviance theory" that viewed the conflict between social class subcultures as producing 

oppositional goals and means. Later refinement of this theory added a subterranean 

"mechanism" that specified how a subcultures can share many values but give different 

priorities to different values. The difference in value priorities produces different types 

of behavior. The subculture thus produces deviant behavior by inculcating different 

value priorities than the mainstream culture. Only the supposition that values influence 

deviant behavior is supported by these data since there are no measures of "subcultural" 

effects independent of values. 

Several caveats could effect these conclusions in future research. Perhaps most 

important is they need to address the shortcomings of the factorial survey method. The 

shortcomings of connotative and denotative value methods were documented in Chapter 

3 and the strengths of the factorial survey method were offered as a cure for these ills. 

There are some problems in using the factorial survey method in social research. First, 

the number of values that can be measured by the factorial survey method are limited by 

the number of factors that can be included in a single vignette. The evaluation process 
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necessarily requires the consideration of a relatively small number of factors because it 

becomes more difficult to consider all of the factors simultaneously as the number 

becomes larger. The FSM requires that the researcher carefully consider what values 

might be salient in a particular evaluation. With a large enough sample size many 

different factors can be measured but in deriving individual-level measures of values the 

set of measured values is limited. 

Second, the FSM requires survey respondents to complete multiple vignettes so 

the influence of the different factors can be computed. In this study survey participants 

completed a total of 64 vignettes. This number is greater than the 54 value terms rated in 

the SVS. The FSM simply requires more effort on the part of survey respondents and 

may induce respondent fatigue, though there is no evidence of respondent fatigue in this 

study. These problems with the FSM are actually related to some of the strengths of this 

method and can be overcome with carefiil research design. For a "quick and dirty" 

measure of values a researcher may be better advised to consider a denotative or 

connotative measure. 

Despite the differences, both methods have utility. The SVS provides a relatively 

"cheap" way to measure the guiding principles in people's lives. All one needs to 

reproduce this method is the list of value terms and their descriptions. By contrast, the 

FSM requires the researcher to design vignettes that are clear, logical, consistent, and as 

free from bias as possible. Also, the Schwartz value theory describes a "universal 

structure" that makes it easier to generalize findings from one population to another 

population. This may prove to be more difficult with the FSM since the interaction 

between various factors might vary between cultures. The FSM researcher also has to 
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take saliency into account such that the vignette factors might actually be values that 

influence the evaluation. The FSM is thus "more work" than the SVS. The FSM, 

however, does provide different measures of the value concepts. For the extra effort, the 

researcher is rewarded with contextual measures of values-as-criteria. 

Besides the survey design, the main difference between these two measures may 

actually be what each is measuring. Eagly and Chaiken (1992) describe two types of 

attitudes, implicit and explicit. Implicit attitudes are cognitions not easily revealed to 

others or sometimes even the individual. Explicit attitudes are those that are easily 

revealed to self and others. Perhaps these two methods are actually measuring implicit 

(FSM) V. exphcit (SVS) cognitions and we should not expect the two measures to 

converge. Some new methods for measuring implicit values might shed light on this 

possibihty. 

A cautionary note should also be sounded regarding the theoretical support 

offered by these findings. First, any causal inferences must be tempered by a lack of 

time-ordering or elimination of possible spurious relationships. It is not clear if these 

survey participants possessed these values before they performed their deviance or 

constructed these values after performing these deviant acts. Criminological theory is 

equivocal about this matter. Longitudinal data would be helpful in demonstrating the 

causal ordering of values and behavior. 

These data also do not address some important theoretical constructs. The general 

value theory presented in Chapter 2 indicates the importance of situations in cuing 

particular sets of values. The values that influence an evaluation are dependent upon the 

definition of the situation and the values made salient by that definition. This research 
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does not address either of these constructs. The use of the FSM does allow inferences 

regarding these theoretical constructs because of the contextual measurement, but no 

definitive conclusions can be drawn. The subcultural deviance theory presented in 

Chapter 4, as its name implies, specifies the importance of subcultures in producing and 

inculcating subterranean values. This research has absolutely no measure of deviant 

subcultures and instead simply places survey participants in groups based upon their 

deviant behavior. This absolutely prevents drawing the conclusion that subcultural 

membership produces deviant behavior since the subgroups are defined by deviant 

behavior. While the results do indicate that deviant persons have subterranean value 

priorities, the existence of deviant subcultures can only be inferred. This inference is 

tenuous to the extent that values may not be a delimiting construct for identifying 

cultures. Recent versions of cultural theory question the primacy of values in cultural 

effects (Swidler 1998). 

Despite these shortcomings, the finding that value differences correspond to 

differences in deviant behavior is nothing short of a breakthrough in criminological 

theory. Criminology, more often than not, has demonstrated that value consensus is more 

prevalent than value conflict. As noted earlier, this led to the outright dismissal of 

cultural deviance theories. Qualitative evidence and some quantitative evidence using 

state-of-the-art analytical tools did find value differences. Until now, however, there has 

not been a study using a value-specific methodology to demonstrate the value differences 

between deviants and nondeviants. Now that this evidence exists, perhaps values can be 

brought back into theorizing about the production of deviant behavior. 
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Gottfreson and Hirschi's (1990) self-control theory, for example, is a self-

described "choice" theory. The individual is motivated simply by pleasure and will 

choose behaviors that bring the most pleasure with the least pain. Short-term, immediate 

gratification is often the best choice unless it interferes with collective activity or long 

term goals. People who give in to the impulse to benefit from short-term and immediate 

gratification do so because they are low in self control. That is, they lack the ability to 

see the benefit in delaying gratification. In Gottfredson and Hirschi's formulation, the 

estimates of cost and benefit are derived simply from experiences with punishment. In 

this simplified behavioral assumption, as people receive benefits without negative 

consequences they become more likely to continue seeking those benefits. The "cost" to 

short-term gratification is punishment. This is how Gottfredson and Hirschi explicitly 

model the cost/benefit calculations of individuals. 

