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SUMMARY 

This dissertation presents value-instantiating beliefs, a social psychological construct designed to 

capture individual differences in motivational meaning. Building on the intuition that meaning can 

be understood in terms of intent, I define value-instantiating beliefs as perceived consequences of 

actions, objects or events for basic human values. In the first chapter, I provide the formal 

specification of the construct and argue that in social psychological research, the motivational 

meaning of actions and stimuli is both habitually assumed and conditioning the effects. Formalizing 

and assessing it can then help map an important boundary condition for psychological effects and 

improve the predictive power of models. In the same chapter, I develop the two core hypotheses: 

that value-instantiating beliefs moderate the value-behavior relationship and mediate the effects of 

socialization on behavior. In the following chapters I present three preregistered studies with a total 

of 4,459 participants that assess the two hypotheses. The first study provides experimental evidence 

that VIBs affect value-behavior relationships. The second study validates a survey measure for the 

construct with a mixed-methods longitudinal design and corroborates the moderating role of the 

VIBs in a real-life application. The third study presents a mediational SEM analysis that showcases 

the utility of VIBs as markers of socialization. The presented studies are a proof of concept and 

demonstrate the promise of including individual differences in motivational meaning into 

quantitative psychological models. The theoretical framework presented in this dissertation can be 

applied to problems in intergroup relations, attitude formation and persuasion, and cultural change.  
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INTRODUCTION 

One of the goals of psychology as a science is predicting human behavior. This is an ambitious goal: 

human behavior is seemingly infinitely variable and is often simply bizarre. Other animals, even such 

complex ones as domestic cats, have limited ‘behavioral toolboxes’, or ranges of behaviors that they 

can perform. Around the globe cats hunt, bring gifts to their owners, knead on soft surfaces, and 

hide in small spaces. Cats have a profound mental capacity and can learn new behaviors when a 

situation presents unique rewards and punishments, but the core of their behavioral inventory 

remains the same. Compare it to the ‘Florida man’, a persona that refers to unidentified males from 

Florida who make it to the news headlines. Just in recent months, the ‘Florida man’ has gotten 

alligators drunk, climbed into a deep well to ‘say he did it’, painted political messages on the shells of 

living crabs, and made a tattoo of a spider to fight own fear of spiders. While these are extreme 

examples, they illustrate the idiosyncrasy and uniqueness of human behavior. How can psychologists 

predict behavior that is so diverse and random? 

This dissertation builds on the intuition that the qualitative difference between humans and 

cats lies in the way we interpret our environments. For cats, aspects of their environment that have 

motivational relevance are those that have consequences for their biological needs: the heat radiated 

by my computer lets the cat conserve energy, and so it tries to rest near it, as any other cat would; the 

soft surface of my bed reminds the cat of their mother’s teat, and it massages the bed to stimulate the 

flow of milk. Humans, on the hand, can have abstract, symbolic reasons to approach or avoid objects 

in the environment that can only be tied to their biological needs indirectly. A personal computer 



 

 

2 

can be desired as an indicator of personal success, respected as a tool of production by a person with 

strong worth ethics, despised as marker of human dependence on technology. For humans, the most 

trivial things can become a matter of life and death: the wars over the practice of breaking eggs in 

Swift’s “Gulliver” is only a slight exaggeration.  

Human motivation is not merely affected by symbolic meaning: Decision to act is caused by 

it just as much as by the universal, evolutionarily rooted drives described in psychological theories of 

motivation (Alderfer, 1969; McClelland, 1961; Ryan & Deci, 2000). When a resident of Florida 

decided to climb into the deep well, their decision was caused by their need for achievement—and 

equally by the symbolic meaning that they assigned to the action. Most people don’t see climbing 

into wells as an accomplishment, while that person evidently did. Unlike the needs and motivational 

drives, symbolic meaning is not universal. It is a product of culture: arguments, stories, 

interpretations that are shared, transformed, and created by people.  

Problem Statement 

This premise is not original. Understanding human behavior as symbolic in nature and a product of 

historic and cultural context is dominant in anthropology and some subfields of psychology, such as 

constructivist psychology. Mainstream social psychology, however, adopts the model of natural 

sciences: it seeks empirical generalizations and universal rules that govern human behavior. The 

postulated role of context-dependent meaning then poses a problem: how can we predict behavior 

from universal laws if human behavior is guided by both universal principles and context-dependent 

subjective meaning of behavior?  

