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ABSTRACT

The aim of this paper was to investigate the reteihip between stress, values, and value
conflict. Data collected from 400 people workingarwide variety of companies in Flanders
indicated that the values openness to change, o@igm, self-transcendence, self-
enhancement, and value conflict were important iptexs of stress. Participants open to
change reported less stress, while respondentsingcdrigh on conservation, self-
enhancement, and self-transcendence perceived stes. People reporting high value
conflict also experienced more stress. Separatlyssasafor the male and female subsamples
demonstrated that sex differences regarding ttaioakhip between the four value types and
stress cast new light on the findings for the tatample. The article concludes with a

discussion of the results and future research titres:



THE PREDICTION OF STRESSBY VALUESAND VALUE CONFLICT

Considerable skepticism exists in the research fiel values because of the plethora
of questionnaires and definitions which have beeseduin the past (e.g. Hofstede, 1984;
Kluckhohn, 1951; Super, 1980; Schwartz & Bilsky,819 Rokeach, 1973). This situation
resulted in the use of different value dimensiatking universal replicability (Roe & Ester,
1999). In his path-breaking work Schwartz (199484)%ddressed this issue and generated a
comprehensive typology based on a theoretical aisalyf the universal requirements of the
human conditions. This comprehensive typology ideki 10 types of values and has been
replicated in more than 60 countries. The 10 basicies are stimulation, self-direction,
security, conformity, tradition, universalism, beokence, power, achievement and hedonism.
These 10 values can be organized into two setppdong higher order value types, arrayed
on two bipolar dimensions. The first dimension-opess to change versus conservation--
opposes values that emphasize one's own indepetiaerght and action and favour change
(self-direction and stimulation) to values that dm@mpize submissive self-restriction,
preservation of traditional practices, and protectof stability (security, conformity, and
tradition). The second dimension--self-transcendemersus self-enhancement--opposes
values that emphasize acceptance of others as se@ml concern for their welfare
(universalism and benevolence) to values that esipbdhe pursuit of one’s relative success
and dominance over others (power and achievem&n) value hedonism includes elements
of both openness to change and self-enhancement.

In previous studies, values have been examineclation to job satisfaction (e.g.
Burke, 2001; Knoop, 1994a; Meglino, Ravlin, & Adg&jriL989), although values in relation to
another well-being measure like stress have hdodlyn addressed. The lack of research
assessing the effects of this personality charatiteon stress is strange because a myriad of
stress conceptualizations emphasize the importaficpersonality features in explaining
experienced stress (e.g. Bheer & Bhagat, 1985;chrelP63; Ivancevich & Matteson, 1980;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Quick & Quick, 1984; Seyl876; Summers, Decottiis, & Denisi,
1995). Furthermore, research into the effects oesstof such personality variables as the
Type A behavior pattern, negative affectivity, lscof control, dispositional optimism,
extraversion versus introversion, and neuroticismstress is extensive (e.g. Chang, 1998;
Chen & Spector, 1991; Kirkcaldy, Cooper & Furnhatf899; Spector & O’Connell, 1994;
Vogelaar, Eurlings-Bontekoe, & Van de Velde, 1991).



It is important to study the link between individlwalues and stress, because values
contain a motivational component (Schwartz, 19984), and therefore can act as a positive
energy source to cope with stress. However, thetsmapirical evidence on the relationship
between values and well-being shows that high sconevalues do not always predict higher
well-being (e.g. Kasser & Ahuvia, 2002; Sagiv & #eltz, 2000). For instance, a recent
inquiry pointed out that materialism was related leovered self-actualization, vitality,
happiness and increased physical symptomatologgs@a& Ahuvia, 2002). In a similar
study Sagiv and Schwartz (2000) found no relatiewben the value power and several well-
being measures.

Our hypotheses concerning the relationship betwkerfour higher order values of
Schwartz (openness to change, conservation, seié¢endence, and self-enhancement) and
stress focused on growth-related and deficienatedlvalues (Bilsky & Schwartz, 1994) and
on self-determination (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Self-@@tination theory makes a distinction
between intrinsic and extrinsic values. Accordingthis theory, autonomy, relatedness, and
competence are innate, basic psychological neduasir Pursuit leads directly to intrinsic
satisfaction, the presumed source of true, noncgetit personal well-being. In contrast,
pursuing extrinsic values (e.g. money, fame, puintiage, control over others) provides only
indirect satisfaction of these innate needs, dt, laesl may even interfere with their fulfilment.
This theory assumes that people will experienceemeell-being to the extent that they
pursue intrinsic rather than extrinsic needs olgydaxtrinsic goals may also relate to poorer
well-being because strongly pursuing them oftemiireg stressfull, ego-involved engagement
in activities.

