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ABSTRACT 

 

Personal values are abstract and desirable goals which serve as guidelines in peoples’ 

life, and are standards and criteria used to evaluate people events and actions. A unique feature 

of the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values is the proposed structural composition of the 

model. That is the model postulates compatibilities and conflicts between ten distinct values 

types, which result in a circumplex model. Within this circumplex model, adjunctive values 

represented compatible motivations, while opposing values in the circle represent conflicting 

motivations. That structural composition of the value model has important consequences for 

the relationship between human values and outer constructs, like beliefs, behavior and situation 

perception. Each relationship is impacted not only by one single value, but rather by the trade-

off between multiple competing values. Based on these assumptions, the relation between any 

outer construct and the complete value model should result in a specific pattern: a sinusoidal 

pattern. Therefore, to fully comprehend the role of values it is necessary to consider all values 

and their interrelations as an integrative system when examining their impact on other 

(psychological) constructs. This thesis summarizes four original articles which focus on the 

impact of the complete value model, that is taking the structural composition with the proposed 

value (in-)compatibilities into account, for the perception, evaluation and endorsement of 

people, events and actions. In total, the four articles summarize 13 studies with 2056 

participants. The studies show that compatibilities and conflicts between values relate to the 

endorsement of different self-regulatory orientations, to monetary donations to different 

organizations, to perception of situation characteristics and to the endorsement of specific types 

of essentialist beliefs. In sum, the findings presented in this thesis underline the importance and 

the meaningfulness of considering the structural composition of the value model. Further, the 

thesis emphasizes the meaningfulness of connecting the Schwartz Model of Basic Human 

Values with other motivational theories in order to obtain a more comprehensive picture of 

human motivation.



v 
 

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG 

Werte repräsentieren abstrakte und wünschenswerte Ziele, die als Leitlinien im Leben 

dienen und die Bewertung von Ereignissen und Handlungen leiten. Ein einzigartiges Merkmal 

des Wertemodells nach Schwartz ist die angenommen zugrundeliegende Struktur des 

Wertesystem. Das Modell postuliert zehn unterschiedliche Werte, die kreisförmig nach ihren 

inhaltlichen Kompatibilitäten und Konflikten angeordnet. Diese kreisförmige Anordnung hat 

weitreichende Implikationen für den Zusammenhang zwischen dem kompletten Wertesystem 

und anderen psychologischen Konstrukten wie Einstellungen und Situationswahrnehmungen. 

Jeder Zusammenhang ist nicht nur von einem Wert beeinflusst, sondern die Abwägung 

zwischen mehreren nicht kompatiblen Werten beeinflusst den Zusammenhang. Basierend auf 

diesen Annahmen ergibt sich für die Beziehung mit äußeren Konstrukten ein spezifisches 

Muster: ein Sinusmuster. Daher ist es notwendig, Werte als ganzheitliches System zu betrachten. 

Diese Dissertationsschrift fasst vier Artikel zusammen, die den Einfluss des gesamten 

Wertesystems unter Berücksichtigung der strukturellen Komposition mit den angenommenen 

Werte Kompatibilitäten und Konflikten, auf die Wahrnehmung and Evaluierung von Individuen, 

Situationen und Verhalten untersuchen. Die vier Artikel basieren auf insgesamt auf 13 Studien 

mit 2056 Teilnehmenden. Zusammengefasst verdeutlichen die Ergebnisse die Bedeutung der 

strukturellen Komposition des Wertemodells für das Verständnis über den Einfluss von Werten 

für die Selektion und Evaluierung von Ereignissen und Verhalten. Zudem erörtert die Arbeit 

die Bedeutung des universellen Wertemodells in Kombination mit anderen Motivationstheorien, 

um ein umfassenderes Bild von menschlicher Motivation zu erhalten.
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INTRODUCTION 1 

 

1. GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

 In a May 2020 speech about the forthcoming transfer of the EU Council presidency, 

Angela Merkel elaborated on the relationship between the members of the European Union and 

the relationship of the European Union to other major global players like the United States, the 

People’s Republic of China and Russia (Presse- und Informationsamt der Bundesregierung, 

2020). Even though the relationship with each nation is defined by different and concrete goals, 

she cited one common foundation as the guiding principle and the fundamental requirement for 

any successful relationship: (European and/or Western) Values. 

 This is just one of many possible examples which demonstrates the significance people 

attribute to the concept of values. People refer to values when judging people’s characteristics 

as well as when defending positions or attitudes (Roccas et al., 2002; Sagiv, 2002). For example, 

individuals opposing migration support their argument by pointing to incompatible cultural 

values; for example, PEGIDA (i.e., a conservative right-wing populist movement which 

opposes the German migrant politic) mobilized individuals by claiming that migration threatens 

the Christian-Occidental value system (https://www.pegida.de/). The German Teacher 

Association demands that more class time be dedicated to teaching values (Verband Bildung 

und Erziehung e.V., 2019), and businesses and university often refer to their organizational 

culture and guiding values (e.g., University of Sussex, 2018).  

 Each of these examples brings with it some common implicit assumptions about the 

nature of values. First, values are of high importance for our lives and for our social interactions. 

A study by Roccas and colleagues (2014) showed that individuals perceive their own values as 

their most important trait and as more desirable than personality traits. Values were also 

perceived as more closely connected to one’s ideal self than to personality traits, demonstrating 

that individuals describe themselves in terms of what is important to them instead of how they 

act. Moreover, people wish to change their personality traits—for example, to become more 
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extraverted or less neurotic—but they do not usually strive to change their values; rather, they 

are satisfied with their own values (Roccas et al., 2014). Second, in the layperson’s perception, 

values remain stable throughout life and are difficult to change. In line with that perception, 

individuals indicated that it would be easier to change their personality traits than their values 

(Roccas et al., 2014). The finding indicates that values are perceived as an essential part of one 

own’s identity. Third, people have a common understanding of what values are and what their 

importance is, implying a shared culture schema. For example, when a politician mentions that 

freedom is a core value of the European Union, it is implied that listeners hold a similar 

understanding of freedom in mind. 

 In sum, values are a pervasive construct in daily life, and the sheer quantity of references 

to them demonstrates that studying values remains important to a better understanding of human 

experiences and human behavior. Even more vital is the power and importance laypersons 

attribute to values, positioning them as a construct not to be overlooked. It is not surprising, 

therefore, that in psychology and in the social sciences there already exists an enormous amount 

of research focusing on predecessor and consequences of values, their content and their 

implications for human experiences and behavior. Still, open questions remain, and due to 

methodological advances and novel theoretical frameworks it remains, even after an extensive 

amount of research, critical to examine values and their impact on human experiences and 

behaviors.  

1.2 Aims and Scope of the present dissertation 

 The present work investigates the role of the structural composition of Schwartz Model 

of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) aiming to shed new insights on values as guiding 

principal for the selection and evaluation of events, actions, and people. The thesis focuses on 

how compatibilities and conflicts between multiple values influence individuals’ perception of 

situations and their endorsement of beliefs as well as how those value (in-)compatibilities 

facilitate or inhibit action. Each presented study emphasizes that the trade-off between several 
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values serve as guiding principles in people’s life. Even though a large amount of research 

focusing on values in general exists, and the more specific Schwartz Model of Basic Human 

Values (Schwartz, 1992) exists, certain aspects have only been sparsely examined or even 

neglected in prior research.  

First, the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) postulates dynamic 

relations of compatibilities and conflicts between distinct value types. The compatibilities and 

conflicts allow to generate integrative hypotheses and result in a specific relational pattern 

between values and outer constructs: a sinusoidal pattern. Even though the compatibilities and 

conflicts are core assumptions of the model, it is often neglected in research on human values. 

The four original articles included in this thesis all link the complete value system with its 

compatibilities and conflicts to well-studied constructs like regulatory focus (Keller & Kesberg, 

2017, Appendix A), essentialist beliefs (Kesberg & Keller, 2021b, Appendix D) and prosocial 

behavior (i.e., donating money, Kesberg & Keller, 2021a, Appendix B). Moreover, they 

enhance prior research by including new constructs like situation characteristics (Kesberg & 

Keller, 2018, Appendix C) and specifically designed vignettes to provide novel insights on the 

link between values and prosocial behavior (Kesberg & Keller, 2021a). The different 

approaches, contents and instruments provide a more general picture of how values shape the 

world and allow examination of the evaluative function of values across several domains. 

Second, the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) focuses 

predominately on what people consider important and on which goals people aim to achieve, 

but it neglects to describe how people achieve their goals. Of course, no motivational theory 

needs to explain all components of how an individual attains goals, but it is remarkable that the 

model has rarely been examined in combination with other prominent motivational theories. 

One key contribution of the present work, along with the included original articles, is the 

linkage of the Theory of Basic Human Values to several other influential motivational theories 

to obtain a more comprehensive picture of how values activate and inhibit actions. Taken 
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together, the aim of the present thesis is twofold. First, to enhance understanding of how value 

(in-)compatibilities guide the perception and endorsement of people, events, and actions. 

Second, to connect the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) with other 

prominent motivational theories to obtain a more comprehensive picture of human motivation. 

 In Chapter 2, I will briefly outline the historic development of research on human values 

and introduce the Model of Basic Human Values proposed by Schwartz (1992). In Chapter 3, I 

will elaborate on the key characteristics about values, focusing on the structural composition of 

the value model with its compatibilities and conflicts between values. In Chapter 4, I will 

summarize the original articles included in this dissertation and discuss them beyond what has 

already been written in the article. Finally, in Chapter 5, I will link the four different articles 

and discuss their methodological and theoretical strengths and limitations across the presented 

research; furthermore, I will discuss how this dissertation contributes to the Schwartz Model of 

Basic Human Values and to general research on human motivation and survey the implications 

for future research. 
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2. GETTING TO KNOW VALUES 

2.1 A short history of the research on human values 

 Across various scientific disciplines, values are an important construct toward 

understanding, explaining and predicting human behavior (Seligman et al., 2013). As early as 

1935, sociologist Talcott Parson postulated that values and norms are core constructs that each 

individual and each society possesses, serving as a point of reference for all members of a 

society to evaluate and orient their thoughts, attitudes and behaviors. Parson assumed that 

values guide the selection of goals and serve to evaluate the means to achieve these goals. 

Furthermore, he deems values as essential for internal motivation and asserts that their existence 

stabilizes and maintains social order in a society (Parsons, 1961). 

 Milton Rokeash was one of the first social psychologists to extensively study and 

measure human values in a structured way (i.e., the Rokeach Value Survey). In his book The 

Nature of Human Values (Rokeash, 1973), Rokeash—in line with Parsons—stated that values 

are a core concept across the social sciences and an important construct to understanding the 

differences between cultures and societies, as well as for predicting individual differences in 

beliefs and attitudes. In his equality-freedom model of ideology, Rokeash (1973) postulated 

that people endorse terminal1 values, which differ in their importance and are used as internal 

reference points for attitudes and behavior. Since then, research examining values, their 

precedents and their consequences has been plentiful, producing a variety of different value 

theories. For example, the World Value Survey (Inglehart & Welzel, 2005) assumes that (all) 

cultures2 can be distinguished along two major dimensions. The first dimension distinguished 

 
1 According to Rokeash (1973), terminal values refer to values which represent a goal, while instrumental values 

refer to means which are implemented to achieve a goal. 
2 In research on cultural differences, researchers often use the term culture interchangeably with the term country 

or nation. Most of the research reported in this thesis referring to cultural differences actually compared two or 

more nations, neglecting the notion that within one nation various cultures can exist and that strict national 

borders do not automatically define where one culture ends and another begins. In this thesis, I will always apply 

the term which is used in the original article.  
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between cultures characterized by self-expression values (e.g., emphasizing autonomy and 

equality) from cultures characterized by survival values (e.g., emphasis on security and 

protection). The second dimension distinguishes between cultures characterized by traditional 

values (e.g., high emphasis on religion, family ties and obedience) from cultures characterized 

by secular-rational values (e.g., low emphasis on religion, norms and authority). Another 

prominent theory is Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory (1984), made up of six different 

dimensions on which cultures, based on their predominating values, can be distinguished: 

individualism-collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, power distance, masculinity-feminism, 

long-term orientation and self-restraint. Researchers also distinguish between sacred and 

secular values: Sacred values refer to the idea that some values are non-negotiable and absolute, 

like human rights or justice. These values are more aligned with moral principles and are 

different from secular values like money. The assumption that sacred values are non-negotiable 

implies that when people must decide between sacred and secular values, that it is forbidden or 

a taboo to trade-off sacred values for secular values (Hanselmann & Tanner, 2008). This means 

that giving up a sacred value like freedom of speech for a secular value like material wealth is 

a taboo, while giving up material wealth to attain freedom of speech is socially acceptable and 

desirable.  

 Obviously, a variety of different value models exist. In this thesis I will focus only on 

one specific value model: the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992). The 

rationale behind this is that unlike the value dimensions proposed by Inglehart and Welzel 

(2005), as well as by Hofstede (1984), the model can be applied to measure values on both a 

country-level and a person-level; therefore, the model provides a useful measurement and 

conceptualization for individual differences in value endorsement. Furthermore, unlike the 

blurry distinction between sacred and secular values, the model postulates theoretically distinct 

and empirically validated value types. Finally, and most importantly, unlike the list of values 

proposed by Rokeash (1973), the model postulates specific dynamic interrelations between 
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values, allowing to generate integrative hypotheses for the relation pattern between all 

postulated value types in the model and outer constructs. For the objective of this thesis (i.e., 

understanding how compatibilities and conflicts between values influence the perception and 

endorsement of people, events, policies and actions), the Schwartz Model of Basic Human 

Values (Schwartz, 1992) is most appropriate. 

2.2 The Schwartz Theory of Basic Human Values 

 In the Schwartz Theory of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992), similar to other value 

theories, values are defined as desirable, abstract and trans-situational goals which vary in 

their importance and serve as guidelines in people’s lives (Schwartz, 1992; also see cf. Rokeach, 

1973, and Kluckhohn, 1951). This definition has several important implications. First, desirable 

refers to the notion that all values are perceived as inherently positive, desirable and important, 

at least some extent, and therefore people strive to achieve them. Second, values capture 

abstract goals like freedom or equality, and these goals transcend specific actions and situations 

(i.e., they are trans-situational). Third, most people simultaneously hold a variety of values that 

differ in importance (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). Fourth, values are motivational constructs that 

guide, activate and inhibit actions linked to the attainment of the goals (Schwartz, 1992). Unlike 

personality traits, values do not capture characteristic patterns of how people think, feeling and 

behave, but they capture what people consider to be important in life.  

 Over the last 30 years, the structure and content of the Schwartz Model of Basic Human 

Values (Schwartz, 1992) has been tested in samples from 81 nations (Miles, 2015; Schwartz, 

2006a, 2006b, 2007). The empirical findings support the notion that values play a crucial role 

across societies around the world and that the values and their content (as defined in the 

Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values) are universally recognized (Davidov et al., 2008, 

Schwartz & Rubel, 2005; Roccas & Sagiv, 2010). The findings indicate that despite various 

cultural, religious and age differences in the examined samples, the value typology is applicable 

in all tested societies (Bilsky et al., 2011; Davidov et al., 2008; Fontaine et al., 2008; Schwartz 
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1992; Schwartz et al., 2012). That means each examined society recognized the same general 

value types and the proposed compatibilities and conflicts between values, even though the 

absolute priority of one value compared to other values varied between societies. Therefore, it 

is important to distinguish between the notion that a universal content and structure of values 

has been found and the notion that societies still differ substantially in their endorsement of the 

postulated universal values (Schwartz, 2006a, 2006b, 2007). For example, Bardi and Schwartz 

(2003) found in a cross-cultural study, most societies hold similar value priority rankings. The 

value benevolence, that is, a value aiming to enhance the welfare of close others and the in-

group, is given high importance in most societies. In contrast, the value power, that is, a value 

aiming to enhance one’s own welfare and status, is given low importance in most societies. 

Further, across various societies, individuals recognize that striving to maximize one’s own 

welfare (i.e., power value) is incompatible with striving to maximize the welfare of others (i.e., 

benevolence values). Koopmann-Holm and Matsumoto (2010) showed that U.S.-Americans 

attribute a higher importance to conservation values (e.g., security) and self-enhancement 

values (e.g., achievement) compared to Germans. At the same time, both (that is, U.S.-

Americans and Germans) attributed more importance to openness-to-change values (e.g., 

freedom) and self-transcendence values (e.g., tolerance) compared to conservation and self-

enhancement values. In that 2010 study, the hierarchical ranking of values was the same for 

both countries, but they differed significantly in their absolute endorsement of the values. So, 

findings support the idea that cultures or nations differ in their endorsement of certain values, 

but the value hierarchy (i.e., the priorities attributed to distinct values) can still be similar across 

countries.  

 In sum, the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) is an empirically 

well-tested model applicable to the examination of value differences between societies, as well 

as between individuals.  
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2.2.1 The Content of Basic Human Values 

 The Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) originally distinguished 

ten distinct values: Universalism, Benevolence, Conformity, Tradition, Security, Power, 

Achievement, Hedonism, Stimulation and Self-Direction (Schwartz, 1992). Each value 

represents a different and distinct underlying motivational goal. For example, individuals who 

value benevolence are motivated to enhance the welfare of close others. Table 1 displays the 

motivational content of the ten original values. The ten value types represent distinct motivation, 

but in combination they form a motivational continuum. Therefore, values can be order along 

their motivational compatibilities and conflicts, which results in a circumplex model (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1. The circumplex Model of Basic Human Values.  

Note. Based on Schwartz et al. (2012), Figure 1.
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Table 1. Overview of the value content. 

Value Categorization in 

broader segments 

Partition in finer segments Description of the value content 

Universalism Self-transcendence 

Social Focus 

Self-Expansion 

Universalism-Nature 

Universalism-Concern 

Universalism-Tolerance 

Tolerance for different cultures, protection of nature, acceptance, equality 

for all 

Universalism-Nature refers to the preservation of the natural environment 

Universalism-Concern refers to equality, justice and protection for all 

people 

Universalism-Tolerance refers to acceptance and tolerance of people who 

are different from oneself 

Benevolence Self-Transcendence 

Social Focus 

Self-Expansion 

Benevolence-Caring 

Benevolence-Dependability 

Caring about the own in-group, friends and family, welfare for the own 

in-group 

Benevolence-caring focuses on the devotion to the welfare of in-group 

members 

Benevolence-Dependability focuses on being a trustworthy and reliable 

group-member 

Conformity Conservation 

Social Focus 

Self-Protection 

Conformity-Rules 

Conformity-Interpersonal 

Being humble and trying to avoid the breaking of rules, harmony; to obey 

rules and norms in a society 

Conformity-rules refers to being compliant with rules, laws and formal 

obligations 

Conformity-interpersonal refers to avoiding upset or harm of other people 

Humility3 Conservation 

Social Focus 

Self-Protection 

NA Recognizing one’s insignificance in the larger scheme of things, to accept 

what one is given and to be humble 

Tradition Conservation 

Social Focus 

Self-Protection 

NA Respect and maintain cultural and religious traditions, uphold cultural 

values 

 
3 Humility was only proposed as a separate value in the refined value theory. Its content was part of the tradition values in the original theory. However, given the usually low 

internal consistency of tradition items (Schwartz, 2005), which includes items about being humble and being satisfied with what one has, the new humility value was proposed. 
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Table 1 continued. 

 
4 Face was only proposed as a separate value in the refined value theory (Schwartz et al., 2012). In the multi-dimensional scaling projection, the face items usually occupy the 

space between power and security values. Face has a strong defensive aspect unlike the active power values, and more manipulative and self-interested aspect unlike security. 
5 Achievement refers only to the goal of being judged and perceived as successful and competent by others. It does not include a mastery component (i.e., being competent, 

mastering a knowledge or skill). Mastery is captured by the goals of self-direction (Schwarz, 2017). 

Value Categorization in 

broader segments 

Partition in finer segments Description of the value content 

Security Conservation 

Social Focus 

Self-Protection 

Security-Personal 

Security-Societal 

Avoid threat, care about personal and societal safety, health behavior 

Security-Personal refers to safety in one’s immediate environment 

Security-Societal refers to safety and stability in the wider society 

Face4 Self-Enhancement 

Personal Focus 

Self-Protection 

 Maintaining one’s public image or prestige 

Power Self-Enhancement 

Personal Focus 

Self-Protection 

Power-Dominance 

Power-Resources 

Striving for dominance and control over people and resources, material 

interests 

Power-dominance through exercising control over people 

Power-resources through control over material and social resources 

Achievement Self-Enhancement 

Personal Focus 

Self-Protection 

NA Striving to show competence and to be successful according to social 

standards5 

Hedonism Self-Enhancement/ 

Openness-to-change 

Personal Focus 

Self-Expansion 

NA Gratification of one one’s pleasure 

Stimulation Openness-to-Change 

Personal Focus 

Self-Expansion 

NA Excitement, novel experiences and challenges 

Self-

Direction 

Openness-to-Change 

Personal Focus 

Self-Expansion 

Self-Direction Thought 

Self-Direction Action 

Striving for independence, unconventional thinking, new experiences. 

Autonomy of Thought includes Creativity, Curiosity, and Interest 

Autonomy of Action includes choosing own goals, independence and self-

reliance 
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As displayed in Table 1 and Figure 1, the ten values can be grouped into four broader 

higher-order value types: self-transcendence, conservation, self-enhancement and openness-to-

change. The four higher-order value types represent two bipolar dimensions of motivationally 

incompatible values. The first dimension is the self-transcendence—self-enhancement 

dimension (SET). The SET dimension represents the conflict between self-transcendence 

values (i.e., universalism and benevolence), which aim to increase the welfare of all, and self-

enhancement values (i.e., power, achievement and some parts of hedonism), which aim to 

increase one’s own welfare. The second dimension is the openness-to-change—conservation 

dimension (OC). The OC dimension represents the conflict between openness-to-change values 

(i.e., self-direction, stimulation and some parts of hedonism), which seek novel experiences and 

freedom, and conservation values (i.e., tradition, conformity and security), which aim to 

maintain the status-quo. While the two pols of each dimension refer to opposing values, the 

dimension themselves are conceptualized as independent (e.g., a person valuing self-

transcendence does not necessarily value openness-to-change). The distinction between the ten 

single values, which can be grouped into four higher-order value types along two dimensions, 

is the most displayed and examined categorization of the value model (Roccas et al., 2017).  

 The different value types can be grouped in even broader dimensions and/or be further 

divided in finer value types (Schwartz, 2012). On a broader level, values and their underlying 

goals can either serve the interests of the individual or the collective6 (Schwartz, 1992, 2012). 

Self-enhancement and openness-to-change values focus on own personal gains and individual 

interests, while conservation and self-transcendence values focus on increasing the welfare of 

others or of established institutions. Another broader categorization level is the distinction 

between values which focus on self-expansion versus self-protection. Self-expansion values 

(openness-to-change and self-transcendence) focus on growth and self-actualization. By 

 
6 In the case of security values, Schwartz (2012) argued that they can serve both. Focusing on personal security 

serves individual interests, while focusing on societal security serves collective interests. 
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contrast, self-protection values (self-enhancement and conservation) deal with anxiety and 

focus on protecting the self and the status-quo (Schwartz, 1992, 2011).  

 The ten distinct values can be further divided into narrower segments. In 2011, Schwartz 

and colleagues reexamined the original Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) and 

postulated 19 instead of the original ten values. In the refined model, three of the original values 

remained the same (i.e., achievement, stimulation and hedonism), two new values (i.e., face 

and humility) emerged as novel and distinct motivational goals and the 14 other “new” values 

are narrower distinctions of the other seven original values (Schwartz, 2017). For example, in 

the original theory, universalism was defined as “understanding, appreciation, tolerance, and 

protection for the welfare of all people and for nature.” (Schwartz, 1992, p.12) In the refined 

theory (Schwartz et al., 2012), universalism is divided into three different sub-types: 

universalism-concern (e.g., social justice), universalism-nature (e.g., protecting the 

environment) and universalism-tolerance (e.g., broadmindedness). The common goal of the 

three universalism sub-types is the endorsement of care and concern outside the immediate in-

group and surroundings, but the specific content to which the care and concern relate differs 

between sub-types. In sum, the values postulated in the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values 

(Schwartz, 1992) represent distinct abstract goals, which motivate actions and can be order 

along their content (in-) compatibilities.  

2.2.2 Measurement of Basic Human Values 

 Values are assumed to be consciously accessible which means that people can introspect 

and report their own values (Schwartz, 1996). Due to this assumption, values are commonly 

measured by relying on self-reports. To the best of my knowledge, to date there exists no 

established implicit measurement of personal values, but some researchers have analyzed 

speeches and written documents to infer the values of the author (Portman, 2014). Several self-

report questionnaires have been developed for the measurement of values (for an overview see 

Roccas et al., 2017), but there are two questionnaires that are commonly used: the Schwartz 
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Value Survey (SVS, Schwartz, 1992) and the Portrait Value Questionnaire (PVQ, Schwartz et 

al., 2001).   

 The Schwartz Value Survey consists of 57 items. Each item consists of several abstract 

key words. Individuals rate the importance of each item as a guiding principle in life, using a 

scale ranging from (-1) opposed to my principles, (0) not important to (8) very important.7 A 

sample item for power reads, “WEALTH (material possessions, money)”. In the SVS the 

representation of values is abstract, and criticism of the questionnaire centers on the fact that 

high cognitive abilities and capacities are necessary to answer it meaningfully (Schwartz et al., 

2001). The Portrait Value Questionnaire displays a more concrete representation of values. 

Instead of key words, each of the 40 items describes a person by the means of his or her values. 

Individuals rate their similarity with each portrayed person on a scale ranging from (1) very 

dissimilar to (6) very similar. A sample item for power reads, “It is important for him/ her to 

be rich”.8 The PVQ is assumed to be less cognitive demanding compared to the SVS (Schwartz, 

2001; Roccas et al., 2017).  

 It is recommended to always measure all value types. Confronting individuals with 

questions about their values, values might be implicitly activated, primed or made accessible 

(Roccas et al., 2017). This implies that if a researcher only chooses the items intended to 

measure one value type and a relevant outside construct (e.g., measuring universalism and its 

association with environmental attitudes and behavior), the results can be misleading. As 

mentioned above, all values are perceived as inheritably positive and desirable end-states, and 

their influence on behavior depends on the trade-off between competing values. For example, 

the predictive power of universalism for pro-environmental behavior is a function of the 

endorsement of universalism and the opposing value power. Two individuals who attribute the 

 
7 As can be seen from the scale, all scores above 0 indicate that the corresponding value is perceived as at least 

somewhat important. This is critical, as typically even the values which have a low score are still perceived as 

important. This speaks to the notion that most values are important to most people (Schwartz, 1992). 
8 The PVQ can be implemented in a male and a female version depending on the participant’s gender. 
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same importance to universalism, but differ in their attributed importance to power, experience 

different trade-offs between these two values when executing a pro-environmental behavior. 

The theory postulates that the trade-off between multiple values Therefore, to fully understand 

the relation between one value and outer constructs, it is necessary to consider multiple values 

in combination.  

 In this chapter, I outlined the content of the ten distinct motivational values in the 

Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values. As displayed in Figure 1 and apparent from the 

description of the value content, values are ordered along their motivational compatibilities and 

conflicts. The research presented in this thesis remains focused on the complete integrative 

model—that is, all ten original values were measured in all studies. This procedure enables 

examination of how the trade-off between multiple values guides the perception and evaluation 

of events and actions, and promotes or inhibits behavior. The following chapter describes in 

detail the proposed compatibilities and conflicts among values, the sinusoidal pattern as unique 

result pattern and other key features of human values. 
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3. THE IMPACT OF THE STRUCTURAL COMPOSITION OF THE VALUE 

MODEL ON THE EVALUATION OF PEOPLE, EVENTS AND ACTIONS 

Independent of the concrete content of values, all values share several common features 

(Schwartz, 1992). These key features describe the relation and mechanism that are theoretically 

proposed to link values to other psychological constructs, as well as to determine how values 

are related to other constructs and just what distinguishes them from other psychological 

constructs. Most key feature are already highlighted in the definition of values: Values are 

desirable, abstract and trans-situational goals which vary in their importance and serve as 

guidelines in people’s lives (Schwartz, 1992; also see cf. Rokeach, 1973, and Kluckhohn, 1951).  

3.1 Zooming in on key assumptions  

Values as abstract beliefs and basic motivational constructs are linked to affective 

responses like being aroused, nervous or happy. For example, people who value achievement 

become aroused when the achievement of their academic goals is threatened, and they become 

happy when they achieve their academic goals (cf. Schwartz Chapter 7, ESS). In general, if 

individuals perceive that their values are threatened (e.g., an obstacle in the attainment of their 

value emerges) fear and anxiety might result, while the upholding or fulfillment of the value 

might relate to happiness or positive affect. All kinds of affective and emotional responses can 

potentially relate to all value types, which means that independent of a specific value content, 

people may be sad when they cannot reach their goal and happy when they can fulfill their goal. 

Some studies examined the frequency of specific emotions in relation to values. Nelissen and 

colleagues (2007) showed that values are weakly related to a frequent expression of emotions 

that align with the underlying motivational goal. For example, people valuing achievement 

more frequently reported feeling proud, while people valuing conformity more frequently 

reported feeling contempt. Considering the specific content represented by values, valuing 

achievement (i.e., striving to demonstrate competence) might be linked to seeking out situations 

and promote actions that result in for example respect from others—thus eliciting proud feelings. 
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Conformity (i.e., striving to follow rules and norms and dismissing any deviant behavior) is 

especially related to salience towards moral or normative transgressions resulting in more 

situations and observations of behaviors which can elicit the feeling of contempt. Similar, 

Koopmann-Holm and Matsumoto (2010) found that in cultures where conservation and self-

enhancement values are important, contempt and disgust are more frequently displayed. On the 

contrary, in cultures where openness-to-change and self-transcendence values are important, 

anger and sadness are more frequently displayed. The authors argue that the findings do not 

imply that values necessarily trigger specific emotions, but rather that the endorsement of 

specific values is associated with a socially accepted display of specific emotions (Koopman-

Holm & Matsumoto, 2010). In sum, values are infused with affective responses, the attainment 

of values is usually associated with positive affect and non-attainment is associated with 

negative affect; ultimately, values are associated with the display frequency of specific 

emotions. 

 Another important assumption about values is that they transcend specific actions and 

situations. According to Schwartz (1992), this is one of the unique features of values and what 

distinguishes them from other psychological constructs like norms, beliefs and attitudes. Norms, 

beliefs and attitudes usually refer to a specific object, behavior or situation, while values are 

relevant to a wide range of situations and actions. This feature is often also closely connected 

to the assumption that values remain stable over time (Schwartz, 1992). Yet in recent years, 

researchers have claimed that values do change over time and that their relevance depends on 

situational circumstances (e.g., normative pressure; Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Goodwin et al., 

2012). These two views do not explicitly cancel each other out, but it is important to consider 

that both are simultaneously true. The values an individual endorses transcend specific actions 

and situations, in the sense that for any individual who values stimulation, that will prove 

relevant at home and at the workplace, in daily life and in extreme situations. At the same time, 

however, stimulation will not always be the motivational factor underlying each behavior in 
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each situation. Rather, there might be some situations in which other values might be just as 

relevant—or due to changing life circumstances, values will slowly adapt to the circumstances 

(for a detailed discussion on pathways of value change, see Bardi and Goodwin, 2011). 

Longitudinal studies show that values can change due to major life transitions like parenthood, 

career changes and moving to a foreign culture (Bardi et al., 2009; Bardi et al., 2014; Goodwin 

et al., 2012; Vecchione et al., 2016). Values can also momentarily “change” by priming. For 

example, Maio and colleagues (2009) primed values in a series of studies showing that because 

of the priming procedure, the behavior related or fitting to the motivational goal increased. 

Participants primed on security values spend more time cleaning their desk compared to a 

control group, while people primed on achievement were less willing to volunteer their time 

compared to a control group. While these experiments are meaningful due to their experimental 

design (i.e., they show that values cause behavior), they do not really show a value change, but 

rather a change in accessibility (Roccas, 2003; Sagiv et al., 2011, Verplanken & Holland, 2002). 

In sum, the results indicate that values are mostly stable, but changes are possible. Further, 

changes in one value are accompanied by changes in adjunctive and opposing values (Bardi et 

al., 2009). Importantly, after a value change occurred, the change refers to all sections of life—

that is, values transcend again specific actions and events. Taken together, values do transcend 

specific actions and situations, but accessibility in the moment and changes in life 

circumstances can induce (reversible) value changes.  

Next, values are ordered by their importance to one another. People hold a variety of 

values, and these values are ordered by importance in a hierarchical system. This feature also 

distinguishes values from norms or attitudes; in other words, individuals do not order their 

norms or attitudes in a hierarchical system based on their importance (Schwartz, 1992). This 

key assumption is closely related to the key assumption that the relative importance of values, 

or more precisely the relative importance of multiple values, guides behavior. That is, the 

behavior of a person is the result of the trade-off between several relevant but competing values 
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(Schwartz, 2001). Each behavior promotes the attainment of one value, but simultaneously 

inhibits the attainment of another value (Schwartz, 2001). Therefore, the larger the attributed 

importance differs between two competing values, the higher the probability that a behavior 

occurs (i.e., a behavior to attain the more important value). But the smaller the attributed 

importance differs between two competing values, the lower the probability the behavior occurs. 

Finally, values serve as standards or criteria for the evaluation and selection of actions, policies, 

people and events. People make judgement and decisions based on the values they endorse 

(Schwartz, 2001): they are inclined to seek out situations which are compatible and avoid 

situations which are conflicting with their endorsed values (Roccas et al., 2003). 

3.2 Zooming in on value (in-)compatibilities 

 Most of the key assumption built on the proposed structural composition of the Model 

of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992): Values are structured by their underlying 

compatibilities and conflicts. This structural composition can be seen on each level of 

distinction (Chapter 2.2.1). The detailed assumptions about the interrelations between values 

are unique and novel aspects of the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) 

compared to other value models (Rokeash, 1973). Instead of being independent entities, all 

values in combination form a system of continually related motivations. Modeling the proposed 

compatibilities and conflicts results in a circumplex model, in which values with similar or 

compatible goals are adjunctive and values with dissimilar or incompatible goals are opposing 

(Figure 1) (Schwartz, 1992). This means that goals of adjunctive values can be reached with 

the same action or behavior, but it is not possible to attain simultaneously the goal of two 

opposing values within one action. For example, the action helping a friend move can fulfill 

benevolence values by helping a friend (which fits to helping the in-group). Further, the 

adjunctive value conformity can be fulfilled because one could argue that it is a norm to help a 

friend and serve the goal of a harmonious life with others. Yet by engaging in the action, it is 

usually not possible to fulfill opposing values. In this example, helping a friend move is mostly 
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not considered as an exciting and novel experience (equals stimulation values) or a sensuous 

pleasure (equals hedonism).9  

 In most cases, the values on opposite sides of the circumplex model reflect the strongest 

conflict, however, in some cases—depending on the relevant outcome criteria—the strongest 

conflict emerges with a value that is not located directly on the opposing side, but rather when 

the content is opposing (Roccas et al., 2017). For example, self-direction is located as 

oppositional to security, but in some cases striving for independence is also opposed to obeying 

rules and norms (i.e., valuing conformity).  

This structural composition of values has far-reaching implications for research on 

values. First, in order to obtain a comprehensive understanding of values and their associations 

with other constructs, it is necessary to consider the complete integrative value model, because 

even statistical non-significant relations are meaningful and can enhance our understanding of 

values. Second, any behavior or endorsement of attitudes and beliefs has simultaneously 

positive implications for the attainment or expressing of some values and negative implications 

for other values. Every behavior is therefore a result of trade-offs between different competing 

values. Considering or even only measuring one value, which might promote a behavior, 

overlooks the importance of values which simultaneously might prevent the execution of a 

behavior. 

3.2.1 Generating integrative hypothesis based on the circumplex value structure 

 The compatibilities and conflicts among values open up the opportunity to examine 

individuals value system as integrated system of motivational types. As already mentioned 

values are determined by their interrelations and taking the interrelatedness into account enables 

to postulate integrative hypotheses. This means any outside variable (a) is assumed to be similar 

related with values that are adjunctive in the value circle, (b) related in opposing directions with 

 
9 It cannot be ruled out that some individuals might gain own pleasure from helping somebody move or find 

moving exciting. However, in general this action would not be presumed to be driven by these values. 
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values that are further away in the value circle, and (c) all associations with any outside variable 

should decrease monotonically in both directions along the value circle from the most positive 

associated to the most negative associated value. Importantly, integrative hypotheses always 

predict a whole relational pattern between all values and an outer construct. Therefore, even 

statistical non-significant association can be meaningful as they provide information about the 

viability of the theory and the assumed circular structure. The interesting notion of the 

integrative circumplex model is that it allows prediction of a systematic relational pattern with 

outside constructs for each value in the model. The resulting pattern is known as sinusoidal 

pattern. That means the highest positive and the highest negative relation should emerge 

between the two opposing values (either located on opposing sides or content-wise 

incompatible), while the relations for all other values should decrease and increase as a function 

of the closeness between values (Schwartz, 2001; Roccas et al., 2017). 