Constructivists in anthropology and psychology sees this contradiction as a fundamental 

limitation of the empirical model of psychology. In their eyes, the existence of contextual meaning is 
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irreconcilable with the idea of empirical generalization in social research. Taken to the extreme, this 

position states that knowledge about human behavior is fundamentally not generalizable (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1994). Another argument against even the possibility of generalizing knowledge about 

human behavior has been voiced on methodological grounds – if human behavior is potentially 

affected by so many factors, is it even possible to build models that predict it (Yarkoni, 2019)? 

Arguments against generalizability are, at the same time, arguments against predictability of human 

behavior; adopting them would not bring us closer to the postulated goal.  

Another solution to the contradiction is to limit the relative influence of the context-specific, 

‘meaning’ part of the equation on the studied behavior. This can be achieved by refining the social 

situations into carefully controlled experiments, relying on homogenous samples, and avoiding 

conceptual replications in favor of direct replications. While this approach can help isolate the 

universals in human behavior, ignoring the context-specific meaning does not make it disappear. By 

ignoring it, we leave a considerable influence on human behavior unaccounted for.   

The third option is to attempt to treat contextual factors like pressure or gravity in applied 

physics problems: by understanding the effect it has on the studied process, quantifying it, and 

modeling it. Statistically speaking, contextual meaning can be modeled as a moderator: a 

motivational process may unfold if a specific meaning (e.g. computer as a status symbol) is present, 

but not if it is absent. The area of psychology that deals most directly with quantifying contextual 

moderators is cross-cultural psychology. However, psychological theories of culture offer no theories 

or tools that would allow quantifying subjective contextual meanings of specific behaviors. The 

dominant theories in cross-cultural psychology approach culture from a dimensional perspective 

(Gelfand et al., 2011; Hofstede, 1980; Inglehart, 1977; Schwartz, 1994b). These dimensional 
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approaches paint cultures and contextual variation in broad strokes, which does not allow gaining 

deeper understanding of people’s different subjective realities. 

Both universal principles and context-specific subjective interpretations of reality should be 

taken into account if we hope to build a comprehensive generalizable account of human behavior. 

Mainstream social psychology lacks theory and methods to capture variation in symbolic 

interpretations of actions, objects, and events. In this dissertation, I try to address this issue.  

Main Argument and Scope 

The aim of this dissertation is to address symbolic, context-specific meaning of action from within 

the ‘natural science’ paradigm of mainstream social psychology. For that, the bare necessities are a 

conceptualization of meaning that is based on and is compatible with social psychological theories 

and a method of quantifying meaning that is compatible with social psychological methods, such as 

experiments and surveys.  

The core thesis of the dissertation builds on the Gricean meaning program (Grice, 1957, 

1968), an argument that meaning of an utterance or an action can be understood in terms of 

intention behind it. I further argue that intention can be understood in terms of perceived 

consequences, and that differences in meaning of actions can then be reframed as differences in 

perceived consequences of actions for qualitatively distinct motives. I use established social 

psychological theories to conceptualize ‘meaning’ in application to the given problem: the perceived 

consequences are captured by the Expectancy-Value Theory (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975), and 

qualitative differentiation of motives – by the Theory of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992). The 

resulting construct, the value-instantiating belief (VIB) is then defined as perceived consequences of 

actions, objects or events for basic human values. 
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Framing meaning in terms of beliefs allows using methodological and conceptual paradigms 

of social psychology to quantify it and make testable predictions about the predictors and 

consequences of such beliefs. In the dissertation, I present two such propositions. First, I argue that 

VIBs affect behavior as moderators of the motivational effect of values. Although VIBs can 

potentially moderate many psychological effects (as discussed in Chapter 1), their moderating effect 

on the value-behavior relationship is the most direct implication. Values affect behavior because the 

behavior is evaluated based on its consequences for values (Schwartz, 1996): postulated differences in 

the perceptions of such consequences then have direct implications for this relationship. Second, I 

argue that VIBs can be acquired through personal experience, inference, and socialization. 