It is apparent that this Self-Determination themryelated to the ideas of Herzberg's
Motivator-Hygiene theory (2003). In his goal tottéterzberg’'s Motivator-Hygiene theory,
Knoop (1994a) examined the relationship betweerkwatues and job satisfaction. Knoop
(1994b) also used Herzberg’s theory to test the bietween work values and work stress. In
the former study Knoop (1994a) found that the gsst predictors for satisfaction were the
intrinsic values. These intrinsic work values cdnited to the variance of nearly all job
satisfaction dimensions. In the latter study Kn¢b@94b) found that only the intrinsic work-
related values explained a significant amount ofavee for each stress dimension, whereas
extrinsic work values did not add to the variankgl&ned in physical, emotional, and mental
stress.

According to Sagiv and Schwartz, (2000) a strongespondence exists between

intrinsic values and benevolence, universalism ftlgher order value self-transcendence),



and self-direction (the higher order value openteshange). The extrinsic goals are those of
the power value type (the higher order value seffamcement).

In the theory of growth- and deficiency-related awevalues that represent growth
needs (e.g. self-actualization) become more impbttee more a person attains goals toward
which the values are directed, while values thatagent deficiency needs (e.g. health and
safety) are especially important to those who awable to attain goals toward which they are
directed (Bilsky & Schwartz, 1994). As a resultiopty given to growth related values ought
to correlate in a positive way with well-being amefatively with experienced stress, while a
priority given to deficiency- related values ougitcorrelate in a positive way with stress. In
the first dimension of Schwartz (1992, 1994), tladues of openness to change--stimulation
and self-direction--are growth-related and arelyike alleviate stress, while the values of the
opposite pole from this dimension, particularly servation--security, conformity and
tradition--are deficiency related and should havepposite impact on experienced stress. In
the second dimension, all self-transcendence valugsersalism and benevolence--are
growth related. A special case, however, is thédrigorder value self-enhancement. This
higher order value consists of the achievementthrdpower value. The power value is a
deficiency-related value, and the achievement vadua growth-related value (Bilsky &
Schwartz, 1994). In previous research both kindsabdies were presumed to have opposite
effects on stress (Kasser & Ahuvia, 2002; Sagivctavgartz, 2000). The power value should
raise experienced stress, while the achievemene\atould lower the stress. As a result, the
opposite effects of these deficiency- and the gnemgtated values of self-enhancement should
cancel each other out and result in a nonsignificarrelation.

In summary, these theories suggested the followyptheses (a) openness to change
should correlate negatively with stress (hypothdsiy, (b) conservation should correlate
positively with stress (hypothesis 1b), (c) seli@ncement should not correlate significantly
with stress (hypothesis 1c), (d) and self-transeand should correlate negatively with stress
(hypothesis 1d).



PERSON-ORGANIZATION FIT

It is possible, however, that not only the valuefig of a person influences
experienced stress. This idea would contradictpeson-organization fit theory of stress
(Bussing & Glaser, 1999; French, 1963; Lazarus &kiman, 1984). According to Blssing
and Glaser (1999) job stress in person-organizditomodels either results from a misfit
between individual values and environmental opputies to fulfil those values or from
environmental demands that exceed the individuzdigacity. Some empirical studies have
accounted for personality characteristics and argdional characteristics as antecedents of
experienced stress (e.g. Frew & Bruning, 1987; iHgndbteel, Leap, & Summers, 1995;
Summers, Decottiis, & Denisi, 1995). These studiesyever, have not fully applied the fit or
congruence idea. They gauged the personality agdnaational component separately,
instead of asking the perceived fit between both.

The application of the person-organization fit ttyean the context of values is
relevant to the value congruence hypothesis. Catyghetween people’s values and their
environment promotes well-being regardless of taeiqular values to which people ascribe
importance. People are likely to experience a mesisense of well-being when they
emphasize the same values that prevail in theiir@mwent, and when they inhabit an
environment that allows them to attain the goalsviich their values are directed (Sagiv &
Schwartz, 2000).

