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Abstract

This study investigated the association between people who work in economic
system fields with above-average measures of greed and dominance values. Variables
relating to social status and support for systems of hierarchy were included in the analysis
to see if these factors effected the expected correlations between economic system career
goals and high greed and dominance values. Participants consisted of 297 college and
university students in the Northeastern United states who attended either a state school or
an elite school, the latter defined as one with Ivy League status or one of US News and
World Report’s “Top Ten Schools”. Three binary independent variables were
investigated in this population: career field orientation (economic system versus noneconomic system), career hierarchy orientation (hierarchy-enhancing versus hierarchyattenuating) and school status (elite versus state). These variables were analyzed for main
effects on measures of personal values that related to greed and dominance. Analyses
were also performed to see if an interaction existed between school status and the two
career orientation variables, with the expectation that attending an elite school would
raise the greed and dominance values of the student body as a whole, which would
produce a lower mean differential between distinctions of career orientation at an elite
school than at a state school. Additionally, an analysis was performed to see if the
presumed significant main effect of career field orientation on the greed and dominance
variables would be made insignificant when career hierarchy was added to the model.
Results indicated that as expected, an economic system career field orientation and

hierarchy-enhancing career orientation both correlated significantly with higher measures
of greed and dominance values. Also as expected, when hierarchy orientation was
controlled for, career field orientation was no longer a significant predictor. However,
there was no significant interaction as expected between the school status and career
orientation variables. These findings support the association between economic system
professions and high measures of greed and dominance, but also encourage further
investigation into how variables that measure one’s relationship to power and hierarchy
moderate the effects of career orientation on personal values.
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Chapter I.
Introduction

Are the workers that maintain the U.S. economic system abnormally domineering
and greedy? This question has received extensive psychological research throughout the
first decades of the 21st century. The population of interest includes finance
professionals, accountants, corporate executives, managers, economists, and students
who aim to enter these fields. The instruments used to investigate this population mainly
include behavioral experiments as well as surveys that measure personality and personal
values (reviewed in Hellmich, 2019, see also Baird & Zelin, 2007; Gerlach, 2017;
Hummel et al., 2016; Lopes et al., 2015; Muheljic & Drace, 2017; Patterson & Daigler,
2014; Racko, 2010). The research on this topic tends to find that economic system
professionals and students do exhibit more greed and dominance in their values and
behaviors than other types of professionals and students. These results support a
theoretical premise that underlies much of this research: that the unpopular outcomes of
the U.S. economic system over the past two decades are related to how workers in this
field are more likely to exhibit and enact socially problematic values than other types of
workers. However, past studies have also found that qualities of greed and dominance are
correlated with a more general condition of elite or empowered status (Piff et al., 2012;
Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). This ambiguity leads to the current study’s research question:
Given that professional association with economic system fields is associated with aboveaverage measures of greed and dominance, to what degree is this effect specific to an

association with the economic field itself? Might a similar correlation be found in a
broader class of individuals who are interested in assuming and/or maintaining power?
Would the distinctiveness of economic system populations with regard to greed and
dominance values be reduced if other measures of social power were accounted for in the
analysis? To answer these questions, this study uses measures of value theory and social
dominance orientation to examine greed and dominance as they differ between groups on
the basis of not just a professional orientation towards the economic system, but also on
the basis of differences in social status and hierarchy orientation.

Greed and Dominance in U.S. Culture and Economics
Public dissatisfaction with wealth inequality in the United States has intensified in
the first two decades of the 21st century. This has occurred in conjunction with highly
publicized incidents of wrongdoing in the world of business and finance, including the
Enron scandal in 2001 and the global financial crisis of 2007. These events have had
major consequences for the American public, including loss and destabilization of
savings, income, and housing. These events also re-invigorated cultural perceptions that
the workers involved in the decision-making processes of the U.S. economic system
behave in a malevolent or indifferent manner towards the majority of the country’s
citizens. This behavior is often attributed to stereotypes about the values and character of
these workers, which include that of the greedy, dishonest “financial psychopath,”
(Gregory, 2014; Patterson & Daigler, 2014) and the unfeeling, self-interested “homo
economicus” or “economic man” (Hellmich, 2019; Racko, 2010).
In the years that followed the financial crisis, American wealth inequality became
a subject of widespread outrage and activism, exemplified by the Occupy Wall Street
2

movement in 2011, the popularity of Thomas Piketty’s 2013 book, Capital in the TwentyFirst Century, and the presidential campaign of Bernie Sanders, a Democratic Socialist,
in 2016 and 2019 (Chappell, 2019; Farrell, 2013; Kahloon, 2020). These events have
been directly referenced and cited in psychological studies of economic system
professionals and students as context for the urgency of studying the people who are
trained to operate and fortify systems of capitalist economics (e.g., Baird & Zelin, 2007;
Hellmich, 2019; Hummel et al., 2016).

Psychological Research on Economic System Professionals and Students
If the importance of studying psychologically problematic traits in economic
system professionals and students is to account for problematic behavior and outcomes in
the contemporary capitalist economic system, the subjects of focus should be those who
wield decision making capability in this field, or who will be likely to wield this
capability in the future. Further, any distinctive problematic traits under investigation
should relate to how this population will act in real world situations. However, there is
broad variation across studies in how these factors are operationalized. Studies vary in
their criteria for what constitutes a relevant sample group, what control groups these
samples are compared to, which problematic traits are of interest, and how these traits are
measured. This section briefly reviews common trends in this field of research.
While some studies examine working professionals in the economic system, such
as accountants, economics professors, and economists (e.g., Frank et al., 1993; Laband &
Beil, 1999; Lan et al., 2008; Lucey & Delaney, 2007), most of the research in this topic is
conducted with groups of college and university students, as noted in an extensive review
of the field by Hellmich (2019). Among these studies with student participants, there is
3

further variation. Some studies examine students who are concentrating in economics
(e.g., Lopes et al., 2015; Racko, 2010), others in finance (e.g., McCannon & Peterson,
2015; Patterson & Daigler 2014) and still others in accounting and business (e.g., Baird
& Zelin, 2007; Lakhal et al., 2012). Hellmich proposes the common thread that ties these
populations together is that they are all “people trained in economics” (p. 247). However,
even this is questionable, as some studies examine students in their freshman year of
college or university, where it is not clear how much training they have had (e.g.,
McCannon & Peterson, 2015; Muheljic & Drace, 2017). Further, the distinction of having
an educational background in economics does not encompass all real-world professionals
in the economic system. As noted in an ethnographic study of Wall Street professionals
(Ho, 2009), it is common practice for major financial firms to recruit directly from Ivy
League universities, even among students without business or economics concentrations.
It has also been noted by researchers in this topic that some of the professionals involved
in major economic scandals of the past decades did not have business degrees (Hummel
et al., 2016; Neubaum et al., 2009). In order to investigate students who were likely to
work in the economic system, the current study used a novel sample criterion: students
who self-report their intention to pursue a career related to the economic system,
regardless of their major or concentration. This criterion focuses the sample’s
distinctiveness on the participant’s interest in an economics career and the lifestyle and
values that are associated with that career field, not the training or environmental effects
of an economics education.
As reviewed by Hellmich (2019), studies in this field of research typically collect
data with controlled behavioral experiments and/or surveys. These behavioral
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experiments typically involve designs in which participants play games that involve
decisions on how to allocate money, and the results of these experiments tend to show
that the groups representative of economic system professionals or students display
selfish behavior in maximizing their own benefits in comparison to control groups, who
adhere more to sociocultural norms of fairness (Bauman & Rose, 2011; Gerlach, 2017;
McCannon & Peterson, 2015). Hellmich questioned the external validity of this type of
study design (p. 258), and theorized that the task of evaluating problems that resemble
economic game theory puzzles in a laboratory setting was likely to activate framing
effects on participants with economics training, encouraging them to answer according to
the principals of their discipline and not necessarily as they would act in comparable real
life situations. The current study is interested in the stereotype that economic system
professionals have personal values more based in greed and domination than other
people, so direct measures of personality and values are a more relevant measure than
controlled lab experiments.
A diverse range of survey instruments have been used to detect differences in the
personality and values of economic system professionals and students. Muheljic and
Drace (2017) used the Social Dominance Orientation Scale and found that business and
economics students were less egalitarian than the control group. Several studies have
used measures of the Schwartz Value Scale (e.g., Baird & Zelin, 2007; Gandal et al.,
2005; Racko, 2010) and found that economics-related groups placed greater importance
on self-enhancement values, particularly the value of Power, than did the control groups.
Some studies have gone so far as to use measures of pathological antisocial behavior and
found higher measures of narcissism, paranoia, and psychopathy in the economics-related
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populations (Litten et al., 2018; Patterson & Daigler, 2014; Vedel & Thomsen, 2017;
Watson et al., 2016). Though the exact measures and variables differ across these studies,
the problematic traits that are repeatedly found at higher levels in economic system
professionals and students tend to relate to greed and dominance. Thus, the current study
used measures of personal values that relate to power as defined by greed and dominance,
as well as oppositional prosocial values of Universalism and Humility. The type of
measure used to detect these distinctions is discussed in the next section.