Implicit in their discussions of choice, however, are references to all kinds of 

benefits and costs that can be directly attributed to the value priorities discussed in this 

project. People low on self control are "self-centered, indifferent, or insensitive to the 

suffering and needs of others (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990: 89)." Abnormal 

psychology has documented the existence of people who are incapable of feeling the 

suffering of others, but this small number of psychopaths does not account for even a 

small percentage of all crimes. Low self control does not mean a lack of these 

characteristics, rather it must mean, given the choice paradigm in which it is framed, that 

these characteristics can be valued in their own right. People low in self control place 

more priority on themselves and less on others. The subterranean/mainstream distinction 

falls along these lines. Wealth, Aggression and Competition focus on the self, while 
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Trustworthiness and Equality focus on the well-being of others. Thus, a person who 

places a higher priority on Wealth, Aggression, and Competition and a lower priority on 

Trustworthiness and Equality is more likely to engage in deviant behavior. This is, in 

fact, the main finding of this research project. With value-specific methodology and an 

advanced understanding of values' theoretical effect on behavior, the self-control model 

suggested by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) can easily be interpreted as value 

differences as opposed to differences in behaviorist training. 

Subsequent research should address many of the shortcomings noted above by 

measuring as many values as possible with the factorial survey method, using a 

longitudinal survey design, and including measures of deviant subcultural membership. 

The contribution of this research to criminological theory and research is dependent upon 

confirming these results and accounting for causal ordering and subcultural influences. 

Similarly, the lack of validity in the SVS is based upon a single, small sample. Multiple 

samples, larger sample sizes and multiple vignette measures will provide further support 

for these findings. Finally, the FSM as a measure of values needs more study. First, 

more research is needed on the FSM method itself Since each participant must respond 

to the exact same vignettes, any bias created by the selection or ordering of these 

vignettes should be ascertained. Research is also needed on the effects of changing the 

factor levels. Only two were used in this study, what effect would three of four have? 

Second, data is needed to demonstrate the effects of context on decision making. The 

comparison of identical values across multiple contexts is a fist step. Then, the effects of 

saliency and situation can be manipulated. It might also be worthwhile to know the 

implicit/explicit differences between the FSM and SVS measures. 
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APPENDIX A 

Sample SVS Item 

Ask yourself, "on this scale, how important is this concept as a guiding principle in my 
life." 
2.2 An Exciting Life (stimulating experiences) 

7 of supreme importance 
6 very important 
5 
4 
3 important 
2 
1 
0 not important 
-1 opposed to my values 

Enter a number from -1 to 7 that best describes how important this concept is as a 
guiding principle in your life. 
Enter X if you don't want to answer this question. 
Enter P to return to the previous question. 
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APPENDIX B 
Sample FSM Vignettes 

MATE VIGNETTE: 
Read the following description of a person and then rate this person as a potential mate. 
You have been dating a person for a few weeks and you are just learning things about 
them. 
One of the first things you noticed is that they are NOT AT ALL successful when it 
comes to achieving their personal goals. 
This person frequently expresses an opinion that all immigrant labor SHOULD BE paid a 
minimum wage. 
This person claims to want to PRESERVE many time-honored traditions. 
They ENJOY working for the welfare of others. 
You discover that this person DOES NOT enjoy stimulating experiences. 
You soon realize that this person is NOT VERY unique or imaginative. 
After you meet this person's parents you get the sense that they REALLY DON'T care 
about you. 
This person has A LOT of money. 

On a scale of 1-9, how would you rate this person as a potential mate? (l=lowest, 
9=highest) 
Enter a number from 1 to 9 that best corresponds to your evaluation of this person as a 
potential mate. 
Enter X if you don't want to answer this question. 
Enter P to return to the previous question. 

JOB VIGNETTE: 
Read the following description of a job opening and then rate it as a potential job. 
You read about a job opening with a company that DECREASES your chances of 
achieving your professional goals. 
The company's literature claims that they want to PRESERVE many time-honored 
customs. 
You do some research on this company and find it has a HISTORY OF discrimination 
against women and minorities. 
This company WORKS FOR the welfare of others. 
The job is FULL OF stimulating experiences. 
The work requires NO creativity or imagination. 
During the interview you sense that these people REALLY DON'T care about you. 
The job pays A LOT of money. 

On a scale of 1-9, how would you rate this opening as a potential job? (l=lowest, 
9=highest) 
Enter a number from 1 to 9 that best corresponds to your evaluation of this opening as a 
potential job. 
Enter X if you don't want to answer this question. 
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Enter P to return to the previous question. 

PERSON VIGNETTE: 
Read the following description of a person you've just met and rate how much you like 
this person. 

4.3.1 
You are waiting for class to begin and someone you don't know sits next to you. 
You start talking about the class and the person tells you they work VERY HARD in this 
class. 
This person then says they would NEVER cheat on exams. 
You mention that this major is highly competitive and they say, "I DON'T CARE about 
winning." 
This person tells you that they BACK DOWN when someone insults them. 
You notice that this person is wearing EXPENSIVE clothing and jewelry. 
After class this person sees a book left behind by a fellow student and says, "I'll take this 
to the LOST AND FOUND." 

On a scale from 1 to 9, how much do you hke this person. (1 = lowest, 9=highest) 

Enter a number between 1 and 9 that best corresponds to how much you like this person. 
Enter X if you don't want to answer this question. 
Enter P to return to the previous question. 

Read the following description of a person you've just met and rate how much you like 
this person. 
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