Several studies have examined the impact of vatrgraence on well-being and
noted that value congruence leads to greater judfaztion, greater career satisfaction, higher
family satisfaction, stress reduction, higher eomi well-being and fewer psychosomatic
symptoms (Burke, 2001; Joiner, 2001; Meglino, Ra®i Adkins, 1982; Sagiv & Schwartz,
2000; Taris & Feij, 2001).

Sagiv and Schwartz (2000) have proposed threeréiffemechanisms why value
conflict ought to have a negative effect on thel\velng of people. The first mechanism is
environmental affordances. Incongruent environmelus't afford people opportunities to
express their important values and block goal rattent. Living in such environments is
likely to produce negative well-being.

The second mechanism concerns social sanctions.nWhest people in an
environment share a set of value priorities, they l&kely to communicate clearly which

beliefs, values and behaviors are normative. Peapl® reject the prevailing normative



definitions, because these definitions oppose tbwin values, may be ignored or punished
and undermine their sense of well-being.

The third mechanism is internal conflict. One’s senof well-being may be
undermined by conflict between values acquiredieradnd values whose internalisation is
advocated in a new environment. When one must mad&eisions, highly valuing
incompatible sets of values are likely to provokeeinal value conflict and as a result
undermining subjective well-being.

Based on the congruence hypothesis, speculatioost dhe mechanism of value
conflict, and empirical findings, a second hypotbesas formulated. Value conflict would

correlate positively with stress (hypothesis 2)

METHOD

Participants

A total of 400 Flemish working people respondedatquestionnaire measuring the
dependent variable (stress) and the five indepéndeiables (four values and value conflict).

The distribution of gender in this sample was 5f@et male and 50 percent female
participants. Different occupations were represgiethis sample: police officers (n 85),
bank clerks (n= 33), teachers_ (& 75), nursing staff (&= 41), manufacturing workers (n
56), entrepreneurs @ 32), other occupations & 78). Finally, the mean age in this sample
was 41.8 years (SB 9.8 years).

M easur ement instrument

Dependent variable stresA. scale was constructed from important findingsthe

stress literature and items from the General He@ltlestionnaire (Koeter & Ormel, 1991).
Thirteen items measured the stress variable. ¥porelents were asked: “How often did you
experience following problems last year?” A foulrcscale was used, with anchors labelled
not at all (1)-a lot (4). The 13 items met the miom item-total correlation threshold .30
(Kring, Smith, & Neale, 1994). The internal conersty was gooda = .83). In assessing the
dimensional nature of the scale a factor analysass wonducted and a single factor was
retained based upon the scree test. In Tablesldisplayed that all items had sufficiently high

factor loadings (Hair, Anderson, Tatham, & BlacR98).



Insert Table 1 About Here

Independent variable# questionnaire developed by Van den Broeck, Veamslalen,

and Cools (2003) was used to measure self-enhamtes®f-transcendence, openness to
change, and conservation. The main reason not g¢othes existing Dutch version of the
Schwartz Values Inventory was that the instrumeas wo long to use in a survey. Stern,
Dietz, and Guagnano (1998, p. 986) also stated thatministrating the full 56-item
instrument is impractical for some investigators;lsas survey researchers, because it takes
an unacceptably large amount of the space or tvadable for administrating a research
instrument.” This instrument is a 40-item five-polnkert scale, and has already proven its
usability in the organizational context (Van deno&k & Vanderheyden, 2000). The
reliability of the four scales was good: self-entement ¢ = .78, 14-item scale), self-
transcendencen(= .72, 11-item scale), openness to chamge (.73, nine-item scale), and
conservationd = .61, six-item scale). The last scale met thedghold .60 proposed by
Robinson, Shaver, and Wrightsman (1991). Additignahese Cronbach alphas were higher
than the values found using the Schwartz Valuesrtory (e.g. Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000).

To check the conflict between individual values amdjanizational values, we
constructed our own three-item five-point Likerakx The three included items are: "My
personal values sometimes conflict with the valiuesny job or function.”; "My personal
values sometimes conflict with the organizatiorelues."; "I must compromise my values at
work." The internal consistency of the total scalas .74, and the inter-item correlations
between the three items exceeded .50. Factor amabys these items demonstrated the
homogeneity of the scale with loadings ranging leetw.60 and .75. The scree test indicated
that the retention of one factor was the most gmpate solution. This one-factor solution
explained 49.37% of the variance.