Value Theory and Power
Personal and cultural values are standards of what qualities are most desirable in
individuals and society (Rokeach, 1979). Milton Rokeach and Shalom Schwartz, two
prominent psychologists in the field of value theory, both posit that a limited number of
value categories exist that are common in all human society, such as achievement and
security. However, while all societies have been found to recognize the same basic value
categories, the ranking of importance of these values differs between individuals and
groups.
The Schwartz Value Scale is a popular measure of value theory that psychologists
use to establish how values are prioritized in particular populations. Power has been a
value category in this scale since its inception (Schwartz, 1992). As of the 2012 revision
of the scale the value of Power is conceptualized as the importance that one places on the
ability to control external conditions to promote one’s own interests (Schwartz et al.,
2012). It is separated into two components on the scale with distinct motivational goals:
power as it relates to control over other people, and power as it relates to control over
wealth and material resources. These two categories align with the previously mentioned
6

problematic traits associated with economic system professionals: domination and greed,
respectively. In the field of psychology, controlling and self-interested behaviors are
considered pathologically antisocial when exercised to the extent that they reflect a
disregard for the rights of others, as exemplified by instances of aggressive behavior and
manipulation of others in pursuit of personal profit (DSM-5; American Psychiatric
Association; Glenn et al., 2017). However, control over external conditions and pursuit of
resources are foundational directives of capitalism, a major American ideology. In the
theory of free market capitalism, self-interest and competition are theorized to result in
innovation and optimal economic conditions for society (Smith, 1793/2009). Thus, power
is a controversial value. It is among a set of values that are recognized as important and
desirable across all societies, but it is also a basis for pathology. Values related to power
are not abnormal, but if they are measured at levels above what is seen as the social norm
for a particular group (as frequently occurs in studies of economic system professionals
and students), they become cause for concern. This concern relates to the potential for
abuse of a disempowered group by an empowered group. Social dominance theory, as
described in the next section, expands on the tendency of those with power to subordinate
those with less.

Social Dominance, Power, and Economic System Professions
Social dominance theory, as conceptualized by Sidanius and Pratto in their 1999
book, Social Dominance, is a framework for understanding how power is exercised by
different social groups in a hierarchical manner. Sidanius and Pratto observe that only
two particular hierarchies between groups are stable across a wide range of societies:
those that involve adults’ domination over children, and men’s domination over women.
7

All other forms of socially relevant hierarchical distinctions between groups are labeled
“arbitrary group sets,” examples of which in the United States include ethnicity, race, and
class.
In a study by Sidanius, Pratto, Martin, and Stallworth (1991), it was hypothesized
that American students who aimed to enter powerful sectors of society were more likely
to want to maintain and fortify existing discriminatory structures, including policies that
maintain structures of racial inequality. In this study, business was defined as a one of the
“power sectors” in American society because those in this field control distribution of
property and technology. The researchers took measures of the racial attitudes of
American college students in different majors and found that business students were
among the most racist in their attitudes regarding concepts of white supremacy and racial
hierarchy, second only to students majoring in law, another power sector. Thus, the
researchers supported their hypothesis that those in power sectors would be more inclined
to support existing discriminatory social structures. This tendency for those in power to
treat subordinate groups with discrimination and hostility is at odds with the value of
equality, which tends to be favored over blatant inequality or unfairness in psychological
studies of the general American population (Piff et al., 2018).
To be at the top of a hierarchy implies a willingness to wield control over others
in a lower position and to accept special privileges and benefits. The aforementioned
study shows that those who are oriented towards what can be achieved in the existing
hierarchy will want to maintain this order instead of creating or allowing a more
egalitarian system. This further indicates why there is so much alarm and suspicion at the
notion of high levels of greed and dominance in economic system professionals and
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students: because their actions may harm subordinate groups on a widespread level, as
seen in the case of the financial collapse. However, the study also found that students in
law exhibited even higher measures of support for discriminatory hierarchies, which
suggests this phenomenon is not limited to economic system professionals. Therefore, the
current study includes a measure of whether a student participant intends to pursue a
career that supports existing social hierarchies or attenuates them. This is intended to
explore an aspect of a participant’s relation to professional power that is expected to
correlate with high levels of greed and domination values but is not limited to careers in
the economic system. In the following section, a further variable is discussed that is also
expected to correlate with greed and dominance values: social status.

Studies of Greed and Domination Values in Elites
Similar to the field of psychology research that focuses on economic system
professionals and students, there is a field of research that investigates upper class
individuals, or elites, for high levels of greed and dominance values. In this context,
upper class refers to the group at the top of a social power hierarchy, where the most
wealth and status is concentrated in a society (Wang et al., 2019). In a 2017 study on
inequality and social class, researchers Piff et al. detail how those in the upper classes
prioritize individual goals above collective goals, and thus behave in ways that reflect
values of greed and dominance. Conversely, the researchers observe that those in lower
classes are relatively reserved in seeking power, and more inclined to enact values of
collectivity. A 2012 study found that upper-class participants were more likely than
lower-class participants to express their willingness to take actions that benefited
themselves at the expense of others, as well as positive attitudes towards greed (Piff et al.,
9

2012). Another study found that upper-class individuals use their existing wealth and
status as important aspects of their identity, and the researchers theorized that this
incentivized them to prioritize not only the maintenance of their existing wealth and
status, but also incentivized them to attempt to acquire more throughout their lives (Wang
et al., 2019).
Another reason to expect differences in values of greed and dominance between
elites and non-elites involves the relation between risk, acquisition, and power. Modern
capitalist economics are heavily based on speculation and risk (Bogle, 2012) and the
opportunity to make money in this system usually involves putting down an initial
investment and assuming risk of losing that stake. Risk is something that powerful people
are more inclined to take on, due in part to a disinhibiting effect of power which is based
on the expectation that power affords one the resources to handle any outcome (Anderson
& Galinksy, 2006; Piff et al., 2012). Those in power can afford to be greedy and take on
risk to acquire more, whereas those with very little access to power and resources are
incentivized to be content with what they have, because taking on risk could result in
total ruin.
The current study focuses on college and university students, and among students
there is one easily apparent marker of social status: the prestige of the school they attend.
Admittance to elite educational institutions is one of the ways that wealth and status are
concentrated within an elite minority (Khan, 2011). However, the hierarchical advantage
held by elite students is not simply one of socioeconomic status, which can vary within
elite institutions due to the contemporary practice of admitting a modest percentage of
low-income students every year. The advantage of attending an elite institution is in part
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the social credibility such membership imbues in a student to future employers, as
exemplified by the previously mentioned practice of major financial firms recruiting
aggressively at Ivy League universities (Ho, 2009). Thus, the current study takes mere
attendance at an elite university to be a distinction that is likely to correlate with high
measures of greed and dominance, similar to the trends previously mentioned in studies
of other high-status groups. Extending the evidence of studies that show that members of
low status groups tend to exhibit lower measures of greed and dominance, students that
attend institutions that are not regarded as highly selective or elite should hold lower
greed and dominance values. Past studies relating to the values of students in economicsrelated fields have not considered how the social status of the school may relate to the
overall greed and dominance values of the student body of that school. The current study
proposes that this is a relevant variable. Based on the prior research cited, we should
expect that if a student’s orientation to an economic system career does indeed predict
high levels of greed and dominance relative to students with other career goals, this
difference should be less notable in an upper class institution where these values should
be relatively high in the overall student population. Conversely, the difference in values
should be greater in lower status institutions, where the students as a whole should be less
inclined to hold the kind of greed and dominance values that are associated with the
economic system career path.

The Current Study
The current study sought to confirm findings from past studies relating to high
levels of greed and dominance in populations related to economic system work, while
using novel approaches in how to operationalize the relevant population of interest, and
11

including other measures of a participant’s relationship to power and hierarchy that were
also expected to correlate with high levels of greed and dominance.
The focus of this study was on undergraduate students at colleges and universities
in the Northeastern United states who planned to pursue a career in a field related to the
economic system. It was anticipated that the mere desire to pursue such a career would
correlate with high levels of greed and dominance values, so this study did not require
participants to have any amount of economics training to qualify for inclusion in this
group. Further, participation was open to students in any year of study to further
deemphasize the role of training effects, though school year data was collected in order to
monitor whether the variable of school year did significantly predict value scores in an
unexpected way. The control group consisted of students who planned to pursue any
other career field than one related to the economic system. This was intended to avoid a
problem noted in Hellmich’s 2019 review of this field of research, in which some studies
use students in specific other fields as control groups, such as psychology majors (e.g.,
Muheljic & Drace, 2017; Vedel & Thomsen, 2017). Hellmich points out that other fields
have their own idiosyncrasies in terms of what values their students are likely to hold. If
students oriented towards economic system jobs are posited to be unique in their values
among all other types of students, they must be compared to a diverse range of students.
The participants were also categorized by whether their intended career path would
enhance existing hierarchical structures or attenuate them, and it was expected that
students with a hierarchy-enhancing career orientation would display a similar trend in
high greed and dominance values to the group oriented towards economics-related
careers.
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Values of greed and dominance were operationalized in this study with three
values taken from the refined Schwartz value theory scale. These values were measured
with the PVQ-RR survey, the most recent version of the Portrait Value Questionnaire
(Schwartz, 2016). The values of interest for this study were Power, Universalism, and
Humility. The Power value dimension of the scale corresponded neatly as a positive
measure of greed and dominance because it consisted of questions that gauge the
importance a person places on control over resources (greed) and control over other
people (dominance). Universalism and Humility are value dimensions that occupy an
opposite position to Power in the Schwartz value model, as seen in Figure 1, and thus can
be used as a negative measure of greed and dominance.
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Figure 1
Motivational Continuum of the 19 Values on the PVQ-RR (Schwartz et al., 2017)