3.2.2 The sinusoidal pattern 

Due to the circle structure of the value model the relation with any outside criteria should 

result in a sinusoid curve or sinusoidal pattern when graphically displayed. In Figure 2, an 

exemplary sinusoid curve is displayed for the hypothetical association between “willingness to 

help a friend move” and all ten value types. As can be seen the highest positive relation emerged 

with benevolence and the adjunctive values. The highest negative relation emerged with power, 

while the relation with all other values monotonically decrease and increase along the value 

circle. To detect the sinusoidal pattern, researchers usually plot the correlational pattern and 

then judge, based on visual screening, whether or not the observed pattern resembles a 

sinusoidal pattern. Some attempts to quantify the sinusoidal pattern have been made, but to date 

no approach has been widely accepted (Hanel et al., 2017b). This may partly be due to the 

notion that researchers frequently do not consider the full set of values and therefore the need 

for a standardized approach is lacking. 
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Figure 2. Hypothetical sinusoidal pattern. 

Note. Based on Schwartz (1992), Figure 6. 

3.2.3 Ipsative data 

One important recommended procedure implemented to consider the hierarchical 

ranking of values and examine the trade-off between values is the use of ipsative data (Schwartz, 

1992, 2001). That means the absolute importance attributed to each value by an individual is 

standardized by subtracting the individual’s mean score across of all value items (cf. Baron, 

1996). The procedure controls for individual use of answering scales and provides researchers 

with a value score that captures the importance of one value type compared to all the other value 

types. Generally, a positive value indicates a higher importance attributed to a value type 

compared to all other values, whereas a negative value indicates a lower importance attributed 

to a value type compared to all other values. For example, individual A rates the importance of 

conformity with 6 and the importance of stimulation with 4, whereas individual B rates the 

importance of conformity with 3 and the importance of stimulation with 1. Both individuals 

have the same hierarchical ranking (i.e., the same order) for these values, but differ in their 
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absolute importance. Yet, the difference between the two values is the same for both individuals. 

Ipsative data focuses on the difference between the ratings instead of the absolute values. 

To sum up, the postulated compatibilities and conflicts between values and the proposed 

motivational continuum underlying the value types allow to derive integrated hypotheses about 

the association between any outer construct and the complete set of values. The resulting pattern 

should resemble a sinusoid curve. This idea is unique to the Model of Basic Human Values 

(Schwartz, 1992) and goes beyond the mere investigation of one value type. 

3.3 The role of value (In-)compatibilities in the research on human values: A summary 

 As already mentioned, an enormous amount of literature about values already exists, 

linking values to a wide range of attitudes, beliefs, intentions and behaviors. Values are - 

amongst others - associated with feelings of regret (Lönnqvist et al., 2012), cooperative 

behavior (Sagiv et al., 2011), personality traits (Vecchione et al., 2016), consumer choices 

(Verplanken & Holland., 2002), career choice (Sagiv, 2002) and stereotypes (Schwartz & 

Struch, 1989). Yet, a predominating amount of literature on human values does not consider all 

ten original postulated values and their compatibilities and conflicts—that is, the integrative 

circumplex model—when investigating the relation between values and the outer construct of 

interest. Rather, most studies examined relations of each value only to the behaviors it was 

expected to promote and/or to inhibit (cf. Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). In doing so, most studies 

ignore the key assumptions of the value theory: Any attitude, belief or behavior is a result of 

trade-offs between multiple values that promote and oppose it. If a value on one side of the 

circle promotes a particular behavior, values on the opposing side of the circle should 

simultaneously inhibit that behavior. Further, for a value to be influential it needs to be 

perceived as relevant to the outcome criteria. Therefore, researchers often examine value-

expressive behaviors (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Hanel et al., 2017a; Schwartz et al., 2011; 

Schwartz, 2017). Value-expressive behaviors are those behaviors which are likely to be an 

expression of one value but not of another value. For example, donating money can be more 
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easily judged as an action expressive for benevolence values compared to being expressive for 

power values. However, other behaviors are less clearly linked to specific values (so-called 

value-ambivalent behaviors). For example, a person striving for security might join a martial 

art club/ training with the goal of feeling safer even though the action itself might be more 

expressive of stimulation values. Therefore, only examining some values and neglecting others, 

or overlooking the circumstances under which behavior occurs, might provide incomplete or 

misleading results. Here, in all presented articles the postulated hypotheses consider the 

proposed compatibilities and conflicts between values underlying the structural compositions 

of the value model. 

 Taken together, this thesis aims to enhance our understanding of human values by 

examining how the compatibilities and conflicts of the integrative value systems are reflected 

in the evaluation of people, events, policies and actions and how the findings can be merged 

with other theories to paint a more comprehensive picture of human motivation, experiences 

and behavior. 
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4. SCIENTIFIC PAPERS 

 The previous chapters described in detail the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values 

(Schwartz, 1992). Even though there is a large amount of theoretical and empirical work on 

values in general, and on the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values specifically, there still 

exist considerable research gaps and contradictory findings. In particular, examination of the 

relation between the complete integrative value model and outer constructs has been sparse. 

The original research presented in this dissertation focuses on how value (in-)compatibilities 

and the resulting trade-off between competing values is associated with the evaluation of 

situations, actions and beliefs. The findings shed light on the relationship between the complete 

value model and well-established constructs like essentialist beliefs and self-regulatory 

orientations. Moreover, the findings also provide initial findings on the relationship between 

the complete value model and new construct like the 8 DIAMONDS. Further, the presented 

research connects the prominent Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) with other 

motivational theories to obtain a more comprehensive picture of human motivation. As the 

presented research varies in methodological approaches, examined outer constructs and 

theoretical backgrounds, I will introduce the relevant constructs in the course of this chapter. 

4.1 Regulatory focus and human values (Keller & Kesberg, 2017, Appendix A) 

A central aim of the article was to combine two prominent motivational theories which 

can complete each other. A focus built on the neglect of prior research to examine the Schwartz 

Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) in combination with other motivational 

theories. The Regulatory Focus Theory (RFT, Higgins, 1997) was an obvious choice because 

(a) it is a well examined and established theory in psychological research; (b) it, like the value 

model, emphasizes the importance of goals and standards for human motivation; and (c) it 

focuses on which strategies individuals implement to achieve their goals, while the value model 

focuses on the content of abstract goals. Thus, the combination of both theories enhances our 
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understanding of how values might influence individual differences in self-regulatory 

orientations—that is, which strategies people implement to pursue their goals. Self-regulatory 

strategies are assumed to be influenced by goals or standards in a situation, or to be chronically 

accessible (Keller, 2008). Values remain stable and provide trans-situational reference points, 

thus having the potential to serve as the basis for individual differences in the endorsement of 

chronic self-regulatory orientations. 

4.1.1 Regulatory Focus Theory  

The Regulatory Focus Theory (RFT, Higgins, 1997) focuses on how people pursuit 

goals; specifically, the strategies people implement to pursue their goals. It assumes that 

humans do not simply approach pleasure and avoid pain, but rather that it is necessary to 

distinguish between different types of pleasure and pain and the related positive and negative 

end-states, respectively (Higgins, 1997; 1998). The positive and negative end-states serve as 

reference points which trigger a specific self-regulatory mechanism and related cognitive, 

affective and behavioral responses. In sum, RFT builds on the assumption that behavior is 

strongly influenced by reference points or standards that are either salient in a specific situation 

or manifested as an individual difference between people (Keller, 2008). The theory postulates 

two basic modes of self-regulation strategies: Promotion focus and Prevention focus.  

 Promotion focus can be triggered by needs related to personal development and growth, 

focusing on maximal goals as relevant standards and on gains as outcomes. Prevention focus 

can be triggered by security needs, responsibilities and duties, focusing on minimal goals as 

relevant standards and on losses as outcomes. Unlike values, the input-factors of prevention 

and promotion are not inherently positive but can be both (negative and positive) for both modes 

of self-regulation. The constructs are conceptualized as independent (i.e., orthogonal), which is 

also empirically supported (e.g., Lockwood et al., 2002; Higgins et al., 2001; Keller, 2008). 
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4.1.2 The empirical paper  

The article elaborates on the notion that the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values 

(1992) focuses on the content of abstract goals—that is, the ten postulated distinct values 

represent different underlying motivational goals. The model therefore captures what people 

consider to be important. It falls short, however, of postulating any assumptions about how 

people achieve these goals or attempt to achieve these goals. The RFT by Higgins (1997) does 

postulate two distinct self-regulatory orientations (i.e., Promotion focus and Prevention focus). 

The RFT postulates how people strive to achieve their goals but does not elaborate on the 

specific content. Given these distinct features of both theories, examining their relation can lead 

to a more comprehensive understanding of human motivation—specifically, which self-

regulatory strategies individuals (chronically) endorse depending on their value hierarchy.  

The two self-regulatory orientations are postulated as independent, therefore their 

relationship with values does not necessarily need to be opposing; that is, a positive association 

between the endorsement of promotion focus and a value does not (necessarily) imply a 

negative association between that value and the endorsement of prevention focus. However, 

building on the circumplex structure of the Model of Human Values (Schwartz, 1992), it is 

possible to generate integrative hypotheses. That is a positive association between the 

endorsement of promotion focus and one compatible value type should be accompanied by a 

negative association with the opposing conflicting value type. All values placed between the 

compatible and the conflicting value type should monotonically decrease and increase along 

the value circle. In other words, the relation between all ten values with promotion focus and 

prevention focus should reveal a sinusoidal pattern. Based on prior research indicating that both 

- values as well as the different self-regulatory orientations - are related to constructs such as 

sensation seeking (Zuckerman, 1994) as well as theoretical considerations, the following 

hypotheses were postulated. Prevention focus is associated with the OC dimension, whereas 
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promotion focus is associated with the SET dimension and positively related to openness-to-

change.  

 The assumptions were tested with four different samples, different procedures (paper-

pencil and online) and different instruments for both the assessment of chronic regulatory focus 

(the scales developed by Keller & Bless, 2008; Lockwood et al., 2002; Ouschan et al., 2007) 

and personal values (i.e., the PVQ and the SVS). The associations were examined using 

Pearson’s correlation and followed up with regression analyses to test if the association 

remained stable when statistically controlling for the other self-regulatory orientation. The 

findings support the hypotheses.  

 The article has three major conclusions. First, the relation between the integrative value 

system and both types of self-regulatory orientations resulted in a sinusoidal pattern. Second, 

as predicted, the findings revealed weak positive relations between promotion focus and 

openness-to-change values. This result supports the assumptions that the two foci are 

independent, and not two pols of one construct, by demonstrating that both are associated with 

openness-to-change values. Further, categorizing values on a broader level, openness-to-change 

and self-enhancement values in combination form values with a self-focus (see Chapter 2.2.1). 

Promotion focus also has this self-focused perspective—that is, it can be triggered by needs 

related to personal development and growth. Whereas prevention focus is more in line with 

social-focus values (conservation and self-transcendence). Yet, the orientation of prevention 

focus at social norms and duties overlaps more strongly with the content of conservation values 

than with self-transcendence. That is one explanation for why promotion focus is related to two 

higher-order value dimensions, whereas prevention focus is related to one higher-order value 

dimension. Third, the results replicated across a variety of different instruments, which (a) 

strengthens the claim of the associations by lowering the probability that the relation only 

merges under certain circumstances or was due to chance or errors, and (b) opens up a 
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discussion about possible explanations for why the relations between some measurements were 

more or less pronounced, in turn providing some initial guidelines for future studies.  

A final discussion point focuses on regulatory fit. Higgins proposed that performance is 

higher or better when the dispositional self-regulatory strategy, the goals in a situation as well 

as means of goal attainment, are matching, i.e., they have the same focus. In case of a fit, 

individuals increase in their task engagement and are more satisfied with their choices (Higgins, 

2001; Kruglanski et al., 2007). This poses interesting ideas for future research. As values are 

linked to affect, a match or mismatch between values and self-regulatory strategies might result 

in positive or negative affective responses, respectively.  

4.1.3 Discussion  

The central aim of the article was to combine two motivational theories which can 

complement each other. In the article, the findings are further embedded in the Rubicon Model 

of Action Phases (Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 1987). The model postulates that individuals 

undergo four different phases when pursuing a goal. The phases differ in terms of the tasks that 

need to be fulfilled in each phase to attain a goal. In the pre-decisional phase, the individual 

decides which goal to strive for (i.e., goal setting is relevant), and in the following pre-actional 

phase, the individual assesses which strategies should be implemented to achieve the goal. In 

the following actional phase, the individual aims to execute the chosen strategies to achieve the 

goal. In the final phase (i.e., the post-actional phase), the individual evaluates how well he/she 

achieved the goal and the usefulness of the implemented strategies. The pre-decisional phase 

and the post-actional are also referred to as motivational phase. In contrast, the pre-actional and 

actional phase are referred to as volitional phase. That means the model explicitly distinguishes 

between phases in which motivational constructs play a crucial role and phases in which 

psychological constructs that measure the strengths of volition play a crucial role. 

Considering human values in the framework of the Rubicon Model of Action Phases, 

one can conclude that values potentially play a crucial role in two phases. First, in the pre-
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decisional phase, where individuals consider which goal to pursue, values can provide an actual 

goal content. Moreover, the model postulates that individuals must also choose between several 

goals—goals that cannot all be achieved simultaneously. This is parallel to the assumption that 

values differ in their attributed importance, and that the trade-off between values activates 

behavior. The larger the difference in the attributed importance between two competing values, 

the more easily or more quickly an individual should cross the Rubicon. Further, values such 

as guidelines and criteria can serve in the last phase to evaluate if an action was a useful means 

to achieving one’s goals. 

 Even though the Model of Basic Human Values can theoretically be embedded in the 

Rubicon Model of Action Phases, it only covers the two motivational phases and neglects the 

volitional phases. Therefore, by providing empirical evidence that values relate to self-

regulatory strategies which fit to the volitional phases (especially the actional phase), opens up 

a discussion about the meaningfulness and importance of larger overarching theoretical 

frameworks.  

4.2 Donating to the ‘right’ cause: Compatibility of personal values and mission 

statements of philanthropic organizations fosters prosocial behavior (Kesberg & Keller, 

2021a, Appendix B) 

 The article is built on the findings that prosocial behavior is positively related to the 

values benevolence and universalism (that is, self-transcendence). This pattern has been found 

for a variety of intentions and behavior which are assumed to represent prosociality (i.e., any 

kind of behavior intended to increase the welfare of others and not only oneself; Batson & 

Powell, 2003). For example, prior studies show that self-transcendence predicts cooperative 

behavior in social dilemmas (Sagiv et al., 2011), the intent to donate money (Maio & Olson, 

1995), keeping promises (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003), volunteering (Grant & Mayer, 2009) and 

helping behavior (Daniel et al., 2015).  
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 Even though a vast amount of literature on values and prosocial behaviors exists, the 

presented article aimed to address two major shortcomings of the above-mentioned studies. 

First, most studies only included benevolence or self-transcendence (i.e., benevolence in 

combination with universalism) as predictors and sometimes only those were measured, which 

can lead to unintentional priming effects (see Chapter 2.2.2). However, as the trade-off between 

values is an important driving force of behavior, it is relevant to take other values into account 

to examine the association between the complete value system and an outer construct. Second, 

in all these studies the variety of prosocial behavior is enormous, which is good as it implies 

generalizability and supports the assumption that values transcend specific actions and 

situations (i.e., all kinds of prosocial behaviors are driven by self-transcendence values). 

However, in cases in which either no relationship between self-transcendence values and 

prosocial behavior emerged or other values like conservation values were positively related 

with prosocial behavior, researchers argued that contextual influences like norms, and not 

values, were mainly driving the behavior (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). By explaining the findings 

with norms and other contextual factors, researchers omit or exclude the notion that prosocial 

behavior can be a mean to express other values than just self-transcendence values. Interestingly, 

on a theoretical level Schwartz (2001) argued that any behavior can be the result of all value 

types. That is, given the circumstances, all values can promote and inhibit prosocial behavior. 

Yet, while there is an enormous amount of research examining self-transcendence values and 

prosocial behavior, there is a major gap in empirical examination of circumstances under which 

non pro-social values are the driving factors of pro-social behavior.  

4.2.1 The empirical paper  

The article “Donating to the ‘right’ cause: Compatibility of personal values and mission 

statements of philanthropic organizations fosters prosocial behavior” (Kesberg & Keller, 

2021a, Appendix B) addresses this research gap by examining the relation between all ten 

distinct values and donation behavior in general as well as to specific organizations. Unlike 
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previous studies, the presented studies did not solely examine whether or not individuals were 

willing to donate money, but instead participants indicated to which of several presented 

organizations they would like to donate money and how much they were willing to give. 

Participants also had the option to keep money for themselves. 10  Each organization was 

described according to its underlying values. The description of the organizations was based on 

their actual mission statements, content provided on the associated websites. The mission 

statements did not mention the respective organization by name, so that individuals were not 

primed or influenced by any prior association they might have with an organization. The 

selection of organizations was supported by a validation study, as the article was the first to use 

the mission statements as vignettes. The five organizations represented predominantly the 

values of universalism, benevolence, achievement, stimulation and self-direction. Importantly, 

due to the circular structure of the value model and the resulting compatibilities and conflicts 

between values, all ten value types were covered by the five organizations. 

 Building on findings from organizational and social psychology concerning the Person-

Environment Fit (e.g., Andrews et al., 2011; van Vianen, 2018) as well as the circumplex 

structure of the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992), the article postulates 

that individuals are inclined to donate to those organizations whose values are in line with their 

own personal values. In other words, prosocial behavior (here, donating money) is driven by a 

perceived value fit or value similarity between the two entities (here, values of the organization 

and values of the individual) independent of the specific value content. Therefore, prosocial 

behavior is not necessarily driven only by prosocial values (i.e., self-transcendence values), and 

further prosocial values even inhibit prosocial behavior if the values of an organization promote 

conflicting values (i.e., self-enhancement values). Specifically, the more important benevolence 

is for an individual, the less money a person should donate to an organization promoting 

 
10 The decision was incented and anonymous. 
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achievement values. Results based on two samples (a student sample and a sample from the 

general population), support the hypotheses. 

 In a second study reported on in the article, the set-up of the study slightly changed. 

Instead of directly presenting participants with all five organizations, participants first indicated 

their willingness to donate any money at all and if yes, how much. Only those participants who 

were willing to donate at all were then presented with the five organizations and instructed to 

split the previously indicated amount between the organizations. The results show that for an 

initial decision to donate and the monetary amount, the trade-off between self-transcendence 

and self-enhancement values was the driving factor. However, other values played a crucial 

role in the selection of the receiving organization; that is, participants who donated at all 

donated more money to organizations that align with their personal values in the subsequent 

decision. 

The article has several major implications. First, the emerged sinusoidal pattern 

strengthens the proposed conflicts and compatibilities underlying value model. For all 

organizations, adjective values related to donating in similar directions, while conflicting values 

related to donating in opposing directions. Second, values played an evaluative role in the 

decision of donating behavior, and this role is quite specific. All the presented organizations 

were philanthropic organizations, implying that especially for self-transcendence values all 

institutions should be perceived as adequate or, respectively, should be perceived as an 

opportunity to attain their goal. However, the findings demonstrate that self-transcendence 

values can also negatively correlate with a prosocial behavior and that the distinct values of 

universalism and benevolence were systematically related to “their” organizations. The findings 

show some research questions profit from explicitly examining all ten values instead of 

grouping values in broader dimensions. In combination with the results of the second study (i.e., 

stepwise decision-making), the finding points toward the notion that the more or less specific a 

given behavior is, the more or less influential are the narrowly defined values. For example, in 
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our studies the organization representing universalism included all three aspects of universalism 

(i.e., tolerance, nature and concern for others, see Chapter 2.2.1). If individuals who endorse 

universalistic values must decide between three organizations which each only represents one 

of the distinct subtypes of universalism, one would expect that individuals are inclined to give 

to the organization that promotes their specific subtype. 

 Finally, prosocial behavior can but is not necessarily related to or driven by prosocial 

values; instead, prosocial behavior can be the result of other values, for instance, if the behavior 

serves the attainment of one’s goal. The results support the assumption made by Schwartz (2001) 

that under specific circumstances, prosocial behavior can be driven by most values. It seems 

plausible that this finding is generalizable to other behaviors, indicating that most behaviors are 

rather value-ambivalent and not necessarily value-expressive (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). 

4.2.2 Value-expressive behavior and value-ambivalent behavior  

Bardi and Schwartz (2003) postulated that some behaviors (i.e., value-expressive 

behavior) are primarily compatible with some values and incompatible with the opposing values. 

In line with the circumplex structure of the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 

1992), they assumed that the value-expressive behaviors are positively related with one value 

type and then the relation decreases and increases monotonically as it moves along the value 

circle. Building on that assumption, Lönnqvist and colleagues (2012) found that values predict 

more strongly value-expressive behavior than value-ambivalent behavior (i.e., behavior that is 

mutually compatible with different values).  

In the context of the original article presented above (Kesberg & Keller, 2021a), the 

findings would imply that donating is a value-ambivalent behavior because the behavior was 

driven by various values. However, according to the behaviors presented by Bardi and Schwartz 

(2003), it is called a value-expressive behavior. This idea of value-ambivalent behavior does fit 

some examples, such as going to a horror movie (an exemplary behavior used in Schwartz, 

2017). A person might go to a horror movie to fulfill stimulation values—that is, to experience 
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a thrill—but a person might also go to a horror movie to fulfill conformity values—that is, to 

go along with peers and to maintain group harmony. By contrast, the idea of value-ambivalence 

behavior can only partly be transferred to and explain the donation behavior observed and 

examined in the presented article. Unlike the horror movie example, the same behavior (i.e., 

donating money) is directed towards different receivers. Therefore, in this case it might be better 

to label the consequences of a behavior as value-expressive. For example, Schwartz (2017) 

describes that manipulating is a behavior primarily expressing power values, however, it is easy 

to imagine that other values might also influence manipulative behavior in order to achieve 

higher goals. For instance, people might manipulate others to enhance their security or to 

enhance others’ welfare. The Means-As-End Fusion Theory (Kruglanski et al., 2018) postulates 

a similar idea which will be elaborated in the following. 

4.2.3 Means-As-End Fusion Theory 

 The Means-As-End Fusion Theory (MEF, Kruglanski et al, 2018) focuses on how the 

relation between means and goals determines whether an activity is perceived as motivated 

intrinsically or extrinsically. Broadly speaking, intrinsic motivation refers to an activity that is 

seen as its own end, while an activity is externally motivated if it is seen as serving an ultimate 

different goal. This perception of an activity as intrinsically or extrinsically motivated can 

depend on the circumstances. That means in some circumstances the same activity is perceived 

as intrinsically motivated, while in other circumstances it is seen as extrinsically motivated. 

Importantly, and unlike other theories, the MEF builds upon the assumption that no activity has 

an inherent property that defines whether or not it can be an end in itself or a means to an end 

(cf. Higgins & Trope, 1990). In the MEF theory, intrinsic motivation refers to the relation 

between any goal and the activity meant to serve it. Therefore, the MEF theory and its definition 

of intrinsic motivation differs from other theories which include a content feature in the 

definition of intrinsic motivation. The content feature refers to the notion that intrinsic 

motivation is an inclination to strive for novel, new experiences and knowledge as well as to 
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explore and learn (e.g., self-determination theory by Deci and Ryan, 2000). That defining 

content of intrinsic motivation strongly reminds of self-expansion or growth values and more 

specifically of openness-to-change values. This could imply that only openness-to-change 

values represent an intrinsic motivation while all other values represent extrinsic motivations. 

This, however, is incompatible with the assumption that all values are inherently desirable. 

Instead, according to the MEF, when an activity is seen as its own end, the activity and the goal 

itself become one entity; in other words, they fuse. Therefore, all values can represent an 

intrinsic motivation.  

The MEF theory proposes a continuum that captures the degree to which an activity is 

fused with the goal. The higher the degree of fusion between activity and goal, the more 

automatically the activity is perceived as the goal itself. The theory also postulates some 

requirements for fusion: repeated coupling, linage uniqueness, similarity, and immediacy. 

These antecedents are not all necessary but can have an additive effect. In our studies, perceived 

similarity might have induced a fusion between the means (i.e., donating money) and the goals 

(i.e., the value). One possibility of this linkage is a semantic relation between the two objects, 

or more broadly speaking, the way that an activity is labeled or framed. Here, not the activity 

was framed, but rather the recipient; however, it is plausible that the action fused with the 

recipient and then both fused with the goal. Our findings support the similarity requirement of 

the theory. It shows that the action of donating can be fused with the goal of saving nature or 

supporting freedom (even if it is not own freedom) and thus can be executed to attain the goal. 

Considering our second study, fusion might have emerged based on repeated coupling. The 

action of donating is strongly coupled to being concerned with the welfare of others, so that 

even without a specific recipient, the action is perceived as a means to achieve one’s goal. 

Importantly, considering the findings within the context of the MEF demonstrate the 

meaningfulness of combining theories on human motivation. The Schwartz Model of Human 

Values determines what individual consider important and the MEF describe a process of how 
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a linkage between values and value-expressive or value-ambivalent behaviors can be 

established. 

4.2.4 Real Life Relevance  

Finally, this work is novel in its real-life relevance. The origin of the research idea boils 

down to a shopping experience on Amazon. Amazon Smile is an extension of Amazon which 

allows customer to donate a part of their spending on Amazon to a non-profit organization. To 

activate Amazon Smile, customers must choose from several presented organizations. Based 

on my own experience, I wondered if values as standards used to evaluate events and actions 

relate to this decision. It seems that the compatibility between personal values and values 

postulated in mission statements can be one criterion used to decide in this regard. This anecdote 

points towards the bigger picture of how private donors can be motivated to donate money. 

Therefore, the findings are especially relevant for any organization that relies on private donors 

to finance their activities. In 2016, private households in Germany donated around 5.3 billion 

euros (approximately 6.2 billion US dollars) to non-profit or religious institutions. Overall, 

around one quarter of the German population, or roughly 22 million people, donate some money 

to charity each year (on average, 35 euros or approximately 40 US dollars) (Deutscher 

Spendenrat e.V., 2018). These numbers show that donating is a widespread and frequently 

reoccurring prosocial behavior. The results indicate that one approach to attract donors is to 

appeal to their core values and to establish a connection between the values of the non-profit 

organization and the values of the potential donor. 

 4.3 The Relation between Human Values and Perceived Situation Characteristics in 

Everyday Life (Kesberg & Keller, 2018, Appendix C) 

 Some scholars have argued that values are only weakly related to behavior because they 

are too abstract to influence concrete behavior and instead they influence behavior indirectly 

through attitudes and beliefs (Cieciuch, 2017; Fischer, 2017). Further, Schwartz postulated that 

values need to enter awareness in order to be influential (Schwartz, 2001). As the findings 
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reported in Chapter 4.2 demonstrate, values can influence very specific behaviors without being 

explicitly activated. Yet, one could argue that the description of organization in terms of their 

values implicitly activates values. Therefore, the question remains whether values are only 

evaluative when activated or when individuals are in extreme situations (e.g., bungee jumping), 

something that has been implied often (Schwartz, 2001; Maio et al., 2009). Otherwise, it might 

be that values are lenses though which we perceive the world even without them being 

especially activated.  

 The next article “The Relation between Human Values and Perceived Situation 

Characteristics in Everyday Life” (Kesberg & Keller, 2018) focuses on the aspect of how values 

shape the perception and evaluation of situations in everyday life. Before describing in detail 

the article and its implications, I will introduce two concepts relevant for the article: the 

measurement of situation characteristics focussing on the 8 DIAMONDS (Rauthmann et al., 

2014) and the Day Reconstruction Method as a methodological procedure (Kahnemann, 2004).  

4.3.1 Situation Characteristics 

 In general, each situation can be classified in several ways: Cues, Classes and 

Characteristics. Cues refer to the objectively quantifiable features of a situation: Who is there? 

Where is it happening? What is happening? When is it happening? On average, individuals agree 

on the situational cues, for example, the number of people present (Mehl, 2017; Pervin, 1978; 

Saucier et al., 2007).  

 Classes refer to categories which can be used to describe the situations. For example, 

situations can be classified as work situations or leisure time situations (Rauthmann et al., 2014). 

It seems plausible that many situations which fall in the same class differ on the specific cues. 

For example, giving a presentation at work and preparing the presentation are both work 

situations, but the situational cues (e.g., people present in the situation) may differ. While cues 

and classes already provide ample information about a given situation, one important key 
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feature lacks toward understanding and predicting individual differences in situations: situation 

characteristics. 

 Situational characteristics are assumed to capture the psychologically salient and 

important meaning of a situation (de Raad, 2004; Edwards & Templeton, 2005; Harré & 

Madden, 1975; White, 1989). Parallel to personality characteristics, characteristics of a 

situation can be understood as attributes and qualities which underlie a situation (Rauthmann et 

al., 2014). For understanding behavioral differences in and ex-situ, situational characteristics 

are highly relevant, because unlike cues and classes they are strongly affected by individual 

differences in stable traits (e.g., extraversion or agreeableness) and momentary states (e.g., 

mood). For example, imagine a situation in which an individual gives a presentation at work. 

Cues and classes for this situation should be perceived as similar across individuals, however, 

the characteristics (i.e., the perceived psychological meaning) may differ greatly depending on 

the characteristics of an individual. A person who is driven by achievement, who is promotion 

focused or who has high self-esteem might perceive this situation as a chance to demonstrate 

intellectual abilities and advance his/her career. On the contrary, a person who is introverted, 

who is prevention focused or who is rather shy might perceive the situation as threatening and 

aversive.  

 It is important to note that situational characteristics are distinct from affective responses: 

They do not capture whether an individual is afraid or nervous. Instead, they capture how 

individuals evaluate the situation regarding its threatening potential. The affective response to 

a threat may again vary depending on the individual. Some individuals may react with anxiety, 

others with anger (Rauthmann et al., 2014). Therefore, situational characteristics do provide 

meaningful additional information about people’s perception of situations and provide a more 

comprehensive picture of human experiences.  

 In recent years, several instruments aimed at capturing situation characteristics have 

been developed. They are classified into two main categories: instruments measuring broad 
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general everyday situations and instruments measuring narrowly defined specific classes of 

situations (for an overview see Horstmann et al., 2017). An example for a specific scale is the 

Situation Interdependence Scale, which captures the subjectively perceived interdependence in 

social situations (Gerpott et al., 2018).  

 The presented studies focused on the perception and evaluation of broad daily situations 

that can be measured with the 8 DIAMONDS (Rauthmann et al., 2014). The 8 DIAMONDS 

(Rauthmann et al., 2014) is based on the idea that traits used to describe individuals (i.e., the 

Big 5, McCrae & Costa, 1991) can also be used to describe the traits of situations. The 

systematically validated scale captures 8 distinct situation characteristics: Duty, Intellect, 

Adversity, Mating, Positivity, Negativity, Deception and Sociality. Duty captures the extent to 

which a situation entails fulfilling and attending tasks, helping someone or making decisions; 

situations high on Duty are perceived as restricted by social protocols or norms. Intellect 

captures the extent to which a situation calls for intellectual or cognitive engagement and 

stimulation. Adversity captures the extent to which a situation entails threat and conflicts as well 

as victimization, criticism and blame. Mating captures the extent to which a situation bears the 

potential for love, sex and romance as well as impressing potential mates or keeping current 

mates. Positivity captures the extent to which a situation contains pleasure and fun, and the 

extent to which the situation is simple and straightforward. Negativity captures the extent to 

which a situation bears the potential for negative feelings like frustration, tension, guilt and 

anger. 11  Deception captures the extent to which a situation entails mistrust, betrayal and 

hostility. Finally, Sociality captures the extent to which a situation entails social interactions, 

relationships and socializing (Rauthmann et al., 2014).  

 Prior empirical findings concerning differences in the perception of situation 

characteristics mainly focused on personality (i.e., the BIG 5; McCrae & Costa, 1991) as 

 
11A situation can entail both positivity and negativity, and therefore these are two independent dimensions. 

Further, these dimensions capture the perceived potential for positive and negative feelings in a situation, but 

they do not capture an affective response and thus are different from an actual affective response in the situation. 
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predictors (Rauthmann et al., 2014; Sherman et al., 2012, 2013). However, as “the essence of a 

situation is the affordance of human goals” (Yang et al., 2009, p. 1030), the article examined 

the relation between values which are abstract goals and individual differences in the perception 

of situation characteristics in daily life.  

4.3.2 The Day Reconstruction Method 

 One pending question when investigating situations is how to obtain an individual’s 

experience in and perception of a situation. There are two major approaches. First, in an 

experimental approach all individuals would be put in a standardized situation (e.g., a group 

decision task) and researchers measure the participants’ perception of the specific situation (cf. 

Schmitt et al., 2010). A second approach is to collect real-life situations by having people report 

retrospectively about situations they have experienced As most retrospective methods are prone 

to biases, such as memory errors, Kahnemann (2004) proposed a standardized procedure to 

collect experiences in daily life. The Day Reconstruction Method (DRM) provides a detailed 

and comprehensive description of individuals’ experiences in daily life while reducing errors 

to a minimum (Kahnemann, 2004).  

 The DRM instructs participants to report the previous day systematically by (a) 

reporting each situation (i.e., episode) in a chronological sequence and (b) separating the 

content of each episode from the evaluation of that content. Therefore, participants are first 

asked to describe their previous day in the form of episodes, starting with the first episode in 

the morning. Once individuals finish the description of their day, they are presented with their 

notes in chronological order and instructed to answer precise questions about each episode. The 

notes help individuals remember and reduce memory biases. The questions about each episode 

usually include items about the objective properties of the episode like the W-Questions (i.e., 

Who? When? Where? What?). 

 In the original documentation, Kahnemann always refers to episodes and to the fact that 

a day can be understood and described in terms of a sequence of different episodes (Kahnemann, 
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2004). Here, I use the term situation and episode interchangeable. As described in the DRM 

documentation, the beginning and end of an episode can be determined by several occasions—

for example, a change of location, a change of activities or a change of people present. The 

same applies to situations. To date, there is no final definition of what counts as a situation, 

what counts as situation change and what does not count as a situation (for an overview, see 

Hogan, 2009). As this discussion is beyond the scope of the present work, here and in the article 

I assume that each episode equals a situation. The method provides enormous potential to study 

psychological phenomena in everyday life as the original questionnaire can easily be adapted 

to specific research questions (Kahnemann, 2004). In the presented studies, the 8 DIAMONDS 

(Rauthmann et al., 2014) were included after the W-Questions in each reported episode to 

collect information about situational cues, classes and characteristics.  

4.3.3 The empirical paper  

The article examined the relation between personal values as a stable individual 

difference and perceived situation characteristics during one working day in two samples 

(German student sample and a US-American sample from the general population). Building on 

the famous formula of Kurt Lewin (1939)—that behavior is a result of an individual’s character 

and the (subjectively perceived) environment—we elaborate on the meaningfulness of 

examining situation characteristics. As values are linked to the evaluation of events (Schwartz, 

1992) and empirical findings demonstrated that values guide the perception and processing of 

cues (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Verplanken & Holland, 2002), the article postulated that values as 

motivational constructs also relate to the perception of situation characteristics. The specific 

hypotheses were on one hand based on prior findings concerning the link between personality 

traits and situation characteristics (Guillaume et al., 2016; Rauthmann et al., 2014; Sherman et 

al., 2012, 2013) and personality traits and personal values (Fischer & Boer, 2015; Parks-Leduc 

et al., 2015; Roccas et al., 2002). On the other hand, the circumplex structure of the Schwartz 

Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) and the resulting compatibilities and conflicts 
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between values served as base for integrative hypotheses about the complete value model and 

situation characteristics.  

 In both studies, participants first reported their values as well as other individual 

differences as personality traits that were not the focus of the study. Then individuals filled out 

the DRM, reporting in detail on their day and the encountered situations, including cues, classes 

and characteristics.  

 The article poses three major results. First, in line with previous findings (Rauthmann 

et al., 2014), in the findings indicate that in everyday life situations entailing Duty, Positivity 

and Sociality are most common, while situations containing Adversity and Deception are 

uncommon. This is an important finding, because it indicates (a) on average the experienced 

situations of students and the general population did not significantly differ in everyday life, (b) 

in line with Guillaume and colleagues (2016) participants from two different countries reported 

similar situation characteristics in everyday life, and (c) the usefulness of the methodological 

procedure (i.e., DRM) is supported by demonstrating that the derived situation characteristics 

are comparable to those situations derived with other methods (e.g., experience sampling, 

Rauthmann et al., 2014). 

 Second, interclass correlations (ICC) revealed that in particular, the perception of 

situation characteristics uncommon in daily life (i.e., Adversity, Deception and Negativity) 

differ greatly among individuals, whereas the perception of frequent situation characteristics in 

daily life differ only slightly among individuals, but greatly among episodes (i.e., situations). 

This implies that individual differences like values have a greater potential to explain 

differences in these “uncommon” situations as there is more variance to explain between 

individuals compared to within individuals.  