Individual- and group-level variation in these three predictors can account for differences in VIBs, 

and reflect differences in subjective construals of actions, objects, and events. The dissertation 

presents a theoretical specification of the VIB and empirical tests of the two core propositions 

derived from it. 

This project is a ‘proof of concept’. In this report, I present a method of incorporating 

differences in subjective interpretations of actions, objects, and events into quantitative psychological 

models. Solving this problem can increase predictive power of such models—because the alternative 

is ignoring differences in subjective construals that undeniably affect behavior. In addition, as the 

presented empirical studies illustrate, VIBs provide information about the qualitative content of 

beliefs of study participants.  

Summary of the Dissertation 

The dissertation consists of four chapters. Chapter 1 develops the theoretical foundation of the 

thesis. I present a specification of the VIB, the construct I propose to quantify individual differences 
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Table 0.1. Summary of the dissertation 

 Chapter 1 Chapter 2 Chapter 3 Chapter 4 
Title Value-instantiating beliefs: A 

practical substitute for meaning 
Social construction of the 
value-behavior relation 

On Sanders, Trump, and 
rhinoceroses: Quantifying 
subjective construals helps 
predict political attitudes 
 

What is COVID-19 to me? 
Right-wing media and 
compliance with COVID-19 
measures 

Aims Specifying the construct of VIB 
 
Formulating two propositions:  
1. VIBs moderate the value-
behavior relation 
2. VIBs mediate the 
socialization-behavior relation 

 

Testing proposition 1 with an 
experimental design 

Testing proposition 1 in an 
applied setting with a cross-
sectional design 
 
Validation of a survey measure 
for VIBs (quantitative and 
qualitative) 

Testing proposition 2 in an 
applied setting with a cross-
sectional design 

Sample NA 1724 participants 1941 participants, 50% US 
conservatives and 50% US 
liberals 
 

553 participants, US 

Method NA 
 

Experiment Survey Survey 

Analysis NA ANCOVA OLS regression 
Meta-analysis 
Thematic analysis 
 

SEM 

Results A theoretical specification of 
VIBs 

Experimental support for 
proposition 1: manipulating 
VIBs causes changes in the 
direction of the value-behavior 
relationship 

Support for proposition 1 in an 
environmentally-valid setting: 
VIBs help explain value-
behavior relations in situations 
with competing interpretations 
of actions 

Support for proposition 2 in an 
applied setting: VIBs mediate 
the relation between media 
exposure and self-reported 
behavior 
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in subjective interpretations of actions, objects, and events. I outline the main argument summarized 

above: that meaning is responsible for a wide range of contextual effects, that it can be expressed as 

intention, and intention—as perceived consequences of actions. I then formulate a practical 

problem: perceived consequences of actions are numerous and diverse, making their quantification 

difficult. The solution that I propose is to use personal values (Schwartz, 1992) as motivational 

benchmarks. Values provide a typology of motives that is comprehensive, universal, and is capable of 

discriminating qualitatively distinct motivations. I continue with defining the construct, presenting 

conceptual similarities and distinctions with other related constructs: attitudes, values, and social 

representations, and describing theoretical predictors and consequences of VIBs. The chapter 

presents two propositions: 1) VIBs moderate the relationship between values and attitudes and 2) 

VIBs mediate the relationship between socialization and attitudes. I conclude the chapter by 

discussing implications of this theorization for generalizability in social psychology, research on 

intergroup relations, attitude formation, and cultural and cross-cultural psychology.  