In the continuum model seen in Figure 1, value categories that share left or right
borders positively correlate in how they tend to be prioritized, as do values that fall under
the same higher order categories which are represented in the outer layers of the model.
Values that occupy opposite positions on the circle tend to negatively correlate with each
other in prioritization. A recent study in value theory suggested that when this scale is
used to measure a particular value or behavior, scales should include the value
dimensions that are expected to correlate both positively and negatively with the value of
interest (Schwartz et al., 2017). Thus, centered scores for Power, Universalism, and

14

Humility were used as the current study’s operationalization of greed and dominance
values.
The current study anticipated that independent variables of career field orientation
and career hierarchy orientation would both have main effects on the three dependent
variables of the PVQ-RR value scores of Power, Universalism, and Humility. Significant
main effects in Power and Universalism scores as measured by the Schwartz value theory
scale have been found to be associated with students pursuing economics-related careers
in three past studies (Baird & Zelin, 2007; Gandal et al., 2005; Racko, 2010), though
none of these included students at elite American universities as part of their sample. The
inclusion of the Humility value in this study is another novel element, as Humility is a
relatively new value dimension introduced to the Schwartz scale in 2012, and it was not
used in the previously mentioned studies. Further, no studies in this topic have used the
Schwartz value scores as measures to distinguish the greed and dominance values of
groups of students who are either hierarchy-enhancing or hierarchy-attenuating.
Based on the assumption that an economic system career field orientation would
predict higher Power value scores and lower Universalism and Humility scores (as would
a hierarchy-enhancing career orientation), this study also anticipated that an interaction
would occur between the career orientation variables and a further variable of school
status. Based on evidence that American elites tend to exhibit higher measures of greed
and dominance values and behaviors than non-elites (Piff et al., 2012; Piff et al., 2017),
this study hypothesized that differences in these three values between the different career
orientation groups would differ less at an elite school than at a state school. It was
expected that the effect of attending an elite school would flatten values relating to greed
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and dominance among the entire student body at a relatively high level, so distinctions of
what career one plans to pursue would result in smaller differences in the three value
scores. Conversely, the student body of a state school was expected to have relatively low
values relating to greed and dominance, so the career orientation variables that indicated
plans to pursue power in existing hierarchies were expected to result in greater
differences in the value scores.
Finally, this study expected that the assumed significant main effects of having an
economic system career field orientation on the dependent value variables would not
remain significant once career hierarchy orientation was added to the model as a
covariate. This expectation is based on the concept that career fields related to economics
are “power track” careers (Sidanius et al., 1991) and that all career fields that involve
assuming control and power over resources and resource distribution in the existing
social hierarchy should correlate with the current study’s measures of greed and
dominance. Thus, once career hierarchy orientation is controlled for, the distinction of
having an economic system career field orientation was no longer expected to be a
significant predictor of greed and dominance values.
The seven formal hypotheses based on these expectations are reviewed in the next
section.

Hypotheses
This study investigates seven hypotheses within a sample group of students
attending colleges and universities in the Northeastern United States.

Hypotheses 1-3: Primary Conditions
16

H1a. The independent variable of career field orientation will have a main effect
on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Power value score: students with an economic
system career field orientation will have a significantly higher mean PVQ-RR Power
value score. H1b. There will be an interaction between the independent variables of
school status and career field orientation: the mean difference in PVQ-RR Power value
scores between the state conditions will be significantly greater than the difference
between the elite conditions.
H2a. The independent variable of career field orientation will have a main effect
on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Universalism value scores: students with an
economic system career field orientation will have a significantly lower mean PVQ-RR
Universalism value score. H2b. There will be an interaction between the independent
variables of school status and career field orientation: the mean difference in PVQ-RR
Universalism value scores between the state conditions will be significantly greater than
the difference between the elite conditions.
H3a. The independent variable of career field orientation will have a main effect
on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Humility value score: students with an economic
system career field orientation will have a significantly lower mean PVQ-RR Humility
value score. H2b. There will be an interaction between the independent variables of
school status and career field orientation: the mean difference in PVQ-RR Humility value
scores between the state conditions will be significantly greater than the difference
between the elite conditions.
Hypotheses 4-6: Secondary Conditions
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H4a. The independent variable of career hierarchy orientation will have a main
effect on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Power value score: students with a
hierarchy-enhancing career field orientation will have a significantly higher mean PVQRR Power value score. H4b. There will be an interaction between the independent
variables of school status and career hierarchy orientation: the mean difference in PVQRR Power value scores between the state conditions will be significantly greater than the
difference between the elite conditions.
H5a. The independent variable of career hierarchy orientation will have a main
effect on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Universalism value score: students with a
hierarchy-enhancing career field orientation will have a significantly lower mean PVQRR Universalism value score. H5b. There will be an interaction between the independent
variables of school status and career hierarchy orientation: the mean difference in PVQRR Universalism value scores between the state conditions will be significantly greater
than the difference between the elite conditions.
H6a. The independent variable of career hierarchy orientation will have a main
effect on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Humility value score: students with a
hierarchy-enhancing career field orientation will have a significantly lower mean PVQRR Humility value score. H6b. There will be an interaction between the independent
variables of school status and career hierarchy orientation: the mean difference in PVQRR Humility value scores between the state conditions will be significantly greater than
the difference between the elite conditions.
Hypotheses 7: Relationship Between Career Field Orientation and Hierarchy Orientation
H7. The main effect of career field orientation on the three dependent variable
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value scores will not be significant when career hierarchy orientation is added to the
model as a covariate.
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Chapter II.
Method

The measures of this study consisted of school status (elite versus state), career
field orientation (economic system versus non-economic system), career hierarchy
orientation (hierarchy-enhancing versus hierarchy-attenuating) and personal values
related to greed and dominance as measured by the Portrait Value Questionnaire (PVQRR), a scale for determining value prioritization (Schwartz et al., 2012). The sample
population consisted of college and university students in the Northeastern United States
that attended either elite private institutions or state institutions. Demographic
information about the participants was also collected to serve as control variables. All
data was collected through an online survey prepared by the primary researcher using the
Qualtrics survey platform and analyzed using SPSS.

Participants
Participants were required to be at least 18 years old to participate, as verified by
a self-reported screener question. All participants that were included in the study data set
completed all online data collection materials. These consisted of a consent form, a
screening survey, the PVQ-RR value survey measure, and a demographic survey. All of
these materials were administered within a multi-page survey on the Qualtrics platform
and are included in the Appendix of this study.
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Recruitment
Following approval of the Institutional Review Board (Harvard Committee) on
the Use of Human Subjects on April 21, 2020, two methods were used to recruit
participants to take the survey measure. The first was through the Harvard Decision
Science Laboratory (HDSL). At the request of the primary researcher, the lab manager at
HDSL undertook an online recruitment drive that directed interested participants from
within their study pool to the current study’s survey link.
The second recruitment method involved directly contacting students. The
primary researcher emailed leaders of undergraduate student groups at elite and state
colleges and universities in the Northeastern United States by means of publicly available
email addresses and group information hosted on official school websites. Student group
leaders were sent an email with information about the study (contextualized as part of an
ALM student thesis) and asked if the recipient would be willing to distribute information
about the study to their student group members, though they were also assured that they
were under no pressure to take any further action. Group leaders who did not respond to
the first email were sent one follow-up email. Templates for the initial email and followup email are included in Appendix 5.
All survey description materials used in both collection methods included
information about the survey’s incentive, an optional chance to enter a lottery for one of
five $50 gift cards upon completion of survey materials.
Participant confidentiality was preserved by not requiring participants to submit
their names or identifying information at any point. In order to enter the incentive survey
on completion of the survey, participants were given the option to submit their email, but
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this email was saved in a secondary Qualtrics project that contained only email addresses,
thus preserving anonymity of responses in the study data set. Collection and retrieval of
participant data was done confidentially as Qualtrics uses Transport Layer Security (TLS)
encryption for all transmitted data. Only the primary researcher had access to the
password-protected Qualtrics account that contained the projects that contained survey
data.
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
The sample consisted of 33% men (97) and 66% women (198). A further 1% of
sample participants (2) submitted their gender with the custom field option. These two
entries consisted of “trans man” and “nonbinary”.
The sample was 44% White (132), 24% Asian (72), 9% Hispanic or Latino (26),
7% Black or African American (20), 2% Middle-Eastern/North-African (5). A further 1%
of sample participants (3) selected the option for Other. The remaining 16% of the
participants (38) marked two or more of the racial group options, and approximately half
of this group (18) consisted of participants who selected two options, White as well as
Hispanic or Latino.
Categorized by school year, the sample consisted of 22% freshmen (65), 26%
sophomores (78), 27% juniors (81), and 25% seniors (73). Data collection took place
from May 7, 2020 to September 30, 2020, so participants were asked to report the school
year they were currently in at the time of the survey, or, if they were taking the survey
during the summer, to report the year they had just completed. Freshmen who were
enrolled but had not started their first semester were not permitted to take the survey.
The most common self-report ratings of socioeconomic status were concentrated
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in the upper middle of the 10-point MacArthur Scale of Subjective Social Status (1
indicated the “worst off” in society and 10 indicated the “best off”). The mean rating was
6.17 with a standard deviation of 2.06.
The screening survey, determined by self-report responses, measured whether
participants were representative of one of the study’s four primary conditions (Table 1):
students enrolled at an elite school who planned to work in an economic system field,
students enrolled at an state school who planned to work in an economic system field,
students enrolled at an elite school who planned to work in a non-economic system field,
and students enrolled at an state school who planned to work in a non-economic system
field. Only students who attended a school in the Northeastern United States were eligible
to participate. Respondents who began the screening survey but did not meet these
criteria were informed that they would not be able to participate in the study, and their
survey ended before reaching the research measure, or demographic questions.