 Third, results from multi-level models in which values serve as predictors of situation 

experiences only partly supported the hypotheses, and across both samples no clear pattern for 

the relationship between situation characteristics and values emerged. For example, no 
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significant relation emerged between any value and the perception of Duty. Further, and in 

opposition to the hypotheses, some adjunctive values (i.e., tradition and conformity) showed 

strong relations with Adversity in opposite directions, whereas opposing values (i.e., security 

and self-direction) showed strong relations with several situations in the same directions. These 

findings contradict the assumed sinusoidal pattern. However, besides the support or rejection 

for our hypotheses, the results demonstrate that (a) the values can predict situation experiences 

in daily life; (b) the overall model fits were satisfying; and (c) the results pose an interesting 

question for the assumed circumplex structure of the value model and the construct of situation 

characteristics. 

4.3.4 Discussion  

The article contributes in several ways to the existing literature and to the understanding 

of human values. First, to the best of my knowledge it was the first to examine the relation 

between personal values and situation characteristics in general. Given the assumptions that 

values evaluate events and situation characteristics reflecting people’s perception of an event, 

this is a meaningful contribution. The results paint an unclear pattern, but open up the discussion 

about potential situational characteristics that promote or inhibit the attainment of values. For 

example, in contrast to the hypotheses, individuals valuing tradition reported more episode high 

on Intellect, whereas individuals high on stimulation reported less episodes high on Intellect. 

The hypotheses built on the contentual overlap between the two constructs; individuals valuing 

stimulation aim for novelty and excitement, situations high on intellect entail the potential for 

stimulation. The study and the hypotheses, however, did not take into account that values may 

influence the threshold for perceiving Intellect in a situation. It is plausible that individuals 

valuing intellect have higher threshold to the perception of Intellect because they are used to 

these situations. Future studies could confront individuals with standardized situations to obtain 

a better understanding of the relation between values and situation perceptions. Further, the 

study was conducted during a work day and participants did not indicate whether they actively 
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chose the situation or passively had to be in the situation. It is possible, that values play a more 

important role for the selection of situations during leisure and situations which individuals 

actively seek out (or actively aim to avoid). Both factors – workday compared to weekend and 

active compared to passive selection of situations – bear the potential for interesting new 

insights on how values guide the perception and selection of situations. 

 Second, unlike prior studies and the proposed needed activation of values (Schwartz, 

1992, 2001), the presented research demonstrates that values relate to situations perception in 

daily life and shape how situations are perceived without an explicit activation. The predictive 

power of values was not too high, but taking into account the abstractness of values, the 

predictive power of values was still higher, and the obtained model fits were better compared 

to studies examining personality traits as predictors (Rauthmann et al., 2014). The findings 

underline the meaningfulness of motivational constructs and motivated social cognition in the 

examination of situational research. 

4.4 Personal Values as Motivational Basis of Psychological Essentialism: An Exploration 

of the Value Profile Underlying Essentialist Beliefs (Kesberg & Keller, 2021b, Appendix D) 

The final manuscript included in this thesis focuses on values and their relation to 

essentialist beliefs. Values are distinct from but related to other important psychological 

constructs like attitudes, norms and beliefs (Schwartz, 1992). Beliefs are cognitions about the 

world (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). They capture the extent to which an individual believes that a 

statement is true or that an action will lead to specific consequences. So unlike values, beliefs 

do not capture what people consider to be important but what people consider to be true. 

Importantly, beliefs, unlike values, can be false (Dixon et al., 2017). For example, universalism 

captures the importance that individuals attribute to social justice and equality, while the 

construct Belief in a Just World (Lerner, 1980) captures the degree to which individuals believe 

that there is a higher power that somehow restores justice in the world.  
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 Beliefs are distinct from values, but they are associated with each other and can mutually 

influence each other. For example, it seems plausible that societal values shape the dominating 

beliefs in a society. On the other hand, predominating beliefs can also shape to some extent 

what most people might perceive as valuable and important. The article examined the relation 

between values and a specific kind of beliefs: essentialist beliefs. The research was motivated 

by two basic sources (a) the similar consequences of both constructs and (b) the unclear 

motivational origin of essentialist beliefs. This is noteworthy, considering that various distinct 

and conceptually independent types of essentialist beliefs exist: Belief in Genetic Determinism, 

Belief in Social Determinism and Belief in Metaphysical Determinism (Keller, 2005; Rangel 

& Keller, 2011; Klein & Keller, 2016). 

4.4.1 Essentialist Beliefs  

The assumption that the characteristics and traits of an individual are determined by an 

underlying essence is called essentialist beliefs. Medin (1989) first examined the extent to 

which individuals agree that in general an essence underlies and determines individual 

differences in traits. Keller (2005) extended the line of research by examining the specific 

content of essentialist beliefs, or to be more precise, by examining the endorsement of genes as 

underlying essence. The Belief in Genetic Determinism (Keller, 2005) therefore captures the 

extent to which individuals believe that characteristics and traits are determined by genes. 

Rangel and Keller (2011) examined the extent to which individuals perceive social factors as a 

determinant on an individual’s characteristics and traits, i.e., Belief in Social Determinism. 

Finally, Belief in Metaphysical Determinism (Klein & Keller, 2016) captures the extent to 

which individuals believe that a person’s characteristics are determined by a higher force or 

spirit. All three types of essentialist beliefs are related to similar predecessors and consequences 

(e.g., stereotypical thinking, Keller, 2005; Klein & Keller, 2016; Rangel & Keller, 2011), but 

the different types are assumed to be independent. Thus, the endorsement of one kind of 

essentialism does not automatically exclude the endorsement of another kind of essentialism. 
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Rather, it is possible for individuals to endorse all kinds, just one kind or no kind of essentialist 

beliefs. This, then, poses the following question: Which individual difference build the 

motivational bases for the endorsement of different kind of essentialist beliefs? Personal values 

as standards, and criteria used to evaluate people, events and actions pose a potential 

motivational base for essentialist beliefs. 

4.4.2 The empirical paper 

The article elaborates on the unclear motivational origin of essentialist beliefs—that is, 

so far essentialist beliefs have been linked to satisfying existential, epistemic and ideological 

motives, but these three motives are randomly chosen, independent of one another and not 

embedded in a broader theoretical framework. Further, they show similar patterns in their 

association with different types of essentialist beliefs (i.e., Belief in Genetic, Social and 

Metaphysical Determinism; Keller, 2005; Klein & Keller, 2016; Rangel & Keller, 2011). 

Therefore, while they can explain why people differ in their belief in essentialism in general, 

they are not suitable to predict and explain why individual differ in their endorsement of specific 

types of essentialist beliefs. The Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992), 

however, has the potential to explain and predict individual differences in the endorsement of 

essentialist beliefs, both in general and specifically. First, as values serve as criteria to evaluate 

people, policies, events and actions, it seems plausible that they also serve as criteria to evaluate 

essentialist beliefs. Individuals should endorse the type of essentialist beliefs that align with 

their values. For example, if individuals value tradition (i.e., maintenance of cultural and 

religious symbols and practices) it seems plausible that they are more likely to believe that 

religion is an importance essence, i.e., endorse the Belief in Metaphysical Determinism. Second, 

the compatibilities and conflicts between values postulated in the Schwartz Model of Basic 

Human Values (Schwartz, 1992), allow to derive integrative hypotheses with the complete set 

of values for each distinct type of essentialist belief. That is, for each type of essentialist beliefs, 
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it is possible to predict which values should be positively associated, which should be 

negatively associated and which should be unrelated.  

The results, based on the pooled data of three samples, indicate that on the most generic 

level, self-protection values relate to a general endorsement of essentialist beliefs. In other 

words, values that focus on protecting the status quo and coping with anxiety (i.e., conservation 

and self-enhancement) are positively associated with the endorsement of essentialist beliefs. On 

a narrower distinction, as predicted the findings show that the content of essentialist beliefs is 

compatible with the content of the specific value: Individuals who value self-enhancement are 

inclined to endorse Belief in Social Determinism, whereas conservation is closely related to 

Belief in Metaphysical Determinism and Belief in Genetic Determinism. Narrowing down, the 

results further revealed that endorsement of Belief in Genetic Determinism is especially driven 

by conformity values and reduced by universalism and self-direction values. Belief in Social 

Determinism is especially driven by achievement and security and reduced by self-

transcendence, whereas Belief in Metaphysical Determinism is driven by tradition and reduced 

by self-direction. 

4.4.3 Discussion  

Essentialist beliefs and personal values are related to similar consequences in the area 

of stereotypes and intergroup conflict (Keller, 2005; Klein & Keller, 2016; Rangel & Keller, 

2011; Sagiv et al., 2011). Therefore, considering potential intervention to reduce stereotyping 

and resolve conflicts, it seems valuable to take values as a relatively stable individual 

differences into account for future research. First, it would be interesting to examine if personal 

values, endorsement of specific types of essentialist beliefs and endorsement of specific 

attitudes toward low status groups or endorsement of stereotypes match in content. For example, 

individuals who endorse self-enhancement values and Belief in Social Determinism might show 

prejudice against people who are unemployed or who receive social benefits from the state. In 

contrast, individuals who endorse conservation values and Belief in Metaphysical Determinism 
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might show prejudice against those with different religious beliefs and cultural backgrounds. 

In these cases, the content of prejudice would fit with the content of personal values and 

essentialist beliefs.  

Second, beliefs are consequences of value endorsement and at the same time can serve 

as facilitators of value change. For example, Goodwin and colleagues (2011) found reciprocal 

effects of values and beliefs. After a major life transition (i.e., moving to a new culture) values 

and beliefs are challenged by new experiences, inducing changes in both values and beliefs. 

Further, values can be adapted to the dominant values in the new surroundings (Bardi et al., 

2014). Specifically, individuals strive for identification with their in-group or peers which can 

lead to adopting the values dominant in the in-group. Moreover, people strive to maintain 

consistency between their own values and their own beliefs, attitudes and behaviors. Perceiving 

that a mismatch exists between one’s own values and (1) values of important others (i.e., 

ingroup) or (2) own beliefs, attitudes and behaviors can result in value changes. Alternatively, 

individuals could also change their beliefs, attitudes, in-group and their behavior. Long-lasting 

value changes do not occur in an instant, and it is usually not a conscious process (Bardi & 

Goodwin, 2009). In sum, the influence of values on beliefs is not a one-way street. In a future 

longitudinal study, it would be interesting to examine if changes in values are accompanied by 

changes in essentialist beliefs (i.e., in those beliefs related to the changed values) and can even 

be related to a change in the endorsement of stereotypes. It would be especially interesting to 

see if when people experience a change that leads to lower importance attributed to self-

enhancement values, but to higher importance attributed to conservation values, is accompanied 

by a switch from endorsing Belief in Social Determinism to Belief in Genetic and Metaphysical 

Determinism. One potential life event that could induce such a change is the transition from 

working to being retired. To summarize, the presented research sheds new light on the 

motivational base of different types of essentialist beliefs by embedding them into the Schwartz 
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Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992). Further, it raises interesting points for future 

research in the context of prejudice, stereotypes and intergroup conflicts.
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5. CONCLUDING DISCUSSION 

 The present dissertation investigates the postulated compatibilities and conflicts 

between values in the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) regarding 

their evaluative function for situations, people and actions. That said, the presented research 

achieved three aims: First, thorough examination of the usefulness of integrative hypotheses to 

obtain a better understanding of the relation between values and a variety of distinct 

psychological constructs (i.e., beliefs, situation characteristics, actions and self-regulatory 

strategies). Second, the presented research provides insight on how values serve as standards 

and criteria to evaluate actions and situations. Third, the presented research connects the Model 

of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) to other prominent motivational theories to provide 

a more comprehensive picture of human motivation.  

The first article examined the relation between values and self-regulatory orientations 

(i.e., prevention focus and promotion focus). The results showed that values are distinctly 

associated with chronic endorsement of self-regulatory orientations. The findings indicate that 

Further, the article connects the process of goal setting (i.e., values) with the process of goal 

striving (i.e., self-regulatory strategies), thus enhancing the understanding of which strategies 

individuals endorse to attain their values. The second article examined how values promote and 

inhibit prosocial behavior under specific circumstances (i.e., a match between personal values 

and values of the receiver). The findings demonstrate the evaluative component of values when 

considering actions or behaviors. The same action (i.e., donating money) is perceived as a 

means to promote different values depending on the information available about the receiver of 

the action. The third article examined how values shape the perception of situations in daily life, 

showing that values serve as predictors of perceived situation characteristics. The findings show 

that values are relevant standards and criteria for the evaluation of situations even without being 

explicitly activated. The fourth article examined the relation of values and essentialist beliefs 



CONCLUDING DISCUSSION 53 

 

revealing that individuals endorse the type of essentialist beliefs that align with their values. 

The findings demonstrate how values serve as standards and criteria for the evaluation of 

distinct essentialist beliefs. To summarize across the articles, all empirical work included in this 

thesis emphasizes how the structural composition of the Model of Basic Human Values 

(Schwartz, 1992) and the resulting compatibilities and conflicts between values affect 

perception, evaluation and endorsement beliefs, situations, actions and strategies.  

The presented research varies greatly in the specific research context (i.e., the outer 

criteria) and methodological approaches; however, the studies bear several common features. 

All articles focus on the impact of the structural composition of value model for generating 

integrative hypotheses and the proposed association pattern that is a sinusoidal pattern. The 

sinusoidal pattern emerges when an outer construct is positively related to the values 

comprising of compatible contents, negatively related with values comprising of opposing 

contents and unrelated to values that have no contentual overlap. Further, all articles examine 

the full value model (i.e., all ten original postulated values; Schwartz, 1992) to postulate 

integrative hypotheses of the relation between values and outer constructs, thus examining the 

impact of values that may promote and simultaneously examining values that may inhibit the 

endorsement of specific actions, perceptions and beliefs. The articles therefore all focus on 

examining how the trade-off between conflicting values relate to outer constructs. Even though 

a key assumption of the value model is that the trade-off between multiple values guide 

behavior and distinguishes it from other models, the complete relations are often not examined 

and/or reported. In the following section, I will discuss the over-arching conclusions of the 

articles, particularly regarding strengths and limitations across all empirical articles. I will also 

elaborate on contributions of the presented research for the Model of Basic Human Values 

(Schwartz, 1992), contributions to research on motivation and practical implications.  
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5.1 Strengths and limitations 

 As mentioned above, the current research comes with the theoretical strengths of 

showing how the structural composition of the complete value system affects the evaluation 

and perception of individual differences (i.e., the endorsement and rejection of specific 

essentialist beliefs), of actions (i.e., donating money as a means to achieve different values), of 

situation characteristics and self-regulatory strategies. The presented research always considers 

the complex interrelations between values when interpretating the relations between values and 

outer constructs; that said, this dissertation provides novel insights and a more coherent picture 

on the impact of the structural composition of the value model on the associations with various 

psychological constructs.  

Based on the results and in line with a key assumption of the value model, I argue that 

values serve as criteria and standards that are applied to evaluate regulatory strategies, situation 

characteristics, beliefs and behavior. According to the Merriam-Webster Dictionary, evaluation 

is the “determination of the value, nature, character, or quality of something or someone.” The 

presented research does not explicitly ask individuals to evaluate situations, actions or beliefs, 

yet the found associations between values and examined outer constructs support the 

assumption that values are used as evaluation standards and criteria. Across 13 studies with 

over 2000 participants, the results indicate that individuals endorse beliefs, chronic self-

regulatory strategies, behavior and situation characteristics that align with their values. For 

example, the quality of different types of essentialist beliefs (i.e., the degree to which the beliefs 

are perceived to be true) depends on the alignment between the content of values and essentialist 

beliefs.  

All original articles included in this dissertation examine the sinusoidal pattern. This 

assumption about the relational pattern between all values postulated in the original value model 

and any outer construct connects the different lines of research. Unlike previous studies, all 

values were measured and examined in all studies to ensure that no potentially relevant relations 
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are missed. As mentioned before, the trade-off between conflicting values promotes and inhibits 

behavior (Schwartz, 2001). This approach does, however, come with one limitation: the lack of 

causal links between values and behavior. In all studies, I measured values but did not 

manipulate values in order to explicitly examine a causal pathway. For example, in an 

experimental set-up, I could have induced the four higher-order value dimensions as well as a 

neutral control group and then measured participants’ self-orientation strategies. Based on the 

results, inferences about the causal relationship between the endorsement of (momentarily 

active or accessible) values and adapting a specific self-regulatory strategy in a situation would 

have been possible. 

 While these experimental set-ups have a high impact on knowledge building, they are 

not easily (successfully) done. Researchers tried to prime values by drawing attention to specific 

values and therefore making them more easily accessible. The priming methods include 

presenting specific items of only one value type (Amit et al., 2010; Roccas, 2003a, 2003b), 

solving scrambled sentences or memorizing and recalling tasks (Maio et al., 2009). In all studies, 

priming led to value-consistent behavior; however, it is particularly noteworthy that within a 

field (i.e., research on values) where numerous studies are conducted, only a fraction of studies 

involving priming or experimentally manipulating values are published. One possibility could 

be a file drawer problem—that is, studies in which priming did not work go unreported. That 

would constitute a methodological problem.12 

 Another reason for the limited number of studies experimentally manipulating values is, 

however, a conceptual one. As mentioned, the impact of values depends on the trade-off 

between several competing values, so for the execution of any behavior, the compatible value 

might not be the strongest predictor; instead, the opposing value might have a stronger influence 

 
12 During my time as a doctoral student, I also conducted several studies using the original instructions by Maio 

et al. (2009); none of the studies revealed a significant difference between the prime group and the neutral 

control group. The experiments may have failed for several reasons, including the possibility that the priming 

procedure did not work, that the outcome criteria were not chosen wisely or that the priming worked but no 

meaningful relation exists. 
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on the inhibition of the behavior. For example, a pro-environmental behavior like taking public 

transport instead of driving an own car might be related to endorsement of universalism values 

(e.g., caring for nature). However, power as the opposing value might prove just as relevant for 

the execution of the behavior. Power captures the importance attributed to material wealth and 

status; therefore, taking public transport instead of one’s own car does not just depend on how 

important universalism is but also on how important power values are. Imagine two individuals 

who both attribute similar importance to universalism, but one attributes high importance to 

power while the other attributes only little importance to power. The first individual has a higher 

conflict between two values with nearly the same importance, and thus the execution of the 

environmentally friendly behavior is less likely. The other does not experience a high conflict, 

and thus the behavior of taking public transport might emerge more easily. In a priming study, 

this conflict between several values cannot be primed, or at least, to the best of my knowledge, 

it has not been considered in priming studies. Therefore, priming studies do not take into 

consideration the important assumption of the trade-off between values. Further, for successful 

experiments (i.e., to find significant differences or to limit the probability of set-up errors), it is 

necessary to first understand the relations between values and outer constructs. For example, 

priming only conservation might not enhance the endorsement of Belief in Social Determinism, 

but it would enhance the endorsement of Belief in Genetic Determinism. Taking these two 

points into consideration, it could be that some priming experiments did not reveal the expected 

pattern because it is not the primed value that matters but rather the opposing value, and/or the 

observed outcome criteria is a less unique consequence of a specific value than expected.  

 Another way to examine causal pathways are longitudinal studies. They provide the 

potential to investigate how values at a prior time point can predict beliefs or behaviors at a 

later point in time. Further, they allow to examine how changes in one value are accompanied 

by changes in the complete value system (Bardi et al., 2009; Bardi & Goodwin, 2011). 

Especially, considering recent advances in cost-effective approaches to investigate experiences 
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of individuals in daily life that is distributing short questionnaires on a frequent basis via smart 

phones (e.g., Barthelmäs et al., 2020). This opens new possibilities to examine the impact of 

changing life-circumstances (e.g., becoming a parent) and day-to-day differences (workday 

compared to weekend) on the endorsement of values and related constructs. 

 I believe that, even though the presented research does not allow for any causal 

inferences, the findings can serve as starting points for future studies to derive specific 

hypotheses for testing causal pathways. On a conceptual level, moreover, values are assumed 

to be stable across time. In all studies, values were measured before the relevant outer constructs; 

in the third empirical paper in particular (The relation of values and situation characteristics in 

daily life; Kesberg & Keller, 2018; Appendix C), the rated situations were nested within 

participants (i.e., values were measured on the participant level, i.e., between participants, and 

situations characteristics were measured on episode level, i.e., with-in participants). Here, it is 

obvious that the perception of one specific situational aspect should not influence the 

endorsement of values previously measured Another question is if values are especially 

triggered in certain situations. To answer that research question, it would be necessary to also 

measure values on a situational level. 

5.2 Contributions to research on human values and the Schwartz Model of Basic Human 

Values 

 In combination the presented findings promote the consideration of the complete value 

model for any research on human values. It is a unique feature and strength of the model, that 

it enables researchers to generative integrative hypotheses instead of examining values as single 

constructs. Given that everyone hold a variety of values at the same time, that values are order 

hierarchical by their importance and that the trade-off between multiple values guide behaviour 

taking the complete model into account can enrich understanding and interpretation of empirical 

findings.  
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5.2.1 Implications for research on the sinusoidal pattern 

As described in Chapter 3, the relation between values and any outer construct is 

assumed to result in a sinusoidal pattern, that is the highest positive relation should emerge with 

the matching value, while the opposing value should reveal the strongest negative relation; the 

values in between should monotonically decrease and increase around the value circle 

(Schwartz, 1992). The proposed pattern is the result of generating integrative hypotheses, and 

it further implies that even statistically non-significant relations are meaningful. In general, the 

hypotheses in the presented articles built on full value model assuming that the results will 

reveal a sinusoidal. The sinusoidal pattern consistently emerged in the findings concerning 

prosocial behavior, self-regulatory strategies and essentialist beliefs. 

 Still, the findings concerning values and perception of situation characteristics showed 

that opposing values were related with situation characteristics in the same direction. 

Specifically, security and the self-direction were significantly related in same direction with 

various situation characteristics. To date, the relation between values and perception of situation 

characteristics has not been extensively examined. Moreover, previous studies examining the 

sinusoidal pattern focused on the relation between values and constructs like norms, attitudes, 

beliefs and behavior. In those studies (e.g., Hanel et al., 2016; Schwartz, 2001), the sinusoidal 

pattern emerged as it did in our own studies. Situation characteristics do not, however, fit into 

the same conceptual category as any of the other constructs. They are not like an attitude the 

tendency to evaluate a specific object with positive or negative valence. They also do not 

capture a socially determined norm, do not refer to the probability of something being true like 

a belief nor do they measure an actual behavior or intention. Therefore, perhaps the assumed 

sinusoidal pattern does not apply to the relation between values and situation characteristics. 

Opposing values are characterized by their incompatible goals and it is impossible to attain both 

goals within one action. This implies that situational circumstances which promote the 

attainment of one goal in turn simultaneously inhibit the goal of an opposing value. How do 
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people perceive whether the attainment of goals is possible? One possibility is that they 

consciously or unconsciously scan their environment for clues or situational affordances. If, 

however, opposing values are promoted and inhibited by similar clues, this implies that 

individuals with opposing values are also similarly sensitive to the same clues and thus to 

characteristics of situations. For example, imagine an individual valuing security. This 

individual might be especially sensitive to any cue that supports the respective goal and 

situation affordances which undermines the goal. On the contrary, someone high on stimulation 

might be perceiving the same cues, but that same perception might result in different 

outcomes—that is, whereas for a security-driven person the perception might lead to an 

avoidance of the situation, a stimulation-driven individual might seek it out. For example, image 

a demonstration at a G20 summit. Both an individual valuing security as well as an individual 

valuing self-direction might be especially sensitive to the potential of the situation to elicit threat, 

adversity and negativity, but that perception might result in different outcomes. For the 

individual valuing security, this might result in avoiding the demonstration by staying at home 

or at another secure space. For the individual valuing self-direction, this might result in him or 

her joining the demonstration to attain the goal of freedom and independence. The example 

aims to demonstrate that relations in the same direction concerning situational characteristics 

might potentially result in relations in the opposing direction for values and behavior. 

 For some values (e.g., universalism and power), however, the relation with situation 

characteristics did result in a sinusoidal pattern. It seems like the openness-to-change-

conservation dimension does not result in a sinusoidal pattern when the outer constructs are 

situation characteristics, whereas the self-enhancement-self-transcendence dimension does 

result in a sinusoidal pattern when the outer constructs are situation characteristics. In sum, the 

articles and findings presented in this thesis do in general support the assumption that the 

relationship between the complete value model and an outer construct results in a sinusoidal 

pattern. But the generalizability towards new kinds of constructs (i.e., situation characteristics) 
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might be limited. That does not imply that a sinusoidal pattern does not exist, nor that making 

integrative hypotheses is less valuable or false, but rather it demonstrates the boundaries of the 

sinusoidal pattern and calls for a more detailed examination of situation characteristics.   

5.2.2 Implications for the PVQ and SVS 

Although, the aim of presented research was not a systematically examination of 

instruments to measure values, considering implications of the findings for different 

instruments is interesting. Up to date, the application of the PVQ or SVS is mostly random, 

which means there is no agreed-upon criteria for the use of one over the other. Roccas and 

colleagues (2017) postulated that perhaps the abstract expression of the SVS is better suited to 

predict attitudes and beliefs, while the concrete expression of the PVQ might be better suited to 

predict concrete behavior. However, as they point out, any systematic empirical examination of 

this idea is missing. By coincidence, the presented research posed an opposing structure: A very 

specific prosocial behavior (donating money to a specific organizations) was related to 

individuals’ values measured with the abstract SVS, whereas very broad or abstract constructs 

(i.e., situation characteristics and beliefs) were related to individuals’ values measured with the 

concrete PVQ. The relation between individuals’ values and self-regulatory orientations was 

measured with various instruments for both constructs; that is, values were measured using both 

the SVS and PVQ, whereas the chronic self-regulatory orientation was also measured with 

various scales (i.e., Keller & Bless, 2008; Lockwood et al, 2002; Ouschan et al., 2007). If the 

assumption by Roccas et al. (2017) holds, then I would expect to find stronger associations for 

all studies if I were to replicate them with a different instrument to measure values. However, 

these associations could also rely on specific aspects of the study. For example, in Kesberg and 

Keller (2021b) the measurement of human values (i.e., measured with the SVS) as well as the 

mission statements of the organizations were both abstract. Therefore, if the results are due to 

the semantic similarity between the two measurements, then the results should be weakened 

using another measurement. Importantly, a systematic examination of the two instruments (i.e., 



CONCLUDING DISCUSSION 61 

 

PVQ and SVS) concerning their applicability for different contexts, constructs and sample in 

the future would be an important supplement to the research on human values. 

5.3 Contributions to research on human motivation 

 In 2010, Gerd Gigerenzer, a prominent German psychologist, published an article in 

which he argued that a major gap in psychological research is a lack of overarching theories. 

He argues that in psychological research many small theories exist, and new theories and 

constructs are constantly emerging without being embedded in a larger, overarching theoretical 

framework. This is especially noteworthy, as criticism of the Schwartz Model of Basic Human 

Values includes that values are often not linked to concrete behavior and therefore the theory 

has little predictive power for human behavior. Yet, in line with the demand of Gigerenzer 

(2010), I believe that to fully comprehend the meaningfulness of the Schwartz Model of Basic 

Human Values (Schwartz, 1992), it is necessary to embed it into other motivational theories.  

At several points within this thesis I have referred to other prominent psychological 

theories about motivation, i.e., the Rubicon Model of Action Phases (Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 

1987), Regulatory Focus Theory (Higgins, 1997) and the Means-As-Ends Fusion Theory 

(Kruglanski et al., 2018). A common feature of all theories is the focus on goals as central 

constructs for motivation. Austin and Vancouver (1996) defined goals as the cognitive 

representation of desired states, which can be outcomes, events, or processes. This definition 

of goals includes those that are imposed on a person from the outside (e.g., work goals defining 

by a supervisor, Locke & Latham, 1990) and those that stem from the inside, like values. Most 

of these theories distinguish between the process of goal setting (i.e., how do individuals decide 

which goal to follow) and the process of goal striving (i.e., which strategies and actions are 

implemented to reach the goal). The theories themselves can be distinguished by whether they 

are process-oriented (e.g., theories which include both processes, for example, goal setting and 

goal striving) or not process-oriented (theories which only focus on process goal-setting versus 

goal striving) (Brandt et al., 2008). Therefore, the presented theories are not competing or 
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conflicting theories (i.e., explaining the same process or phenomena with different or competing 

theoretical assumption), but rather are compatible and complementary.  

 The Rubicon Model of Action Phases (Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 1987) establishes a 

broad framework that incorporates processes of goal setting and processes of goal striving. I 

elaborated on the model in the context of the findings concerning values and regulatory focus 

(Keller & Kesberg, 2017). In the context of the Rubicon Model of Action Phases (Heckhausen 

& Gollwitzer, 1987), human values can be considered as part of goal setting phases, whereas 

self-regulatory orientations can be considered as part of goal striving phases. Findings of other 

presented original research can also be embedded in the Rubicon Model of Action Phases 

(Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 1987). The Rubicon Model of Action Phases assumes that in the 

second phases (i.e., pre-actional phase), individuals search opportunities to attain their goals. 

In this phase, contextual information may play a crucial role in understanding how the set goals 

can be attained. In the research focusing on prosocial behavior, information about the recipient 

(i.e., the description of the organizations’ mission statement) might be perceived as a cue for 

potential goal attainment. Similarly, research on the relation between values and the perception 

of situation characteristics can be related to that pre-actional phase. Of course, in each situation 

individuals may also have goals which are distinct from, or more concrete than, their values, 

but it is plausible that values as abstract goals might sharpen the perception of goal-relevant 

cues. That is, values serve as lenses that search the environment for the possibility of goal 

attainment in each situation. 

 The Means-As-Ends Fusion Theory (Kruglanski et al., 2018) postulates several 

independent processes which facilitate the fusion between means implemented to achieve goals 

and the goals themselves. In case of the donating behavior the proposed process is perceived 

similarity between personal values and values of the recipient (Kesberg & Keller, 2021a). Other 

postulated processes, especially repeated coupling, might also be relevant for the linkage 

between values and behavior. Repeated coupling refers to the idea that the frequency with 
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which a mean leads to a desired goal determines the degree of fusion. For example, the more 

often an individual experiences that by donating money s/he can enhance the welfare of close 

others (i.e., representing benevolence values), the more the activity itself fuses with the value. 

Especially, in the context of value-expressive and value-ambivalent behaviors (Bardi & 

Schwartz, 2003) repeated coupling poses an interesting source on how behaviors can become 

value-expressive. A future study could examine the frequency with which individuals engage 

in certain behaviors and the degree to which they rate these behaviors as value-expressive. One 

could assume that the more frequent individuals engage in the behavior the higher the rating of 

the behavior as value-expressive. Further, taking the structural composition of the value model 

into account, the behavior should be perceived as not value-expressive for conflicting values 

and the relation with all ten values should result in a sinusoidal pattern. 

 To summarize, considering the Schwartz Model of Basic Human Values within an 

overarching theoretical framework and as a complementing theory to other theories on human 

motivation bears the potential to enhance our understanding of personal values and human 

motivation in general.  

5.4 Conclusion 

 Values pose a central construct in psychological research as well as in everyday life. As 

described in the general introduction, values are a core construct of individuals’ self-concept 

and are perceived as an inalienable aspect of social life, essential for human existence. The 

presented thesis empirically examined the influence of value (in-) compatibilities on the 

evaluation of a variety of psychological constructs. Values as an integrative system are relevant 

in numerous areas of everyday life: They are standards which determine how people strive to 

achieve their goals, how people perceive other individuals, how people evaluate actions and 

how people perceive situations. They are like lenses that shape how each and every person sees 

the world around them. 
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The present article connects two approaches to the study of human motivation and behavior: 
The Schwartz model of human values and Higgins’ regulatory focus theory. Considering a 
prominent model of human motivation – the Rubicon Model of Action Phases – reveals that 
although both approaches refer to goals and standards as crucial constructs, human values are 
specifically relevant concerning the so-called deliberation and evaluation phases whereas self-
regulatory orientations are specifically relevant concerning the volitional phases (i.e., planning 
and action). It may be due to the selective focus on specific aspects of human motivation 
that up to date hardly any (empirical) work has tried to connect human values and self-
regulatory orientations. The reported studies assessed the relation between the endorsement 
of values proposed in the Schwartz model of human values and individual differences in 
the two self-regulatory orientations (promotion and prevention) proposed in regulatory 
focus theory. Findings reveal that prevention-focused self-regulation is positively related to 
conservation values (security, conformity) and negatively related to values reflecting openness 
to change (stimulation, self-direction). Moreover, promotion-focused self-regulation was 
positively related to self-enhancement values (power, achievement) and negatively related to 
values reflecting self-transcendence (universalism, benevolence). In addition, the observed 
relations were found using different instruments to measure human values and self-regulatory 
orientations. In combination, the observed findings support the proposed two-dimensional 
structure of the value system as well as fundamental assumptions of regulatory focus theory.

Keywords: human values, prevention, promotion, regulatory focus, motivation

Highlights:

• Relation between Schwartz value model and Higgins’ regulatory focus 
theory is shown

• Prevention-focus relates to the conservation-openness dimension of human 
values

• Promotion-focus relates to the self-enhancement, self-transcendence dimension
• Relations are shown using different instruments

Corresponding author: johannes.keller@uni-ulm.de
Acknowledgement. The study was supported by the German Science Foundation.
* This is an early electronic version of the manuscript that has been accepted for publication in 

Psihologija journal. Please note that this is not the final version of the article and that it can be 
subjected to minor changes before final print. Please cite as: Keller, J., & Kesberg, R. (2017). 
Regulatory focus and human values. Psihologija. doi: https://doi.org/10.2298/PSI160809004K



REGULATORY FOCUS AND HUMAN VALUES2

PSIHOLOGIJA, 2017, OnlineFirst, 1–30

The analysis of what motivates people to engage and persist in activities 
is among the most basic topics of social scientific research. One theoretical 
perspective on this fundamental question focuses on the analysis of distinct 
goals and standards as guiding forces that influence individuals’ motivational 
processes. Two particularly prominent approaches contributing to this perspective 
can be differentiated: theoretical models that focus on human values (i.e., abstract 
desirable goal standards), on the one hand (cf. Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992; 
Seligman, Olson, & Zanna, 1996), and theoretical approaches that emphasize 
strategic self-regulatory orientations related to specific goals and reference 
standards, on the other (cf. Carver & Scheier, 1998; Elliot & Covington, 2001; 
Higgins, 1997). In general, it seems very promising to connect research on human 
values and approaches that focus on strategic self-regulatory orientations: because 
each neglects aspects that figure prominently in the other, both approaches could 
fruitfully complement each other and help us develop a more comprehensive 
understanding of the role which goals and related mechanisms play in human 
motivation. Of note, the Rubicon model of action phases (Heckhausen & 
Gollwitzer, 1987) addresses two distinct aspects related to the goal construct: 
goal setting and goal striving. Regarding the theoretical assumptions of models 
focusing on human values and models focusing on strategic self-regulatory 
orientations, it seems that, although both approaches refer to goals as crucial 
constructs, they address different phases in the model proposed by Heckhausen 
and Gollwitzer (1987, see Figure 1). In the motivational phase, human values 
representing abstract desirable goals (Schwartz, 1992) specifically relate to a 
person’s goals setting, while self-regulatory orientations as proposed in Higgins’ 
regulatory focus theory are specifically relevant concerning implementation of 
goals in the so called volitional phases. Furthermore, value models largely neglect 
the fact that different strategies can be applied to attain a certain goal or end 
state, instead they emphasize the transsituationally stable character of abstract 
and general goal standards. In contrast, approaches focusing on goals and related 
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strategic self-regulatory mechanisms highlight the idea that individuals can 
engage in fundamentally different strategies and apply distinct means to attain 
certain goals. In addition, most self-regulatory approaches explicitly state that 
situational influences can have a profound effect on motivational mechanisms, 
thus highlighting the context dependency of goal-related processes and the 
motivational orientations of individuals. In view of this differential emphasis 
on specific aspects, it seems imperative and fruitful to work on integrating both 
perspectives to establish a comprehensive understanding of human motivation.