Chapter 2 presents an experimental test of the first proposition: that VIBs moderate the 

relationship between values and attitudes. In this chapter, I argue that a belief about consequences of 

an action for a value is a logical prerequisite for the value-behavior relationship. I also argue that the 

content of such beliefs has to determine the direction of the relationship. For example, the value of 

personal security can motivate a person to vaccinate only if the person believes that vaccination has 

positive consequences for their health and safety. If the person believes otherwise, the value of 

personal security should motivate avoidance of vaccination. To test this proposition, I conducted a 

large web-based survey experiment (N = 1724). In three trials, I presented participants with vignettes 

describing hypothetical behavioral choices. The VIBs were manipulated by presenting the behavioral 
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options as either having positive consequences for a value, negative consequences for a value, or as 

having no consequences for the value. I then measured the VIBs, the attitude to perform the 

behavior, and the intention to perform the behavior. In all three trials, VIBs emerged as a significant 

moderator of the value-behavior link. In addition, the direction of the value-behavior relationship 

corresponded to the valence of the VIB: in all three trials, the relationship was negative in negative 

VIB condition and positive in the positive VIB condition. The results of this study provided initial 

support for the theorization and provided evidence for the causal influence of VIBs on value-attitude 

relations and on attitudes.  

Chapter 3 describes a test of the moderating role of VIBs in the value-behavior relationship 

in a real-life application. The goal of the study was to evaluate the degree to which differences in 

interpretations of actions, as approximated by VIBs, relate to the value-based motivations to perform 

these actions. To this end, I surveyed 2038 participants in the United States, of which half were self-

identified liberals, and half—self-identified conservatives. The study focused on four political 

behaviors: voting for Donald Trump in the 2020 presidential election, voting for Bernie Sanders in 

the same election, supporting a bill that restricts access to abortion, and donating to a charity that 

supports undocumented immigrants. Participants reported their personal value priorities, VIBs for 

the four behaviors as well as attitudes and intentions to perform said behaviors. In addition, 

qualitative data were collected on VIBs for the first two behaviors. The study validated a self-

developed survey measure of VIBs. The results indicated that liberals and conservatives held different 

beliefs about the consequences of political actions: while liberals saw voting for Trump mostly in 

light of negative consequences for universalistic values such as fairness and social justice, 

conservatives saw voting for Trump in light of positive consequences for self-direction and security, 
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at the cost of societal disapproval. These differences moderated the relations between personal value 

priorities and political attitudes: after correcting for the number of tests, 30 of the 40 estimated 

interaction terms were significant. The study provided additional evidence for the moderating role of 

the VIBs in the value-attitude relationship, validated the survey instrument for assessing VIBs with 

both quantitative and qualitative methods, and extended the results of the experiment by 

demonstrating utility of VIBs in application to real-life issues.  

Chapter 4 presents a test of the second proposition: the mediating role of VIBs in the 

socialization-behavior relationship. As was the case in Chapter 3, the test was conducted in an 

applied scenario: I examined the role of VIBs in the relation between exposure to right-wing media 

on compliance with COVID-19 prophylactic measures in the United States. In a web-based survey 

(n = 553) I measured exposure to right- and left-wing media, VIBs for two prophylactic measures: 

staying home and washing hands often, attitudes, and self-reported compliance with the prophylactic 

measures. The data was analyzed with a mediation analysis through a series of structural equations 

models. The results indicated that exposure to right- and left-wing media strongly affected most 

VIBs. However, only some of these effects translated into attitudes and then into behavior. The 

strongest effect mediated by the VIBs concerned the value of security: people who were exposed 

more to right-wing media perceived prophylactic measures as less beneficial for their personal 

security, and this perception was associated with lower compliance. Effects of comparable size 

emerged for self-transcendence values: benevolence and universalism. People who consumed more 

right-wing media perceived less positive consequences of prophylactic measures for their close ones 

and for society as a whole; these differences also corresponded to differences in compliance. For 

robustness, I tested alternative models: a model where political affiliation (as opposed to media 
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exposure) predicted the VIBs, and model where perceived efficacy (as opposed to VIBs) mediated the 

effect of media consumption on behavior. Evaluation of these models suggested that media 

consumption is a better predictor of VIBs than political affiliation, and that VIBs are a more 

generalizable mediator for the media-behavior link than perceived efficacy. This study provided 

support for the mediating role of the VIBs in socialization-behavior relation. In addition, it showed 

that VIBs can be used to detail the motivational content of socialization influences. 

Methods, materials, and hypotheses for all three empirical studies were preregistered before 

data collection. Data and materials are made available on the Open Science Framework website. 