Table 1
The Four Primary Participant Conditions
Economic system career field
orientation

Non- economic system career field
orientation

Elite
School

Students oriented to economic
system careers at elite schools

Students oriented to non-economic
system careers at elite schools

State
School

Students oriented to economic
system careers at state schools

Students oriented to non-economic
system careers at state schools

Sample Size Target
The primary researcher determined that a sample size of 50 participants per
comparison condition would be sufficiently likely to detect significant population
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differences in PVQ-RR scores for the values of interest to this study: Power,
Universalism, and Humility. This target was determined by using G*Power software to
extrapolate a sample size based on expected PVQ-RR value effect sizes that were taken
from a study comparable to the current one (Lebedeva et al., 2019). This comparable
study collected data using the PVQ-R, an earlier version of the PVQ-RR scale used in the
current study. The researchers compared mean differences in PVQ-R values scores
between residents of two Russian regions; a highly economically developed urban region
and an economically underdeveloped rural region. These groups represented a relatively
high-status status group and a low-status group, making the comparison relevant to the
current study’s comparison of elite school students and state school students. Lebedeva et
al. reported that the Cohen’s d effect sizes for significant group mean differences (i.e., p
< .05) in the PVQ-R value scores of Power and Universalism ranged between 0.09 and
0.27. With this expectation of a small effect size, the primary researcher in the current
study used G*Power software to run an a priori power analysis based on an ANCOVA
test (Fixed effects, special, main effects, and interactions). The results showed that a
sample size of 50 participants per category would be adequate to detect a significant
difference between group means at an alpha level of .05 and statistical power of 0.8.

Measures
The dependent variables in this study were self-reported ratings of personal values
having to do with the importance of power, universalism, and humility. The independent
variables were school status, career field orientation, and career hierarchy orientation.
The following sections describe how these variables were operationalized and measured.
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Determinants of School Status
The scope of the study was limited to students who were currently attending
colleges or universities in the Northeastern United States. Using the US Census Bureau's
definition of “Northeastern”, this region consists of Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts,
New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont. To
determine eligibility for this distinction in the screening survey, participants were
presented with the question, “Are you currently enrolled as an undergraduate student at a
four-year college in the United States?” This could be answered with one of three
options: “Yes,” “Yes, but I have not yet started my Freshman year,” and “No.” Only the
answer “Yes” allowed students to proceed, any other answer would result in being
screened out of participation. Those who proceeded were then asked where their college
was located and given the following options: “Western United States,” “Midwestern
United States,” “Southern United States,” “Northeastern United States,” and “Not sure.”
Answers other than “Northeastern United States” were screened out.
The distinction of an “elite college or university” was operationalized as one with
“Ivy League” status or one that was ranked as a “Top Ten School” in the 2020 ranking
report by US News and World Report. Within the Northeastern United States, nine
schools met at least one of these two criteria: Princeton University, Harvard University,
Columbia University, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Yale University, University
of Pennsylvania, Brown University, Cornell University, Dartmouth College. Enrollment
and attendance at any of these nine schools qualified a participant for the “elite college or
university” group. The distinction of a state college or university was considered selfevident, as in the United States all state colleges and universities are by definition public
schools associated with the state government. The decision to allow only students at
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schools in the Northeastern United States was intended to emphasize the status difference
between the elite universities and the state universities. While some state universities in
the United States are included in top school rankings, such as UCLA and UC Berkeley,
no state schools located in the Northeastern United states appear in US News and World
Report’s top 50 ranking.
A series of screening questions in the online survey determined whether potential
participants met the criteria for either of these two groups. Participants were asked, “Are
you enrolled at a public or private college?” with three answer options: “Public college
(also known as “State School”),” “Private college,” and “Other.” Participants that chose
the public college option were categorized into the state school condition and proceeded
with the screener. Those who chose the private college option were taken to another
screening item, which asked them to “Please select the college you currently attend.” The
options were the nine qualifying elite schools, plus an “Other” option. Those who chose
the “Other” option were screened out of participation. Participants who chose one of the
qualifying elite schools were categorized into the elite school condition and were able to
proceed.
Determinants of Career Field Orientation
The career that a participant planned to pursue was measured by two self-report
questions in the screening portion of the survey. The first was, “Do you know what type
of career you plan to pursue?” which could be answered with one of three options: “Yes,”
“No,” and “Not sure.” Answers other than “Yes” were screened out of study
participation. The next question was, “Which professional field do you plan to pursue a
career in?” This could be answered with one of nine options (Table 2).
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Table 2
List of Career Fields in Screening Survey
Screener Question Which professional field do you plan to pursue a career in?
Answer Options

Medicine*
Law, Legal Services*
Business, Economics, Finance, Accounting, Management
Arts, Literature, Journalism
Education, Social Services, Social Sciences
Science, Technology*
Civil Engineering, Public Works
Politics, Government, Political Science*
Other*

Answer order was randomized for each participant.
*Students who chose these options were asked to type in the specific profession they
planned to pursue.

Students who chose “Business, Economics, Finance, Accounting, Management”
qualified for the economic system career field orientation group, and all other options
were sorted into the non-economic system career field orientation group.

Determinants of Career Hierarchy Orientation
Career hierarchy orientation was the third independent variable in this study,
which categorized participants according to whether they planned to work in a hierarchyenhancing (HE) field or a hierarchy-attenuating (HA) field. The criteria for what
constituted an HE or HA career was based on the methodology of a 2005 study by Haley
and Sidanius which involved designating college majors as either HE or HA according to
principles of social dominance theory. In that study, a “HE major” was defined as
invested in the agenda of the socially powerful, e.g., the wealthy. A “HA” major was
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defined as invested in the interests of subordinate social groups, e.g., women and ethnic
minorities (p. 190). In the current study, a “HE career” was operationalized as one that
served the interest of the socially powerful, and a “HA career” was one that served the
interest of the socially disadvantaged. Careers that did not fit either category were
excluded from analysis involving hierarchy orientation comparisons.
This hierarchy orientation variable was paired with school status to establish four
secondary conditions of comparison (Table 3): students enrolled at an elite school who
planned to work in a HE field, students enrolled at a state school who planned to work in
a HE field, students enrolled at an elite school who planned to work in a HA field, and
students enrolled at a state school who planned to work in a HA field.

Table 3
The Four Secondary Participant Conditions
Hierarchy-enhancing
career orientation

Hierarchy-attenuating
career orientation

Elite
Students oriented to HE careers at
School elite schools

Students oriented to HA careers at
elite schools

State
Students oriented to HE careers at
School state schools

Students oriented to HA careers at
state schools

Students were categorized into either the HE or HA groups depending on their
response to the screener question that collected information on what career they planned
to pursue (Table 2). Students who selected the “Business, Economics, Finance,
Accounting, Management” option qualified for the hierarchy-enhancing career oriented
group, and students who chose “Arts, Literature, Journalism”, “Education, Social
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Services, Social Science” or “Civil Engineering, Public Works” qualified for the
hierarchy-attenuating career oriented group. Students who chose either “Medicine”,
“Law, Legal Services”, “Science, Technology”, “Politics, Government, Political Science”
or “Other” were subsequently asked to enter the specific career field they planned to
pursue in a custom text field. These custom responses were categorized as HA or HE by
the principal researcher and a research assistant who was familiar with the theory of
Social Dominance Orientation. Items that the two coders did not agree upon were sorted
as follows: if one coder classified an item as HE or HA and the other classified it as N/A,
that item was rated with the classification the coder who did not select N/A. If one coder
selected HE and the other selected HA, that rating was considered too ambiguous and
excluded from analysis. There was 83% agreement between the coders, and only 2 entries
were discarded because of ambiguous coding.
The Revised Portrait Value Questionnaire 57-RR
Personal values in this study were operationalized with the Revised Portrait Value
Questionnaire-57RR, or PVQ-RR (Schwartz et al., 2012). The survey contains 57 items
and produces scores for 11 separate value dimensions. Each survey item consists of a
one-sentence description of a hypothetical person and asks that the participant rate each
description on a six-point scale, from “Not like me at all” to “Very much like me”
(Figure 2). The description sentences involve gender pronouns, and prior to the survey
participants were asked which set of pronouns they wanted to take the survey with:
he/him, she/her, or they/them.
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Figure 2
Example of PVQ-RR Item as Prepared in Qualtrics

Each participant’s score underwent a process of correction according to directions
in the Scoring and Analysis Instructions for the scale (Schwartz, 2016) that were then
used for the dependent variables in ANCOVA and regression tests. First, a participants’
score for a particular value dimension of interest was computed by taking the means of
the survey scores that indexed those values. Then, the mean was calculated for the 18
survey items scores that index the three values of interest to this study. This mean rating
was then subtracted from the mean of each value dimension of interest, which yielded a
score that reflected a given value dimensions’ difference from the participant’s average
item rating of the three values of interest to this study. This process keeps the relative
importance of each value to a particular participant comparable to other participants,
given subjective differences in how one might interpret the six ratings on the survey’s
Likert scale.
The Power value score for each participant was assessed through six questions.
Three of these questions measured power in terms of dominance over other people, and
three measured power in terms of wealth and material resources. A Cronbach’s alpha
analysis of the value scores indicated that the Power subscale had good internal
consistency, α = .84. The Universalism value score was assessed through nine questions.
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Three measured tolerance for all people, three measured concern for the weak, and three
measured preservation of nature. The Universalism subscale also had good internal
consistency, α = .85. The Humility value was assessed through three questions, all of
which measured recognizing one’s own insignificance in the greater scheme of things.
The Humility subscale had weak, though not unusable, internal consistency, α = .59. All
of the questions in these subscales can be found in Appendix 6.