The advantage in this measure was that value conflias gauged by one
measurement instrument, instead of inferring vaaeflict from two indirect measures, as
has been the case previously (Joiner, 2001; MegRewlin, & Adkins, 1989; Sagiv &
Schwartz, 2000; Taris & Feij, 2001). It is importan measure directly the fit or conflict
between individual values and organizational valbesause people will differ in their
perception of value conflict resulting from the d#ion between individual values and

organizational values.



Data collection

To reach a heterogeneous and broad sample as Ipossitaddressed several public
and private companies settled in two agglomeratmnBlanders. These organizations were
randomly chosen from the telephone directory. Tiigamizations were asked their willingness
to participate. The participating organizations evejuite diverse in their nature of core
activities involving a large financial institutioa,police department, a hospital, two secondary
schools, several small businesses, a manufactufer@ture, a department store etc. From
employee lists in each organization, candidatesevssiected randomly. A total of 600
candidates were personally handed over the questi@with postage-paid return envelope.
In total 400 respondents completed and returnediineey. Because of the personal contact

in the distribution process, the response ratehigts (Fowler, 1993).

Data-analysis
Hierarchical regression analysis was conducte@gbthe hypotheses. The procedure

as proposed by Cohen and Cohen (1983) was appliedadvantage of such an analysis is
that the increment in the explained variance oéstna set of predictors added to the model
can be checked. By applying this statistical teghej it was possible to trace if value conflict
was more important in predicting experienced stressomparison to values. In model one
the four values were taken into account, while nhbsle added the predictor value conflict to

model one.

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviationsarelations of all scales.

Insert Table 2 About Here

Respondents in this sample scored high on consenvaitd openness to change, while
medium high on self-transcendence and self-enhase lower mean was found for stress
and value conflict. This means that the participanh average reported experiencing
moderate stress and value conflict. The Pearsarlations between the values were rather

low indicating that the four values were distinohstructs.
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Independent sample t-tests were conducted to determhether there were sex
differences on the dependent and/or independentbles. Regarding the independent
variables, sex differences only appeared for tHeevaelf-transcendencg389) = -3.15, <
.01). Male respondents reported lower self-tranderce (m= 2.63) compared to female
counterparts_(n+ 2.81). Sex differences were also found for théc@me variabele stress
(t(378) = -4.04,_p< .001). Women in this sample experienced moresst(m= 1.58)
compared to male respondents £M.42). Because of the sex differences on botialies it

seemed incumbent to conduct separate analysesafes mnd females.

Effects on stress

In the first step, regression analysis was conduotethe total sample (K 400). A
first exploration of the regression analysis (TaBjeested model one (four values included)
as a better predictor of stress than the defautt model AR? = .08; K4, 343) = 7.90, <
.001). Model two in its turn was a better predidioan model oneAR? = .07; K1, 342) =
29.24, p< .001). When we looked at our hypotheses in the rhodel we determined
significant effects of the five independent vareshbn stress. Three out of the five hypotheses
were confirmed (hypotheses 1a, 1b and 2). Peoplertiag openness to change experienced
less stresq¥(= -.24, hypothesis 1a), while scoring high on @mwation resulted in more stress
(B = .12, hypothesis 1b). Conflict between individualues and organizational values raised
the probability of experiencing more strefs=< .27, hypothesis 2). Hypotheses 1c and 1d
were rejected. People with high scores on selftecdraent § = .15, hypothesis 1c) and self-
transcendencg(= .13, hypothesis 1d) reported more stress.

In a second step, separate regression analysescadeacted for males and females.
For the females_(r 200) a similar pattern emerged as for the tgtalp (see Table 3). So,
for this particular group it was found that femadesring high on self-transcendenfe=(.15)
and self-enhancemerft € .25) also experienced more stress. Women regodpenness to
change experienced less strgds (-.30), while high scores on conservation resuitechore
stress 8 = .18). Finally, value conflict raised the proldaypiof experiencing more stres €
.30).

The separate analysis for males<r200) showed somehow a different pattern (see
Table 3). If we have a look at model one, we mayctale that a model with four values was
not a better predictor than the default zero mgA&® = .05; K4, 172) = 2.09, p= .08).