However, to date there has been no systematic attempt to establish a 
connection between them. Although some researchers recently discussed possible 
relations between values and self-regulatory orientations on the theoretical level 
(cf. Kark & van Dijk, 2007; Rohan & Zanna, 1996), so far there is hardly any 
empirical evidence that bolsters the theoretical arguments put forth in these 
contributions. The only exception is a contribution by Leikas, Lönnqvist, 
Verkasalo, and Lindeman (2008) who found initial evidence in respect to relations 
between self-regulatory orientations and human values. However, this initial 
evidence obtained in a single study does not allow strong conclusions regarding 
the relation for several reasons. First, Leikas et al. (2008) made use of a specific 
measure of regulatory focus (the regulatory focus questionnaire introduced by 
Higgins et al., 2001) which asks respondents to report on their self-regulatory 
orientations and behaviors in the past. Accordingly, it may be questioned whether 
this instrument is validly assessing individuals’ current habitual regulatory focus. 
Other measures are currently available that have better psychometric properties 
and are bolstered by stronger evidence regarding construct validity than the 
regulatory focus questionnaire (e.g. the scales developed by Lockwood, Jordan, 
& Kunda, 2002; or the scale introduced by Keller and Bless, 2008; a recent 
review addressing the available self-report measures of regulatory focus clearly 
supports this notion; cf. Ineichen, Florack, Keller, & Leder, 2010). Second, 
Leikas et al. (2008) made use of one specific measure of human values (the 
Portrait Value Questionnaire developed by Schwartz et al., 2001). It remains 
to be established whether the relation between self-regulatory orientations and 
human values can be replicated with the more widely used Schwartz Value 
Survey (Schwartz, 1992). Besides, Leikas et al. (2008) did not report findings 
referring to the relation between regulatory foci and the higher order dimensions 
of human values, that is, the openness-conservation dimension and the self-
enhancement-self-transcendence dimension. Overall, the findings by Leikas et 
al. (2008) provide initial evidence. However, to obtain a broader picture of the 
relation between human values and regulatory foci, it is worthwhile to examine 
the relation using different, but widely used instruments with good psychometric 
properties, and to extend the analysis to the relation between regulatory foci and 
the higher order dimensions of human values.

The present article makes the attempt to establish a connection between 
the two camps by focusing on two particularly prominent theoretical models: 
(a) the Schwartz value model (Schwartz, 1992), and (b) regulatory focus theory 
(Higgins, 1997). The basic propositions of these two theoretical frameworks 
will be discussed in the next sections, followed by a discussion of how the two 
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perspectives and the core constructs proposed in both models can be related to 
each other.

The Schwartz Value Model

According to Schwartz (1992), values can be defined as transsituationally 
stable cognitive representations of desirable abstract goals that serve as guiding 
principles in people’s lives (see also Rokeach, 1973). Like needs, motives, and 
goals, values are conceptualized as constructs that motivate actions. Values are 
inherently positive and reflect goals that are connected to desirable end states 
(e.g., achievement, security, stimulation). In this respect, values differ from 
needs, motives, and goals, which can be related to negative reference points and 
standards (e.g., losses, failures, and mistakes).

According to the Schwartz value model, 10 motivationally distinct values 
can be differentiated (Schwartz, 1992; see Table 1 for definitions of the types of 
values). The model holds that these values are structurally ordered, especially 
that a distinct structure of relations among these values can be identified, which 
reflects motivational opposites and compatibilities. As depicted in Figure 2, self-
enhancement values (power and achievement) are conceptualized as opposite 
to and hence in conflict with self-transcendence values (universalism and 
benevolence). Moreover, conservation values (conformity, tradition, and security) 
are conceptualized as in conflict with openness to change values (stimulation 
and self-direction). According to the model, hedonism values are to some extent 
multifaceted in that they share elements of both openness and self-enhancement. 
In essence, the value model posits that two basic bipolar dimensions structure the 
value system: One dimension with self-enhancement and self-transcendence as end 
poles, and one dimension with conservation and openness to change as end poles.

Figure 2. The structural relations among the 10 value constructs and four higher order values
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Table 1
Definitions of the 10 basic values in terms of their goals and sample items

Value and related motivational goal
Sample items used in the Schwartz Value 

Questionnaire (Sample 1)/ the PVQ 
(Sample 2, 3 & 4)

Power. Social status and prestige, control or 
dominance over people and resources.

Social power (control over others, dominance) /
He likes to be in charge and tell others what to do. 
He wants people to do what he says.

Achievement. Personal success through 
demonstrating competence according to 
social standards.

Capable (competent, effective, efficient) /
Being very successful is important to him. He likes 
to stand out and to impress other people.

Hedonism. Pleasure and sensory 
gratification for oneself.

Enjoying life (enjoying food, sex, leisure etc.) /
He really wants to enjoy life. Having a good time 
is very important to him.

Stimulation. Excitement, novelty, and 
challenge in life.

An exciting life (stimulating experiences) /
He looks for adventures and likes to take risks. He 
wants to have an exciting life.

Self-direction. Independent thinking and 
action-choosing, creating, exploring.

Independent (self-reliant, self-sufficient) /
It is important to him to make his own decisions 
about what he does. He likes to be free and not 
depend on others.

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

Equality (equal opportunity for all) /
He thinks it is important that every person in the 
world should be treated equally. He wants justice 
for everybody, even for people he doesn’t know.

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

Helpful (working for the welfare of others) /
He always wants to help the people who are close 
to him. It’s very important to him to care for the 
people he knows and likes.

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

Respect for tradition (preservation of time-honored 
customs)
He thinks it is important to do things the way he 
learned from his family. He wants to follow their 
customs and traditions.

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

Obedient (dutiful, meeting obligations) /
He believes that people should do what they’re 
told. He thinks people should follow rules at all 
times, even when no one is watching. 

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

National security (protection of my nation from 
enemies) /
The safety of his country is very important to him. 
He wants his country to be safe from its enemies.

Research on the Schwartz value model revealed a distinct value hierarchy 
that is strikingly robust cross-culturally (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). Around the 
globe, benevolence represents the single most important value (followed by 
self-direction and universalism), and power represents the least important value 
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(tradition and stimulation are consistently ranked only slightly higher in the value 
hierarchy). Thus, there is a high level of cross-cultural agreement regarding the 
relative importance of the different values (while absolute importance levels 
vary considerably across societies).

Regulatory Focus Theory

RFT represents a classic self-regulatory approach to the study of 
human motivation assuming that human behavior is heavily influenced by the 
standards and reference points that are salient and relevant in a given situation 
or chronically accessible in the individual’s mind (cf. Keller, 2008). Probably 
the most characteristic feature of RFT is that this model goes beyond the 
basic hedonic principle according to which individuals approach pleasure and 
avoid pain. Specifically, Higgins (1997; 1998) argued that it is necessary to 
acknowledge that there are different types of pleasure and related positive end-
states (e.g., safety and security versus personal growth and nurturance), and also 
different types of pain (e.g., losses and uncertainty versus non-gains, omissions, 
and disappointments), which are related to distinct self-regulatory principles and 
mechanisms. In essence, RFT holds that it is necessary to distinguish between 
two different types of positive and negative reference points (or input factors) 
that are conceptualized as triggers of specific self-regulatory mechanisms and of 
related cognitive, affective, and behavioral mechanisms. That is, RFT specifies 
distinct input factors as well as distinct output factors related to two basic modes 
of self-regulation: Promotion-focused and prevention-focused self-regulation.

The input factors related to promotion-focused self-regulation are 
nurturance needs (personal development, self-actualization, and growth), 
reflecting a concern with accomplishment and advancement, personal ideals, 
and maximal goals as relevant standards, as well as gains as relevant outcomes. 
In contrast, the input factors related to prevention-focused self-regulation are 
safety and security needs, oughts (duties, responsibilities, and obligations), and 
minimal goals as relevant standards, as well as losses as relevant outcomes.

It is important to note that the input factors do not reflect a valence 
dimension such that promotion (prevention) input factors are inherently positive 
(negative) (Higgins, 1997; 1998). One of the distinct characteristics of RFT is 
that this approach moves beyond the focus on sheer valence reflected in the 
classic approach-avoidance duality which holds that approach (avoidance) is 
always related to positive (negative) reference points. Thus, rather than simply 
differentiating positive and negative input factors (i.e., different reference points 
or end-states), Higgins emphasized different kinds of desired end-states and 
needs (e.g., nurturance and security; gain and non-loss). As is evident, several 
of the proposed (and empirically documented) input factors that elicit the 
prevention focus are positive in nature (e.g., safety and security). It is therefore 
important to keep in mind that the input factors are not inherently positive in 
case of promotion and negative in case of prevention.

The output factors reflecting the consequences of the activation of 
the promotion-focused type of self-regulation have a special sensitivity to 
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the presence or absence of positive events or outcomes and related cues, to 
eagerness and ambition as strategic orientation (i.e., a special tendency to insure 
hits and to insure against errors of omission), and to cheerfulness-dejection 
emotions. The activation of a prevention focus is associated with a sensitivity to 
the presence or absence of negative outcomes, with vigilance as strategic means 
(i.e., a special tendency to ensure correct rejections and protecting against errors 
of commission), with risk aversion, and with quiescence-agitation emotions. 
Numerous studies have supported these core assumptions (see Higgins, 1998; 
Higgins & Spiegel, 2004).

Note that both modes of self-regulation proposed in RFT are conceptualized 
as orthogonal, (i.e., independent) dimensions of self-regulation. That is, 
promotion– and prevention-focused self-regulation do not represent opposite 
end poles of one general dimension of self-regulation. Previous research has 
supported the assumption of independence showing that measures of individual 
differences in promotion– and prevention-focused self-regulatory orientations 
were only slightly correlated (cf. Lockwood et al., 2002; Lockwood, Sadler, 
Fyman, & Tuck, 2004) or virtually uncorrelated (cf. Higgins et al., 2001; Keller, 
2008; Keller & Bless, 2008; Keller, Mayo, Greifeneder, & Pfattheicher, 2015; 
Lockwood, Marshall, & Sadler, 2005; Sassenberg, Jonas, Shah, & Brazy, 2006; 
Uskul, Keller, & Oyserman, 2008). Regarding possible relations with Schwartz 
human values, this implies that opposing relations of the two regulatory foci with 
other constructs are in general not more likely to be observed than other patterns 
of relations. That is, when we expect or observe a positive relation between 
promotion-focused self-regulation and a certain construct, this has no compelling 
implications with respect to the expected relation between prevention-focused 
self-regulation and the specific construct. It is important to keep this in mind 
when addressing the possible relations between the two modes of self-regulation 
and human values.

The Relation Between Human Values and Self-Regulatory Orientations

Given that the Schwartz value model as well as RFT emphasize that 
individuals are strongly influenced by goal standards, it seems that one would 
most likely find significant relations between distinct human values proposed in 
the Schwartz value model and the specific self-regulatory orientations put forth 
in RFT. Note that values can be conceptualized as ideals or oughts and hence 
as guides for self-regulation (cf., Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz, & Knafo, 2002). Of 
course, the crucial question is to understand which of the 10 basic values are 
related to which self-regulatory orientation.

As briefly mentioned above, some authors have already discussed the 
relation between regulatory focus and human values. Rohan and Zanna (1996) 
speculated that prevention-focused individuals might place high priorities 
on conformity, tradition, and security, reflecting a resistance to change, while 
promotion-focused individuals might place high priorities on self-direction 
and stimulation values, reflecting an openness to change. Kark and van Dijk 
(2007) made a similar argument proposing that there should be a positive 
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relation between leaders’ prevention focus and values of conservation as well 
as a positive relation between leaders’ promotion focus and values of openness 
to change. Note that both contributions proposed opposing relations of the two 
self-regulatory foci with only one of the two higher order value dimensions (i.e., 
the conservation-openness dimension).

Given the orthogonality of the two foci, it does not seem reasonable to 
assume that both foci are strongly related to opposing end poles of the same 
dimension in the value system (e.g., openness to change versus conservation). 
Although such a pattern is logically possible it would reflect an underlying 
opposing relation between the two constructs. Based on previous research, it 
seems more plausible to assume that each of the two modes of self-regulation 
is (primarily) related to one of the two higher order value dimensions in the 
Schwartz value model. This assumption is meaningful also in view of the 
specific nature of the respective values and their underlying goal standards.

Prevention focus and the conservation−openness value dimension. It 
seems most plausible to assume that the prevention focus is positively related 
to conservation values (security, conformity, tradition), and negatively related 
to the conflicting values, namely stimulation and self-direction (openness to 
change values). Previous research (cf. Uskul et al., 2008) shows that prevention 
focus scale scores are significantly negatively correlated with sensation seeking 
(as assessed with the scale designed by Zuckerman, 1994), which represents 
a proxy measure of stimulation. This finding supports the proposed negative 
relation between the prevention focus and the conservation-openness dimension, 
since stimulation is one core element of openness to change. Moreover, previous 
research has revealed a positive relation between prevention-focused self-
regulation and collectivism (or interdependence; cf. Lee, Aaker, & Gardner, 
2000; Lockwood et al., 2005). Given that collectivism reflects (a) a concern 
with social norms, responsibilities and obligations, as well as (b) an appreciation 
for traditions and shared cultural customs (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) – two 
core elements of conservation values – the observed positive relation between 
prevention focus and collectivism supports the proposed positive relation between 
prevention focus and conservation values. Finally, previous theorizing (Jost, 
Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003) and research (Liberman, Idson, Camacho, 
& Higgins, 1999) support the proposed negative relation between prevention 
and openness to change. Specifically, Jost and colleagues (2003) argued that 
prevention-focused individuals should favor stability over change, because 
stability entails predictability and hence psychological security. Supporting this 
notion, Liberman and colleagues (1999) found that participants in a prevention 
focus (a) were particularly inclined to resume an interrupted task rather than 
do a substitute task, and (b) exhibited a reluctance to exchange objects in their 
possession. Thus, there is good reason to assume a negative relation between 
prevention-focused self-regulatory tendencies and human values, reflecting 
openness to change, as well as a positive relation between prevention-focused 
self-regulatory tendencies and human values, reflecting conservation (resistance 
to change).
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Promotion focus and the self-enhancement−self-transcendence value 
dimension. It seems plausible to assume that the promotion focus is positively 
related to self-enhancement values (power and achievement), and negatively related 
to the conflicting values, namely benevolence and universalism (self-transcendence 
values). Keltner, Gruenfeld, and Anderson (2003) documented that power is related 
to self-regulatory strategies that are promotion-focused in character. This supports 
the assumption that promotion-focused self-regulatory tendencies are most likely 
related to power values, which are part of the self-enhancement dimension. In line 
with this argument, Sassenberg et al. (2006) reported evidence indicating that high 
power groups are more valued by individuals in a promotion focus. Related to 
the power aspect of promotion-focused self-regulation, it is important to note that 
concern with prestige, status, power, and dominance is largely incompatible with 
self-transcendence values. For example, recent research by Guimond, Dambrun, 
Michinov, and Duarte (2003) revealed that individuals in powerful and prestigious 
hierarchical positions scored particularly high on a measure of social dominance 
orientation (SDO) and were particularly prejudiced against ethnic minorities. It 
is evident that SDO and prejudice represent constructs that are oppositional to 
benevolence and particularly universalism (reflecting a concern with all people’s 
welfare, not only the in-group’s welfare). In parallel, Cohrs and colleagues (2005) 
reported on a substantial relation between SDO and the power value in the Schwartz 
value model. In combination with the observed positive relation between power 
and the promotion focus discussed above, these considerations suggest that it seems 
plausible to expect a negative relation between promotion-focused self-regulatory 
tendencies and self-transcendence values. Finally, previous research has revealed 
a positive relation between promotion focus and individualism (or independence; 
cf. Lee et al., 2000; Lockwood et al., 2005). Given that individualism reflects (a) a 
concern with personal success and achievement, as well as (b) the desire to stand 
out and distinguish oneself from others (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) – two core 
elements of self-enhancement values – the observed positive relation between 
promotion-focused self-regulation and individualism supports the proposed positive 
relation between the promotion focus and self-enhancement values.

Based on the theoretical ideas (e.g. Kark & van Dijk, 2007; Rohan & 
Zanna, 1996) assuming that promotion-focused individuals are likely to cherish 
stimulation and self-direction, one may also expect to find that promotion-
focused self-regulation is positively related to openness to change and negatively 
related to conservation (following the logic of the circular structure of the value 
system). If this turned out to be true, it would support the assumption that 
promotion-focused self-regulation is more complex in terms of its relations to 
the components of the value system.

The empirical studies reported below were designed to test the relations 
between regulatory foci and human values. Previous analyses of the value 
system mostly made use of statistical procedures (multidimensional scaling; 
cf. Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987; Schwartz et al., 2001) to test the structure of 
the value system without reference to external criteria (although some studies 
involved external criteria, cf. Barnea & Schwartz, 1998; Sagiv & Schwartz, 
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1995; Schwartz, 1996; Schwartz. & Huismans, 1995). Conversely, the present 
study assessed the structural relations between human values and regulatory 
orientations as external criteria, hence offering a valuable contribution to the 
ongoing assessment of the structural features of human values. If the two-
dimensional structure actually holds true, we should find correlations of the 
relevant regulatory focus dimension with the measure of values representing 
the two end poles of the respective value dimension, revealing opposite signs 
(i.e., positive correlation of the prevention focus with conservation and negative 
correlation with openness; positive correlation of the promotion focus with self-
enhancement and negative correlation with self-transcendence).

In addition, the study tests basic propositions entailed in RFT regarding 
the relation of both styles of self-regulation to a set of distinct goal standards 
(security and conformity as well as self-actualization and personal growth). 
An empirical documentation of the proposed relations would bolster these 
fundamental assumptions of RFT.

Furthermore, we use different instruments to measure human values and 
regulatory-focus orientations, therefore testing whether the proposed relation 
between self-regulatory orientations and human values can be replicated. Going 
beyond Leikas et al. (2008), we are also focusing on the relation between the 
regulatory focus strategies and the higher order dimensions of human values. 
Considering that each of the ten values covers rather specific goal constructs, it 
seems valuable to investigate which higher order dimension is related to which 
regulatory focus orientation.

Method

Participants and Procedure
Overall, we analyzed the data of 647 German participants (313 men; Mage = 21.9 

years) to investigate the relation between self-regulatory orientations and human values. Data 
collection took place in four phases over the course of 6 years. Therefore, the results reported 
below were split into four samples. The first sample consisted of 188 undergraduate students 
(91 men; Mage = 22.5 years), the second sample of 298 undergraduate students (170 men; 
Mage = 23 years). The third sample consisted of 60 (37 men; Mage = 21.6 years), the fourth 
sample of 101 undergraduate students (15 men; Mage = 20.4 years)1. Participants completed 
a package of questionnaires including measures of several different traits and constructs, and 
received 2 – 3 EUR as compensation. The data were collected in the lab using paper-pencil 
questionnaires (Sample 1 & 2) and online using a survey software, i.e. Unipark (Sample 3 
& 4). Results reported below focus on the instruments designed to measure the constructs 
relevant in the present context (human values and self-regulatory orientations).

Instruments
Regulatory focus. In all samples, chronic regulatory focus was assessed with a German 

version (Keller, 2008) of the Regulatory Focus Questionnaire introduced by Lockwood et 
al. (2002)2, which includes nine items intended to measure promotion and prevention, 

1 The raw data used in this study is available under https://www.uni-ulm.de/in/psy-soz/
forschung/forschung/open-science-data-download-options/

2 Note that Summerville and Roese (2008) critically discussed the instrument developed by 
Lockwood et al. (2002). However, this critique – which basically focuses on the fact that 
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respectively. A prevention focus sample item reads “I often worry that I will fail to accomplish 
my academic goals,” and a promotion focus sample item reads “I often think about the person 
I would ideally like to be in the future.” Responses were given on 7-point rating scales with 
higher values indicating greater agreement with the statement. In each sample, both scales 
were reliable with Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .66 (Sample 3) to .85 (Sample 4) for the 
prevention scale, and Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .74 (Sample 4) to .81 (Sample 2) for the 
promotion scale. The two scales were positively correlated (Sample 1: r = .21, p <.01; Sample 
2: r = .14, p <.05; Sample 4: r = .25, p <.05), however the correlation in Sample 3 was not 
significant (r = .11, n.s.). The positive correlation supports the assumption that both scales 
assess a general tendency to regulate the self and indicates that the two regulatory foci do not 
represent opposite end-poles of one dimension.

In Sample 3, we included the scale developed by Keller and Bless (2008) as well as 
the instrument introduced by Ouschan, Boldero, Kashima, and Wakimoto (2007) as additional 
instruments to assess regulatory focus orientation.3 Sample items of the latter instrument read 
“To avoid failure, one has to be careful.” (prevention subscale) and “To achieve something, 
you need to be optimistic” (promotion subscale). Sample items of the scale designed by Keller 
and Bless read “In situations in which my performance is being judged, I often feel tense and 
unwell” (prevention subscale) and “In situations in which my performance is being judged, I 
often feel the desire to do well.” (promotion subscale). The scales reached acceptable levels of 
internal consistency (Ouschan et al. instrument: αPromotion= .72; αPrevention = .82; Keller and Bless 
instrument: αPromotion= .61; αPrevention = .84). Importantly, the correlations among the subscales 
of the different instruments (see Table 2) revealed substantial correlations among the scales 
assessing promotion and prevention, respectively. In contrast, no meaningful correlations 
emerged between scales assessing different self-regulatory orientations. This clearly supports 
the convergent and discriminant validity of the scales.

the subscales of the Lockwood et al. instrument are correlated with (affective) valence – 
can be countered on theoretical grounds. Specifically, RFT entails the explicit assumption 
that a prevention focus should be associated with a special focus on negative outcomes 
and events whereas a promotion focus should be related to a special focus on positive 
outcomes and events. Accordingly, valid measures of the degree to which a prevention or 
promotion focus is active in a person should reflect the differential sensitivity to positive 
and negative outcomes and events. Thus, correlations of a prevention focus scale with 
indicators reflecting a sensitivity to negative information (including negative affect) and 
correlations of a promotion focus scale with sensitivity to positive information (including 
positive affect) actually speak to the validity of the respective scale. It is important to 
note that according to RFT the two regulatory foci are related to specific input and output 
variables and the argument that the two foci are independent of valence is only true 
regarding the input variables. The output variables related to both foci are postulated to be 
related to valence in RFT

3 We decided not to include the Regulatory Focus Questionnaire (RFQ; Higgins et al., 2001) 
as an alternative measure because recent studies revealed that the validity and reliability 
of this instrument may be questioned (cf. Ineichen, Florack, Keller, & Leder, 2010). 
Specifically, several aspects of the RFQ seem problematic. First, the scales typically do not 
reach high levels of internal consistency. Second, the items included in the scales refer to 
past behavior. Accordingly, one may question whether the instrument is actually assessing 
current individual differences in the two habitual orientations. Third, the construct validity 
of RFQ was found to be modest at best in a series of recent studies whereas the data 
clearly supported the construct validity of the Lockwood scales as well as the instrument 
developed by Keller and Bless (cf. Ineichen et al., 2010). In addition, Semin et al. (2005) 
reported severe reliability problems when using a translated version of the RFQ in the 
Netherlands. Our study was conducted in Germany, accordingly we decided not to include 
a translated German version of the RFQ, but instead chose other reliable instruments.
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Table 2
Correlations of the Regulatory Focus Scales (Sample 3)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Lockwood et al. scales
 Prevention (1) – .11 .57*** -.14 .48*** -.05
 Promotion (2) – .01 .40** .16 .36**
Keller & Bless scales
 Prevention (3) – -.10 .38** .13
 Promotion (4) – -.02 .31*
Ouschan et al. scales
 Prevention (5) – -.09
 Promotion (6) –

Note. * p <.05, ** p <.01, ***p <.001

Human values. In Sample 1, the importance that participants attributed to each 
of the 10 values as guiding principles in their life was measured with a German version 
(Schmitt, Schwartz, Steyer, & Schmitt, 1993) of the Schwartz Value Survey comprising 58 
items (Schwartz, 1992). Responses were given on rating scales ranging from (-1) opposed to 
my values to (7) of supreme importance (the analyses reported below are based on recoded 
scores, that is, scores reflect a scale ranging from 0 to 8; examples of the specific concepts 
and items are displayed in Table 1). The internal reliabilities of the value indexes ranged from 
tradition .48 to hedonism .77.

In all other samples, we used a German version (Hinz, Brähler, Schmidt, & Albani, 2005) 
of the Portrait Values questionnaire (PVQ; Schwartz et al., 2001) to measure the importance 
attributed to each of the 10 values. In Sample 2 & 3 a short version with 21 items and in 
Sample 4 a long version with 57 items was used. Each item consists of a description of a person 
(“portrait”) and respondents rate how similar they see themselves to the portrayed target person 
on a scale ranging from (1) very similar to (6) very dissimilar (the analyses reported below are 
based on reversed scores, that is, higher scores reflect higher endorsement of the value). Both 
instruments, the Schwartz Value Survey and the PVQ, have been extensively used in previous 
research and the obtained findings support their validity (cf. Caprara, Schwartz, Capanna, 
Vecchione, & Barbaraneli, 2006; Schmidt, Bamberg, Davidov, Herrmann, & Schwartz, 2007; 
Schwartz, 1992; 2007; Schwartz & Rubel, 2005; Schwartz et al., 2001).

Although, previous studies support the validity of the short version of the PVQ (cf. 
Cohrs et al., 2005; Schwartz & Rubel, 2005, Schwartz, 2006), alpha reliabilities of the value 
indexes are typically fairly low because each value measure is based on only two items 
(universalism on three items) that cover conceptually broad constructs. In Sample 2 & 3, 
some of the value measures were problematic with respect to the internal consistency of 
the relevant items. First, the two items designed to assess self-direction were positively 
correlated (Sample 2: r = .16, p <.01; Sample 3: r = .26, p <.05). However, in Sample 2 
alpha reliability was quite low (Sample 2: αself-direction= .26; Sample 3: αself-direction= .41). Second, 
the two items assessing tradition were only positively correlated in Sample 2 (Sample 2: r 
= .21, p <.001; Sample 3: r = .19, n.s.), and the alpha reliability for this value measure was 
accordingly low (Sample 2: αtradition = .35; Sample 3: αtradition= .31). This should be kept in 
mind when interpreting the correlations involving tradition. Reliabilities of the remaining 
eight value indexes ranged from Cronbach’s alpha = .26 (self-direction) to .72 (conformity 
and stimulation). None such problems emerged in Sample 4, when we used the long version 
of the PVQ. Alpha reliabilities of the PVQ indexes ranged from Cronbach’s alpha = .55 
(universalism) to .81 (power).
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Results and Discussion
In order to understand which of the foci and which of the values were 

particularly strongly endorsed by the participants, we first consider the observed 
mean scores on the respective scales. In each sample, the mean promotion 
scale score was significantly higher than the prevention scale score (see Table 
3). This is consistent with previous findings conducted in Western cultures (cf. 
Keller, 2008; Lockwood et al., 2002) and suggests that most participants were 
predominantly promotion-focused in their habitual self-regulatory orientation. In 
fact, when considering difference scores – computed by subtracting prevention 
from promotion scale scores – we find that between 75.5% (Sample 3) and 
83% (Sample 1) of the participants were predominantly promotion-focused 
as indicated by a positive difference score (percentages based on the score 
measured with the scale by Lockwood et al., 2002).
Table 3
Mean Scores on the Regulatory Focus Scales

M SD
Sample 1

Lockwood et al. scales Prevention 3.64 1.1
Promotion 4.86 0.89
Difference score 1.22 1.25
% of participants with dominant promotion focus 83

Sample 2
Lockwood et al. scales Prevention 4.16 1.2

Promotion 5.12 0.96
Difference score 0.96 1.4
% of participants with dominant promotion focus 75.5

Sample 3
Lockwood et al. scales Prevention 4.4 0.82

Promotion 5.06 0.79
Difference score 0.66 1.07
% of participants with dominant promotion focus 76.7

Keller & Bless scales Prevention 4.69 0.78
Promotion 5.14 0.74
Difference score 0.45 1.13
% of participants with dominant promotion focus 70.0

Ouschan et al. scales Prevention 4.49 0.91
Promotion 4.93 0.82
Difference score 0.44 1.29
% of participants with dominant promotion focus 62.7

Sample 4
Lockwood et al. scales Prevention 4.19 1.05

Promotion 5.03 0.74
Difference score .84 1.12
% of participants with dominant promotion focus 79.8

Our results are in line with previous research (cf. Schwartz & Bardi, 
2001), showing that universalism, benevolence, and self-direction are values 
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with high mean scores; whereas power and tradition are the values with low 
mean scores (see Figure 3 to 6). It is interesting to note that while a clear 
majority of participants was obviously predominantly promotion-focused, we 
simultaneously find that two of the values most strongly endorsed (benevolence 
and universalism) are postulated to be negatively related to promotion-focused 
self-regulation. This suggests that the hierarchical ordering of the two self-
regulatory orientations (promotion and prevention) differs from the hierarchy 
observable when considering the set of related values.

Figure 3. Mean scores observed in Schwartz Value Survey in Sample 1. 

Note. UN = universalism, BE = benevolence, CO = conformity, TR = tradition, SE = security, PO = 
power, AC = achievement, HE = hedonism, ST = stimulation, and SD = self-direction; value scores 
were assessed on a scale ranging from -1 to 7 (scores were recoded for the analyses and ranged from 
0 to 8).

In Figure 4 we combined the mean scores from Sample 2 with the 
mean scores on the PVQ value indices obtained in the European Value 
Survey collected in 2006 (German sample; n = 2919; European Social 
Survey, 2010). As is evident, the two figures (as well as Figures 5 and 6) 
reveal a striking similarity. Specifically, the value hierarchy obtained in our 
student samples is almost perfectly parallel to the hierarchy observed in the 
representative ESS sample. This speaks against the notion that the validity 
of our findings could be questioned due to the non-representative character 
of the sample.
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Figure 4. Mean scores observed on the value scales in Sample 2 and the European Social 
Survey (2006; German Sample) 

Note. UN = universalism, BE = benevolence, CO = conformity, TR = tradition, SE =security, PO = 
power, AC = achievement, HE = hedonism, ST = stimulation, and SD = self-direction; value scores were 
assessed on a scale ranging from 1 to 6.
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Figure 5. Mean scores observed on PVQ value scales in Sample 3

Note. UN = universalism, BE = benevolence, CO = conformity, TR = tradition, SE = security, PO = 
power, AC = achievement, HE = hedonism, ST = stimulation, and SD = self-direction; value scores were 
assessed on a scale ranging from 1 to 7.

Figure 6. Mean scores observed on PVQ value scales in Sample 4

Note. UN = universalism, BE = benevolence, CO = conformity, TR = tradition, SE = security, PO = 
power, AC = achievement, HE = hedonism, ST = stimulation, and SD = self-direction; value scores were 
assessed on a scale ranging from 1 to 6.
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Relations between human values and regulatory focus

In line with the established analytic strategy suggested by Schwartz (1992; 
2001; Schwarz & Rubel, 2005), participants’ responses on the value items 
were centered by subtracting participants’ mean score across all items from the 
respective response on each single value item before we proceeded to assess 
the relation between values and regulatory foci. This procedure is known as 
the computation of ipsative values (cf. Baron, 1996) and is applied to eliminate 
individual differences in the use of response scales. Ipsative scores represent the 
relative strength of the construct compared with others in the set, rather than the 
absolute score. Ipsative data are amenable to analysis using standard techniques, 
and other properties often make them at least as useful as normative data (e.g., 
Gordon, 1976; Saville & Willson, 1991). The correlations between the 10 values 
and both scales assessing the two dimensions of self-regulatory orientations 
proposed in RFT are reported in Table 4.

Table 4
Correlations of the 10 Types of Values With Regulatory Focus Scales

UN BE CO TR SE PO AC HE ST SD
Sample 1

Prevention -.02 -.04 .16* .15* .15* -.04 -.03 -.18* -.18* -.05
Promotion -.04 -.20** -.002 -.06 .11 .11 .06 .03 -.002 .04

Sample 2
Prevention -.03 .06 .20** .09 .24*** -.06 .10+ -.07 -.32*** -.20***
Promotion -.22*** -.12* -.13* -.16** .05 .24*** .19** .004 .09 .10+

Sample 4
Prevention -.006 .05 .16 -.15 .12 .07 .13 -.24** -.16 -.20*
Promotion -.11 -.19+ -.21* -.03 -.01 .11 .43*** -.002 .24* -.001

Sample 3
 Lookwood 
 et al. scale

Prevention .11 -.12 .34** .10 .37** .04 -.05 -.19 -.28* -.38**
Promotion -.13 -.12 -.17 -.15 .09 .38** .35** -.17 -.12 .09

 Keller & 
 Bless scale

Prevention .21 .12 .14 .04 .24+ -.05 .21 -.19 -.33* -.31*
Promotion -.17 -.28* -.16 .02 -.03 .31* .27* -.16 -.07 .24+

Ouschan et 
al. scale
 Prevention -.02 .05 .35** .40** .35** .00 .12 -.25+ -.49*** -.46***

Promotion -.15 -.12 -.16 -.18 -.07 .11 .27* -.04 .12 .18
Note. Prevention and promotion scores were measured with the Lookwood et al. scale. UN = universalism, 
BE = benevolence, CO = conformity, TR = tradition, SE = security, PO = power, AC = achievement, HE 
= hedonism, ST = stimulation, and SD = self-direction. + p <.1, * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001.
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Prevention Focus. As depicted in Table 4, prevention scale scores were 
significantly positively related to conformity and security (in Sample 4 the 
correlations were positive, but not significant). In Sample 1, prevention scale 
scores were also significantly positively related to tradition, however in Sample 
2 & 3 the correlation was fairly low and not significant, with the exception 
of the instrument designed by Ouschan and colleagues used in Sample 3. In 
Sample 4, the correlation was negative, but not significant. The prevention scale 
was significantly negatively related to stimulation (except Sample 4), hedonism 
(in Sample 1 & 4, in Sample 2 & 3 the negative correlation was not significant), 
and self-direction (except for Sample 1). Overall, these findings support the 
proposition that prevention-focused self-regulation is related to the conservation-
openness dimension of the value system.

When considering indices representing the higher order values sectors 
(averaging across the relevant value scales4) we found that prevention scores 
were significantly positively related to the conservation index (except the Keller 
& Bless prevention scale in Sample 3), whereas the scale was in each sample 
significantly negatively related to the openness index (see Table 5). Moreover, 
it is noteworthy that in each sample the prevention scale was uncorrelated with 
the second higher order dimension of the value system (self-enhancement-
self-transcendence dimension). The only exception is the modest correlation 
of Keller and Bless’ prevention scale with self-transcendence in Sample 3. 
These correlational findings indicate (1) that prevention-focused self-regulation 
comports with cherishing safety, security, and restraint of actions and impulses 
expressed in conservation values, and (2) that prevention-focused self-regulation 
stands in opposition to valuing stimulation and self-direction expressed in 
openness to change values.

4 The unexpected negative correlation between prevention and tradition observed in Sample 
4 led to the exclusion of the tradition value items when computing the higher order 
conservation scale scores for Sample 4.
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Table 5
Correlations of the Regulatory Focus Scales with Higher Order Values

Conservation Self-
enhancement

Self-
transcendence Openness

Sample 1
Prevention .23** -.05 -.04 -.17*
Promotion .001 .12+ -.14+ .02

Sample 2
Prevention .26*** .02 .01 -.33***
Promotion -.12* .27*** -.23*** .11+

Sample 4a

Prevention .19+ .12 .03 -.22*
Promotion -.16 .31** -.18* .19+

Sample 3
 Lockwood 
 et al. scales

Prevention .40** -.01 -.01 -.39**
Promotion -.12 .45*** -.16 -.03

 Keller & 
 Bless scale

Prevention .20 .09 .22* -.38**
Promotion -.10 .36** -.29* .08

 Ouschan et
 al. scale

Prevention .54*** .08 .01 -.57***
Promotion -.20 .23+ -.17 .18

 Combined
 indexes

Prevention .48*** .06 .09 -.56***
Promotion -.19 .46*** -.27* .10

Note. Prevention and promotion scores were measured with Lookwood et al. scale. +p ≤ .1, * p <.05, ** 
p <.01, *** p <.001. a) The conservation index in Sample 4 consisted only of Conformity and Security, 
Tradition was excluded.

Promotion Focus. Table 4 reveals that promotion scale scores 
were significantly positively related in each sample to achievement (not 
significantly in Sample 1), to power (except for Sample 1 & 4), and in 
Sample 4 to stimulation, whereas the scale was in each sample significantly 
negatively related to benevolence, in Sample 2 to universalism (the 
correlations in all other samples were negative, but not significant in most 
cases), to tradition (Sample 2) and in Sample 2 & 4 to conformity. This 
provides only partial support for the proposition that promotion-focused self-
regulation is related to the self-enhancement-self-transcendence dimension 
of the value system.
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Considering indices representing the higher order values sectors, we find 
that in each sample promotion scores were marginally significantly positively 
related to the self-enhancement index, whereas the scale was significantly 
negatively related to the self-transcendence index (see Table 5).

Moreover, the promotion scale shows modest negative relations to the 
conservation-openness dimension. The consistency of the correlation across 
three samples (Sample 2, 3 and 4) suggests that there is a reliable modest 
negative relation between promotion-focused self-regulation and conservation 
values. Note that the relation between the promotion focus scale and the 
conservation-openness dimension are in line with the theoretical arguments 
reported above (Kark & van Dijk, 2007; Rohan & Zanna, 1996), according to 
which the promotion focus should be associated with values reflecting openness. 
This relation supports the assumption that this mode of self-regulation may be 
multifaceted in terms of the values that are associated with it.

Regression analyses. To test whether the observed associations remain 
stable when testing the discriminant association while statistically controlling for 
the other kind of self-regulatory orientation, regression analyses were conducted 
to examine the relations between the higher order value indices (as criterion) 
and the regulatory focus scale scores (as predictors). As depicted in Table 6, 
the analyses resulted in (marginally) significant coefficients for all expected 
relations.5 Thus, the discriminant associations support the proposed relations 
between prevention-focused self-regulation and the conservation-openness 
dimension, as well as the relations between promotion-focused self-regulation 
and the self-enhancement-self-transcendence dimension.