Procedure
The consent process, screening process, and survey process all took place entirely
online at the discretion of the participant. The data collection period started on May 7th,
2020 and closed on September 30th, 2020. During this period, anyone who accessed the
study link was able to initiate the study procedure on either a computer or mobile device.
There were no formal restrictions on where the survey measures should be taken or under
what conditions. Once a participant loaded the survey site in a web browser, they were
shown a page with IRB consent information (Appendix 1). If they consented to take the
study, they were then asked a series of screening questions (Appendix 2). If at any point
their responses indicated they were not eligible to participate in the study, they were sent
to a screen informing them of their ineligibility. Those who met all of the screener’s
qualifications were directed to a page with instructions on how to take the PVQ-RR
survey, and the full 57-item survey measure (Appendix 3). Participants could not proceed
in the study until they answered every item in the survey. This included an “attention
check” question that had been added towards the end of the survey, which consisted of a
question that read, “This statement is to confirm that you are paying attention in the
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survey. Please select the "Very much like me" option to confirm.” This question was used
to ensure the validity of the measure by reducing the number of participants who may
have filled out the survey options randomly.
After submitting a complete PVQ-RR survey, participants were asked to answer
four final questions relating to demographic data (Appendix 4). Once they submitted
these answers, they were notified that their participation had ended, and were given the
option to submit their email to enter a lottery to win one of five $50 electronic gift cards.
Data Collection and Analysis
This study’s IRB initial submission was first sent to the Harvard University-Area
Committee on the Use of Human Subjects on April 6, 2020 and received Notification of
Initial Study Exemption Determination on April 21st, 2020. The study met the criteria for
exemption per the regulations found at 45 CFR 46.104(d) (2)(3), and additional IRB
review was not required.
All survey data was recorded in the Qualtrics online survey platform and was
exported to a CSV file on the primary researcher’s password protected personal
computer. This data was then imported to the primary researcher’s Google Sheets
account for processing. The Google Sheets data was then exported into a new CSV file,
which was then imported to Version 26 of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
(SPSS) software on the primary investigator’s personal laptop computer for analysis.
CSV files were deleted from the primary researcher’s computer once they had been input
into SPSS. No identifying information was contained in the CSV, Google Sheet files, or
SPSS projects, because any email addresses submitted by participants for lottery entry
purposes were saved in a separate Qualtrics file.
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A two-way ANCOVA was used to determine whether there was an interaction
between the independent variables of school status and economics career orientation on
the dependent variables of PVQ-RR value scores for Power, Universalism, and Humility,
as well whether there were main effects of school status and economics career orientation
on the value scores. The same procedure was used to calculate interactions and main
effects using the variables of school status and career hierarchy orientation as predictors
for the dependent value dimensions of interest. All comparisons included the control
variables of race, gender, school year, and self-reported socioeconomic status1.

1

Socioeconomic status was anticipated to be a measure of wealth and class distinct from the school status
variable. In the final analyses, removing socioeconomic status as a control resulted in a stronger effect of
school status in all models, but all main effects of school status remained insignificant, p > 0.1.
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Chapter III.
Results

Of the 710 total respondents to the survey, 311 participants completed each
section. Of these completed responses, 14 were discarded due to failure to pass the
attention check question. The following analysis includes the results from the 297
participants who completed each section of the survey and did not fail the attention
check.
Of these 297 responses included in the final data set, eight were submitted before
the attention check question had been included in the survey. An ANCOVA was
conducted to compare mean differences in this study’s value dimension scores (Power,
Universalism, Humility) between the group of participants who passed the attention
question and the group of eight pre-attention check responses. There were no significance
differences between these means (i.e., p > .05). Thus, it is unlikely that these pre-attention
check responses were filled out randomly, and the primary researcher included them in
the final data set.

PVQ-RR Scores
For the entire sample group, the centered scores for this study’s three PVQ-RR
dependent variables ranged between -1.44 and 0.83. Table 4 displays the mean and
standard deviation for the PVQ-RR values scores of Power, Universalism, and Humility
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recorded by this study’s four primary sample conditions which result from the
independent variables of school status and career field orientation.

Table 4
Mean and Standard Deviation for Centered PVQ-RR Scores of Primary Conditions
PVQ-RR
Value

Elite school,
oriented to
econ system
career (N=51)

State school,
oriented to
econ system
career (N=36)

Elite school,
oriented to nonecon system
career (N=125)

State school,
oriented to nonecon system
career (N=85)

Power

-0.67 (0.91)

-0.79 (0.87)

-1.15 (0.88)

-1.44 (0.90)

Universalism 0.45 (0.53)

0.52 (0.49)

0.70 (0.48)

0.83 (0.49)

Humility

0.04 (0.82)

0.20 (0.85)

0.43 (0.75)

-0.01 (.95)
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Figure 3
PVQ-RR Power, Universalism, and Humility Centered Score Averages of the Four
Primary Study Conditions

Table 5 displays the mean and standard deviation for the PVQ-RR value scores of
Power, Universalism, and Humility recorded by this study’s four secondary sample
conditions, which result from the independent variables of school status and career
hierarchy orientation.
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Table 5
Mean and Standard Deviation for Centered PVQ-RR Scores of Primary Conditions
Value

Elite school,
State school,
oriented to HE oriented to HE
career (N=63) career (N=39)

Elite school,
oriented to HA
career (N=39)

State school,
oriented to HA
(N=38)

Power

-0.68 (0.89)

-0.78 (0.87)

-1.22 (0.87)

-1.40 (0.92)

Universalism 0.47 (0.53)

0.51 (0.48)

0.75 (0.46)

0.80 (0.50)

Humility

0.02 (0.82)

0.20 (0.91)

0.39 (0.70)

-0.04 (.90)

Figure 4
PVQ-RR Power, Universalism, and Humility Centered Score Averages of the Four
Secondary Study Conditions
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Of the 102 participants categorized into the hierarchy-enhancing career
orientation condition, 84 had selected “Business, Economics, Finance, Accounting,
Management” as their careers of interest in the screener survey, meaning that the HE
career orientation condition heavily overlapped with the economic system career
orientation condition.

Homogeneity of Variance
Both primary and secondary condition comparisons met assumptions of
homogeneity of variance as determined by Levene’s Test of Homogeneity of Variance.
For every independent variable comparison and every dependent PVQ-RR variable,
Levene’s Statistic was not significant at an alpha level of .05, meaning variances between
conditions were approximately equal (Table 6). Thus, all significance testing was
performed with equal variances assumed.

Table 6
Mean and Standard Deviation for Centered PVQ-RR Scores of Primary Conditions
Independent Variables

Value

Levene’s statistic

Significance

School status (elite vs. state)
and career field orientation
(economic system vs noneconomic system)

Power

.120

.948

Universalism

.462

.709

Humility

.721

.540

School status (elite vs. state)
and career hierarchy
orientation (enhancing vs.
attenuating)

Power

.067

.977

Universalism

.946

.420

Humility

.556

.645
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Hypothesis 1a & 1b
Hypothesis 1a was that there would be a main effect of the independent variable
of career field orientation on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Power value score, and
this effect would be that an economic system career field orientation would significantly
correlate with higher PVQ-RR Power value scores than a non-economic system career
field orientation. Hypothesis 1b was that there would be a significant interaction between
the independent variables of career field orientation and school status on the dependent
variable of PVQ-RR Power score, and that this interaction would be evident in a
significantly greater mean differential between the state school conditions than the elite
school conditions. To test both parts of this hypothesis, a two-way ANCOVA test was
conducted to model the effect of career field orientation and school status on PVQ-RR
Power value scores. Four demographic variables were used as controls (socioeconomic
status, school year, race, and gender), but none had a significant effect on the Power
value score (Table 7).
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Table 7
Two-Way ANCOVA for Effect of Career Field Orientation and School Status on Centered
PVQ-RR Power score, Controlling for SES, School Year, Race, and Gender
SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

ηp2

Socioeconomic status

.277

1

.277

.347

.556

.001

School year

.124

1

.124

.155

.694

.001

Race

.394

1

.394

.495

.482

.002

Gender

.002

1

.002

.002

.962

.000

School Status
(elite vs. state)

2.109

1

2.109

2.650

.105

.009

Career field orientation
(economic system vs
non-economic system)

17.573

1

17.573

22.073

.000

.071

Interaction between status and
.551
career field orientation

1

.551

.693

.406

.002

Error

289

.796

Fixed Factors

Covariates

Source

230.078

Hypothesis 1a was supported. The results show that there was a significant main
effect of career field orientation on Power value score, F(1,289)=22.073, p=.000. The
direction of this effect was as expected: a student’s orientation to an economic system
career field correlated with higher Power value scores.
Hypothesis 1b was not supported. While the mean differential in Power value
scores (Figure 2) between the two state conditions (MD=.65) was indeed greater than the
differential between the two elite conditions (MD=.48), the interaction between school
status and career field orientation was not significant, F(1,289)=.693, p=.406).
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Hypothesis 2a & 2b
Hypothesis 2a was that there would be a main effect of the independent variable
of career field orientation on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Universalism value
score, and this effect would be that a student’s orientation to an economic system career
field would significantly correlate with lower PVQ-RR Universalism value scores than a
non-economic system career field orientation. Hypothesis 2b was that there would be a
significant interaction between the independent variables of career field orientation and
school status on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Universalism value score, and that
this interaction would be evident in a significantly greater mean differential between the
state school conditions than the elite school conditions. To test both parts of this
hypothesis, a two-way ANCOVA test was conducted to model the effect of career field
orientation and school status on PVQ-RR Universalism value scores. Four demographic
variables were used as controls (socioeconomic status, school year, race, and gender). Of
these controls, only race was found to have a significant main effect on Universalism
value score, F(1,289)=4.419, p=.036 (Table 8).
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Table 8
Two-Way ANCOVA for Effect of Career Field Orientation and School Status on Centered
PVQ-RR Universalism Score, Controlling for SES, School Year, Race, and Gender
SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