According to model two, males reporting opennesshiange experienced less strgds=(-

11



.19), while those in a constant struggle with imdiial and organizational values reported
more stressf{ = .29). Three out of the five hypotheses were icowfd for the male sample.

Openness to change was associated with less @tggssthesis 1a), value conflict with more
stress (hypothesis 2), and finally self-enhancemest not associated significantly with stress

(hypothesis 1c).

Insert Table 3 About Here

DISCUSSION

A first important conclusion that could be inferré@dm the overall and separate
analyses is that value conflict may be an imporpatictor in explaining experienced stress
of male and female employees. As a matter of fastvariable added important variance to a
model with four individual values explaining stresbhis result gives support to the
congruence hypothesis. Experiencing incongruentedas individual values and dominating
values in the job or organization may result in enstress symptoms. This result corresponds
to outcomes of similar studies (e.g. Sagiv & Schey&000; Taris & Feij, 2001). Finding this
outcome also fits the stress conceptualizationsn f8lissing and Glaser (1999), French
(1963), and Lazarus and Folkman (1984). Accordinthese authors job stress either results
from a misfit between individual values and enviramtal opportunities to fulfil these values
or from environmental demands that exceed the iddal's capacity to cope with these
excessive demands. Consequently, this inquiry stppbe person-environment fit idea of
stress. Future research ought to examine whicthefthree earlier discussed mechanisms
(Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000)--environmental affordan@ial sanctions, internal conflict--are
the main cause of the negative impact of valuelmbmin stress.

An interesting finding from the separate regressaoalyses is the different pattern
that emerged for males and females. For males dnéeiot of values seemed almost not
related to stress, with exception for opennesshinge, which correlated negatively with
stress. For the female counterparts, however,adlles were associated in a significant way
with stress. Similar to the total sample of papigits, openness to change was associated in a
negative way with stress, while self-enhancemesif;teanscendence and conservation in a
positive way.

A third important outcome in this study are thetiadly confirmed hypotheses on the

relationship between values and stress. In the sataple of 400 participants, hypotheses
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concerning the values openness to change and watiser received support. People, who
have their own independent thought and action, fakour change, who are innovative and
adventurous, who pursue autonomy, growth and eigatin work, those people will probably
experience less stress than people who emphadfzesteiction, preservation of traditional
practices, job security, and maintenance of ondeheir lives. In the context of globalization,
and the rapidly changing environment and societywhich flexibility and adaptivity are
central pillars, this outcome is clearly not suspry.

The hypotheses on self-transcendence and self-eaimemt with stress are rejected
for the total sample as for the female subsampmeple who emphasize the importance of
others as equals, who are altruistic, experiencee retwess. This finding completely contrasts
our assumption. In addition the self-enhancememeva&orrelates positively with stress.
Consequently, the results in this paper give lichsaipport to the self-determination theory
(Deci & Ryan, 1985) and the theory of growth rafat@lues and deficiency related values
(Bilsky & Schwartz, 1994), because only two outte# four hypotheses are confirmed.

Thus, not all growth-related and intrinsic values atress relieving. Moreover self-
transcendence, a presumed growth related value,ahaspposite effect. However, the
deficiency-related value conservation correlatesitpely with stress. An acceptable
explanation why self-transcendence is positivelgitesl to stress is that people scoring high
on this value invest a lot of energy in the intéact with others. In the long term this may
lead to emotional exhaustion and depersonalizathamother explanation is that people
scoring high on this value may after some time tpet impression that the return on
investment in others is very small, leading to niega affectivity. Also worthy of
consideration is that respondents with high scoreself-transcendence tend to experience
more value conflict, and thus indirectly experiemeere stress. In the current sample this is
pointed out. Also important to mention is that #edf-transcendence-stress relationship could
be influenced by gender. The analysis for maleswslddoa non-significant association,
whereas the female subsample indicated a positationship. Additionally from the
descriptive statistics section we know that the dkngroup in this sample attaches more
importance to self-transcendence in comparisonht male subgroup. Taking this into
account it is possible to state that the self-tandence-stress relationship is influenced by
sex differences.