5 Initial exploratory analyses indicated that participant gender had a meaningful effect with 
respect to endorsement of three of the four higher-order value indexes. Accordingly, we 
included participant gender in the respective analyses.
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Table 6
Results of regression analyses testing the discriminant associations between focus scales and 
human values
Panel 1

Criterion
Predictor Self-Enhancement Self-Transcendence

Sample 1 Lockwood et al. F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β

3.08* .05 4.97** .08
Prevention Focus -.04 .05  –.06 -.01 .04 -.02
Promotion Focus .10 .06  .13+ -.08 .05 -.13+

Participant Gender .23 .10  .17* -.26 .08 -.24**
Conservation Openness to Change

F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β
5.5** .08 2.88 .03

Prevention Focus .14 .04  .25** -.12 .05 -.18*
Promotion Focus -.04 .05 –.06 .05 .06 .06
Participant Gendera .20 .08  .17*

Note. +p <.1; * p <= .05, ** p <.01, ***p <.001; a) participant gender had no meaningful effect in the 
analysis with openness as criterion variable (t <1), which is why the variable was eliminated from the 
respective analysis (the gender variable was coded 1 for women and 2 for men).

Table 6 (continued) 
Panel 2

Criterion
Predictor Self-Enhancement Self-Transcendence

Sample 2 Lockwood et al. F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β
11.16*** .07 8.49*** .05

Prevention Focus -.01 .04 -.02 .02 .03  .04
Promotion Focus .21 .04 .27*** -.14 .03 -.24***

Conservation Openness to Change
F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β

14.62* .09 22.17* .13
Prevention Focus .15 .03 .28*** -.21 .03 -.35***
Promotion Focus -.10 .04 -.16** .12 .04 .16**

Note. * p <.05, ** p <.01, ***p <.001.
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Table 6 (continued)
Panel 3

Criterion
Predictor Self-Enhancement Self-Transcendence

Sample 3 Lockwood et al. scales F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β
9.72*** .25 2.42 .12

Prevention Focus .07 .15  .05 .00 .09 .00
Promotion Focus .66 .15  .50*** -.16 .09 -.22+

Participant Gendera -.35 .15 -.30*
Conservation Openness to Change

F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B  β
6.63** .19 3.95+ .09

Prevention Focus .565 .15 .44** -.39 .17 -.29*
Promotion Focus -.02 .16 -.02 .17 .17 .13

Note. +p <.07; * p <= .05, ** p <.01, ***p <.001; a) participant gender had no meaningful effect in the 
analysis with self-enhancement as criterion variable (t <1), which is why the variable was eliminated from 
the respective analysis (the gender variable was coded 1 for women and 2 for men).

Table 6 (continued)
Panel 4

Criterion
Predictor Self-Enhancement Self-Transcendence

Sample 3 Keller & Bless scales F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β
3.97* .12 4.31** .19

Prevention Focus .22 .14 .20 .09 .09 .12
Promotion Focus .47 .18 .33* -.24 .10 -.31*
Participant Gendera -.31 .15 -.26*

Conservation Openness to Change
F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β

1.15 .05 3.02+ .1
Prevention Focus .23 .14 .21 -.34 .15 -.31*
Promotion Focus -.06 .19 -.04 .02 .19 .02

Note. +p < .07; * p <= .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001; a) participant gender had no meaningful effect in the 
analysis with self-enhancement, conservation or openness as criterion variable (t < 1), which is why the variable 
was eliminated from the respective analysis (the gender variable was coded 1 for women and 2 for men).

Table 6 (continued)
Panel 5

Criterion
Predictor Self-Enhancement Self-Transcendence

Sample 3 Ouschan et al. scales F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β
 3.95* .12 2.77 .13

Prevention Focus  .24 .15  .21 .00 .08  .01
 Promotion Focus  .39 .16  .31* -.19 .09 -.27*

Participant Gendera -.39 .15 -.33*
Conservation Openness to Change

F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β
11.36*** .29 10.31*** .27

Prevention Focus .61 .13  .44*** -.53 .14 -.45***
Promotion Focus -.02 .15 -.02 .30 .15   .23+

Note. +p <.07; * p <= .05, ** p <.01, ***p <.001; a) participant gender had no meaningful effect in the analysis 
with self-enhancement, conservation or openness as criterion variable (t <1), which is why the variable was 
eliminated from the respective analysis (the gender variable was coded 1 for women and 2 for men).
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Table 6 (continued)
Panel 6

Criterion
Predictor Self-Enhancement Self-Transcendence

Sample 4 Lockwood et al. F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β
8.25*** .20 4.78** .13

Prevention Focus .04 .06 .06 .03 .04 .07
Promotion Focus .28 .09 .30** -.11 .05 -.20*
Participant Gendera .62 .17 .33** -.34 .11 -.30**

Conservationb Openness to Change
F R2 B SE B β F R2 B SE B β

4.46* .08 6.2** .11
Prevention Focus .12 .05 .25* -.14 .05 -.28**
Promotion Focus -.15 .07  -.22* .18 .07 .26**

Note. +p < .07; * p <= .05, ** p < .01, ***p < .001; a) participant gender had no meaningful effect in 
the analysis with conservation or openness as criterion variable (t < 1), which is why the variable was 
eliminated from the respective analysis (the gender variable was coded 1 for women and 2 for men). b) 
The conservation index in Sample 4 consisted only of Conformity and Security, Tradition was excluded.

General Discussion

The present work was designed to investigate the structure of the relations 
between the 10 values proposed in the Schwartz value model and the two basic 
modes of self-regulation outlined in RFT. The obtained evidence supports the 
assumptions concerning the relation between human values and basic self-
regulatory orientations outlined in the introductory section. In addition, the 
results show that the relations can be replicated using different instruments to 
measure basic human values and regulatory focus orientations. Results reveal 
that prevention-focused self-regulation is positively related to the endorsement 
of conservation values (security, conformity), and negatively related to values 
reflecting openness to change (stimulation, self-direction). Moreover, promotion-
focused self-regulation was found to be positively related to the endorsement 
of self-enhancement values (power, achievement). Promotion-focused self-
regulation was also found to be negatively related to values reflecting self-
transcendence (universalism, benevolence) and (in Sample 2, 3 and 4) more 
modestly to conservation values (conformity and tradition). These findings 
support the proposed two-dimensional structure of the value system as well as 
fundamental assumptions of RFT regarding the characteristics of promotion– 
and prevention-focused self-regulation.

It is interesting to note that the present findings are largely parallel to those 
reported by Leikas et al. (2008) who observed that the promotion focus scale was 
positively related to power as well as achievement values and negatively related 
to universalism and tradition. They also found that the prevention focus scale 
was positively related to security, conformity as well as tradition values (only 
marginally significant) and negatively related to self-direction and stimulation. 
As mentioned above, Leikas et al. (2008) did not report findings considering the 
relationship with the higher order value sectors; therefore, our results add some 
new information to the relation between human values and regulatory focus.
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One particularly relevant aspect of the present findings is that they help us 
clarify the different components that are related to prevention– and promotion-
focused self-regulation. Overall, the findings support the notion that prevention-
focused self-regulation is driven by the need for safety and security – which is 
reflected in the positive correlation with conservation values. Specifically, the 
need for safety and security as a driving force behind prevention-focused self-
regulation could also explain the low correlations between prevention focus and 
the tradition value. According to the Schwartz value theory, tradition combined 
with conformity and security form the conservation dimension. Conformity 
is defined as the inclination to action and security as afocus on the stability 
of society, while tradition is defined as following and conserving cultural or 
religious customs (Schwartz, 1992). The conceptualization of security and 
conformity seems more closely related to the conceptualization of the prevention 
focus (i.e. need for safety and security) than tradition as the endorsement of the 
tradition value could be influenced by factors (such as religiosity) which are 
conceptually not closely related to the prevention focus. In Sample 4 we found 
that conservation is only significantly related to prevention when excluding the 
tradition value items. Considering the items designed to measure the tradition 
value, it becomes apparent that religiosity plays a key role. In the short version 
of the PVQ one item measures the self-denial component of tradition and one 
item measures the religious component of tradition. Both components reflect a 
submission of the self to external factors, but are often not highly inter-correlated 
(Schwartz, 2001). That could be an explanation for why we did not find a reliable 
relation between the tradition value and prevention focus, but a reliable relation 
between other conservation values (i.e., security and conformity) and prevention 
focus. In addition, in all samples we found no significant correlation between 
security and tradition, and only modest correlations between conformity and 
tradition. Moreover, the findings corroborate the notion that prevention-focused 
self-regulation is driven by a defensive orientation directed at the maintenance 
of the status quo – which is reflected in the negative correlation with openness 
to change values.

Also, the data indicate that promotion-focused self-regulation is driven by 
a need for self-actualization and personal growth – which is reflected in the 
positive correlation with self-enhancement values. Interestingly, the correlation 
between achievement value and promotion focus was quite high (except for 
Sample 1). One reason for that could be the scales used to measure human values. 
In Schwartz Value Survey (Sample 1) the achievement items focus on success, 
but also on feeling competent and being hard-working, whereas in the PVQ 
(Sample 2 and 3) the achievement items refer exclusively on being successful 
and admired for own achievements. The PVQ items seem more closely related to 
the conceptualization of the promotion focus than the SVS items as people could 
also be hard-working to achieve goals related to a prevention focus. In addition, 
looking at descriptive data the variance on achievement values was lower in 
Sample 1 compared to the other samples. One initial hint that the item content 
might have an influence is that only the SVS item “SUCCESSFUL (achieving 
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goals)” was positively correlated with promotion-focus self-regulation. Finally, 
the observed evidence bolsters the argument that promotion-focused self-
regulation is driven by an individualistic orientation of goal pursuit, reflecting a 
strive for power, dominance, and status – which is also reflected in the negative 
correlation with self-transcendence values (which represent a concern with the 
welfare of others). The negative relation between promotion focus and self-
transcendence was not significant in several cases, which could be due to social 
desirability issues: Benevolence (caring for others) and universalism (equal 
opportunities for all) are highly socially desirable, which is also indicated by a 
generally strong endorsement (with little variation in participants’ responses) of 
the corresponding items (benevolence and universalism are the values with the 
highest mean scores).

In combination, the current findings strongly support the notion entailed 
in RFT that the two modes of self-regulation represent largely independent 
dimensions.

Interestingly, the (modest) relation between promotion-focused self-
regulation and the openness-conservation dimension of the value system (as 
observed in Sample 2 & 4) reveals that this mode of self-regulation may not be 
perfectly unidimensional in terms of the values it is associated with. Compared 
to the prevention-focused self-regulation – which seems to be unidimensional in 
this respect – promotion-focused self-regulation may be better characterized as 
multifaceted and more complex in its relation to human values. Considering the 
conceptualization of the respective constructs, this relation is not too surprising 
as both promotion-focused self-regulation and openness to change values refer 
to initiative (taking action) and autonomy.

To obtain a more general picture of the relation between basic human values 
and regulatory focus strategies one goal of this study was to provide further 
evidence to support the proposed relation between human values and regulatory 
focus complementing the work of Leikas et al. (2008) with data obtained with 
other widely used instruments. In general, based on our results, we conclude 
that our basic proposed assumption – i.e. promotion-focus strategy associated 
with the self-enhancement-self-transcendence dimension and prevention-focus 
strategy with the openness-conservation dimension – emerge irrespective of 
the instruments used. On the level of specific values, some relations differed 
in magnitude or were not statistically significant. These differences could be 
based on the item content. For example, as mentioned above, in Sample 1 we 
used the Schwartz Value Survey and observed some minor peculiarities in the 
results, although the overall pattern of relations resembles that found in the other 
samples. One reason for the peculiarities could be the formulation and content of 
the items. In the SVS participants are presented with keywords associated with 
the corresponding value (e.g. OBEDIENT: dutiful, meeting obligations), while 
in the PVQ a person is described (e.g. It is important to him to follow the rules 
at all times, even if no one is watching) and participants rate how similar they 
consider themselves to that person. Therefore, the PVQ items translate human 
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values from the abstract goal level into a concrete description of behavior which 
is considered a manifestation of the respective value. This difference in the item 
formulation might influence the response behavior. Moreover, some items in the 
PVQ and items in some regulatory focus instruments have quite similar content 
(e.g. mentioning preventing physical harm). Considering the three different 
regulatory focus instruments used in Sample 3, overall the relation with higher 
order dimensions and the results of the regression analyses are in line with the 
proposed relations. However, it is worth noting that some relations were more or 
less pronounced depending on the specific instruments used to assess regulatory 
foci. We assume that these differences are essentially due to the formulation and 
content of certain items. However, we want to emphasize that overall the data 
show parallel relations irrespective of the instruments used.

Considering the meaningful relations between the higher order value 
dimensions and the two modes of self-regulation proposed in RFT, it is important 
to acknowledge the distinctive characteristics of human values and regulatory 
foci. Several aspects distinguish human values and self-regulatory orientations. 
First, values are conceptualized as transsituationally stable constructs, whereas 
self-regulatory orientations are defined as malleable and likely to vary as 
a function of situational influences. Second, Schwartz and colleagues (cf. 
Schwartz & Bardi, 2001) emphasized that there is a striking cultural invariance 
in value hierarchies (note that the endorsement of values differs substantially 
across cultures; however, the value hierarchy was found to be largely invariant 
across cultures). Specifically, it has been found that security values are more 
important than power values in all societies around the world where the 
Schwartz value model has been empirically tested (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). 
In contrast, there is a significant cultural variation in the hierarchical ordering 
of the two self-regulatory modes. Specifically, prevention-focused information 
appears to be more important for behaviour than promotion-focused information 
in interdependent cultures, whereas the reverse is true in independent cultures 
(cf. Lee et al., 2000; Lockwood et al., 2005; for a similar argument regarding 
avoidance versus approach goals, see Elliot, Chirkov, Kim, & Sheldon, 2001). 
Based on these findings it seems that desirable goals are quite similar across 
cultures, but the key strategies to pursue goals differ between cultures.

Third, the Schwartz value model and RFT differ in the emphasis that is 
put on the relevance of abstract desirable end-states versus specific strategies 
of goal attainment. One implication of this differential emphasis is that the value 
model refers exclusively to standards and end-states that are positive in character, 
whereas the goals and standards discussed in RFT represent positive as well as 
negative end-states and related strategic means and behavioural orientations.

As briefly mentioned in the introduction, the analysis of the associations 
between individual differences in self-regulatory orientations and other 
psychological phenomena is particularly worthwhile if one is interested in a better 
understanding of the self-regulatory character of the respective psychological 
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phenomena (Carver, 2006). In the present case, it seems fair to conclude that the 
reported data provide substantive information with respect to the self-regulatory 
character of the human values outlined in the Schwartz value model. Thus, 
the fact that the present study provides empirical evidence documenting the 
prevention-focused character of conservation values and the promotion-focused 
character of self-enhancement values is a meaningful contribution to the field 
of research on human values. Following a similar logic, the reported data also 
contribute to our understanding of the nature of promotion– and prevention–
focused self-regulation as already discussed above. Furthermore, as mentioned 
in the introduction, examining the relation between human values and regulatory 
strategies could help to develop a more comprehensive understanding of human 
motivation. Both theories focus on specific aspects of human motivation. 
However, that does not imply that they are competing theories, instead they 
can complement each other. Considering the Rubicon model of action phases 
(Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 1987), human values and regulatory foci refer to 
different phases. Values as abstract goals or guidelines are most likely a crucial 
element of the predecisional motivational phase when individuals consider 
which outcomes they want to achieve. In contrast, self-regulatory orientations 
are most relevant in the volition phases, since they are important concerning 
volitional goal striving processes. To sum up, while the Schwartz value model 
refers to what people want to achieve in life, but not to how to achieve them, RFT 
refers to how people achieve their goals, but not what their goals are. Therefore, 
integrating both theories contributes to a more comprehensive understanding of 
human motivation.

Values and Regulatory Fit

An interesting implication of the present findings comes to mind when 
considering the concept of “regulatory fit” proposed in RFT (Shah, Higgins, & 
Friedman, 1998; Higgins, 2000). Regulatory fit has been defined as a state where 
individuals engage in a behavior under conditions where their goal orientation 
is sustained by the manner of their goal pursuit (e.g., when available means and 
strategies fit with the relevant goal). According to the regulatory fit hypothesis, 
motivation and performance are greater when the dispositional goal orientation, 
the situationally relevant goal, task incentives, and means of goal attainment 
all share the same regulatory focus than when they do not. Taking into account 
that human values represent abstract goals (Schwartz, 1992) and given that these 
abstract goals are systematically related to specific self-regulatory orientations, 
a set of intriguing hypotheses can be derived with respect to the regulatory fit 
principle. For example, one can argue that individuals who pursue values that fit 
their regulatory focus should feel better and more motivated and are probably 
more successful in attaining the goals related to the relevant values – compared 
to individuals who pursue values that do not fit their regulatory focus. Given 
the cross-cultural differences in habitual self-regulatory orientations, these 
implications seem particularly intriguing in the intercultural context.
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Conclusion

In sum, the current findings contribute to our understanding of self-
regulatory orientations and human values and enrich our knowledge of both 
of these basic motivational constructs. As such, the current study opens a new 
avenue of research for studying human motivation that incorporates the crucial 
impact of self-regulatory orientations and human values. Given the observed 
relations between these basic constructs it seems most promising to address 
their interplay in determining individuals’ motivation to engage and persist in 
activities in a next generation of research.
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A B S T R A C T

According to the Schwartz value model, personal values relate to each other in a circumplex way, such that
adjunctive values are compatible, while opposing values are conflicting. Thus, relations of values to other
constructs should reveal a sinusoidal pattern. We examined how the complete value system relates to preferences
for specific philanthropic foundations reflected in willingness to donate to philanthropic organizations that
differed in value characteristics in their mission statements. Findings revealed a sinusoidal pattern in the rela-
tions of values to the amount donated to philanthropic organizations, indicating that values seem to foster
donations to philanthropic organizations which promote compatible values. We conclude that prosocial beha-
vior is not exclusively driven by prosocial values; rather, values like stimulation and achievement can be relevant
as well and influence prosocial behavior (i.e., donating) if they are compatible with the values reflected in
philanthropic organizations' mission statements.

1. Introduction

Values refer to abstract desirable goals which serve as guidelines in
people's life and help to navigate through the social world (Schwartz,
1992). They serve as criteria to evaluate people, events and actions and
are related to norms, beliefs and attitudes. According to the prominent
value model of Schwartz (1992), there are 10 basic values and their
meaning is similar across cultures. Together, these 10 values form a
comprehensive system which is characterized by compatibilities and
conflicts between these values. Based on this integrative system, the
theory postulates that the absolute endorsement of values is not crucial
for behavior, rather behavior is related to the relative importance of
one value compared to other values. Moreover, it is stated that for most
everyday behavior values are not too influential, because they are ac-
tivated and guide behavior specifically if conflicts emerge. Therefore,
one important aspect to consider when investigating the relation be-
tween values and behavior is to examine the relation of a behavior with
the complete value system (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). Here, we focus on
one widely studied behavior: donating money to philanthropic orga-
nizations. Donations are often used to measure prosocial behavior in
psychological research (e.g., Anik, Aknin, Norton, & Dunn, 2009;
Bekkers & Wiepking, 2011). Most often participants only need to decide
between donating and not donating, which would pose a conflict be-
tween prosocial and egoistic values. The current studies go one step

further and investigate if the proposed compatibilities and conflicts of
values are relevant not only concerning donating in general but also for
the evaluation of the recipient of the donation. That is we examine
whether values do not only influence if people give but also to whom
they give.

1.1. The Schwartz value model

One prominent theoretical value model is the Schwartz model of
basic human values. In his seminal work, Schwartz identified 10 dis-
tinct values which differ in their underlying motivational base: uni-
versalism, benevolence, conformity, tradition, security, power,
achievement, hedonism, stimulation and self-direction. Additionally,
the ten values can be classified into two higher-order dimensions, that
is, the self-transcendence self-enhancement dimension (SET) and the
openness-to-change conservation dimension (OC). Self-transcendence
comprises the values universalism (e.g., tolerance) and benevolence
(e.g., welfare of in-group) representing an other-focused value cluster. In
contrast, self-enhancement mainly comprises power (e.g., dominating
resources) and achievement (e.g., demonstration of competence).
Additionally, it contains some part of hedonism (e.g., gratification of
one's own pleasure) and is a self-focused value cluster. Openness-to-
change is also a self-focused value cluster and mainly comprises self-
direction (e.g. independence) and stimulation (e.g. novelty) as well as
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some parts of hedonism. Conservation is an other-focused value cluster
and comprises conformity (e.g., following rules), security (e.g., concern
about personal and societal safety) and tradition (e.g., maintaining
traditional aspects).

1.2. Sinusoidal pattern

The relation between the distinct values can be represented in a
circular pattern, indicating that adjunctive values have compatible
motives, while opposing values represent conflicting motives (see
Fig. 1). According to Schwartz (1992) it is therefore possible to express
two adjunctive values with one behavior, but it is not possible to ex-
press two opposing values within one behavior. For the execution or
occurrence of one behavior the relative importance attributed to one
value compared to other values should be crucial (Bardi & Schwartz,
2003). Considering prosocial behavior like donating money, this may
indicate that the more important self-transcendence values are com-
pared to self-enhancement values the more likely people are to donate
money. However, it is not only opposing values that can be conflicting.
For example, if individuals have to decide between studying for an
important exam (achievement values) and going out for a drink (sti-
mulation values), they can only strive to pursue one value even so the
values are not opposing in the circle. On the other hand, it is possible to
pursue two values which are compatible (e.g., benevolence and con-
formity). It is possible to care for the welfare of close others and to be
humble and respectful at the same time.

Based on these compatibilities and conflicts, Schwartz proposed that
the strength of relations of values with criterion variables follow a si-
nusoidal pattern, and assumed that within the circumplex value model
even non-significant relations are relevant. For example, Sagiv and
Schwartz (1995) supported this notion by showing that readiness for
outgroup contact was positively correlated to self-direction and uni-
versalism and negatively to conservation, while all other values were
not significantly related. In the last two decades researchers have found
this kind of relation (i.e. sinusoidal pattern) between personal values
and social axioms (Leung et al., 2007), environmentalism (Raudsepp,
2001), unethical attitudes and behavior (Feldman, Chao, Farh, & Bardi,
2015), the Big Five (Parks-Leduc, Feldman, & Bardi, 2015), the Dark
Triad (Kajonius, Persson, & Jonason, 2015), schizotypy and depression
(Hanel & Wolfradt, 2016), trust in institutions (Morselli, Spini, & Devos,
2012), social dominance orientation and right-wing authoritarianism
(Lauriola, Foschi, & Marchegiani, 2015; Levin, Roccas, Sidanius, &
Pratto, 2015).

1.3. Personal values and prosocial behavior

One extensively studied area concerning the link between values
and behavior is prosocial behavior (Sanderson & McQuilkin, 2017). Any
kind of behavior intended to benefit not only oneself but at least one

other person can be referred to as prosocial behavior (Batson & Powell,
2003). Prosocial behaviors include, but are not limited to, comforting
others, being cooperative, helping others and donating money, time or
goods. Thus, on a conceptual level, prosocial behavior seems closely
related to other-focused values. Especially, benevolence focuses on
caring about the welfare of others, namely the in-group. Due to that
close conceptual overlap, many studies have focused on the link be-
tween the SET dimension and prosociality (Sanderson & McQuilkin,
2017). In a cross-cultural comparison, Daniel, Bilgin, Brezina,
Strohmeier, and Vainre (2015) showed that self-transcendence pro-
moted helping, while self-enhancement inhibited helping behavior. A
similar pattern emerged in a study by Maio, Pakizeh, Cheung, and Rees
(2009), showing that activating achievement values reduced prosocial
behavior, i.e. students were less willing to invest their time in vo-
lunteering. Additionally, strengthening benevolence values led to an
increase in prosocial behavior which lasted for up to four weeks (Arieli,
Grant, & Sagiv, 2014). However, some researchers have also acknowl-
edged that prosocial behavior is not solely driven by the SET dimension.
For example, irrespective of personal values circumstances like the
salience of social norms can influence prosocial behavior (Bardi &
Schwartz, 2003).

Further, some studies have examined the fit between personal va-
lues and affordances of the environment. In general, person-environ-
ment fit refers to the degree to which the characteristics of an in-
dividual match the characteristics of specific features in the
environment. Both, the characteristics of the individual and those of the
environment, include a broad range of psychological constructs, for
example personal and cultural values, affordances, goals, rewards and
many more (van Vianen, 2018). Especially in the field of industrial and
organizational psychology, the person-environment fit, more specifi-
cally the person-organization fit, has been extensively studied (for an
overview van Vianen, 2018). According to Kristof (1996), person-or-
ganization fit refers to the compatibility between a person and an or-
ganization that occurs when at least one of two requirements is ful-
filled. The first requirement is that one (or both) parties provide
something the other party wants or needs. The second requirement is
that some common principals exist. The consequences of a high degree
of person-organization fit include increased trust in co-workers and
organizations (Boon & Den Hartog, 2011) as well as increased organi-
zational citizenship behavior (Andrews, Baker, & Hunt, 2011). Con-
sidering personalvalues and person-environment fit, a study by Sagiv
and Schwartz (2000) showed that - independent of the individual's own
values - a high fit positively related to affective well-being. The finding
might seem to contradict the assumption of other researchers who
proposed that some values are in principle healthier than others (e.g.,
Kasser & Ahuvia, 2002), however both assumptions are not mutually
exclusive. That means, high well-being can be fostered by both factors
(a) high degree of fit or (b) endorsement of certain values (Sagiv,
Roccas, & Hazan, 2004).

Taken together, while it is plausible that SET values are closely
connected to prosociality, other values might also - at least to some
extent - be influential. Especially, considering that values are relevant
in their relative importance to each other, so for values to influence
behavior the core aspect is that the value reflected in a behavior is more
important to the person than the opposing value. Further, as all values
are of some importance to people, values are especially influential if
some kind of value conflict emerges (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). For
example, given people the opportunity to decide between donating and
not donating it seems plausible to assume that there are two main di-
mensions in conflict: self-enhancement versus self-transcendence. So,
the willingness to donate and donated amount should be related to the
relative importance of self-transcendence compared to self-enhance-
ment. In our studies, participants did not to only have the opportunity
to evaluate the behavior itself in relation to their higher goals, but
further to choose the recipient of their donations. As values are relevant
for the evaluation of people, events and actions, we assumed that this
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Fig. 1. Circumplex Model of relations among the 10 motivational types of va-
lues (adapted from Schwartz, 1992).
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evaluative component is also relevant when people are presented with
information about recipients. Therefore, the aim of the present study
was to examine if information about the recipients and resulting com-
patibilities and conflicts with participants' personal values relate to the
willingness to make donations to specific organizations.

1.4. Research question

The present study investigated how the comprehensive set of values
relates to donating behavior in general and to the preference in do-
nating to value-compatible philanthropic organizations in particular. If
values form a complete integrated system then every behavior or every
criterion variable should show a distinct (sinusoidal) pattern of rela-
tions with the set of values (Schwartz, 1992). That means if an external
construct is strongly positively associated with one value type, then the
model predicts that it is less positively associated with adjunctive va-
lues and negatively with opposing values in the model (Schwartz,
1992).

Therefore, based on previous research and the specific assumptions
of the circumplex model, considering the correlation between values
and the overall amount donated, we assumed to find a sinusoidal pat-
tern such that benevolence is most strongly positively related to do-
nating behavior and power most strongly negatively (Sagiv, Sverdlik, &
Schwarz, 2011; Schwartz, 1996).1 Universalism and conformity should
also positively relate to donating because they represent the motivation
to create equal opportunities and following (implicit) rules, respec-
tively. Achievement and hedonism should be negatively related to do-
nating because they represent the promotion of self-interest and pursuit
of one's own pleasure, respectively. Correlations with all other values
should be non-significant and close to zero.

Moreover, we assumed that the compatibility between personal
values and values reflected in the mission statements of philanthropic
organizations affects donating behavior. That is, we investigated if in-
dividuals are more likely to donate to a philanthropic organization
which proposes values compatible with participants' own personal va-
lues. We assumed that donations given to a specific organization will
also follow a sinusoidal pattern showing the strongest positive relation
for the value with the highest fit and the strongest negative relation for
the value with the lowest fit (i.e., the opposing value). In our search for
philanthropic organizations representing specific values, we found
philanthropic organizations proposing five basic values in their mission
statement (see Table 1): universalism, benevolence, stimulation, self-
direction, and achievement. Accordingly, we could address five specific
value fit hypotheses:

1) For the philanthropic organization representing universalistic values,
we assume that universalism will show the strongest positive rela-
tion, while power will show the strongest negative relation to do-
nations.

2) For the philanthropic organization representing benevolence values,
we assume that benevolence will show the strongest positive
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1 We acknowledge that strictly speaking the opposing value of benevolence is
achievement. However, based on prior findings, we assume that the strongest
negative relation will be observed for power. Notably, Sagiv et al. (2011)
documented that monetary contributions in a Charity Game Paradigm corre-
lated most strongly with power (negative) and benevolence (positive). Fur-
thermore, Schwartz (1996) noted, the values showing the strongest positive and
negative associations with a relevant criterion variable are not necessarily exact
opposites in the value circle, rather the relevance of the goals underlying a
specific value concerning the criterion variable is most important. Therefore, as
power values reflect the goals to dominate over resources, to compete and to
legitimize maximization of own gains even at the expense of others, we assume
that power and not achievement will show a particularly strong negative re-
lation to the willingness to donate while benevolence will show the strongest
positive link.
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relation, while power will show the strongest negative relation to
donations.

3) For the philanthropic organization representing stimulation values,
we assume that stimulation will show the strongest relation, while
conformity and tradition will show the lowest relation to donations.

4) For the philanthropic organization representing self-direction values,
we assume that self-direction will show the strongest relation, while
security will show the lowest relation to donations.

5) For the philanthropic organization representing achievement values,
we assume that achievement will show the highest relation, while
benevolence will show the lowest relation to donations.

For all philanthropic organizations, we assume that adjunctive va-
lues will show less strong, but similar patterns, while correlations with
conceptually unrelated values should be close to zero.

2. Study 1

2.1. Method

2.1.1. Sample & procedure
Overall, we analyzed the data of 416 German participants2 (199

women, Mage = 29.59 years). Sample 1 consisted of 152 participants
(74 women, Mage = 22 years) who were recruited at Ulm University
and received a candy bar for their participation. Sample 2 consisted of
264 German participants (125 women,Mage = 37.18 years) which were
recruited via Clickworker and received 0.50€ for their participation.
Participants were told that they would participate in a short study about
decision making. After signing an informed consent form, participants
first filled out the Schwartz Value Survey and then were instructed to
split hypothetical 10€ between themselves and 5 different philan-
thropic organizations. They were told that randomly every 10th parti-
cipant would be chosen and the choices would be actually im-
plemented. After making their decision, participants answered some
demographic questions. Finally, participants were informed whether
their choices had been selected. In that case, in Sample 1 participants
received an envelope with 10€ and privately took out the money they
had decided to keep and dropped the rest in the donation box or in
Sample 2 received the money as a bonus payment. The study was
conducted using the software Unipark.

2.1.2. Instruments
2.1.2.1. Schwartz value survey. Participants' values were measured
using the 57 item Schwartz Value Survey (SVS; Schwartz, 1992).
Each item consists of a set of key words and participants indicate the
endorsement of each item as a guiding principle in their life on a scale
from 0 = opposed to my values to 8 = of supreme importance. A sample
item reads EQUALITY (equal opportunity for all). In both samples,
reliabilities of most scales were sufficiently high (see Table 4). All
analyses were conducted using ipsative values to correct for individual
standards in using the response scale (see recommendations by
Schwartz, 1992).3

2.1.2.2. Description of philanthropic organizations. After filling out the
SVS, participants were simultaneously presented with the description of
five different organizations. Each description consisted of a few
sentences describing the core goals of the philanthropic organization
(see Table 1). The descriptions were based on the mission statements
stated on the websites of real German organizations. We chose

descriptions of five out of originally 20 organizations based on four
informal raters who agreed on the value these philanthropic
organizations represent. The five organizations represent the values
achievement, stimulation, self-direction, benevolence, and
universalism. In addition, participants had the opportunity to keep
money for themselves, which we interpret as behavior reflecting the
value power. Valuing power represents the motivational goal to
accumulate wealth and enhancing one's own welfare. All descriptions
were shown on one page in a randomized position. Participants only
saw the description of the philanthropic organizations, but not the
name of it, to ensure that aside from the values reflected in the mission
statements no other associations (unrelated to the value aspect) were
activated. Participants used a slider to indicate how much money they
wanted to donate to each philanthropic organization. The total amount
was 10€ and they could split the money in 1-Euro steps.

2.1.2.3. Validation study. To validate the raters' assumptions about the
values represented by the philanthropic organizations, we conducted a
short study via Clickworker. 101 participants (50 women;
Mage = 38.72 years) were presented with the descriptions of the five
philanthropic organizations in a randomized order and rated the ten
values as guiding principles for each philanthropic organization on the
Short Schwartz's Value Survey in German (Boer, 2014). All analyses
were conducted using ipsative values.

Using Pillai's trace, there was a significant effect of type of philan-
thropic organization on the perceived endorsement of values, V= 0.58,
F (36, 1984) = 9.38, p < .01, ηp2 = 0.15. The MANOVA was followed
up with ten univariate ANOVAs (Mean and standard deviations are
reported in Table 2).4

There was a significant effect of type of philanthropic organization
on universalism, F (4, 501) = 18.85, p = .00, ηp2 = 0.11. Post hoc
analyses using the Bonferroni post hoc criterion for significance in-
dicated that universalism was rated as significantly higher for the or-
ganization reflecting universalism than the organizations reflecting
stimulation and achievement, and did not significantly differ from the
organizations reflecting benevolence and self-direction.

There was a significant effect of type of philanthropic organization
on benevolence, F (4,501) = 21.37, p = .00, ηp2 = 0.15. Post hoc
analyses indicated that benevolence was rated as significantly higher
for the organization reflecting benevolence compared to all other or-
ganizations.

There was a significant effect of type of philanthropic organization
on stimulation, F (4,501) = 16.46, p = .00, ηp2 = 0.12. Post hoc
analyses indicated that stimulation was rated as significantly higher for
the organization reflecting stimulation compared to the organizations
reflecting benevolence, universalism, and self-direction. There was no
significant difference to the organization reflecting achievement.

There was a significant effect of type of philanthropic organization
on self-direction, F (4,501) = 13.40, p = .00, ηp2 = 0.10. Post hoc
analyses indicated that self-direction was rated as significantly higher
for the organization reflecting self-direction compared to the organi-
zation reflecting benevolence and the organization reflecting uni-
versalism, and did not significantly differ from the organizations re-
flecting stimulation and achievement.

There was a significant effect of type of philanthropic organization
on achievement, F (4,501) = 22.55, p = .00, ηp2 = 0.15. Post hoc
analyses indicated that achievement was rated as significantly higher
for the organization reflecting achievement compared to all other or-
ganizations. Overall, the results show that the perceptions of the phi-
lanthropic organizations correspond with the assumed underlying va-
lues.

2 Based on the recommendations by Schwartz (2009), we excluded 3 parti-
cipants in Sample 1 and 22 participants in Sample 2 who did not discriminate
among values. Specifically, we excluded participants who used a particular
scale anchor more than 35 times.

3 Results based on the raw data are provided in the supplements.

4 In order not exceed the limited journal space, we only report the ANOVAs
for the values who are assumed to be represented by the philanthropic orga-
nizations.
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2.2. Results

In line with previous findings (e.g., Bardi & Schwartz, 2003) in both
samples the values benevolence, self-direction and universalism were
most strongly endorsed, while tradition and power were rated as least
important. Interestingly, security and hedonism reached relatively high
endorsement levels (see Table 3). Considering the correlations between
values, the assumed pattern emerged (i.e., positive relations with ad-
junctive values, and negative relations with opposing values; see sup-
plements). On average participants in Sample 1 donated 8.61€ and
8.36€ in Sample 2. Most money was donated to the philanthropic or-
ganization reflecting benevolence values (Sample 1: in total 410€,
M = 2.70€; Sample 2: in total 743€, M = 2.83€). The least money was
donated to the philanthropic organization reflecting stimulation values
in Sample 1 (in total 144€, M = 0.95€) and to the philanthropic or-
ganization reflecting achievement values in Sample 2 (in total 206€,
M = 0.78€) (descriptive statistics are displayed in Table 4). For all
further analyses, we pooled the samples. Results for each sample are
provided in the supplements.