ηp2

Socioeconomic status

.001

1

.001

.002

.962

.000

School year

.008

1

.008

.034

.853

.000

Race

1.073

1

1.073

4.419

.036

.015

Gender

.031

1

.031

.126

.723

.000

School Status
(elite vs. state)

.250

1

.250

1.030

.311

.004

Career field orientation
(economic system vs
non-economic system))

3.727

1

3.727

15.343

.000

.050

Interaction between status and
.100
career field orientation

1

.100

.411

.522

.001

Error

289

.243

Fixed Factors

Covariates

Source

70.201

Hypothesis 2a was supported. The results show that there was a significant main
effect of career field orientation on Universalism value score, F(1,289)=15.343, p=.000.
The direction of this effect was as expected: a student’s orientation to an economic
system career field correlated with lower Universalism value scores.
Hypothesis 2b was not supported. While the mean differential in Universalism
value scores (Figure 2) between the two state conditions (MD=.31) was indeed greater
than the differential between the two elite conditions (MD=.25), the interaction between
school status and career field orientation was not significant, F(1,289)=.411, p=.522.
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Hypothesis 3a & 3b
Hypothesis 3a was that there would be a main effect of the independent variable
of career field orientation on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Humility value score,
and this effect would be that a student’s orientation to an economic system career field
would significantly correlate with lower PVQ-RR Humility value scores than a noneconomic system career field orientation. Hypothesis 3b was that there would be a
significant interaction between the independent variables of career field orientation and
school status on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Humility value score, and that this
interaction would be evident in a significantly greater mean differential between the state
school conditions than the elite school conditions. To test both parts of this hypothesis, a
two-way ANCOVA test was conducted to model the effect of career field orientation and
school status on PVQ-RR Humility value scores. Four demographic variables were used
as controls (socioeconomic status, school year, race, and gender). Of these controls, only
race was found to have a significant main effect on the Humility value score,
F(1,289)=4.602, p=.033 (Table 9).
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Table 9
Two-Way ANCOVA for Effect of Career Field Orientation and School Status on Centered
PVQ-RR Humility Score, Controlling for SES, School Year, Race, and Gender
Source

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

ηp2

1.146

1

1.146

1.652

.200

.006

School year

.174

1

.174

.251

.617

.001

Race

3.192

1

3.192

4.602

.033

.016

Gender

.569

1

.569

.820

.366

.003

School Status
(elite vs. state)

2.140

1

2.140

3.085

.080

.011

Career field orientation
(economic system vs
non-economic system)

7.182

1

7.182

10.356

.001

.035

Interaction between status and
.402
career field orientation

1

.402

.579

.447

.002

Error

289

.693

Fixed Factors

Covariate
s

Socioeconomic status

200.408

Hypothesis 3a was supported. The results show that there was a significant main
effect of career field orientation on Humility value score, F(1,289)=10.356, p=.001. The
direction of this effect was as expected: a student’s orientation to an economic system
career field correlated with lower Humility value scores.
Hypothesis 3b was not supported. While the mean differential in Humility value
scores (Figure 2) between the two state conditions (MD=.39) was indeed greater than the
differential between the two elite conditions (MD=.21), the interaction between school
status and career field orientation was not significant, F(1,289)=.579, p=.447.
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Hypothesis 4a & 4b
Hypothesis 4a was that there would be a main effect of the independent variable
of career hierarchy orientation on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Power value score,
and this effect would be that a hierarchy-enhancing career orientation would significantly
correlate with higher PVQ-RR Power value scores than a hierarchy-attenuating career
orientation. Hypothesis 4b was that there would be a significant interaction between the
independent variables of career hierarchy orientation and school status on the dependent
variable of PVQ-RR Power score, and that this interaction would be evident in a
significantly greater mean differential between the state school conditions than the elite
school conditions. To test both parts of this hypothesis, a two-way ANCOVA test was
conducted to model the effect of career hierarchy orientation and school status on PVQRR Power value scores. Four demographic variables were used as controls
(socioeconomic status, school year, race, and gender), but none had a significant effect on
the Power value score (Table 10).
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Table 10
Two-Way ANCOVA for Effect of Career Hierarchy Orientation and School Status on
Centered PVQ-RR Power Score, Controlling for SES, School Year, Race, and Gender
Source

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

ηp2

.053

1

.053

.068

.795

.000

School year

.074

1

.074

.094

.760

.001

Race

2.047

1

2.047

2.596

.109

.015

Gender

.271

1

.271

.344

.559

.002

School Status
(elite vs. state)

.271

1

.271

.343

.559

.002

Career hierarchy
orientation (enhancing
vs. attenuating)

10.995

1

10.995

13.946

.000

.075

Interaction between status
and career hierarchy
orientation

.192

1

.192

.243

.623

.001

Error

134.816

171

.788

Fixed Factors

Covariate
s

Socioeconomic status

Hypothesis 4a was supported. The results show that there was a significant main
effect of career field orientation on Power value score, F(1,171)=13.946, p=.000. The
direction of this effect was as expected: having a hierarchy-enhancing career orientation
correlated with higher Power value scores.
Hypothesis 4b was not supported. While the mean differential in Power value
scores (Figure 3) between the two state conditions (MD=.62) was indeed greater than the
differential between the two elite conditions (MD=.54), the interaction between school
status and career hierarchy orientation was not significant, F(1,171)=.243, p=.621.
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Hypothesis 5a & 5b
Hypothesis 5a was that there would be a main effect of the independent variable
of career hierarchy orientation on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Universalism value
score, and this effect would be that a hierarchy-enhancing career orientation would
significantly correlate with lower PVQ-RR Universalism value scores than a hierarchyattenuating career orientation. Hypothesis 5b was that there would be a significant
interaction between the independent variables of career hierarchy orientation and school
status on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Universalism score, and that this interaction
would be evident in a significantly greater mean differential between the state school
conditions than the elite school conditions. To test both parts of this hypothesis, a twoway ANCOVA test was conducted to model the effect of career hierarchy orientation and
school status on PVQ-RR Universalism value scores. Four demographic variables were
used as controls (socioeconomic status, school year, race, and gender). Of these controls,
only race was found to have a significant main effect on the Universalism value score,
F(1,171)=6.579, p=.011 (Table 11).
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Table 11
Two-Way ANCOVA for Effect of Career Hierarchy Orientation and School Status on
Centered PVQ-RR Universalism Score, Controlling for SES, School Year, Race, and
Gender
Source

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

ηp2

.016

1

.016

.064

.801

.000

School year

.001

1

.001

.005

.946

.000

Race

1.607

1

1.607

6.579

.011

.037

Gender

.000

1

.000

.002

.969

.000

School Status
(elite vs. state)

.006

1

.006

.024

.877

.000

Career hierarchy
orientation (enhancing
vs. attenuating)

2.058

1

2.058

8.427

.004

.047

Interaction between status
and career hierarchy
orientation

.035

1

.035

.143

.706

.001

Error

41.767

171

.244

Fixed Factors

Covariate
s

Socioeconomic status

Hypothesis 5a was supported. The results show that there was a significant main
effect of career field orientation on Universalism value score, F(1,171)=8.427, p=.004.
The direction of this effect was as expected: having a hierarchy-enhancing career
orientation correlated with lower Universalism value scores.
Hypothesis 5b was not supported. The mean differential in Universalism value
scores (Figure 3) between the two state conditions (MD=.29) was only marginally greater
than the differential between the two elite conditions (MD=.28), and the interaction
between school status and career hierarchy orientation was not significant,
F(1,171)=.143, p=.706.
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Hypothesis 6a & 6b
Hypothesis 6a was that there would be a main effect of the independent variable
of career hierarchy orientation on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Humility value
score, and this effect would be that a hierarchy-enhancing career orientation would
significantly correlate with lower PVQ-RR Humility value scores than a hierarchyattenuating career orientation. Hypothesis 6b was that there would be a significant
interaction between the independent variables of career hierarchy orientation and school
status on the dependent variable of PVQ-RR Humility score, and that this interaction
would be evident in a significantly greater mean differential between the state school
conditions than the elite school conditions. To test both parts of this hypothesis, a twoway ANCOVA test was conducted to model the effect of career hierarchy orientation and
school status on PVQ-RR Humility value scores. Four demographic variables were used
as controls (socioeconomic status, school year, race, and gender), but none had a
significant effect on the Humility value score (Table 12).