An explanation for the significant relationship ween self-enhancement and stress is
the following. As mentioned earlier the higher ardalue self-enhancement exists out of two

values--power and achievement--with opposite edfecin stress. Previous research
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demonstrated that the value achievement--a groelttted value--correlated positively with
affective well-being (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000), vehiKasser and Ahuvia (2002) found a
negative relation between materialism--a deficieratgted value--and well-being. As a result
it is possible that the dominance of the deficierelated value over the growth-related value
in self-enhancement leads to distress. This effexnt appear when people experience a lack
of power, making this value more important thani@oement. This condition is probably met
in this study. However, the interaction betweers¢healues is still to be investigated, because
this study only paid attention to higher order eslu Another noteworthy finding and
important in context of the self-enhancement-stremationship, is the non-significant
relationship found between stress and self-enhaacerfior the group of males. Thus the
separate analysis for this subsample revealed &rome confirming hypothesis 1c. So,
gender could possibly influence the relationshipeen stress and self-enhancement.

Although this study yields some important findingshas some limitations like the
correlational character of the design. This noneexpental research strategy is suspect to low
internal validity making it difficult to draw caulsaferences like "stress is caused by value
conflict". It is also possible that stressed pe@perience value conflict rather as an outcome
than a cause. Experimental designs should adhiersse.

Secondly it ought to be mentioned that a substap#ig of the variance in strains is
not predicted by the independent variables. Inreutesearch other factors should be included
when explaining stress (e.g. cognitive styles, oizgional climate etc.).

In summary, the present study is the first one ootetl among working people in
Flanders trying to receive more insight in the etational nature of values, value conflict and
stress. Results demonstrated that the person-asgam fit theory is a powerful theory in
explaining the relation between value conflict astdess. Henceforth, a very important
implication for the work setting is that employesbould be aware of employees not
perceiving a match between their own values androrgtional values, sometimes report
higher stress levels. Therefore preventive actisheuld be undertaken to ensure that
employees perceive such fit. Furthermore, it shd@dtressed that women and men display
different patterns regarding the values-stresgioslaThis inquiry pointed out that the content
of values is more related to stress for the fenslbsample in comparison to the male
subsample. As a consequence for future researehndiag the relationship between values
and well-being, sex differences should be constidrecause they can cast new light on

unexpected outcomes.
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TABLE 1

Factor loadings on factor strains

Items strains
1. stress .545
2. stomach ache 521
3. an oppressed feeling 744
4. heart palpitations .612
5. sleeping disorders 454
6. absenteeism .508
7. depressiveness .505
8. a low physical condition 409
9. back pain, neck pain or shoulder pain 779
10. lack of appetite .745
11. concentration problems .634
12. an increased blood pressure 453
13. easier irritated .646
Eigenvalue factor 4571
Percentage explained variance 35.165
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TABLE 2

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations (N = 400)

M SD 1 2 3 4 5
1.Self- 2.780 510
transcendence
2.Self- 2.719 579 -.180
enhancement
3.Conservation 4.275 556 106 .130
4.0penness to 3.581 527 .123 .140 251"
change
5.Value conflict 2.755 520 .120 .045 .003 -.014
6.Strains 1.497 396  .123 .094 .064 -.1420 304

*p < .05; * p< .01; ** p < .001
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TABLE 3

Hierarchical regression analyses (dependent variable stress) for total sample, female

subsample and male subsample.

Independents Model one Model two
Total sample_(N= 400) B t-test B t-test
Self-transcendence .168 3.148 132 2.566
Self-enhancement 179 3.345 154 2.978
Openness to change -.244 -4.203 -.241 -4.315
Conservation 112 1.934 116 2.091
Value conflict 271 5.407
R’ 084" 156"
AR? 072"
Female subsample é1200) B t-test B t-test
Self-transcendence .201 2.691 153 2.127
Self-enhancement 299 3.904 251 3.410
Openness to change -.288 -3.378 -.302 -3.717
Conservation 173 2.032 184 2.268
Value conflict 301 4.315
R’ 1477 2057
AR? .087"
Male subsample (r 200) B t-test B t-test
Self-transcendence 112 1.454 .070 .932
Self-enhancement .063 .829 .048 .662
Openness to change -.212 -2.613 -.188 -2.408
Conservation .023 .289 .023 .299
Value conflict 290 4.007
R’ .046 128"
AR? .082"

*p < .05; * p< .01; ** p < .001
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