To test our hypothesis, we first computed Pearson correlations be-
tween participants' overall donations to philanthropic organizations
and their personal values. In line with our assumption, the results re-
vealed a sinusoidal pattern. Benevolence was positively correlated with
the amount donated to philanthropic organizations (r(409) = 0.18,
p < .001), while power was negatively related (r(409) = −0.16,
p < .001). Further, achievement (r(409) = −0.10, p = .054) and self-
direction (r(409) = −0.11, p = .035) were also negatively related,

while conformity was positively related (r(409) = 0.12, p = .021).
Next, we correlated participants' personal values with their dona-

tion to each individual philanthropic organization (all correlations are
displayed in Table 5). In line with our assumption, valuing stimulation
was positively related to donating to the stimulation organization,
while the opposing value security was negatively related. Valuing self-
direction was positively related to donating to the self-direction orga-
nization, while the opposing values tradition, conformity and security
were negatively related. Valuing achievement and power was positively
related to donating to the achievement organization, while the op-
posing values benevolence and universalism were negatively related.
Further, conformity and tradition were positively associated with do-
nating to the achievement organization while self-direction and sti-
mulation were negatively related. Benevolence, conformity and se-
curity were positively related to donating to the benevolence
institution, while power stimulation and self-direction were negatively
related. Universalism and benevolence were positively related to do-
nating to the universalism organization while power and achievement
were negatively related. Finally, power, achievement and self-direction
showed positive relation with keeping money for oneself, while uni-
versalism, benevolence and conformity were negatively related. How-
ever, the correlations between personal values and the amount donated
to the philanthropic organizations reflecting stimulation and self-di-
rection barely reached statistical significance. Yet, overall the reported
results support our assumption, and further are in line with the un-
derlying structure of conflicts and compatibilities of the value model
(see Figs. 2 to 6). In sum, the reported results supported the assumption
that individuals tend to give to those organizations which mission
statements are compatible with their personal values. Further, some
interesting differences between our samples emerged. First, in Sample 1
we found strong relations between the amount donated to philanthropic
organizations in general and the values benevolence and power, while
these relations were less pronounced or even non-significant in Sample
2. However, there was no difference in the average donation amount.
Second, in the student sample (Sample 1) the least money was given to
the organization reflecting stimulation, while in the general population
(Sample 2) the least money was given to the organization reflecting
achievement. One possible explanation is that - besides values - other
factors (e.g., the current life situation) also influence the decision to
donate. Students might prefer giving money to an organization that
provides scholarships, i.e., the organization reflecting achievement
values, because they might feel connected to the recipients or perceive
providing scholarships as highly important. On the other side, people
who are older and more likely to have a family might feel closer to an
organization that focusses on the needs of children, i.e., the organiza-
tion reflecting stimulation values.

Interestingly, we observed a high willingness to donate in general.

Table 2
Mean and standard deviation of each value for each philanthropic organization (validation study).

Philanthropic organization
stimulation

Philanthropic organization self-
direction

Philanthropic organization
achievement

Philanthropic organization
benevolence

Philanthropic organization
universalism

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

UN .47 1.06 .89 1.10 .10 1.07 .95 1.14 1.19 1.10
BE .80 .78 .88 1.01 .28 .96 1.54 1.17 .91 .93
CO −.61 1.12 −.41 1.23 −.43 1.06 −.38 1.03 −.29 1.07
TR −.54 1.13 −.19 1.21 −.44 1.14 −.09 1.09 .21 1.21
SC .32 .93 1.02 .99 .04 1.00 1.17 1.13 .81 .91
PO −1.52 1.27 −1.14 1.19 −.49 1.41 −1.35 1.06 −1.17 1.27
AC −.12 1.07 −.38 1.03 .72 1.18 −.52 .97 −.35 .99
HE −.33 1.09 −1.29 1.18 −.91 1.32 −1.04 1.08 −1.31 1.05
ST .47 1.05 −.45 1.09 .17 1.05 −.56 1.08 −.35 1.21
SD 1.04 .93 1.08 1.13 .96 .88 .28 .96 .51 1.01

Note. UN = Universalism, BE = Benevolence, CO = Conformity, TR = Tradition, SC = Security, PO = Power, AC = Achievement, HE = Hedonism,
ST = Stimulation, SD = Self-Direction.

Table 3
Mean, standard deviation and internal consistency (Cronbach's α) for all scales.

Study 1 Study 2

Sample 1 Sample 2

M SD α M SD α M SD α

UN 5.95 1.05 .79 6.23 .96 .81 6.15 1.00 .78
BE 6.03 .92 .73 5.89 .94 .77 6.50 .92 .72
CO 5.91 1.14 .61 5.85 1.18 .69 6.13 1.14 .70
TR 4.18 1.18 .52 4.54 1.16 .65 4.15 1.27 .60
SC 6.09 .97 .67 6.14 .98 .73 5.93 1.06 .61
PO 4.22 1.20 .62 4.14 1.19 .55 3.88 1.27 .74
AC 5.93 .97 .69 5.47 1.06 .71 5.70 .98 .69
HE 6.25 1.19 .72 6.11 1.24 .77 6.41 1.08 .75
ST 4.89 1.49 .75 5.51 1.48 .71 4.88 1.30 .59
SD 6.50 .75 .58 6.56 .89 .77 6.35 .93 .65

Note. UN = Universalism, BE = Benevolence, CO = Conformity,
TR = Tradition, SC = Security, PO = Power, AC = Achievement,
HE = Hedonism, ST = Stimulation, SD = Self-Direction.
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Out of 411 participants only 22 (that is 5.35%) decided to keep all of
the money and to donate nothing at all. Maybe the demand char-
acteristics in this study were quite high, meaning that people might feel
inclined to donate because they were directly confronted with the de-
scription of the institutions, and had to indicate how much to give to
each and how much to keep. Possibly the participants did not evaluate
the action donating, separately from the action donating to a specific or-
ganization.

Therefore, to further examine the evaluative component of values in
Study 2 we first asked people to indicate if they wanted to donate, then
how much they want to donate and only then we presented the de-
scriptions of the organizations and asked them to split their donated
amount between the organizations. We assume that the decision to

donate or not to donate is mainly related to self-enhancement and self-
transcendence values. The decision to donate to which specific orga-
nizations should be similar to Study 1.

3. Study 2

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Sample & procedure
Overall, we analyzed the data of 141 German participants (81

women, Mage = 21.69 years), who were recruited at Ulm University

Table 4
Mean, standard deviation and sum of donations in € to each organization.

Philanthropic
organization stimulation

Philanthropic organization
self-direction

Philanthropic
organization
achievement

Philanthropic
organization benevolence

Philanthropic
organization universalism

Keeping money
for oneself

Study 1
Sample 1 Mean .95 1.38 1.12 2.70 2.47 1.39

SD 1.68 1.77 1.81 2.31 2.13 2.41
Sum 144 209 171 410 375 211

Sample 2 Mean 1.19 1.28 .78 2.83 2.28 1.53
SD 1.64 1.60 1.20 2.45 2.23 2.74
Sum 313 337 206 743 599 402

Study 2
Mean .61 .79 .46 2.31 2.62 3.21
SD 1.07 1.08 .93 2.19 2.37 2.62
Sum 53 40 69 201 228 279

Table 5
Correlations between value priorities and amount donated to charities in Study 1.

Philanthropic organization
stimulation

Philanthropic organization
self-direction

Philanthropic
organization
achievement

Philanthropic organization
benevolence

Philanthropic organization
universalism

Keeping money for
oneself

UN −.01 .03 −.28⁎⁎⁎ .01 .23*** −.05
BE .05 .02 −.13** .11* .14** −.18***
CO −.03 −.09+ .09+ .16** .00 −.11*
TR .08 −.08+ .11* .04 −.07 −.08
SC −.12* −.09+ −.03 .18*** .00 −.04
PO .01 .00 .25*** −.12* −.22⁎⁎⁎ .16**
AC −.01 −.02 .16** −.04 −.14** .10*
HE −.04 .07 −.02 −.05 −.05 .08+
ST .09+ .04 .03 −.15* −.01 .07
SD −.04 .13** −.04 −.16** .00 .11*

Note. UN = Universalism, BE = Benevolence, CO = Conformity, TR = Tradition, SC = Security, PO = Power, AC = Achievement, HE = Hedonism,
ST = Stimulation, SD = Self-Direction, +p ≤ .1, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 (2-tailed).
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Fig. 2. Correlations for the value priorities with the amount donated to the
philanthropic organization reflecting benevolence values.
Note. UN = Universalism, BE = Benevolence, CO = Conformity,
TR = Tradition, SC = Security, PO = Power, AC = Achievement,
HE = Hedonism, ST = Stimulation, SD = Self-Direction.
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Fig. 3. Correlations for the value priorities with the amount donated to the
philanthropic organization reflecting universalism values.
Note. UN = Universalism, BE = Benevolence, CO = Conformity,
TR = Tradition, SC = Security, PO = Power, AC = Achievement,
HE = Hedonism, ST = Stimulation, SD = Self-Direction.
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and received a candy bar or course credit for their participation. After
signing an informed consent form, participants first filled out the
Schwartz Value Survey and then filled out a filler task for about 10 to
15 min (writing a diary and answering questions about the day before).
Then they were told that every tenth person can receive 10 € for the
participation and they were told that randomly every 10th participant
would be chosen and the choices would be actually implemented. Then

they were asked if they would be willing to donate some money if they
were chosen. If they indicated yes, they were first asked how much and
then were presented with the descriptions of the organizations and
instructed to assign the amount to one or more out of the 5 different
philanthropic organizations. Finally, participants were informed whe-
ther their choices had been selected. In that case, participants received
an envelope with 10€ and privately took out the money they had
decided to keep and dropped the rest in the donation box. The study
was conducted using the software Unipark.

3.1.2. Instruments
3.1.2.1. Schwartz value survey. Participants' values were measured
using the 57 item Schwartz Value Survey (SVS; Schwartz, 1992).
Each item consists of a set of key words and participants indicate the
endorsement of each item as a guiding principle in their life on a scale
from 1 = opposed to my values to 9 = of supreme importance. A sample
item reads EQUALITY (equal opportunity for all). Reliabilities were
sufficiently high (see Table 4). All analyses were conducted using
ipsative values to correct for individual usage of the answering scale
(see recommendations by Schwartz, 1992).

3.2. Results

Like in Study 1, benevolence, self-direction, universalism, but also
hedonism and conformity were rated as most important, while tradition
and power were rated as least important (see Table 4). Considering the
correlations between values, the assumed pattern emerged (i.e., posi-
tive relations with adjunctive values, and negative relations with op-
posing values; see supplements). From 141 participants 87 were willing
to donate some money, 54 participants 39% were not willing to donate
any money. On average participants donated 6.79€, the median was 5€.
Most money was donated to the philanthropic organization reflecting
universalism values (M = 2.62€) and benevolence values (M = 2.31€).
On average 0.61€ were donated to the philanthropic organization re-
flecting stimulation values, 0.79€ to the organization reflecting self-
direction and 0.46€ to the philanthropic organization reflecting
achievement values (descriptive statistics are displayed in Table 5).

The decision to donate (0 = yes, 1 = no) was negatively related to
benevolence (r(139) = −0.16, p = .052), indicating that people who
value benevolence are more likely to donate. The overall amount
people were willing to donate was negatively related to achievement (r
(85) = −0.25, p = .019). The relation between personal values and
donations to specific organizations showed similar patterns as in Study
1. Donations to the stimulation organization were positively related to
valuing power. Donations to the achievement organizations were po-
sitively related to valuing power and stimulation, and negatively to
universalism and benevolence. Donations to the self-direction organi-
zation were positively related to self-direction and universalism, and
negatively to power and achievement. Donating to the benevolence
organization was positively related to tradition and negatively to uni-
versalism. Donations to the universalism organization were positively
related to universalism and negatively to tradition. All correlations are
displayed in Table 6.

3.3. Discussion

The purpose of the present study was to investigate how the com-
patibility of personal values and values reflected in the mission state-
ment of philanthropic organizations relates to prosocial behavior. Our
results show that considering the overall willingness to donate, valuing
benevolence and valuing power are robustly related to prosocial be-
havior, that is, donating money to philanthropic organizations.
Moreover, our findings indicate that individuals are more likely to
donate money to philanthropic organizations which are compatible
with their own values. In line with our assumption, sinusoidal patterns
emerged for the relation between donating and personal values for all
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Fig. 4. Correlations for the value priorities with the amount donated to the
philanthropic organization reflecting achievement values.
Note. UN = Universalism, BE = Benevolence, CO = Conformity,
TR = Tradition, SC = Security, PO = Power, AC = Achievement,
HE = Hedonism, ST = Stimulation, SD = Self-Direction.
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Fig. 5. Correlations for the value priorities with the amount donated to the
philanthropic organization reflecting stimulation values.
Note. UN = Universalism, BE = Benevolence, CO = Conformity,
TR = Tradition, SC = Security, PO = Power, AC = Achievement,
HE = Hedonism, ST = Stimulation, SD = Self-Direction.
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Fig. 6. Correlations for the value priorities with the amount donated to the
philanthropic organization reflecting self-direction values.
Note. UN = Universalism, BE = Benevolence, CO = Conformity,
TR = Tradition, SC = Security, PO = Power, AC = Achievement,
HE = Hedonism, ST = Stimulation, SD = Self-Direction.
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five philanthropic organizations. To the best of our knowledge, our
study is the first to examine the relation between values and donating to
different philanthropic organizations addressing the complete circum-
plex value model proposed by Schwartz (1992).

Looking into the specific patterns for each philanthropic organiza-
tion, it is interesting to note that although universalism and bene-
volence together represent the self-transcendence dimension only
benevolence was positively related to the amount donated to the or-
ganization reflecting benevolence values and to the total amount par-
ticipants contributed. Universalism, however, only correlated with do-
nations to the organization reflecting universalism values and strongly
negatively with donations to the organization reflecting achievement
values. The results support Schwartz's assumption that universalism
and benevolence have two distinct motivational bases, and that values
are used to evaluate people, actions and events (Schwartz, 1992). Ad-
ditionally, the results show that giving to an organization which sup-
ports a specific group of high achievers is not well compatible with the
idea of equality for all, which supports the assumptions of compatible
and conflicting motivational goals in the circumplex model.

Based on our results, we assume that the initial decision to donate is
guided by different values than the subsequent decision focusing on the
specific organization selected for one's donation. In line with previous
research, self-transcendence (especially benevolence) was the strongest
predictor of donating behavior (Sanderson & McQuilkin, 2017). Ac-
cordingly, we suppose that the relative importance of self-enhancement
and self-transcendence influences the initial decision to show prosocial
behavior. Then in a subsequent step, given the opportunity to choose a
recipient of one's donation, other values come into play as well. We
tested these assumptions in Study 2. The results reveal that the decision
to donate money was only related to benevolence, but considering the
distinct organizations we found similar patterns as in Study 1. More-
over, overall only 5% of participants in Study 1 were not willing to
donate money, while in Study 2 39% of participants did not want to
donate at all. On the one hand this indicates that there might have been
a strong demand characteristic in Study 1, but it might also point to the
notion that personal values evaluate complete actions and situations,
and not just a single behavior. It seems that participants in Study 1, not
only evaluated donating behavior but simultaneously donating to that
specific organization. In Study 2, participants had two separate these
two decisions and it seems like that if participants only have to decide
between donating or not donating in a first step, they are more inclined
to keep money for themselves.

Third, our findings are well in line with means-ends fusion (MEF)
theory recently proposed by Kruglanski et al. (2018). In essence, MEF
theory postulates that every activity can be experienced as intrinsically
motivated to the degree that activity-goal fusion is present. According
to MEF theory, one potential source of activity-goal fusion is the

principle of similarity such as a semantic similarity between the activity
and the goal. For example, in our studies the activity donating (a ben-
evolent act) can easily be connected to self-transcendence goals (e.g.,
caring for others) resulting in a strong experience of activity-goal fusion
and hence intrinsic motivation, whereas a connection between donating
and self-enhancement goals (e.g., striving for dominance) is much less
obvious resulting in little or no activity-goal fusion experience. Im-
portantly, this subjective perception of activity-goal fusion is likely to
change when more information about the character of the activity is
available, for example, when participants learn about the mission
statements of the philanthropic organizations. The activity of donating
to an organization that rewards high performance and promotes competition
does not connect well with self-transcendence goals (e.g., equality),
whereas it is very well connectable to self-enhancement goals (e.g.,
being competent). As one important antecedent of the fusion between
an activity and a goal is perceived similarity, especially semantic re-
lations (Kruglanski et al., 2018), our study can be understood as a test
of MEF theory in that the described mission statements (specifying the
exact meaning of the activity to donate) contained words which are
related to the semantic meaning of specific personal values (e.g.,
freedom). Therefore, the mission statements can be interpreted as a
manipulation of activity-goal fusion either fostering or impeding the
fusion between the activity of donating and individuals' abstract goals
(i.e., personal values).

As numerous studies on prosociality showed, there are many factors
which motivate this kind of behavior (for an overview see Bekkers &
Wiepking, 2011). We believe that our findings still make a unique
contribution to our understanding of motivational aspects related to
prosociality. First of all, in our study there is no explicit victim or
concrete reason (e.g., collecting money after a natural disaster) for the
donation. Instead, participants are just confronted with a short and
quite mundane description of mission statements. So far, organizational
aspects have largely been omitted in research on the motivational bases
for donating money. Our results show that information about the values
proposed by organizations does matter. However, we cannot draw any
conclusions about how important this information is compared to other
factors. It is well possible that the fit between personal values and va-
lues reflected in the organizations' mission statement only matters if
there is no other information concerning the philanthropic organization
in question available. Embedding our findings in existing models, we
believe that our results are in line with the key assumptions of the norm
activation model (Schwartz, 1977; Schwartz & Howard, 1981). The
model assumes that prosocial behavior is based on personal norms and
proposes four key situational variables which activate personal norms
and thus prosocial behavior: (1) awareness of need, (2) ascription of
responsibility, (3) outcome efficacy and (4) perceived control over the
action. Values relate to personal norms as they serve as standards or

Table 6
Correlations between value priorities and amount donated to charities in Study 2.

Willingness to
donate
(0 = yes;
1 = no)

Amount
donated

Philanthropic
Organization Stimulation

Philanthropic
Organization Self-
Direction

Philanthropic
Organization
Achievement

Philanthropic
Organization
Benevolence

Philanthropic
Organization Universalism

UN −.08 .15 −.07 −.24* .19+ −.19+ .38***
BE −.16* −.04 −.16 −.23* .03 .13 −.01
CO .10 −.01 .12 .00 −.14 .15 −.14
TR −.07 .03 .01 .00 −.03 .26* −.19+
SC .11 .02 −.04 .16 .01 .04 −.06
PO .03 −.09 .22* .18+ −.22* −.11 −.07
AC .15 −.25* .00 .08 −.37* −.14 −.01
HE .03 .09 .04 .06 .01 .04 .01
ST .00 .01 .09 .18+ .07 −.02 −.12
SD .07 .05 −.16 .04 .27* .00 −.01

Note. UN = Universalism, BE = Benevolence, CO = Conformity, TR = Tradition, SC = Security, PO = Power, AC = Achievement, HE = Hedonism,
ST = Stimulation, SD = Self-Direction, +p ≤ .1, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001 (2-tailed).

R. Kesberg and J. Keller Personality and Individual Differences 168 (2021) 110313

8



criteria when evaluating and selecting actions, policies, events, and
people. Maybe reading the mission statements enhances the awareness
that organizations promoting compatible values need to be supported,
and thus activating personal norms, that is, personal values.

Second, in 2016 around 5.3 billion EUR (approximately 6.2 billion
US Dollars) were donated to non-profit or religious institutions by
private households in Germany. Overall, around one quarter of the
German population, that is around 22 million people, donate some
money to charity each year (on average 35 EUR, that is, approximately
40 USD) (Deutscher Spendenrat e. V, 2018). At the same time, there is
an enormous and diverse amount of charities – for example, in Germany
alone there are over 600.000 non-profit organization and other in-
stitutions like opera houses which rely on private donors to finance
their projects. Thus, organizations have to compete for donors. The
studies presented in this article have a high ecological validity and
mundane realism, and therefore provide interesting insights for the
practitioner. Specifically, our results indicate that one fruitful approach
to motivate donors is to appeal to their core values and to establish a
connection between the values of the philanthropic organization and
the values of the potential donor. In case of a one-time donation other
factors (e.g., neediness of the target) might be more influential than
value compatibility with respect to the donation amount. However,
especially in the long-run (e.g. monthly donations), it seems plausible
that individuals are more willing to continuously donate money to a
philanthropic organization which promotes their own values than to
one which does not.

Taking individual differences in account and engaging in a more
target advertising or recruitment can also be support by findings from
the persuasion literature. Haddock, Maio, Arnold, and Huskinson
(2008) examined individual differences in the need of cognition and
need for affect for the processing of message. They showed that re-
ceptivity and positive attitudes of a message were increased if in-
dividuals high in need for affect processed an affect-based persuasion
message, while if individuals high in need for cognition processed a
cognition-based persuasion message. Similar, our results also indicate
that individuals are especially receptive for descriptions which em-
phasize their own values.

3.3.1. Limitations and future directions
One major limitation is that we did not measure participants per-

ceived fit between personal values and the values reflected in the
mission statements of the organizations. In future studies the perceived
subjective fit should be assessed, so that it will be possible to investigate
the impact of perceived subjective fit in more detail.

Furthermore, the focus of the current studies was to present parti-
cipants with realistic descriptions of mission statements of philan-
thropic organizations. We took the original mission statements and only
replaced the organization's proper name with “the foundation” to pre-
vent any specific relations between our participants and the organiza-
tions (e.g., prior experiences). As a result, one strength of our studies is
ecological validity based on the instantiated mundane realism. In real
life, when people choose to donate money they also have to choose
between organizations which differ in many respects. However, on the
downside the mission statements differ not only in terms of the crucial
value-related contents but in some other aspects as well (e.g., the type
of beneficiaries). This can be seen both as a strength and as a weakness
of this approach. It attenuates our results because we cannot exclude
other reasons for donating to a specific organization. For example, the
descriptions differed in the perceived closeness (in-group versus out-
group) and perceived neediness (child versus adult) which might in-
fluence donation decisions. However, we presented mission statements
of two organizations (i.e., those related to benevolence and stimulation)
that focuses on families as beneficiaries. We acknowledge the fact that
our focus on mundane realism, can be considered a limitation of our
work and further research should address this limitation. For example,
developing and validating descriptions which systematically vary only

value-related aspect while holding all other aspects constant could
provide stimulus materials which render studies exploring the experi-
enced value fit with stronger internal validity possible.

Additionally, the validation study revealed that the organizations
assumed to represent stimulation and self-direction did neither show a
strong nor a distinct manifestation on these values. Furthermore, all
organizations represented philanthropic organizations meaning that
while these organizations represented for example stimulation they si-
multaneously also do represent aspects which reflect self-transcendence
values in the sense that they are non-profit organizations operating to
help others. Therefore, we think that the defining elements of the or-
ganizations representing stimulation, achievement and self-direction
values are somewhat diluted by the fact the organizations are non-profit
institutions designed to provide help to others and this dilution of the
defining elements of the organizations may be one explanation for the
lower correlations in Study 2 and the less pronounced sinusoidal pat-
tern (see Figs. 4 and 5). Also, the correlations in Study 2 were only
based on the 87 participants who were willing to donate at all.
Therefore, a replication with more participants and more pronounced
descriptions of the organizations might result in a more solid sinusoidal
pattern. However, even with these limitations, the patterns showed at
least a tendency in the proposed direction.

We only presented participants with five organizations, although
Schwartz (1992) postulated 10 distinct values. None of the displayed
organizations specifically represented a conservation value organiza-
tion. However, due to the logic of the circumplex model we kind of do
cover all values, if only implicitly. Based on the circumplex model we
would expect that conservation values (which are not represented in
our set of organizations) do relate negatively to the openness-to-change
organizations. In a future study it would be interesting to see if the
overall amount donated by people valuing conservation would increase
if an organization representing one type of conservation values was
included. That would support the notion that the relevant organization
represents a situational affordance, i.e. the possibility to act in line with
ones' values.

Another interesting research question to examine is how people
behave if they do not have the possibility to donate to an organization
which is compatible with their values. Would people valuing bene-
volence still prefer to donate over not donating (i.e. keeping money for
themselves), and would they rather give to a non-compatible organi-
zation than refrain from donating at all? This line of research could
shed light on the question if people are motivated to be prosocial in
general or specifically motivated to support institutions which promote
compatible values. Future research could also investigate if the results
can be replicated when individuals' endorsement of specific values is
manipulated (rather than merely manipulating the value proposed by
the organization as we did in the present study).

3.3.2. Conclusion
Our findings indicate that donating behavior should not necessarily

be related exclusively to a prosocial motivation reflecting benevolence.
Instead, other basic motivational tendencies like self-focused personal
values can also be driving such a prosocial behavior. Our results pro-
vide initial evidence indicating that values are not only relate to the
general tendency to show prosocial behavior but relate to preferences
for specific recipients. As such, our findings contribute to the ongoing
debate about the value-behavior link, specifically by revealing value
compatibility as a relevant factor in how donors determine recipient
philanthropic organizations.
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The Relation Between Human Values
and Perceived Situation
Characteristics in Everyday Life
Rebekka Kesberg* and Johannes Keller

Department of Social Psychology, Ulm University, Ulm, Germany

Values refer to abstract beliefs which serve as guidelines in peoples’ life and affect
the way people and events are evaluated. Simultaneously, unlike attitudes, values
transcend specific actions, and situations. While recent research showed that values
are related to the attention and interpretation of situational information in standardized
laboratory settings, up to date hardly any empirical work investigated how values relate
to situation perception in daily life. In our study, we assessed the relation between the
endorsement of human values and situation characteristics (i.e., the 8 DIAMONDS).
Using the Day Reconstruction Method in two samples (German and US-American),
we found that especially variance in the experience of negatively connoted situation
characteristics were due to individual differences. Power was related to experiencing
more deceptive situations, while the reversed pattern emerged for universalism and
benevolence. Tradition was related to experiencing more aversive situations while self-
direction was related to experiencing less situations high in adversity. Although, our
results might provide some initial evidence for a relation between personal values and
subjective situations experiences in everyday life, no clear pattern emerged and further
investigation of the relation is necessary.

Keywords: human values, situation perception, 8 DIAMONDS, day reconstruction method, daily life

INTRODUCTION

In his famous formula B = f (P, E), Lewin (1939) proposed that behavior (B) is a function of
the person (P) and the environment (E). More precisely, behavior is a function of a person’s
characteristics and his or her subjective experiences of the environment, but not necessarily
determined by objective aspects of the environment. While there has been abundant research
on how personality traits or differences in physical environment relate to behavior, up to date,
subjective situation experience has mostly been overlooked (Rauthmann et al., 2014). One major
reason could be that while there are numerus and widely accepted taxonomies (e.g., the Big
Five) to capture individual differences in personality traits; a generalized and accepted taxonomy
to capture individual differences in situation experiences has been missing. However, in recent
years the investigation of differences in the subjective situation experiences has become more
and more popular, and thus various instruments to measure so-called situation characteristics
have been published (see the overview by Horstmann et al., 2017). This new development
enables us to obtain a more precise and comprehensive picture of human behavior as a function
of individual differences, like personality traits or motivational orientations, and subjective
situation experiences. The current work attempts to provide evidence on how basic motivational
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orientations (i.e., the Schwartz model of basic human values)
relate to subjective situation experiences (i.e., the situational 8
DIAMONDS), and to behavior in everyday life. Using the Day
Reconstruction Method (DRM; Kahneman et al., 2004) allows
us to obtain information about peoples’ activities and contacts
in everyday life, and how they subjectively experienced these
situations. Our study advances previous research on how values
relate to situational factors by using a novel approach to measure
psychological relevant aspects of situations. In the following
section we will introduce the concepts and discuss theoretical
assumptions about the relation between values and subjective
situation experience.

Values are abstract and context-independent beliefs about
what people want to achieve in life, e.g., power. Values are
motivational goals which refer to desirable end-states (Schwartz,
1992). There are numerous values and each person holds
a variety of values at the same time which differ in their
importance (Schwartz, 1992; Bardi and Schwartz, 2003). Over
the decades, many different constructs and theories evolved
around values (e.g., the equality-freedom model of ideology
proposed by Rokeach, 1973). Up to date the most prominent
one is the model of Basic Values proposed by Schwartz (1992).
The model assumptions have been extensively studied within
different samples and in over 70 countries (Schwartz and Rubel,
2005). Schwartz proposed 10 basic human values which differ
in their underlying motivational base: benevolence, universalism,
conformity, security, tradition, power, achievement, hedonism,
stimulation, and self-direction.

One key feature of the model are the detailed assumptions
about the interrelation between values, i.e., compatibility and
conflict between values. These conflicts and compatibilities
between values can be modeled in a circular structure
representing a motivational continuum. In this circumplex
model, values which are adjunctive represent compatible
motivational orientations while those on the other end of
the circle represent opposing motivational orientations. The
further away two values are located within the circle, the more
dissimilar are their underlying motivations (Schwartz, 1992).
Within this motivational continuum, the 10 originally proposed
values can further be divided into 19 more narrowly defined
values (Schwartz et al., 2012) or grouped into four higher order
constructs based on two major dimensions.

The first dimension is the self-enhancement self-transcendence
dimension (SET). Self-enhancement mainly consists of the values
achievement and power as well as some part of hedonism. People
valuing self-enhancement believe that for example success as well
as showing competence is important in life. On the other side of
that pol are self-transcendence values, namely benevolence and
universalism. People who value self-transcendence believe that,
e.g., equality and caring for others is important.

The second dimension is the openness-to-change conservation
dimension (OC). The values self-direction and stimulation form
the openness-to-change dimension; therefore, people valuing
openness-to-change attribute high importance to creativity,
freedom, and self-determination. On the other side of this pol
is the conservation dimension consisting of conformity, security,
and tradition. People valuing conservation believe it is important

to, e.g., maintain the status quo and live in a safe surrounding.
While the two pols of each dimension refer to opposing values,
the dimension themselves are conceptualized as independent,
e.g., a person valuing self-transcendence does not necessarily
value openness-to-change.

Furthermore, there are some central assumptions about
values. Among other things, they are supposed to transcend
specific actions and situations, and at the same time they
are standards which are used to evaluate people and events
(Schwartz, 1992). The first assumption implies that values
represent motivational goals which are of importance
independent from the specific task or situational factors. For
example, a person who is concerned with protecting nature (part
of universalism value) should try to act environment-friendly
(at least to some extent) at home, but also in public or at the
workplace. The second assumption implies that values are used to
judge situations and their opportunities as well as consequences
based on individual values. In combination, these assumptions
suggest that situations people encounter in everyday life are
overall judged based on individual values, and independently
of specific factors, all encountered situations should be judged
using the same value. Previous research has investigated
how values relate to situational aspects (e.g., in a cooperative
framed decision task valuing self-transcendence was related to
cooperative behavior, Sagiv et al., 2011). However, none of those
studies has measured perceived subjective situational differences
using a valid and standardized instrument. Fortunately, recently
a taxonomy has been developed which enables us to measure
subjective differences and to capture psychologically relevant
aspects of a situation, as outlined in what follows.

Research investigating situational factors has often focused
on the situation as a whole, e.g., framing of situations (Tversky
and Kahneman, 1981), saliency of stimuli (e.g., Wit and Kerr,
2002), interpersonal communication (e.g., Tazelaar et al., 2004)
and group size (e.g., Brewer and Kramer, 1986; De Cremer
and Leonardelli, 2003). For example, studies investigating
the bystander effect manipulated objective differences (i.e.,
number of people present) to examine differences in behavior.
While the results show differences in behavior depending on
the manipulation, i.e., depending on objective differences in
the situation, the results do not allow drawing conclusions
about differences in the subjective experience of the situation.
Depending on the research question, examining subjective
situation experience might sometimes not be relevant. However,
to fully assess and understand how people act and feel,
measurement of the situations they subjectively experience is
needed (Benet-Martínez et al., 2015).

In the last decades, many situation taxonomies were developed
to measure situations. Up to date, however, none has found
widespread acceptance (e.g., Moos, 1973; Van Heck et al., 1994;
Kelly, 2003). Therefore, contrary to the assessment of personality
traits, there still is no consensus on how to define and assess
situations (e.g., Hogan, 2009; Rauthmann et al., 2015a). Most
approaches build on the theoretical background that any given
situation can be described using three aspects, namely cues,
characteristics, and classes. Cues refer to physical stimuli which
can be objectively quantified in a situation, e.g., how many
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people are present or which objects are present. Generally, people
should agree about situation cues, e.g., either there is a table in
the room or there is no table in the room. Cues are the most
frequently inquired aspects of situations in psychological studies
(e.g., there are other people present or not). Characteristics are
used to describe psychological relevant aspects of situations
(e.g., a fearsome situation). Situation characteristic should not be
mistaken for the overall affective ratings of situation by the person
in the situation. For example, people may agree that a situation
is negative, but the specific affective reaction could be anxiety,
anger or sadness. Classes refer to groups of situations which are
clustered together based on similar cues or characteristics, which
are used to describe these situations. For example, “meeting
friends” and “teaching a class” could both be grouped into the
class “social situation,” although there are differences in cues and
characteristics.

From a psychological perspective, situation characteristics
might be the most interesting aspects of situations as they
measure the psychological (subjective) meaning of perceived
situational cues (Rauthmann et al., 2014). Hence, they may
be better predictors for behavior than objective situational
cues. Sherman et al. (2013) showed that situations with
similar characteristics evoke similar behavior independent of
the situation cues. Recently, Rauthmann et al. (2014) proposed
that situation characteristics can be captured in a parsimonious
taxonomy, which can be used to classify and compare
situations. Based on one frequently used measure for situational
characteristics (i.e., Riverside Situational Q-Sort; Wagerman
and Funder, 2009), they identified eight major situation
characteristics: The situational 8 DIAMONDS. Those dimensions
are: Duty, Intellect, Adversity, Mating, pOsitivity, Negativity,
Deception, and Sociality. Duty captures to what extent a situation
is perceived as containing work, attending to tasks, making
decisions and fulfilling duties. Intellect captures to what extent
a situation is perceived as containing intellectual and cognitive
demands as well as possibilities to show intellectual prowess.
Adversity captures to what extent a situation is perceived as
containing problems, threats, conflicts, and criticism. Mating
captures to what extent a situation is perceived as containing
opportunities for sex, love and romance, that is finding or
maintaining potential mates. Positivity captures to what extent
a situation is perceived as pleasant, easy, clear, and enjoyable.
Negativity captures to what extent a situation is perceived as
containing the possibilities for any kind of negative feelings
(e.g., frustration, anger, etc.) to emerge. Deception captures to
what extent a situation is perceived as containing opportunities
for betrayal, deception and hostility. Sociality captures to what
extent a situation is perceived as containing possibilities for
socializing, relationship formation, and interpersonal warmth.
The Situational Eight emerged as dimensions on which different
raters (in situ and ex situ) substantially agreed showing that even
if people themselves did not actually experienced a situation they
agreed on how to characterize the situation along the dimensions
(Rauthmann et al., 2014).

The 8 DIAMONDS are also related to situational cues, e.g.,
working was characterized by high duty and negativity as well
as low positivity (Rauthmann et al., 2014). In addition, the

8 DIAMONDS are associated with a wide range of self-rated
behavior, e.g., behaving competitive was positively related to the
experience of deception and negatively to sociality (Rauthmann
et al., 2014). Despite their short history, the 8 DIAMONDS have
been widely used. For example, Brown and Rauthmann (2016)
investigated the relation between age and situation characteristics
showing that mean-level patterns are related to opportunities
and constraints at various ages (e.g., duty peaked among those
people in their 40s which can be considered a phase in which
working and caring for a family is common). Serfass and
Sherman (2015) collected and rated situation information given
in Twitter tweets over a period of 2 weeks. They found that
during typical working hours (9 a.m. to 5 p.m.) tweet information
described situations high in duty, while sociality peaked in the
late afternoon and early evening. Overall, the tweets describing
deceptive or aversive situations were low. In line with their
finding, Guillaume et al. (2016) compared situation experiences
across cultures finding that on average people around the
world experience similar and largely pleasant situations in the
evening. The usefulness of considering situation characteristics
to investigate human experiences was also shown in a study by
Kocjan and Avsec (2017). Their results indicate that situations
high in positivity and intellect promote flow experiences. Using
the Experience Sampling Method (ESM), Sherman et al. (2015)
found that the 8 DIAMONDS predicted behavior independent of
personality. Their results showed that for example people who
on average reported experiencing more deception showed less
honest behavior.

Recent research has shown that people mostly agree on the
characteristics of situations (Rauthmann et al., 2014), and that
on average 70% of the variance in situation experiences is due
to differences between situations. However, that implies that 30%
of the variance is due to individual differences (Sherman et al.,
2015), and it has been shown that situations experienced over
time by one individual tend to be more similar to each other
compared to situations experienced by others (Sherman et al.,
2015). For example, people who scored high on extraversion,
reported to experience more situations high in sociality (Sherman
et al., 2015). Another study found that distinctiveness of situation
stimuli construction is associated with personality (Todd and
Funder, 2012). Taken together these studies show that people,
at least partly, shape their experienced situations and therefore
their behavior may be based on a subjective experience of
situations.