49

Table 12
Two-Way ANCOVA for Effect of Career Hierarchy Orientation and School Status on
Centered PVQ-RR Humility Score, Controlling for SES, School Year, Race, and Gender
Source

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

ηp2

.008

1

.008

.011

.917

.000

School year

.195

1

.195

.273

.602

.002

Race

.886

1

.886

1.236

.268

.007

Gender

.966

1

.966

1.347

.247

.008

School Status
(elite vs. state)

.658

1

.658

.917

.340

.005

Career hierarchy
orientation (enhancing
vs. attenuating)

5.418

1

5.418

7.557

.007

.042

Interaction between status
and career hierarchy
orientation

.099

1

.099

.138

.711

.001

Error

122.592

171

.717

Fixed Factors

Covariate
s

Socioeconomic status

Hypothesis 6a was supported. The results show that there was a significant main
effect of career field orientation on Humility value score, F(1,171)=7.557, p=.007. The
direction of this effect was as expected: having a hierarchy-enhancing career orientation
correlated with lower Humility value scores.
Hypothesis 6b was not supported. While mean differential in Humility value
scores (Figure 3) between the two state conditions (MD=.37) was indeed greater than the
differential between the two elite conditions (MD=.24), the interaction between school
status and career hierarchy orientation was not significant, F(1,171)=.138, p=.711.
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Hypothesis 7
The seventh and final hypothesis of this study was that the main effect of an
economic field career orientation on values scores for Power, Universalism, and Humility
would be insignificant when career hierarchy orientation was controlled for. To test this
hypothesis, a two-way ANCOVA test was conducted to model the effect of career field
orientation on the three value scores of interest, while controlling for four demographic
variables as well as career hierarchy orientation (Table 13).
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Table 13
Two-Way ANCOVA for Centered PVQ-RR Power, Universalism, & Humility Scores, Test
for Significance of Effect of Career Orientation, Controlling for Hierarchy Orientation
and Demographic Variables
Source

SES

SS

df

MS

F

Sig.

ηp2

Power

.044

1

.044

.056

.814

.000

Universalism

.018

1

.018

.074

.786

.000

Humility

.000

1

.000

.000

.984

.000

Power

.073

1

.073

.092

.762

.001

.000

1

.000

.001

.982

.000

Humility

.256

1

.256

.358

.550

.002

Power

2.280

1

2.280

2.901

.090

.017

Universalism

1.617

1

1.617

6.654

.011

.037

Humility

.631

1

.631

.884

.348

.005

Power

.348

1

.348

.443

.506

.003

Universalism

.001

1

.001

.002

.962

.000

Humility

1.234

1

1.234

1.729

.190

.010

Power

4.099

1

4.099

5.214

.024

.029

Universalism

.496

1

.496

2.041

.155

.012

Humility

3.749

1

3.749

5.252

.023

.030

Power

.036

1

.036

.045

.832

.000

Universalism

.014

1

.014

.058

.810

.000

Humility

.537

1

.537

.753

.387

.004

122.592

171

.717

Covariates

School year Universalism

Race

Gender

Fixed Factors

Career
hierarchy
orientation

Error

Career
field
orientation

Hypothesis 7 was supported. It was found that once career hierarchy orientation
was included in the model as a covariate, career field orientation no longer had a
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significant main effect on Power score (p=.832), Universalism score (p=.810), or
Humility score (p=.387).

Demographic Control Variables
Four control variables were included in each analysis: socioeconomic status,
school year, race, and gender. Race was found to be a significant covariate in the analyses
that modeled the effect of career field orientation and school status on PVQ-RR Humility
and Universalism value scores (Table 8 and 9) as well as the analysis that modeled the
effect of career hierarchy orientation and school status on PVQ-RR Universalism value
scores (Table 11). All main effects of career field orientation and career hierarchy
orientation on Universalism and Humility were still significant even when controlling for
race. Two ANCOVA tests with post hoc Tukey tests were conducted to explore the
effects of the independent variable of race on the dependent variables of Universalism
value score and Humility value score. The Tukey test showed that having selected Asian
as one’s racial group significantly correlated with a lower Universalism scores, but only
compared with participants who selected their racial group as Hispanic or Latino
(MD=-.44, p=.006) and White (MD=-.24, p=.040). These were the three most common
racial groups in the sample population, and thus most likely to detect significant
differences between groups. No significant correlations were found between race and
Humility scores, i.e., p > 0.1.

53

Chapter IV.
Discussion

This study had several different aims. The first was to determine if high levels of
greed and dominance values could be detected in a population of students who intended
to pursue a career in the economic system. Students with this career path orientation were
compared to students who intended to pursue any other type of career, and they were
compared on the basis of how highly they rated the value of Power, Universalism, and
Humility as measured by the PVQ-RR survey. It was expected that the group of students
that intended to pursue a career in an economic system field would place a higher
importance on Power values (which are constituted by measures of greed and dominance)
and a lower importance on Universalism and Humility values (which are oppositional to
Power values) than students with other types of career field orientations. Past studies of
economic system professionals and students informed this expectation (reviewed in
Hellmich, 2019, see also Baird & Zelin, 2007; Gerlach, 2017; Hummel et al., 2016;
Lopes et al., 2015; Muheljic & Drace, 2017; Patterson & Daigler, 2014; Racko, 2010),
though none had used the sample criterion of a student’s expressed desire to pursue a
career in the field, and none had specifically examined greed and dominance values as
operationalized by these three measures of the Schwartz Value Scale. Analysis of the
study data supported expectations that students oriented to economics field careers were
significantly more likely to record higher Power scores than the control group and were
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also significantly more likely to record lower Universalism scores and Humility
scores. These findings are in line with past studies in this field.
The second aim of this study was to determine if a similar trend in these values
could be detected when the sample population was categorized not according to an
interest in an economics field career, but by whether their career orientation was towards
a hierarchy-enhancing field or a hierarchy-attenuating field, an expectation that was
informed by principles of social dominance theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). These
hypotheses were also supported, as study data showed that students with a hierarchyenhancing career orientation were significantly more likely to record higher PVQ-RR
Power scores than those with a hierarchy-attenuating career orientation and were also
significantly more likely to record lower PVQ-RR Universalism scores and Humility
scores.
The third aim of this study involved a theorized interaction between the career
orientation variables and the status of the school a participant attended. Based on research
that indicated higher status groups rate values of greed and dominance as more important
than lower status groups (e.g., Piff et al., 2012; Piff et al., 2017), the current study
expected to find that distinctions of state or elite school status would produce an
interaction effect when combined with the variables of both career field orientation and
hierarchy orientation. This interaction was expected to result in a significantly lower
mean differential between groups of students at elite schools than the state school groups.
However, no significant interactions between the school status variable and the career
orientation variables were found. The elite school groups did have consistently lower
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mean differentials between the career orientation variables than did the state school
groups, but none of these differences reached significance as an interaction.
The fourth aim of this study was to investigate whether the main effect of a
career orientation towards an economic system field would be similar to the main effect
of a career orientation towards the broader category of a hierarchy-enhancing field. It was
hypothesized that if career hierarchy orientation was introduced as a covariate in the
ANCOVA model that measured the main effects of career field orientation on the value
variables, any prior significant main effects of an economic system career field
orientation would be rendered insignificant. This expectation was informed by a study
that indicated pursuit of an economics-related-career is just one among many fields that
correlate with hierarchical values (Sidanius et al., 1991). The primary investigator of this
study theorized that careers in economic system fields are not unique in their connection
to greed and dominance values compared to other types of hierarchy-enhancing careers.
This hypothesis was supported by the study data, as the main effect of career field
orientation on the value variables was indeed no longer significant after adding career
hierarchy orientation to the model as a covariate.
The findings from this study add to the body of research that finds that
professionals and students involved in economic system fields record higher measures of
greed and dominance values than other types of professionals and students (e.g., Baird &
Zelin, 2007; Gandal et al., 2005; Lopes et al., 2015; Racko, 2010). In particular, this
study showed that this correlation persists among students at colleges and universities in
the Northeastern United States who plan to enter economic system professions and who
attend very elite schools as well as non-elite state schools. However, this study also found
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that when the variable of career hierarchy orientation is controlled for, an economic
system career orientation does not significantly predict a higher level of greed and
dominance values compared with students with other career goals. This finding suggests
that in future studies of whether economic system workers have unusually high levels of
greed and dominance, a measure of how participants’ career path relates to the pursuit of
power within existing social hierarchies should be examined as a moderating factor.
In the overall ranking of mean centered value scores by the entire 297 person
sample group, the lowest ranking value dimension was that of Power, this study’s most
direct measure of greed and dominance values. This low ranking supports this study’s
assertion that power is a controversial value in American culture, and also supports this
study’s usage of the Power value score as a measure of a trait that is likely to be
considered problematic when detected at above average levels.
The data shows that average Power value scores of participants in elite school
student conditions were consistently higher than those in the state student conditions
when the career orientation variable was the same between groups, i.e, students at elite
schools with a HE-orientation versus students at state schools also with a HE-orientation
(Figure 3, Figure 4), though these differences did not reach statistical significance.
Universalism and Humility were also consistently lower in elite school student conditions
compared to the comparable state school conditions. As was previously mentioned, the
career orientation comparisons between elite school groups also all had lower mean
differentials than comparable comparisons between state school groups. None of these
observed correlations reached statistical significance, but they offer some support for
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further research into the relationship between elite and non-elite school status and values
of greed and dominance.
There were notable results in the socioeconomic self-report question. The mean
rating of this variable for those who attend state schools was 6 on a 10 point scale, and
the mean rating for those who attend elite schools was only slightly higher, at 6.29. Given
that, as of 2013, the mean income of the families of students at various Ivy League
universities was $171,000 and the mean income of the families at various selective state
schools was $87,100 (Chetty et al., 2017), it seems likely that the socioeconomic
differences that exist between these groups of participants in this study were not captured
in the self-report measure.

Limitations and Future Research Directions
A notable limitation in this study was that only a small number of survey
responses were collected from students who planned to pursue economic system
professions, which was a primary variable of interest. Of the 297 complete survey
responses that made up this study’s pool of data, only 51 responses came from students
oriented to economic system careers at elite schools, and only 36 came from students
oriented to economic system careers at state schools. As noted in Chapter 2, it was
estimated that 60 participants per comparison group would be likely to predict a small
effect size. This threshold was not reached for the economic system career groups when
split by school status, meaning that some of the non-significant results of the school
status comparisons may not be due to a lack of an existing effect, but due to insufficient
statistical power to be able to detect significance. In any case, it appears that even if
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larger samples were to lead to significant results, the effect sizes would most likely be
small.
Small sample size was an even greater problem for conditions that involved the
hierarchy orientation of the career participants planned to pursue. Only the HE career
orientation at an elite school condition had at least 60 students, the other three conditions
had sample sizes just under 40 participants each. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the HE
career orientation condition heavily overlapped with the economic system field career
orientation condition, meaning that students who planned to pursue economic system
careers made up the majority of the HE career orientation group, as opposed to students
from other professional fields, such as law and politics. Future studies that involve effects
of career hierarchy orientation on greed and dominance values should examine a more
heterogeneous group of career fields.
While this study design included some classifications of whether specific careers
titles were HE or HA depending on the judgement of two independent coders, other
career fields were broadly categorized as automatically qualifying for the HE vesus HA
distinction, as described in Chapter 2. For instance, all students who reported plans to
pursue economic system careers were categorized as HE careers, and all students who
reported plans to pursue careers in education, social services, and social sciences were
categorized as HA careers. This does not account for the potential existence of both HE
and HA jobs within these fields. In order to have a more accurate measure of career
hierarchy orientation, future studies should ask all participants to specifically indicate
what type of job they wish to pursue, and then code every entry as HE or HA.
Additionally, other variables that measure a career’s connection to pursuit of power could
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be examined. Expected salary range, decision making responsibilities, and size of
company would be promising measures of the degree of power that a participant expects
to gain from their career goal.
All of the survey and demographic data in this study was self-reported by
participants and not subject to any means of verification by the researcher, other than the
single attention check question in the value survey. Due to the value survey’s long length
at 57 questions and the fact that several items are repetitive as they seek to measure
different aspects of the same value, it is possible that participants may have not carefully
read each item before responding. However, the attention check question is expected to
have caught the most egregious examples of this type of respondent behavior.
There exist several potential sources of error in self-reported data. One is response
desirability (Krumpal, 2013). Participants were asked to make determinations about their
own personal values, and even in anonymous conditions they may have tailored their
responses towards what they felt was socially desirable or normative. Participants were
also asked to answer questions about the school they attended and what their career goals
were in advance of answering questions about their personal values, and this may have
resulted in participants answering the questions in a manner that would position
themselves as socially desirable representatives of these identity markers. More
specifically, it is possible that students who indicated they wished to pursue an economic
system career may have known that in a study of personal values, they would be expected
to give answers that reflected selfish and domineering values, given both the body of
research that reflects this correlation as well as cultural stereotypes about economic
system professionals. This may have either encouraged them to fulfill researcher
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expectations and exaggerate their own tendencies towards greed and dominance.
However, it may have also had the opposite effect, and encouraged them to minimize
their interest in greed and dominance values so as to more positively represent their
intended profession.
Finally, this study examines independent variables that have to do with a student’s
relationship to power and hierarchy as they relate to their intended career field and the
social status they gain from their college or university association. While in some cases
these variables were observed to correlate with measures of greed and dominance, the
cause of this correlation cannot be determined from this study’s data. The variable of
school year was not found to be significant in any comparison, which suggests that the
observed correlation is consistent throughout a student’s college or university experience.
A longitudinal study of the same students over their entire four-year university education
would provide more insight into whether time spent in elite and non-elite school
environments has a significant effect on greed and dominance values.

Concluding Remarks
It is unlikely one would pursue a powerful position within a hierarchical social
system if they did not value greed and dominance. In studying socially problematic traits
in economic system professionals and students, researchers must not pathologize workers
in this field without first examining how dominant structures of power in this society,
including the economic system, require the participation of people who place a high value
on greed and dominance. The results of this study support the premise that those who
pursue careers in fields related to the economic system are distinct in the high value they
place on greed and dominance when compared to a general population sample, but also
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that their greed and dominance values do not distinguish them from those who wish to
enter other types of hierarchy-enhancing fields.
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Appendix 5.
Student Group Participation Invitation Email & Follow-Up

Subject: Request for help reaching students for thesis project
To the leadership of the ,
My name is Ana Hurka-Robles, I am a Harvard Extension School student. I'm currently
working on my master’s thesis in psychology with Professor Jim Sidanius as my thesis
director.
I saw your group listed on the student organization section of the BLANK website, and I
thought you might be able to help me reach participants for a survey that I am conducting
as part of my thesis.
I need participants who are currently attending a four-year college in the Northeastern
United States to take an online survey on the topic of personal values. The survey can be
found here:
https://harvard.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_ahPUPFCZGp9YjoV
As an incentive to participate, I am offering an entry into a drawing for one of five $50
electronic Visa Gift Cards upon completion of the survey. Participation is completely
voluntary and any research data collected will be anonymous. The study was approved by
the Harvard Institutional Review Board on April 21, 2020.
Might you be able to help me find participants by sharing the survey link with your
group? If so, I’ve included text below describing the study. You may shorten or
paraphrase this information, but please do not share the link in places other than where
students at your school would see it.
You are of course under no pressure to share this information, but if you are willing to,
please let me know. If you have any questions, please feel free to ask me.
Thank you very much for your time, and I hope you have a good summer!
Best regards,
Ana Hurka-Robles
arh153@g.harvard.edu
Survey Link and Description:
Link to survey:
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https://harvard.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_ahPUPFCZGp9YjoV
Description:
What do you value?
Participants needed for a Personal Values Research study survey.
On completion of the online survey, you may enter a drawing for one of five $50
electronic Visa Gift cards.
WHO:
Only students who are currently enrolled at a four-year undergraduate college in the
Northeastern United States may participate.
WHAT:
This study examines personal values. The Primary Investigator is an ALM candidate in
psychology at Harvard Extension School. The study was approved by the Harvard
Institutional Review Board on April 21, 2020.
Study participation involves taking an online questionnaire about personal values.
Your responses will be completely anonymous.
TIME:
The questionnaire takes about 10 to 15 minutes to complete.
PLACE:
The questionnaire can be completed from your personal computer or smartphone.
Interested?
Visit this link to participate now.
https://harvard.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_ahPUPFCZGp9YjoV
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Subject: Follow-up on reaching students for thesis survey
To the leadership of the __,
This is a quick follow-up to the email that I sent in late August. As part of my master’s
thesis, I am attempting to collect online survey responses from college students in the
Northeastern United States. The survey is on the topic of personal values and responses
are anonymous. It can be found here:
https://harvard.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_ahPUPFCZGp9YjoV
My method of data collection has been to email this survey to student group
representatives. Might you be willing to share the survey link with your group? If so, I’ve
included text below describing the study, which includes an entry into a gift card lottery
as incentive to participate. A more detailed description of the study is displayed once a
participant clicks the survey link.
You are of course under no pressure to share any information about the survey or take
further action, and you will not receive further inquiries about this project. However, if
you are willing to share the survey with your group, please let me know.
Thank you very much for your time, and I hope you have a good summer!
Best regards,
Ana Hurka-Robles
arh153@g.harvard.edu
LINK TO SURVEY:
https://harvard.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_ahPUPFCZGp9YjoV
DESCRIPTION:
What do you value? Participants needed for a Personal Values Research study survey.
On completion of the online survey, you may enter a drawing for one of five $50
electronic Visa Gift cards.
WHO:
Only students who are currently enrolled at a four-year undergraduate college in the
Northeastern United States may participate.
WHAT:
This study examines personal values. The Primary Investigator is an ALM candidate in
psychology at Harvard Extension School. The study was approved by the Harvard
Institutional Review Board on April 21, 2020.
Study participation involves taking an online questionnaire about personal values.
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Your responses will be completely anonymous.
TIME:
The questionnaire takes about 10 to 15 minutes to complete.
PLACE:
The questionnaire can be completed from your personal computer or smartphone.
Interested?
Visit this link to participate now.
https://harvard.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_ahPUPFCZGp9YjoV
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Appendix 6.
PVQ-RR Measures of Dependent Value Variables

Power: Control over resources and people.
Dominance over people:
6 It is important to him/her that people do whatever he says they should.
29 It is important to him/her to have the power to make people do what he wants. 41 It is
important to him/her to be the one who tells others what to do.
Wealth and material resources:
12 It is important to him/her to have the power that money can bring.
20 It is important to him/her to be wealthy.
44 It is important to him/her to own expensive things that show his/her wealth.
Humility: Recognizing one’s insignificance in the larger scheme of things.
7 It is important to him/her never to think he deserves more than other people.
38 It is important to him/her to be humble.
54 It is important to him/her to be satisfied with what he has and not ask for more.
Universalism: understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and protection for the welfare of all
people and for nature.
Concern: Equality, justice and protection for the weak in society:
5 It is important to him/her that the weak and vulnerable in society be protected.
37 It is important to him/her that every person in the world have equal opportunities in
life. 52 It is important to him/her that everyone be treated justly, even people he doesn’t
know.
Nature: Preservation of the natural environment 8 It is important to him/her to care for
nature:
21 It is important to him/her to take part in activities to defend nature.
45 It is important to him/her to protect the natural environment from destruction or
pollution.
Tolerance: Acceptance and understanding of those who differ from oneself:
14 It is important to him/her to be tolerant toward all kinds of people and groups.
34 It is important to him/her to listen to and understand people who are different from
him/her.
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