In order to understand individual differences in situation
perception, recent research has mainly focused on personality
traits (Rauthmann et al., 2014). However, situation characteristics
often capture perceived opportunities and requirements for
the emergence of different emotional, cognitive and behavioral
outcomes in situations. Studies have shown that values lead to
giving more attention to information cues that are consistent with
one’s personal values or risk the attainment of those values (Crick
and Dodge, 1994; Verplanken and Holland, 2002). Based on those
findings, it seems plausible that values are also related not just
to cues, but also to perceived situation characteristics, especially
considering that Schwartz (1992) proposed that values are used
to evaluate actions, policies, and people.
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There are two main ways how values could refer to situation
experience: (1) by situation selection and (2) by situation
construal (Rauthmann et al., 2015b). Situation selection means
that people consciously or unconsciously seek out situations
which fit for example to their values. Situation construal
refers to the distinct subjective interpretations of situational
cues due to individual differences. Up to date, there has
been no empirical investigation of the relation between values
and situation selection or situation construal. The present
contribution addresses this gap in research by examining how
values relate to situation characteristics in everyday life.

The relation between Schwartz values and the Big Five
(Roccas et al., 2002; Fischer and Boer, 2015; Parks-Leduc
et al., 2015) as well as the relation between the Big Five
and situation characteristics (Rauthmann et al., 2014, 2015b)
have been examined. Extraversion was positively related to
experiencing sociality and adversity as well as positively
to self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement and
power. The conservation values – security, conformity and
tradition – were negatively related to extraversion. Openness was
positively related to intellect and universalism, self-direction and
stimulation; while it was negatively related to conservation values
and power. Agreeableness was positively related to sociality
and to self-transcendence values, conformity and tradition.
Agreeableness was negatively related to adversity and deception,
as well as openness-to-change values and self-enhancement
values. Conscientiousness was positively related to duty and
sociality, and achievement as well as security and conformity.
It was negatively related to adversity, negativity and deception,
as well as to universalism and stimulation. Neuroticism was
positively related to negativity and tradition, and negatively to
positivity and achievement.

Based on those and other findings as well as theoretical
considerations (i.e., the circumplex structure of the value model),
we make several specific assumptions about the relation between
values and situation characteristics.

Duty
We assume that conformity, tradition, security as well as
achievement are positively related to Duty. On a conceptual
level, it seems plausible that especially conformity has a strong
relation with duty. Conformity entails the tendency to comply
with rules and the avoidance of harming social norms. Therefore,
we assume that people valuing conformity are more likely to
experience situations high in Duty. Additionally, achievement,
but not power should be positively related to duty. Experiencing
duty refers to, e.g., task-orientated thinking and focusing on
minor details, which on a conceptual level seems closer to
valuing achievement (i.e., showing competence, being ambitious)
compared to power (i.e., authority, social prestige). There are
different ways to fulfill achievement values, and paying attention
to details or working carefully, may be one way to show
competence. Moreover, studies have shown that people valuing
achievement are willing to study late at night although they are
already well-prepared for an exam. This behavior might also be a
part of experiencing a sense of duty to study.

Intellect
Like the personality trait openness, we assume that universalism
as well as stimulation and self-direction are positively related to
intellect. On a conceptual level, stimulation and self-direction
seem more fitting to the intellect dimension, i.e., people might
actively seek out situations which are stimulating and call for
creative and independent thinking (i.e., search for intellectual
stimulation). Behaviors that have been associated with self-
direction and stimulation are among others breaking out of the
routine to engage in some stimulating task or actively seeking out
information to form an opinion about current news-topics. Both
behaviors can on a conceptual level be related to situations high
in intellect.

A study by Sagiv and Schwartz (2004) found that conservation
values were associated with pursuing conventional career paths,
while openness-to-change values were associated with pursuing
artistic and investigative professions. Additionally, conservation
values were negatively associated employees’ beliefs and tendency
to act creative at work, while the opposing pattern emerged for
openness-to-change values (Dollinger et al., 2007; Kasof et al.,
2007).

A sub-facet of the universalism value is broad-mindedness,
which contains the belief that others should be free to express
their ideas and views (Hunt and Miller, 1968). This idea is also
contained in the intellect item “Situation affords an opportunity
to express unusual ideas or points of view” (Rauthmann et al.,
2014). In addition, the three values are adjunctive values, and as
such they should relate to similar outer constructs.

Adversity and Deception
We assume that power, achievement and stimulation are
positively related to the experience of adversity and deception.
People who attribute high importance to showing competence,
having control over others or seeking stimulation should be more
likely to seek out competitive or risky situations, i.e., situations
high in adversity. In line with the proposed assumptions of
the circumplex value model and the findings mentioned above,
conservation as well as self-transcendence should be negatively
related to adversity and deception.

Mating
Mating seems to be more of a basic evolutionary motif and
therefore we do not assume that it relates to any specific value.

Positivity and Negativity
We do not assume that any specific value is related to
positivity and negativity. These situation characteristics focus
more affective aspects of situations than for example duty.
Considering these affective perception, we assume that there are
more based on a fit between personal values and opportunities
in a situation. That means if a situation fits with an individual’s
values than the situation should be perceived as having the
potential for a pleasant experience. Contrary, if there is a misfit
between personal values and opportunities in a situation than
people should perceive the situation as containing more potential
for negative feelings (Biber et al., 2008). Additionally, negativity
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was primarily correlated with neuroticism (Rauthmann et al.,
2014) which in turn was only marginally related to any values
(Roccas et al., 2002).

Sociality
Stimulation and self-direction should be positively related to
sociality. Regarding the content, sociality is particularly tied to
the trait extraversion (Rauthmann et al., 2014), which in turn is
consistently associated with openness-to-change values (Roccas
et al., 2002; Fischer and Boer, 2015; Parks-Leduc et al., 2015).

In addition, we assume to find roughly the same variability
in situation experiences as found in previous studies (i.e., 70%;
Sherman et al., 2015). To test our assumptions, we conducted a
study using the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM) to examine
relations between values and situation characteristics in everyday
life.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Participants and Procedure
The study consists of two samples. The first sample consisted of
154 US-American participants (87 women, Mage = 36.1 years)
who were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk. Participants
received $3 for their participation. The second sample consisted
of 84 German undergraduate students (52 women, Mage = 22.9
years) who were recruited at Ulm University and received 2€
(approximately $2.50) as compensation. Overall, we analyzed
the data of 238 participants (139 women, Mage = 29.5 years) to
investigate the relation between basic human values and situation
characteristics in everyday life. Data was collected online using
the survey software Unipark. Participants first answered several
questionnaires including basic human values and subjective well-
being and were then asked to recall their activities and contacts
on their last working day. In a last step they answered structured
questions about the activities on their last working day. The
American sample received English versions of the questionnaires,
and the German sample German versions. Data collection was
part of a bigger project; therefore, we only report the measures
relevant for this article.

Instruments
Basic Human Values
The importance participants attributed to each of the 10 values as
guiding principles in their life was measured using the Portrait
Values questionnaire (PVQ; Schwartz et al., 2001). In Sample
1 a short version with 21 items (Schwartz et al., 2001) and
in Sample 2 a long version with 57 items was used (Schwartz
et al., 2012). Each item consists of a description of a person
(“portrait”) and respondents rate how similar they see themselves
to the portrayed target person on a scale ranging from (1) very
dissimilar to (7) very similar (in Sample 2 the scale ranged
from (1) very dissimilar to (6) very similar). A self-direction
sample item reads “Thinking up new ideas and being creative
is important to him. He likes to do things in his own original
way.” In Sample 1, alpha reliabilities of the PVQ indexes ranged
from Cronbach’s alpha = 0.43 (tradition) to 0.77 (stimulation).

Considering that the PVQ-21 scale only consisted of two items
per scale (3 items for universalism), the internal consistencies
are satisfying. In Sample 2, alpha reliabilities of the PVQ
indexes ranged from Cronbach’s alpha = 0.57 (hedonism) to
0.87 (benevolence). For the reported statistical analyses, we
computed ipsative value scores as recommended by Schwartz
(1992). Ipsative scores represent the relative importance of one
value compared to the other values instead of the absolute
importance.

The Day Reconstruction Method
The original DRM-material (Kahneman et al., 2004) consists
of three sub-sets; we used the original Set 2 and a revised
form of Set 1 and Set 3 in our study. First, participants
were presented with the PVQ (i.e., Set 1). Then, in Set 2,
participants were instructed to complete a diary referring to
their last working day. Usually the last working day was also
the previous day, however, some MTurk workers participated
on a Monday, therefore we especially instructed them to think
about their last working day. Participants were asked to write
down their day by structuring it in chronological episodes.
Like in the original DRM instructions, we instructed people to
think about their day as if they were watching a movie and
so each “movie scene” could be an episode. Participants were
told that there is no predefined frame of what constitutes an
episode, rather the beginning and end of an episode could
be connoted by a change in location, a change in interaction
partners or change in activities. After reading the instructions,
participants were presented with a maximum of 30 open
text items (10 for the morning, 10 for midday, 10 for the
evening). It was not possible to enter the notes for the evening
episodes before the notes of the morning episode to ensure
that participants reported in a chronological order. For each
episode, participants indicate the duration and made personal
notes. They were informed that the notes were completely
private and that the researchers would not read or analyze their
personal notes. The notes were only presented to them in Set
3 to support their recall process. Finally, in Set 3, participants
answered structured questions about each episode. For each
episode they selected what they were doing (14 categories,
e.g., commuting) and who they had contact with (7 categories,
e.g., spouse), multiple responses were possible. In addition,
participants reported their affect during each episode and the
situation characteristics of each episode. Finally, participants
rated their day as a whole on a scale from (1) terrible to (9)
wonderful. In total, the 238 participants reported 2936 episodes
(Sample 1: 1899, Sample 2: 1037). That is on average 12 reports
per participant.

The 8 DIAMONDS
In Sample 1, situation characteristics were measured using
the S-8 (Rauthmann and Sherman, 2016). The S-8 captures
the 8 DIAMONDS with one item per dimension. A Duty
sample item reads “Does work need to been done?”
Participants were asked to rate how characteristic the items
were for the situation they had just reported on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from (1) extremely uncharacteristic to
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(7) extremely characteristic of this situation. In Sample 2,
we used the RSQ-32 inventory (Rauthmann et al., 2014),
which includes four items per dimension. Responses
were given on a 9-point Likert scale ranging from (1)
extremely uncharacteristic to (9) extremely characteristic of
this situation.

RESULTS

In both samples and in line with previous findings (Schwartz
and Bardi, 2001), benevolence and self-direction were the values
attributed with the most importance; tradition and power were
the values attributed with the least importance. Additionally, in
both samples, mean situation experience was also remarkably
similar. Throughout the day, situations high in positivity were
most common, followed by situations high in duty and sociality,
while experiencing situations high in adversity and deception was
relatively rare. These results are in line with previous findings
about the 8 DIAMONDS using the ESM (Rauthmann et al., 2014;
Sherman et al., 2015), and indicate that people were on average
able to reconstruct their memories successfully. Descriptive data
is displayed in Table 1.

Preliminary Analysis
To obtain a first understanding of the relation between values
and situation characteristics in daily life, we conducted Pearson’s
correlations between values and situation characteristics. All
correlations are displayed in Tables 2, 3.

Relations Between Values
Overall, in both samples the relations are in line with the
model’s assumptions, that is adjunctive values are positively
related while opposing values are negatively correlated with each
other. However, there were some unusual relations. In Sample
1, tradition was not significantly related to security. Also self-
direction was negatively related to hedonism and not significantly
related to stimulation in Sample 1. In Sample 2, conformity
was negatively related to opposing values (i.e., self-direction

TABLE 1 | Mean, standard deviation and variance observed in the 8 DIAMONDS.

D I A M O N D S

Sample 1

Mean 3.82 2.67 1.45 2.15 4.87 2.05 1.41 3.69

SD 1.22 1.26 1.04 1.31 1.14 1.27 1.14 1.46

Variance 1.50 1.59 1.07 1.72 1.30 1.62 1.31 2.14

Sample 2

Mean 4.22 3.41 1.88 2.43 4.68 2.84 2.13 3.84

SD 1.19 1.12 1.12 1.33 1.03 1.14 1.11 1.19

Variance 1.41 1.26 1.24 1.76 1.06 1.29 1.23 1.41

D, duty; I, intellect; A, adversity; M, mating; O, positivity; N, negativity; D, deception;
S, sociality. In Sample 1, situation characteristics were measured on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 = completely uncharacteristic to 7 = completely characteristic.
In Sample 2, situation characteristics were measured on a 9-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 = completely uncharacteristic to 9 = completely characteristic.

and stimulation), however, it was not significantly related to
adjunctive values (i.e., tradition and security).

Relations Between Values and Situation
Characteristics
In Sample 1, universalism as well as benevolence were
significantly negatively related to adversity, negativity and
deception. Universalism was also marginally significant
negatively related to mating, while benevolence was negatively
related to intellect and marginally significant positively to
sociality. Conformity and tradition were positively related
to adversity and negativity. Conformity was also positively
related to deception, while tradition was negatively related
to intellect and marginally significant positively with mating.
Security showed the opposite pattern, that is, it was negatively
related to all situation characteristics, expect for positivity
and sociality (none significant relations). Power was positively
related to adversity, negativity and deception. Achievement
was only positively related to deception. No significant relation
between hedonism and any of the 8 DIAMONDS emerged.
Stimulation was only positively related to adversity. Self-
direction was negatively related to all DIAMONDS, except for
duty and positivity (none significant relations). In Sample 2,
only a few significant associations emerged. Benevolence was
negatively related to deception. Conformity was negatively
related adversity and mating. Tradition was positively related
to all DIAMONDS, except for intellect and positivity (none
significant relations). Power was significantly positively related
to deception. Hedonism was significantly negatively related
to intellect. No significant relations emerged for universalism,
security, achievement, stimulation and self-direction. In sum,
the pattern differs immensely between the samples. Possible
explanations and implications are discussed in the general
discussion.

Main Analysis
In both samples episodes were nested within participants,
therefore all following analyses used multilevel modeling with
participants as nested factors. First, we estimated unconditional
cell mean models for each situation characteristic to analyze how
much variability in the experience of situation characteristics was
between versus within participants. The variance components,
intraclass correlations (ICC), intercepts and number of
observation for each analysis are displayed in Table 4. All
situation characteristics displayed sizeable between person
variance (Sample 1: τ00, M = 1.24, SD = 0.26; Sample 2: τ00,
M = 1.04, SD = 0.18), but even larger within person variance
(Sample 1: σ, M = 2.58, SD = 1.9, Sample 2 σ, M = 2.83,
SD = 1.46). The ICCs ranged from 0.14 to 0.85 (M = 0.42)
in Sample 1 and from 0.14 to 0.51 in Sample 2 (M = 0.31).
Compared to studies using the ESM (Sherman et al., 2015),
the resulting ICCs for adversity, negativity and deception
differed greatly indicating that for those situation characteristics
differences in experience were mainly explained by individual
differences instead of differences between the reported episode.
For all other situation characteristics most variance was due to
differences between episodes.
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TABLE 2 | Correlations of the 10 types of values.

UN BE CO TR SC PO AC HE ST

Sample 1

UN –

BE 0.17∗ –

CO −0.23∗∗ 0.05 –

TR −0.11 −0.18∗ 0.21∗∗ –

SC −0.06 0.20∗ 0.25∗∗ −0.003 –

PO −0.45∗∗∗ −0.38∗∗∗ −0.02 −0.23∗∗ −0.28∗∗∗ –

AC −0.46∗∗∗ −0.23∗∗ −0.13+ −0.17∗ −0.17∗ 0.32∗∗∗ –

HE −0.17∗ −0.20∗ −0.37∗∗∗ −0.18∗ −0.30∗∗∗ −0.03 0.18∗ –

ST −0.15+ −0.35∗∗∗ −0.40∗∗∗ −0.16∗ −0.60∗∗∗ 0.22∗∗ 0.05 0.30∗∗∗ –

SD 0.31∗∗∗ 0.10 −0.30∗∗∗ −0.19∗ 0.12 −0.28∗∗∗ −0.35∗∗∗ −0.17∗ 0.12

Sample 2

UN –

BE 0.20+ –

CO −0.24∗ −0.15 –

TR −0.33∗∗ −0.18 −0.06 –

SC −0.41∗∗∗ −0.37∗∗ −0.09 0.22+ –

PO −0.39∗∗∗ −0.57∗∗∗ −0.03 0.40∗∗∗ 0.08 –

AC −0.57∗∗∗ −0.23∗ 0.01 0.11 0.26∗ 0.33∗∗ –

HE −0.24∗ 0.21+ −0.13 −0.20+ −0.09 −0.05 0.05 –

ST 0.12 0.16 −0.36∗∗ −0.43∗∗∗ −0.21+ −0.13 −0.06 0.19 –

SD 0.30∗ 0.21+ −0.32∗∗ −0.44∗∗∗ −0.24∗ −0.44∗∗∗ −0.17 −0.13 0.28∗

+p < 0.1, ∗p ≤ 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗∗p < 0.001; UN, universalism; BE, benevolence; CO, conformity; TR, tradition; SC, security; PO, power; AC, achievement; HE,
hedonism; ST, stimulation; SD, self-direction.

TABLE 3 | Correlations of the 8 DIAMONDS with the 10 types of values.

D I A M O N D S

Sample 1

UN 0.01 −0.09 −0.24∗∗ −0.15+ 0.07 −0.14+ −0.25∗∗ −0.07

BE −0.12 −0.18∗ −0.20∗ −0.05 0.09 −0.13+ −0.18∗ 0.15+

CO 0.11 0.13 0.15+ 0.07 −0.12 0.18∗ 0.17∗ 0.07

TR 0.12 0.18∗ 0.16∗ 0.15+ −0.00 0.16∗ 0.11 0.05

SC −0.15+ −0.15+ −0.22∗∗ −0.14+ 0.09 −0.21∗∗ −0.23∗∗ 0.01

PO 0.04 0.12 0.25∗∗ 0.15+ −0.13 0.15+ 0.26∗∗ −0.10

AC −0.02 0.06 0.13 0.13 0.09 0.04 0.16∗ 0.06

HE 0.02 0.06 0.10 −0.02 −0.00 0.02 0.08 0.07

ST 0.05 0.07 0.16∗ 0.05 −0.06 0.09 0.13 −0.04

SD −0.09 −0.25∗∗ −0.33∗∗∗ −0.23∗∗ −0.00 −0.20∗ −0.30∗∗ −0.15+

Sample 2

UN 0.04 0.14 −0.02 −0.04 −0.01 0.09 0.03 −0.11

BE −0.05 −0.09 −0.17 −0.00 0.11 −0.12 −0.22+ 0.12

CO 0.04 0.10 −0.22 −0.24 0.09 −0.00 −0.06 −0.01

TR 0.20+ 0.11 0.26∗ 0.20+ −0.12 0.23∗ 0.26∗ 0.20+

SC 0.06 −0.03 0.09 0.09 −0.08 0.09 0.04 0.02

PO −0.04 0.02 0.30∗ 0.16 −0.14 0.07 0.23∗ −0.01

AC −0.14 −0.15 −0.05 −0.02 0.03 −0.14 −0.11 −0.00

HE −0.09 −0.21+ −0.03 0.07 0.10 −0.06 −0.01 0.16

ST −0.04 −0.06 −0.04 0.03 0.01 −0.13 −0.05 −0.09

SD 0.14 0.10 −0.07 −0.02 0.22+ −0.11 −0.13 −0.02

+p < 0.1, ∗p ≤ 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗∗p < 0.001; UN, universalism; BE, benevolence; CO, conformity; TR, tradition; SC, security; PO, power; AC, achievement; HE,
hedonism; ST, stimulation; SD, self-direction; D, duty; I, intellect; A, adversity; M, mating; O, positivity; N, negativity; D, deception; S, sociality.
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TABLE 4 | Variance components, intraclass correlations (ICC), intercepts and number of observation.

Scales Variance between
intercepts

(between-person
variance)

Variance around
intercepts

(within-person
variance)

ICC (proportion of
variance between
persons divided by

total variance)

Intercept = fixed
effects intercept

from unconditional
cell means model

n = number of
reported
episodes

Situation characteristics

Sample 1

Duty 0.92 5.53 0.14 3.80 1899

Intellect 1.19 3.12 0.28 2.64 1899

Adversity 1.03 0.41 0.71 1.45 1899

Mating 1.36 3.20 0.30 2.15 1899

Positivity 0.99 2.35 0.30 4.88 1899

Negativity 1.44 1.25 0.53 2.04 1899

Deception 1.27 0.23 0.85 1.41 1899

Sociality 1.69 4.56 0.27 3.70 1899

Sample 2

Duty 1.00 4.09 0.20 4.08 1037

Intellect 0.98 3.50 0.22 3.37 1037

Adversity 1.01 0.99 0.51 1.86 1037

Mating 1.46 2.26 0.39 2.40 1037

Positivity 0.93 2.43 0.28 4.64 1037

Negativity 1.08 2.56 0.30 2.83 1037

Deception 1.04 1.35 0.44 2.11 1037

Sociality 0.89 5.43 0.14 3.84 1037

NSample 1 = 154, NSample 2 = 84.

Next, we used values as predictors of situation experience
by estimating “means-as-outcomes” regression models (Cohen
et al., 2003). That means, we predicted each DIAMONDS score
with the value hypothesized to be associated with. Our analytic
approach is based on the analyses by Sherman et al. (2015).
The results for each model are displayed in Table 5 (Sample 1)
and Table 6 (Sample 2). The indices of fit for the models are
also reported in the Tables 5, 6. The marginal R (Rm) can be
interpreted as the model fit for only the fixed effects, while the
conditional R (Rc) can be interpreted as the overall fit of the
model (Nakagawa and Schielzeth, 2013). We give one detailed
example, i.e., predicting the experience of intellect from the
value benevolence in Sample 1. The fixed average experienced
intercept for intellect was 2.65 with a standard deviation of
1.08, indicating that although the experienced intellect was on
average rather low, there were large individual differences in the
amount of intellect experienced with a slope of -0.20, which was
statistically significant (p ≤ 0.05). This means for every one-
point increase in the importance attributed to benevolence, we
would expect a 0.20 decrease in the average level of experienced
intellect.

Sample 1
Benevolence and self-direction predicted a significant decrease in
experienced intellect, while conformity and tradition predicted a
significant increase in experienced intellect. Power, conformity,
tradition and stimulation predicted a significant increase
in experienced adversity, while benevolence, universalism,
security and self-direction predicted a significant decrease in
experienced adversity. Achievement and conformity predicted

a significant increase in experienced deception, while self-
transcendence, security, and self-direction predicted a significant
decrease in experienced deception. Benevolence predicted
a significant increase in experienced sociality, while self-
direction predicted a significant decrease in experienced sociality.
Controlling for age and gender, we found that gender was
a significant predictor of duty, i.e., women experienced more
duty. Age predicted a significant decrease in adversity and
deception.

Sample 2
Power and tradition predicted a significant increase in
experienced adversity. Self-direction predicted a significant
increase in experienced positivity. Tradition predicted a
significant increase in experienced deception. There was no
influence of age or gender.

The results concerning relation between values and intellect
reveal a reversed pattern than hypothesized. The results for
adversity and deception are at least partly in line with our
assumptions. While the relation between the self-enhancement-
self-transcendence dimension was clear and mostly as expected,
the relation between the openness-to-change-conservation
dimension was more inconclusive. Namely, not all values
belonging to same higher dimension showed the same relation,
which is contrary to the assumed compatibilities in the
circumplex model. Overall the pattern of results suggests that in
both samples individual differences in values are at least to some
extent associated with differences in situation experiences in
everyday life. However, unfortunately the results did not replicate
and therefore, no clear pattern emerged. Possible reasons and
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TABLE 5 | Means-as-outcomes regression models in Sample 1.

Situation characteristic b LL UL t Rm Rc

Duty 3.80 3.61 3.99 0.05 0.38

Conformity 0.12 −0.04 0.27 1.14

SD in intercepts 0.95 0.78 1.14

SD in residuals 2.35 2.28 2.43

Duty 3.80 3.60 3.98 0.05 0.38

Tradition 0.12 −0.03 0.26 1.46

SD in intercepts 0.96 0.79 1.12

SD in residuals 2.35 2.28 2.42

Duty 3.80 3.62 4.02 0.06 0.38

Security −0.13 −0.31 0.04 −1.52

SD in intercepts 0.96 0.78 1.13

SD in residuals 2.35 2.27 2.42

Duty 3.80 3.61 3.99 0.02 0.38

Achievement −0.04 −0.22 0.13 −0.41

SD in intercepts 0.96 0.79 1.12

SD in residuals 2.35 2.28 2.42

Intellect 2.64 2.46 2.85 0.05 0.53

Universalism −0.10 −0.30 0.11 −1.04

SD in intercepts 1.09 0.94 1.24

SD in residuals 1.77 1.71 1.82

Intellect 2.65 2.45 2.81 0.09 0.53

Benevolence −0.20 −0.40 −0.01 −2.06∗

SD in intercepts 1.08 0.93 1.22

SD in residuals 1.77 1.70 1.82

Intellect 2.64 2.45 2.84 0.08 0.53

Conformity 0.14 −0.03 0.31 1.66+

SD in intercepts 1.08 0.94 1.24

SD in residuals 1.77 1.70 1.82

Intellect 2.64 2.45 2.82 0.10 0.53

Tradition 0.18 0.02 0.33 2.16∗

SD in intercepts 1.08 0.92 1.21

SD in residuals 1.77 1.71 1.82

Intellect 2.64 2.43 2.87 0.04 0.53

Stimulation 0.05 −0.08 0.19 0.74

SD in intercepts 1.09 0.93 1.24

SD in residuals 1.76 1.70 1.82

Intellect 2.65 2.45 2.84 0.14 0.53

Self-direction −0.31 −0.48 −0.10 −3.22∗∗

SD in intercepts 1.06 0.89 1.19

SD in residuals 1.77 1.71 1.82

Adversity 2.53 1.97 3.08 0.20 0.85

Universalism −0.17 −0.34 −0.01 −2.06∗

Age −0.03 −0.04 −0.01 −3.13∗∗

SD in intercepts 0.98 0.84 1.08

SD in residuals 0.64 0.62 0.66

Adversity 2.65 2.01 3.21 0.17 0.85

Benevolence −0.17 −0.31 −0.01 −2.14∗

Age −0.03 −0.04 −0.01 −3.59∗∗∗

SD in intercepts 0.96 0.84 1.07

SD in residuals 0.64 0.62 0.66

(Continued)

TABLE 5 | Continued

Situation characteristic b LL UL t Rm Rc

Adversity 2.61 2.01 3.19 0.20 0.85

Conformity 0.13 −0.02 0.28 1.95∗

Age −0.03 −0.05 −0.02 −3.93∗∗∗

SD in intercepts 0.96 0.84 1.07

SD in residuals 0.64 0.62 0.67

Adversity 2.70 2.10 3.30 0.20 0.85

Tradition 0.16 0.02 0.29 2.41∗∗

Age −0.03 −0.05 −0.02 −4.11∗∗∗

SD in intercepts 0.96 0.86 1.07

SD in residuals 0.64 0.62 0.67

Adversity 2.45 1.90 3.08 0.19 0.84

Security −0.12 −0.27 −0.01 −1.73+

Age −0.03 −0.04 −0.01 −3.12∗∗

SD in intercepts 0.96 0.86 1.07

SD in residuals 0.64 0.62 0.66

Adversity 2.60 2.03 3.15 0.28 0.84

Self-direction −0.29 −0.44 −0.14 −3.56∗∗∗

Age −0.02 −0.04 −0.01 2.99∗∗

SD in intercepts 0.93 0.82 1.04

SD in residuals 0.64 0.62 0.66

Adversity 2.59 2.12 3.21 0.21 0.85

Power 0.15 0.03 0.25 2.45∗

Age −0.03 −0.04 −0.01 −3.32∗∗

SD in intercepts 0.95 0.84 1.05

SD in residuals 0.64 0.62 0.66

Deception 2.59 1.89 3.28 0.23 0.92

Universalism −0.21 −0.38 −0.03 −2.23∗

Age −0.03 −0.05 −0.01 −3.08∗∗

SD in intercepts 1.06 0.93 1.18

SD in residuals 0.48 0.46 0.50

Deception 1.40 1.25 1.59 0.16 0.92

Benevolence −0.20 −0.36 −0.01 −2.21∗

SD in intercepts 1.11 0.99 1.25

SD in residuals 0.48 0.46 0.50

Deception 2.69 2.07 3.35 0.16 0.92

Conformity 0.18 0.02 0.31 2.34∗

Age −0.03 −0.05 −0.02 −3.94∗∗

SD in intercepts 1.06 0.94 1.19

SD in residuals 0.48 0.46 0.50

Deception 1.40 1.23 1.58 0.21 0.92

Security −0.22 −0.39 −0.06 −2.91∗

SD in intercepts 1.10 0.98 1.23

SD in residuals 0.48 0.46 0.50

Deception 2.67 2.07 3.27 0.28 0.92

Self-direction −0.28 −0.47 −0.10 −3.12∗∗

Age −0.03 −0.04 −0.01 −3.06∗∗

SD in intercepts 1.05 0.93 1.16

SD in residuals 0.48 0.46 0.50

(Continued)
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TABLE 5 | Continued

Situation characteristic b LL UL t Rm Rc

Deception 2.66 2.04 3.32 0.15 0.92

Power 0.18 0.05 0.31 2.72∗∗

Age −0.03 −0.05 −0.01 −3.26∗∗

SD in intercepts 1.06 0.93 1.17

SD in residuals 0.48 0.46 0.50

Deception 1.41 1.24 1.59 0.15 0.92

Achievement 0.16 0.01 0.33 2.03∗

SD in intercepts 1.12 0.98 1.23

SD in residuals 0.48 0.46 0.50

Sociality 3.70 3.48 3.92 0.02 0.52

Stimulation −0.03 −0.21 0.13 −0.42

SD in intercepts 1.30 1.10 1.49

SD in residuals 2.14 2.06 2.21

Sociality 3.70 3.47 3.94 0.09 0.52

Self-direction −0− 0.23 −0.47 −0.03 −1.97∗

SD in intercepts 1.28 1.1 1.48

SD in residuals 2.14 2.07 2.21

NSample 1 = 154. bs are unstandardized multilevel regression coefficients. Ipsative
value scores were used. Situation characteristics were measured on a 1–7
scale. LL and UL represent lower and upper limits for 95% confidence intervals,
respectively. RM, marginal R; RC, conditional R; +p < 0.1, ∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01,
∗∗∗p < 0.001.

TABLE 6 | Means-as-outcomes regression models in Sample 2.

Situation characteristic b LL UL t Rm Rc

Duty 4.13 3.85 4.37 0.01 0.46

Conformity 0.03 −0.36 0.44 0.16

SD in intercepts 1.03 0.80 1.25

SD in residuals 2.00 1.91 2.08

Duty 4.13 3.87 4.37 0.08 0.46

Tradition 0.18 −0.06 0.42

SD in intercepts 1.01 0.77 1.23

SD in residuals 2.00 1.91 2.09

Duty 4.13 3.86 4.44 0.04 0.46

Security 0.14 −0.25 0.54 0.65

SD in intercepts SD in intercepts 1.02 0.78 1.24

SD in residuals 2.00 1.91 2.09

Duty 4.13 3.88 4.39 0.09 0.46

Achievement −0.24 −0.54 0.07 −1.59

SD in intercepts 1.00 0.77 1.21

SD in residuals 2.00 1.91 2.09

Intellect 3.39 3.14 3.61 0.09 0.47

Universalism 0.35 −0.12 0.76 1.54

SD in intercepts 0.97 0.76 1.16

SD in residuals 1.87 1.78 1.96

Intellect 3.39 3.13 3.63 0.06 0.47

Benevolence −0.22 −0.66 0.29 −0.94

SD in intercepts 0.98 0.76 1.18

SD in residuals 1.87 1.78 1.94

Intellect 3.39 3.12 3.65 0.06 0.47

Conformity 0.18 −0.21 0.56 0.95

SD in intercepts 0.98 0.76 1.20

SD in residuals 1.87 1.78 1.95

(Continued)

TABLE 6 | Continued

Situation characteristic b LL UL t Rm Rc

Intellect 3.39 3.11 3.64 0.04 0.47

Tradition 0.08 −0.17 0.33 0.63

SD in intercepts 0.99 0.78 1.19

SD in residuals 1.87 1.79 1.94

Intellect 3.39 3.12 3.64 0.03 0.47

Stimulation −0.07 −0.36 0.20 −0.50

SD in intercepts 0.99 0.78 1.23

SD in residuals 1.87 1.79 1.94

Intellect 3.39 3.14 3.64 0.06 0.47

Self-direction 0.21 −0.22 0.61 1.01

SD in intercepts 0.98 0.77 1.19

SD in residuals 1.87 1.78 1.95

Adversity 1.89 1.63 2.12 0.02 0.72

Universalism −0.04 −0.43 0.34 −0.19

SD in intercepts 1.05 0.86 1.23

SD in residuals 0.99 0.95 1.04

Adversity 2.3 1.77 2.83 0.15 0.72

Benevolence −0.39 −0.85 0.04 −1.8+

SD in intercepts 1.02 0.85 1.2

SD in residuals 0.99 0.95 1.04

Adversity 1.89 1.65 2.14 0.13 0.72

Conformity −0.29 −0.65 0.05 −1.59

SD in intercepts 1.03 0.86 1.20

SD in residuals 0.99 0.95 1.04

Adversity 2.16 1.81 2.48 0.19 0.72

Tradition 0.27 0.07 0.49 2.40∗

SD in intercepts 1.00 0.83 1.17

SD in residuals 0.99 0.95 1.04

Adversity 1.89 1.65 2.13 0.09 0.72

Security 0.19 −0.19 0.53 0.99

SD in intercepts 1.04 0.86 1.24

SD in residuals 0.99 0.95 1.04

Adversity 1.89 1.67 2.13 0.07 0.72

Self-direction −0.17 −0.55 0.21 −0.85

SD in intercepts 1.04 0.84 1.23

SD in residuals 0.99 0.95 1.04

Adversity 2.43 1.97 2.96 0.21 0.72

Power 0.35 0.04 0.61 2.50∗

SD in intercepts 1.00 0.83 1.19

SD in residuals 0.99 0.95 1.04

Deception 2.11 1.85 2.34 0.03 0.68

Universalism 0.09 −0.31 0.51 0.40

SD in intercepts 1.04 0.86 1.23

SD in residuals 1.13 1.08 1.19

Deception 2.54 1.97 3.01 0.15 0.68

Benevolence −0.42 −0.86 0.05 −1.91+

SD in intercepts 1.02 0.82 1.19

SD in residuals 1.13 1.08 1.18

Deception 2.11 1.88 2.37 0.05 0.68

Conformity −0.12 −0.47 0.27 −0.62

SD in intercepts 1.04 0.84 1.22

SD in residuals 1.13 1.08 1.19

(Continued)
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TABLE 6 | Continued

Situation characteristic b LL UL t Rm Rc

Deception 2.34 1.98 2.65 0.15 0.68

Tradition 0.23 0.01 0.43 2.00∗∗

SD in intercepts 1.02 0.83 1.2

SD in residuals 1.13 1.08 1.18

Deception 2.11 1.86 2.35 0.04 0.68

Security 0.09 −0.29 0.52 0.48

SD in intercepts 1.04 0.87 1.23

SD in residuals 1.13 1.07 1.18

Deception 2.11 1.88 2.36 0.07 0.68

Self-direction −0.17 −0.57 0.20 −0.84

SD in intercepts 1.04 0.86 1.21

SD in residuals 1.13 1.08 1.18

Deception 2.53 2.04 3.05 0.15 0.68

Power 0.27 −0.03 0.56 1.9+

SD in intercepts 1.02 0.84 1.23

SD in residuals 1.13 1.08 1.18

Deception 2.11 1.86 2.37 0.08 0.68

Achievement −0.14 −0.42 0.13 −1.01

SD in intercepts 1.04 0.84 1.20

SD in residuals 1.13 1.08 1.19

Sociality 3.82 3.56 4.08 0.04 0.38

Stimulation −0.11 −0.40 0.18 −0.75

SD in intercepts 0.95 0.69 1.15

SD in residuals 2.32 2.21 2.44

Sociality 3.83 3.54 4.08 0.02 0.38

Self-direction 0.06 −0.35 0.46 0.28

SD in intercepts 0.95 0.70 1.17

SD in residuals 2.32 2.22 2.43

NSample 2 = 75. bs are unstandardized multilevel regression coefficients. Ipsative
value scores were used. Situation characteristics were measured on a 1–9 scale. LL
and UL represent lower and upper limits for 95% confidence intervals, respectively.
RM, marginal R; RC, conditional R; +p < 0.1, ∗p < 0.05, ∗∗p < 0.01, ∗∗∗p < 0.001.

implications for these findings are further discussed in the
general discussion section.

DISCUSSION

The investigation of human values and their relation to behavior
has been an on-going topic in psychology (Roccas and Sagiv,
2010). Values are supposed to serve as guidelines in peoples’ life
(Schwartz, 1992), and thus it seems naturally that they should
strongly relate to peoples’ behavior. However, up to date, the
link between values and actual behavior, i.e., not self-reported
behavior, is weak or even non-existed (Fischer, 2017). There
have been several attempts to explain this missing link. For
example, some researchers assumed that in order for values
to influence behavior they need to be activated (Maio, 2010;
Sagiv et al., 2011). Others researchers have argued that values
are too abstract to actually determine one single behavior or
even that behavior cannot actually be assigned to a specific
value because there might be different understandings of which
behavior actually represents a value depending on social or
cultural backgrounds (i.e., value instantiations; Hanel et al.,

2017). Goal of the present work was to contribute to the value-
behavior link discussion by providing a novel approach, i.e.,
measuring subjective situation experiences, i.e., the situational 8
DIAMONDS, to better understand situational factors that may
influence the value-behavior link. Even so, we did not investigate
any kind of behavior, we will first discuss the present results, the
limitation of the studies and then there potential meaning for the
value-behavior link.

First, we reported the relations between values and subjective
situation experiences. Overall, the pattern of correlations between
samples was quite different. We found many relations in Sample
1, unfortunately there were only few relations in Sample 2. While
self-transcendence values were negatively related to all negative
situation characteristics (i.e., deception, adversity and negativity)
in Sample 1, in Sample 2 only benevolence was negatively
related to deception. Power was in both samples related to
adversity and deception, but there emerged no clear pattern
for achievement. In Sample 1, security was strongly negatively
related to almost all situation characteristics, while tradition and
conformity only showed moderate relations and in the opposite
direction. Interestingly, the conflicting value self-direction also
was negatively related to almost all situation characteristics. Due
to the circumplex model, we assumed that opposing values would
show opposite relations with the same characteristic resulting in
a sinusoid curve (Schwartz, 1992). However, the results might
indicate that maybe conflicting values shift or shape peoples’
perception in the same way. As a consequence, this similar
perception might result in different pattern of emotional and
behavioral outcomes. For example, both valuing security and self-
direction was associated with lower experience of situations high
in intellect. Experiencing that a situation is low in intellect might
active an individual high in self-direction to leave the situation
or evoke negative feelings and emotions. Contrary, experiencing
that a situation is low in intellect might active an individual high
in security to stay in the situation or evoke positive feelings.
However, the conflicting values benevolence and power did
show opposing relations with the same situation characteristics.
Therefore, the results provide neither strong evidence for the
typical sinusoid curve nor for the idea that opposing values might
shift perception in a similar way.

Interestingly, duty, positivity and sociality did not show any
strong relations with values. One possible explanation could be
that situation characteristics captured with the 8 DIAMONDS
differ in their objectivity. The results by Rauthmann et al. (2014)
showed that adversity and deception had the lowest interrater
reliability. This could indicate that some DIAMONDS leave
more room for interpretation that is subjective experience due
to individual differences than others. In an ambiguous situation
individual differences might influence the perception of potential
threats more than the perception of having a task to attend to.
However, in that case it would be surprising that positivity is not
related to values as it also relates to more subjective experience.
Other measurements have been developed and future research
should examine if using the other instruments, which capture
situation characteristics with only adjective might be better suited
(overview: Horstmann et al., 2017). Overall, the correlations
pattern differed immensely and should be treated with caution.
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Considering the results concerning the ICCs, they show
that individual differences especially influence the experience of
negatively connoted situation experiences, i.e., most variance in
the experienced adversity, deception and negativity was due to
individual factors and not due to specific situational aspects.
This could indicate that values do indeed transcend specific
situation in daily life and are a lens through which people see
and interpret their surroundings. In Sample 1, our results show
that benevolence predicts less aversive and deceptive situation
experience in daily life, while the opposing pattern emerged for
power as a predictor. Unfortunately, this pattern could not be
replicated in Sample 2.

From a psychological perspective, the relation between
subjective situation experiences and values might be more
interesting than the relation to actual activities or contacts.
The findings suggest that values are not necessarily used to
evaluate a specific action or situation; rather they may refer
to a proneness to see situations in certain way. If this is the
case our findings could be used to predict how people with
different values will experience identical situations, i.e., situations
which are standardized. For example, to investigate cooperative
behavior researchers often rely on decision-making in economic
games like the prisoner’s dilemma or the trust game (e.g.,
Camerer, 2011). The games do have objective differences (e.g.,
number of players, information certainty), however, if values do
shape the perception of situations, including those standardized
scenarios, we would expect that subjective experiences of
different games are more similar for one individual compared to
the experiences of another. For example, an individual valuing
power might be prone to experience most economic games as
deceptive situations compared to people valuing benevolence.
The differences in situation experience may also serve as a
mediator between values and behavior.

Although, considering prior research (Sherman et al., 2015)
the variance due to individual differences in our samples was
much higher. One possible explanation could be methodical
differences between DRM and ESM. While ESM uses momentary
assessment to capture brief events, the DRM uses a memory
technique to recall all the events on a typical day. Even so, due
to the specific technique recall biases and memory distortions
are reduced, they cannot be completely excluded. Some studies
show that in general negative events are easier to recall (Porter
et al., 2010), and that the recall is also associated with personality
traits (Martin et al., 1983). Moreover, using ESM can lead to
overestimated brief events and distortions due to sample bias
(Kahneman et al., 2004). Think about the situation teaching a
class, using ESM participants might never report this episode
as they will probably not stop teaching in order to fill out a
questionnaire. Using DRM participants will probably report this
episode as part of the day. These methodical differences provide
some explanation for the differences between our findings and
previous findings (Sherman et al., 2015). Both methods have their
strengths and depending on the research question one or the
other might be more useful.

Another point worth of discussing, is that, values belonging
to the same higher dimension did not always relate to situation
experience in similar manner. Although, that might seem

surprising, one should keep in mind that even if values
are compatible and belong to the same higher dimension,
they do represent distinct motivational goals. Power and
achievement are both self-enhancement values, but only
power is related to experiencing adversity, i.e., threats and
conflict. In general, people assume that others have a similar
motivation than themselves (Ockenfels and Raub, 2010). Thus,
one explanation could be that people who value power
often (unconsciously) assume that others want to challenge
their dominate role, which in turn leads to a perceived
threat.

Furthermore, some values which are supposed to be
compatible (i.e., security, tradition, and conformity) showed
relations to the 8 DIAMONDS in the opposite direction.
The findings contradict the assumption of the circumplex
value model. Situation selection in everyday life could be an
explanation for the contradictive results. Especially, security
often showed a different pattern than conformity and tradition.
Security refers to valuing the status quo and a safe surrounding;
therefore, it seems plausible that people valuing security
experienced less negative and aversive situations. It is opposed
to their underlying motivational goal to put themselves
in situations which might entail threats. On the other hand,
valuing conformity and tradition implies being obedient to
socially imposed expectations. Thus, people may find themselves
in situations which are unpleasant, however, due to social
expectations they stay in the situation. Past studies have
already shown that individual differences (i.e., personality traits
and personal values) are linked to the exposure of objective
life events (Magnus et al., 1993; Paunonen, 2003; Sortheix
et al., 2013). Therefore, it seems to be more likely that
individual differences might also represent a proneness to
experience certain situations characteristics but not determining
them.

Contrary to our hypothesis, no value was correlated or
predicted the experience of duty. Moreover, additional analyses
revealed that in Sample 1 gender, but not age, predicted
experienced duty, that is women reported more situations high
in duty than men. Considering the sample, it could be that
with certain life events (e.g., full-time working, having children)
more situations high in duty become part of a daily routine.
Another explanation could be that all of our participants reported
a week day, which might be determined by situations or
tasks which cannot be actively chosen. Maybe value relations
to duty, but also to the other situation characteristics may
be enhanced or even be opposed to our findings during the
weekend, i.e., during times in which people can actively shape
their day. Opposed to our assumptions, we further found that
self-direction was negatively and tradition positively related to
experienced intellect. Again, we believe that the pattern might
change during the weekend. People valuing self-direction may
not experience intellect during daily routine, while people valuing
tradition may even experience daily routine as stimulating
and intellectual challenging. Our assumptions were mainly
based on the theoretical idea that people are consciously or
unconsciously seeking out situations which fit their values.
Research in the work context supports this idea, showing

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 12 September 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 1676

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-09-01676 September 11, 2018 Time: 18:47 # 13

Kesberg and Keller Human Values and Situation Characteristics

that values influence amongst others career choices (Sagiv and
Schwartz, 2004). However, we did not find that for example
people valuing stimulation also experience more stimulating
situations. It seems worthwhile to investigate the relation between
values and situation selection over a couple of days in future
research.

Limitations
As mentioned above, participants may consciously or
unconsciously seek out different situations, e.g., situations
which enable them to fulfill their goals or act in accordance
with their goals. Situation selection (Rauthmann et al., 2014)
implies that people actually experience different situations.
Unfortunately, our data does not allow drawing any conclusions
about active situation selection. Participants only reported which
situations they encounter, but we do not know if they actually
put themselves into the situation. Furthermore, our data does
not allow drawing any conclusion about how people actually
perceive the identical situation, i.e., a standardized situation in
which the same cues are present. One major limitation is that
we cannot draw any conclusions about situation selection and
situation construal in daily life.

Furthermore, we have no behavioral data in daily life.
However, we believe that our data provides some initial evidence
and can inspire future research. For example, one could easily
extend the DRM to capture self-reported behavior but also it
would be possible to add some items to ask about active situation
selection. In addition, comparing in situ and ex situ ratings of the
situation descriptions given in the DRM could provide some clue
about the relation between values and situation construal.

However, considering the recent problems concerning the
replicability of psychological findings the major limitation is
that we could not replicate our findings in the second sample.
We chose our samples for theoretical and practical reasons
(i.e., availability of a student sample). On a theoretical level to
investigate how values relate to situation experiences in daily life,
it seemed useful to have samples which differed in several aspects
(e.g., nationality, profession, and age) to potentially obtain more
generalizable findings. One reason could be that not only did the
samples differ in their demographics, but also we used different
instruments to measure values and situation characteristics in
both samples. Maybe, the results would have been more similar
if the studies had not differed on all three aspects. We chose
our samples for theoretical and practical reasons (i.e., availability
of a student sample). On a theoretical level to investigate how
values relate to situation experiences in daily life, it seemed
useful to have samples which differed in several aspects (e.g.,
nationality, profession, and age). Even so, if a real effect exists
and the instruments are valid, the differences in results between
the samples should not have been so pronounced. Furthermore,
both samples are quite small, which probably entails a low power,
and thus in order to find an effect it would need to be large
effect. Given the very broad conceptualization of both values
and situation characteristics, it seems more realistic to assume a
small effect. Additionally, we conducted multiple testing which –
without corrections – might lead to an inflation of the alpha error.
Thus, the present results should be taken with caution and be

seen as some initial evidence that points in the direction of values
being related to subjective situation experience. A lot of further
research is needed to make any strong or reliable statements.

Implications for the Value-Behavior Link
Previous research has shown that individual differences
in situation perception also transfer to differences in behavior
(Rauthmann et al., 2014). However, as we have no real behavioral
data in our study, we cannot affirm this assumption for our data.
In the future to better understand and maybe to bridge the value-
behavior gap, it might be worth to examine the relation between
value consistent behavior and situation selection. Situation
selection could have similar effects as value activation on value
consistent behavior. People who consciously or unconsciously
put themselves in competitive situations might activate self-
enhancement values. At the same time self-enhancement values
might become more important because people want to appear
consistent and therefore infer from their behavior to their values
(Fischer, 2017).

Moreover, the novel taxonomies to measure situation
perception can also be used to examine the relations between
values and behavior in a standardized given situation, that is
in an objective identical situation. There are several possibilities
through which in an identical situation experienced situation
characteristic might mediate the relation between values and
behavior. For example, differences in behavior might emerge due
to differences in the experience of the same characteristics. In a
social dilemma situation, the subjective experience of deception
might influence the willingness to behave on a prosocial manner.
However, it is also possible that people behave in the same
way due to different situation experiences. In a social dilemma,
some people might act prosocial because they experience low
adversity and are therefore not afraid to be exploited. Others
might act prosocial because they experience high duty, and
thus they feel it is their task to contribute. Motivation, which
includes values, relates to decisions (conscious or unconscious)
that involve how, when, and why people engage in behavior
(Pinder, 1998). Overall, we believe that focusing more on
subjective situation experiences due to values, could provide
novel understandings of when and why allocate effort to a task
or activity.

CONCLUSION

Since 2014, five different instruments to capture situation
characteristics have been published (Horstmann et al., 2017).
This development shows, that currently subjective situation
experiences is a continuously developing field and provides novel
insight to understand peoples’ behavior. We believe that it is
worth to examine and understand the precise aspects in situations
which may activate or prevent value-consistent behavior.

In conclusion, we believe that situation characteristics are
a useful tool to understand and measure external factors
that influence the value-behavior link. Our work provides
some initial evidence that behavior is a function of situation
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and person, and thus that in order to close the gap between
values and behavior, a better understanding of this interaction is
necessary. Therefore, to understand why people act or do not act
in accordance with their values, we first need to obtain a better
understanding of the situation they experience.
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A B S T R A C T   

Essentialist lay-theories can reflect a belief in genetic, social, and metaphysical determinism. These three types of 
essentialist beliefs are similar as they can be linked to a set of motives and each of those beliefs is related to 
stereotyping and prejudice. Nevertheless, the available evidence indicates that the three types of essentialist 
thinking are largely unrelated and it is unclear why some individuals endorse one type of essentialism and reject 
another. Examining the association between the endorsement of essentialist beliefs and personal values, our 
results based on N = 348 respondents indicate that specific value profiles build the motivational basis for 
specific essentialist beliefs. Specifically, conservation values are associated with belief in genetic and meta-
physical determinism, while self-transcendence and self-enhancement are associated with belief in social de-
terminism.   

1. Introduction 

What makes people who they are? This question is pervasive in daily 
life and individuals frequently explain characteristics and behavior with 
reference to social background or a biological basis. Explaining human 
behavior and differences between individuals and groups by referring to 
some underlying essence has been termed psychological essentialism. A 
key element of essentialist beliefs is that they offer a causal explanation for 
observed behavior and perceived individual differences: People are who 
they are because of some determining factor rooted somehow deep inside. 
Psychological essentialism has been established as an important concept in 
the perception and evaluation of information in social interactions. 
Importantly, essentialist beliefs are associated with specific cognitive and 
behavioral tendencies such stereotyping and prejudice (Keller, 2005;  
Rangel & Keller, 2011; Yzerbyt, Rocher, & Schadron, 1997). Although 
essentialist beliefs have been proposed as a common mode of thinking, 
studies indicate that the specific content of the beliefs can vary. Individuals 
can refer to genetic, social and metaphysical factors when explaining 
characteristics and differences of individuals or groups (Rangel & Keller, 
2011). Interestingly, individuals might endorse one specific essentialist 
belief and reject another one (Keller, 2005). This implies that not only the 
degree to which people endorse essentialist beliefs, but also the content 
varies between individuals. However, the investigation why people tend to 
endorse one type of essentialist belief and reject another has been ne-
glected so far. 

Prior studies found that essentialist beliefs are related to a set of 
basic motives (i.e., epistemological, existential, and ideological). While 
it is plausible to assume that motivational constructs build a basis for 
individual differences in essentialist thinking, the proposed motives are 
typically assessed with an arbitrary set of indicators (which differs 
between studies) and are not embedded in a larger theoretical model. 
The current work avoids this arbitrary selection of indicators by em-
bedding essentialist beliefs in a comprehensive and well-tested theo-
retical model. Building on the prominent theory of human values which 
specifies a set of basic motivational constructs and explicitly states the 
compatibilities and conflicts between the constructs (Schwartz, 1992), 
we explore the idea that individuals' preference for specific essentialist 
beliefs is related to their value profile. Personal values represent ab-
stract desirable goals and serve as standard and criteria when evalu-
ating events, people and actions. This evaluative function may play a 
crucial role when people evaluate the significance of essentialist the-
ories. Thus, personal values might explain individual differences in the 
endorsement of essentialist beliefs in general and the specific pre-
ference for certain essentialist beliefs in particular. 

1.1. Psychological essentialism 

Psychological essentialism reflects the notion that individuals' re-
presentations of things are based on the belief that they have an es-
sence, an underlying nature that makes them what they are (Medin, 
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1989). Research has shown that essentialist beliefs exist about various 
constructs including but not limited to social categories (e.g., Rothbart 
& Taylor, 1992), traits (Gelman, 2003), aggression (Giles, 2003), in-
telligence (Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, & Wan, 1999), and decision making 
(Gervey, Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1999). 

Functions and consequences of essentialist beliefs have been ex-
tensively studied. For example, Rangel and Keller (2011) documented 
that essentialist beliefs can satisfy epistemological (need for simple and 
definite answers), ideological (justifying social inequalities and status 
quo) and existential motives (self-affirmation). Several studies docu-
mented a robust link between essentialist beliefs and stereotyping or 
prejudice and rationalization of the status quo (Bastian & Haslam, 2006;  
Haslam & Levy, 2006; Keller, 2005; Rangel & Keller, 2011; Yzerbyt 
et al., 1997). 

Apart from the common key elements, essentialist beliefs can also be 
characterized by their specific content. The assumed underlying nature 
or essence can be construed with reference to three types of determi-
nants: (1) genes, (2) social environment and (3) metaphysical forces. 
Belief in genetic determinism (BGD) refers to the belief that a person's 
characteristics are determined by a biological basis (genes). Belief in 
social determinism (BSD) substitutes a biological basis with social fac-
tors, that is, characteristics are considered as determined by social 
factors (social background or status). Belief in metaphysical de-
terminism (BMD) captures the belief that some kind of spiritual force 
shapes a person's characteristics. Notably, the different types of essen-
tialist beliefs are not opposing, instead they are largely unrelated 
(Rangel & Keller, 2011). People can endorse all kinds, one kind or none. 

In sum, the different types of essentialist beliefs have been found to 
be associated with similar motives and consequences, and yet in-
dividuals differ in the degree to which they endorse specific kinds of 
essentialist beliefs. However, if all essentialist beliefs fulfilled the basic 
motives to the same extent, why do people differ in the endorsement of 
specific essentialist beliefs? We propose that the endorsement of spe-
cific essentialist beliefs is associated with a specific profile of values that 
individuals consider important. The motives reflected in the respective 
values fit to the specific content reflected in the essentialist beliefs. 

1.2. Personal values 

Values are defined as abstract, context-independent and stable goals 
which people strive to achieve in life (Rokeach, 1973). They represent 
positive end-states and guide peoples' perception, attitudes and beha-
vior (Schwartz, 1992). In the human value model proposed by Schwartz 
(1992), 10 distinct values are postulated. They can be grouped into four 
higher-order value categories representing two major dimensions. The 
first dimension is the self-enhancement-self-transcendence dimension 
(SET). Self-transcendence comprises the values universalism and ben-
evolence. Self-enhancement includes power and achievement. Ad-
ditionally, it contains some part of hedonism. The second dimension is 
the openness-to-change-conservation dimension (OC). Openness-to-change 
incorporates self-direction and stimulation as well as some elements of 
hedonism. Conservation comprises conformity, security and tradition. 
While the two poles of each dimension refer to opposing values, the 
dimensions are conceptualized as orthogonal. Further, self-enhance-
ment and conservation values can be described as self-protection values 
which strive to preserve the status quo through obeying social norms or 
actively seeking to control threat. In contrast, self-transcendence and 
openness-to-change can be described as growth or self-expansion values 
(Schwartz, 1992, 2017). 

Values are related to but distinct from attitudes, norms and beliefs. 
While values capture what people consider as important, beliefs capture 
what people consider to be true (Schwartz, 2017). For example, con-
sidering essentialist beliefs they capture the degree to which people 
believe that an underlying essence determines people's characteristics. 
According to Bond, Leung, Au, Tong, and Chemonges-Nielson (2004), 
values determine what goals to pursue, while beliefs determine how to 

pursue the respective goals. For example, conservation and self-en-
hancement values both represent self-protecting values and pursuing 
them helps people to deal with uncertainty and cope with threat 
(Schwartz, 2017). The endorsement of essentialist beliefs – which can 
satisfy self-protection values – might reflect one way how people pursue 
their values. 

Values have been a central construct in a variety of psychological 
studies focusing on beliefs. They have been linked to Belief in a Just 
World (Wolfradt & Dalbert, 2003), Ethical Beliefs about Consumerism 
(Steenhaut & Van Kenhove, 2006), ideological beliefs (i.e., Right-Wing 
Authoritarianism (RWA) and Social Dominance Orientation (SDO):  
Araújo et al., 2020; Lauriola, Foschi, & Marchegiani, 2015), and belief 
in climate change (Hornsey, Harris, Bain, & Fielding, 2016). In the 
context of intergroup behavior and stereotypes, studies by Sagiv and 
Schwartz (1995) documented that universalism and self-direction cor-
related positively with readiness to engage in outgroup contact (in in-
dividuals of the dominant group). Conservation values were negatively 
related to readiness to outgroup contact. Valuing conservation has also 
been linked to homophobic attitudes and negative stereotypes (Heaven 
& Oxman, 1999). In sum, prior studies indicate that values are related 
to general and specific beliefs and similar consequences like essentialist 
beliefs. Given that values are seen as stable individual differences and 
have an evaluative component, it seems plausible to assume that they 
serve as motivational basis for specific beliefs. 

1.3. Motivational basis of (specific) essentialist beliefs 

While the relationship between personal values and essentialist 
beliefs has so far been neglected, both have been linked to epistemo-
logical, existential, and ideological motives. Specifically, researchers 
proposed that essentialist beliefs stem from these three motives and are 
endorsed to satisfy these motives (Keller, 2005; Rangel & Keller, 2011). 
Even though the empirical evidence supports the notion that essentialist 
beliefs and the three motives are associated, the indicators used to as-
sess the motives seem quite arbitrarily selected and are not embedded 
in a broader framework – in contrast to human values as conceptualized 
in the Schwartz value model. Nonetheless, the findings concerning the 
three motives still serve to establish a link between essentialist beliefs 
and personal values based on their common relation to socio-political 
attitudes and other individual differences. 

First, epistemological motives reflected in need for closure was 
positively related to conservation, BGD and BMD, negatively to open-
ness-to-change and unrelated to the SET dimension, indicating that 
people with high conservation values, BGD and BMD prefer easy and 
simple answers (Calogero, Bardi, & Sutton, 2009). Further, both BSD 
and BGD were related to preference for stability and maintaining the 
status quo which is conceptually close to conservation values (Keller, 
2005; Klein & Keller, 2016; Rangel & Keller, 2011). 

Second, ideological motives reflected in RWA and SDO have been 
distinctly linked to values and psychological essentialism. SDO capturing a 
preference for hierarchical systems and anti-egalitarianism within and 
between groups (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) is related to 
the SET dimension (Feather & McKee, 2012) and BSD (Rangel & Keller, 
2011). Individuals with high SDO strive for group dominance which is 
conceptually close to self-enhancement values. Individuals with low SDO 
strive for egalitarianism which is in line with self-transcendence values 
(Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). The positive association with BSD indicates that 
individuals with high SDO endorse social factors as underlying essence 
than genetic causes (Rangel & Keller, 2011). RWA capturing the degree to 
which individuals adhere to social conventions and submit to authorities 
(Altemeyer, 1998) is related to the OC dimension (Feather & McKee, 2012) 
and to BGD and BMD (Klein & Keller, 2016). Similar to the goals of 
conservation values, individuals high on RWA strive to achieve social 
cohesion and collective security, whereas individuals low on RWA strive 
for autonomy and independence which is conceptually close to openness- 
to-change (Duckitt, 2006). 
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The current article explores the idea of values as a potential moti-
vational basis for the endorsement of essentialist beliefs. Based on the 
empirical findings reported above and the compatibilities and conflicts 
between values postulated in the value model, we assume that a per-
son's value priorities are associated with the type of essentialist belief a 
person endorses or rejects. We assume that SET dimension is most re-
levant concerning BSD. Specifically, self-enhancement values should be 
positively related to BSD, whereas self-transcendence should be nega-
tively related. We expect that the OC dimension is most relevant con-
cerning BGD and BMD. Valuing conservation should be positively re-
lated to both constructs, while openness-to-change should be inversely 
related. 

2. Method 

2.1. Sample & procedure 

Overall, we pooled data of 366 respondents who participated in one 
of three surveys which included the assessment of values and essenti-
alist beliefs. Eighteen participants who started but did not finish the 
questionnaire were excluded. The final sample consisted of 348 
German-speaking participants (190 female, 202 students, 
Mage = 20.61). According to Schönbrodt and Perugini (2013) correla-
tion coefficients stabilize given a sample size of at least n = 250. Thus, 
we aimed at a sample size in accordance with that guideline. Partici-
pants were recruited over university mailing lists and social media 
platforms. After signing an informed consent form, participants first 
filled out all scales in randomized order and then answered some de-
mographic questions. For their participation, they received course 
credit or participated in a lottery to win vouchers. The study was 
conducted online using the software Unipark. 

2.2. Psychological essentialism 

Participants' belief in genetic, social and metaphysical essentialism 
was measured using three items per type of essentialism. For each scale 
he three items with the highest factor loading as observed in prior work 
were selected (Keller, 2005; Klein & Keller, 2016; Rangel & Keller, 
2011). Participants indicated their agreement with each statement on a 
scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 7 (completely true). All items, 
descriptives and Cronbach's alphas are depicted in Table 1. 

2.3. Portrait value questionnaire 

Participants' values were measured using a German version of 

Portrait Value Questionnaire (PVQ; Schmidt, Bamberg, Davidov, 
Herrmann, & Schwartz, 2007). Each item describes a person and par-
ticipants indicated how similar they are to the described person on a 6- 
point scale ranging from 1 (not similar at all) to 6 (very similar). In one 
survey, we used the 21-item version and in the two other surveys we 
used the 57-item version. Therefore, Cronbach's Alpha for the higher- 
order value dimensions was calculated based on 21 on items. As a direct 
content matching of the items was not possible, we included the items 
with the highest item-scale correlation. Internal consistency coefficients 
for the four higher-order value dimensions were low, but given the 
broad construct still acceptable (see Table 1, Schwartz, 2017). Ac-
cordingly, responses were averaged to create an index for each higher- 
order value dimension for each individual. 

3. Results 

The endorsement of essentialist beliefs was similar to previous 
findings (Keller, 2005; Klein & Keller, 2016; Rangel & Keller, 2011). 
Individuals indicated the highest endorsement of BSD, followed by BGD 
and the lowest endorsement of BMD. There was no significant relation 
between the different types of essentialist belief (Table 2). Also, in line 
with previous studies conducted in similar cultural contexts, partici-
pants attributed high importance to self-transcendence and openness- 
to-change values, and low importance to self-enhancement and con-
servation values (cf. Bilsky, Janik, & Schwartz, 2011; Schwartz & Bardi, 
2001). 

We computed Bayes factors (BF) to provide a complementary ap-
proach to the interpretation of the correlation coefficients. The reported 
BF01 quantifies the evidence in favor of the null hypothesis. That means, 
a BF01 greater than 1 indicates evidence for the absence of a correlation, 
and a BF01 smaller than 1 indicates evidence for the presence of a 
correlation. For example, a BF01 of 0.30 indicates that given the data 
obtained in the respective study the presence of an association is 3.33 
times more likely than the absence of an association. All results are 
displayed in Table 3. 

BGD is positively associated with conservation values, especially 
with security. Self-Transcendence is weakly negatively associated with 
BGD, which is driven by universalism. BSD is negatively associated with 
Self-Transcendence and positively with Self-Enhancement. Further, BSD 
is positively related to security. BMD is not reliably associated with any 
higher-order value dimension, but on the single value level a reliable 
association with tradition emerged. 

Next, we performed multidimensional scaling (MDS) in order to 
graphically display the comprehensive structure of relations among 
essentialist beliefs and personal values. MDS is widely used when 

Table 1 
Mean, Standard Deviation, Cronbach's Alpha and sample items.        

Mean SD α Sample item  

Genetic essentialism 3.43 1.32 0.75 1) I am convinced that very few behavioral traits of humans can be traced back 
to their genes. (R) 
2) I think that genetic predispositions have little influence on a person's 
personality characteristics. (R) 
3) I think the chief reason why parents and children are so alike in behavior and character is that they possess a shared genetic 
inheritance. 

Social essentialism 3.53 1.17 0.72 1) I am convinced that the social background a person comes from is strongly reflected in the person's character. 
2) It is possible to make fairly good predictions concerning the personality traits of an individual based on the knowledge of his 
or her social origin. 
3) An individual's personality often reveals the social origin of the person. 

Metaphysical essentialism 1.89 1.14 0.77 1) I believe that my personality is determined by a spiritual force. 
2) I believe that a higher power defines how personal characteristics like talents or beauty are assigned to people. 
3) I am convinced that my personal characteristics can be traced back to a spiritual force. 

Self-Transcendence 5.05 0.60 0.74 He/ She thinks it is important that every person in the world be treated equally. He/ She wants justice for everybody, even for 
people he/she doesn't know. 

Conservation 3.54 0.77 0.68 It is important to him/ her to live in secure surroundings. He/She avoids anything that might endanger his/her safety. 
Self-enhancement 3.17 0.81 0.56 It is important to him/her to be in charge and tell others what to do. He/She wants people to do what he/she says. 
Openness-to-change 4.62 0.66 0.64 Thinking up new ideas and being creative is important to him/her. He/She likes to do things in his/her own original way. 
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examining circumplex models like the model of basic human values 
(e.g., Bilsky et al., 2011; Schwartz, 1992). Proximities were created 
from the data and MDS was performed on z-transformed scores as 
values and essentialist beliefs were measured on different scales, 
using Euclidean distances. The normalized raw stress for the solution 
is 0.03388, which indicates an acceptable fit. Further, the indices for 
Dispersion Accounted For (=0.97) and Tuckers Coefficient of Con-
gruence (=0.98) were satisfying. Examining the MSD map (Fig. 1), it 
is important to note that the proposed value circle emerged. Further, 
the first dimension distinguishes between self-expansion values on 
one side and self-protection values and essentialist beliefs on the 
other side. The second dimension distinguishes between the different 
types of essentialist beliefs. While BSD clusters with self-enhance-
ment, especially achievement, BGD is close to tradition and con-
formity values and BMD is closest to security. 

4. Discussion 

This work explored values as one motivational basis of psycholo-
gical essentialism in general and the value profiles underlying specific 
types of essentialist beliefs. We proposed that individuals are inclined to 
endorse essentialist beliefs which are compatible with their values, 
because values represent abstract goals and essentialist beliefs can serve 
to satisfy these goals. Our results indicate that not one specific set of 
values is related to the endorsement of essentialist beliefs, but rather 
the two higher-order value dimensions – SET and OC – are related to 
distinct types of psychological essentialism. 

The SET dimension was specifically associated with BSD: Self- 
transcendence was negatively and self-enhancement positively asso-
ciated. People valuing power and striving for dominance over others 
and resources are willing to endorse social essentialism which might 
serve to fulfill their goal by defending and justifying the hierarchical 
status quo. 

The OC dimension was specifically related to BGD and BMD. We 
found a positive relation between conservation and BGD and BMD 
(selectively for tradition in case of BMD) indicating that conservation is 
specifically related to genetic and metaphysical essentialism. 
Examining the relations of psychological essentialism with the 10 dis-
tinct value types, revealed that security and conformity are related to 
BGD and tradition to BMD. While all conservation values share the 
main goal to conserve, they are distinct in what specifically the target is 
which needs to be conserved. The important goal underlying security 
and conformity is to protect the social order and to obey to social con-
ventions, while tradition focuses on preserving cultural and religious 
beliefs and customs. Accordingly, it is plausible to assume that in-
dividuals valuing tradition are more inclined to believe in some kind of 
spiritual force and thus also accept spiritual forces as determinant of an 
underlying essence. Interestingly, openness-to-change was not asso-
ciated with any kind of essentialist belief. Openness-to-change goals 
reflecting a desire for freedom, independence and self-direction seem to 

Table 2 
Correlation between the three types of essentialism.       

Genetic 
essentialism 

Social 
essentialism  

Genetic essentialism Coefficient   
Bayes-Factor 
H01   

Social essentialism Coefficient 0.07  
Bayes-Factor 
H01 

9.73  

Metaphysical 
essentialism 

Coefficient 0.05 0.05 
Bayes-Factor 
H01 

16.08 14.61 

Note. Bayesian Factor indicates the likelihood-ratio that the data occurred 
under the null hypothesis compared to the alternative hypothesis. * p < . 05, 
**p  <  .01, ***p  <  .001.  

Table 3 
Correlations between psychological essentialism and personal values.        

Genetic essentialism Social essentialism Metaphysical essentialism  

SET Coefficient −0.13* −0.27*** −0.06 
Bayes-Factor H01 1.05 0.00 12.82 

UN Coefficient −0.15** −0.19*** −0.04 
Bayes-Factor H01 0.46 0.03 17.86 

BE Coefficient −0.04 −0.22*** −0.06 
Bayes-Factor H01 18.50 0.01 13.31 

C Coefficient 0.15** 0.01 0.13* 
Bayes-Factor H01 0.57 23.27 1.06 

CO Coefficient 0.09 −0.05 0.01 
Bayes-Factor H01 6.50 15.47 22.77 

TR Coefficient 0.05 −0.08 0.17** 
Bayes-Factor H01 16.58 8.77 0.18 

SC Coefficient 0.19*** 0.16** 0.09 
Bayes-Factor H01 0.05 0.25 6.53 

SEE Coefficient −0.02 0.18** −0.01 
Bayes-Factor H01 22.19 0.93 23.37 

PO Coefficient 0.01 0.08 0.05 
Bayes-Factor H01 22.84 7.17 15.19 

AC Coefficient −0.03 0.24*** −0.05 
Bayes-Factor H01 19.85 0.00 14.17 

OtC Coefficient −0.05 0.05 −0.08 
Bayes-Factor H01 14.82 14.71 6.99 

HE Coefficient 0.03 0.08 −0.04 
Bayes-Factor H01 19.67 7.84 18.48 

ST Coefficient −0.05 0.11* −0.04 
Bayes-Factor H01 15.60 3.52 17.00 

SD Coefficient −0.12* −0.08 −0.10* 
Bayes-Factor H01 2.35 7.89 3.61 

Note. SET = self-transcendence, C = conservation, SEE = self-enhancement, OtC = openness-to-change, UN = universalism, BE = benevolence, CO = conformity, 
TR = tradition, SC = security, PO = power, AC = achievement, HE = hedonism, ST = stimulation, SD = self-direction. Bayesian Factor indicates the probability 
that the data occurred under the null hypothesis compared to the alternative hypothesis. * p < . 05, **p  <  .01, ***p  <  .001.  
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be unrelated to any sort of belief that people are determined be factors 
rooted somehow deep inside. Our results indicate that people who 
value openness-to-change can show just about any kind of endorsement 
(or rejection) of essentialist beliefs. 

The findings point toward the notion that on the most general level 
self-protection values are positively related to essentialist beliefs, while 
self-expansion values are negatively related (see Fig. 1). A more dif-
ferentiated perspective revealed that within the set of self-protection 
values, conservation relates to BGD and BMD whereas self-enhance-
ment is associated with BSD. Self-expansion values did not reveal a 
consistent pattern. While self-transcendence was negatively related to 
BSD, openness-to-change showed no significant relations at all. 

Taken together, our findings underline the evaluative function of 
values by showing that values shape the concrete content of essen-
tialist beliefs. In line with prior work, we found BGD, BSD and BMD 
to be unrelated, indicating that all sorts of “mixtures” in the en-
dorsement of those beliefs are existent. Most importantly, by em-
bedding essentialist beliefs in the integrative model of human values, 
our results show how beliefs relate to several values and their un-
derlying motives simultaneously, rather than a set of mainly un-
related motives like in prior studies. Our results reveal that con-
sidering individuals' value profile can be informative to understand 
which “mixture” is most likely to be observed. Specifically, low levels 
of self-transcendence combined with high levels of achievement and 
security foster endorsement of BSD. High levels of security combined 
with low levels of universalism foster endorsement of BGD. And high 
levels of tradition promote the endorsement of BMD. Our results can 
further serve as a starting point for future studies on the impact of 
value changes due to life-events on essentialist beliefs or potential 
mediational effects of essentialist beliefs with respect to the link 
between values and discriminatory behavior. 

4.1. Limitations 

We examined the relation between values and essentialist beliefs in 

a correlational design, however, to strongly test the assumption that 
essentialist beliefs stem from values a future study could use an ex-
perimental set-up or longitudinal data to examine a causal path. Also, it 
would be interesting to examine the relation between both constructs 
and related “outcomes” like stereotyping and discrimination. Further, 
our results are based on self-reported data and a student sample from a 
WEIRD country (Henrich, Heine, & Norenzayan, 2010), therefore the 
generalizability of the results is limited. 

4.2. Conclusion 

Understanding how beliefs form and how they underlie subsequent 
attitudes and behaviors is important because it can aid understanding of 
social phenomena like prejudice and discrimination, helping and ag-
gressive behaviors, impression formation, obedience to authority, in-
terpersonal attraction, and group decision making. Our study con-
tributes to this by providing a novel perspective on values and their 
relations to distinct types of essentialist beliefs. 
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