Together, they provide strong initial evidence in favor of the utility of VIBs in incorporating 

qualitative content of subjective interpretations of objects, actions, and events into the empirical 

social psychological models
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CHAPTER 1 

VALUE-INSTANTIATING BELIEF: A PRACTICAL SUBSTITUTE 

FOR MEANING 

ABSTRACT 

The construct of “meaning”, although commonly used by psychologists, does not have a 

formal operationalization. In this chapter I specify a construct of value-instantiating belief, 

intended to quantify individual differences in motivationally relevant aspects of meaning. A 

value-instantiating belief is a personal belief about consequences of an object, action, or event 

for a personal value. I describe predictors and consequences of value-instantiating beliefs, 

their role in attitude formation, and potential applications in research on values, intergroup 

relations, persuasion, and culture. Using value-instantiating beliefs to assess individual 

interpretations of psychological stimuli can aid in specifying and testing boundary conditions 

for psychological effects and improving the predictive power of psychological models. The 

proposed construct can further generate new research directions that address questions about 

meaning.  
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Psychology is faced with a “replicability crisis”— the observation that as often as not, 

psychological studies fail to produce similar results when replicated (Open Science 

Collaboration, 2015). This undermines confidence in the outcomes of psychological 

research.  

Psychological studies may fail to replicate for two types of reasons. First, studies may 

not replicate when the original study produced a false positive result: it found an effect where 

there was none. This problem can be addressed by improving the standards of study design 

to reduce the probability of false positives occurring. Much of the response to the 

“replicability crisis” promoted solutions of these type: ensuring the studies are properly 

powered (Fraley & Vazire, 2014), combatting questionable research practices such as 

selecting the results from a study that “look good” (John et al., 2012), and reducing 

publication bias (Francis, 2012).  

Alternatively, psychological research may fail to replicate because of the context-

dependency of the original study (Swiatkowski & Dompnier, 2017): the effect was there, but 

it was conditional on specific circumstances that were not reproduced in the replication 

study1. Context-dependency of psychological studies contributes to the failure to replicate 

over and above methodological characteristics, such as statistical power and size of the effect 

(Van Bavel et al., 2016a), and may affect social psychology more than other subdisciplines of 

 

1 The two threats to replicability are not independent: among psychologists, the increased costs borne by 

collecting larger samples seem to be compensated by using inexpensive study designs (Sassenberg & Ditrich, 

2019). Reliance on such designs further reduces diversity and representativeness of samples, undermining 

generalizability (Henrich et al., 2010). 
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psychology (Inbar, 2016; Van Bavel et al., 2016b). Van Bavel and colleagues aptly cite John 

Touhey, criticizing the “dubious ... assumption that experimental manipulations can be studied 

apart from the cultural and historical contexts that define their meanings” (p. 594 in ref. 37 in 

VB 2016). While psychologists generally acknowledge that historical, cultural, and social 

contexts give meaning to the manipulations, dependent and explanatory variables in 

psychological research (Jost & Kruglanski, 2002), there are few theoretical constructs that 

could help formalize what these meanings are, how they arise from the context, how they 

influence psychological mechanisms, and whether they differ or stay the same between two 

specific cultures, times, or settings.  

Recommendations for addressing context sensitivity are often vague or difficult to 

implement, especially compared to straightforward methodological recommendations for 

avoiding false positives. Van Bavel and colleagues recommend for psychologists “to be as 

explicit as possible in defining likely contextual boundaries on individual effects, and to assess 

those boundaries across multiple studies” (Van Bavel et al., 2016a, p. 6457). Yet, in their 

own study, the authors did not theorize about specific contextual boundaries to studied 

effects, and did not try to assess them objectively, instead relying on expert ratings. In a 

recent discussion of the “generalizability crisis”, Tal Yarkoni (Yarkoni, 2019) proposes to not 

make a priori predictions as to which contextual factors will be relevant to a psychological 

effect and instead model all potentially contributing factors as random effects – an approach 

hardly feasible given that the list of such factors is limitless.  

In this chapter, I specify the construct of a value-instantiating belief (VIB) as a 

quantifiable operationalization of contextual “meaning”. This construct allows developing 

theoretical arguments about contextual boundaries of psychological effects, quantitatively 
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evaluating such boundary conditions, and improving the predictive power of psychological 

models.  

Meaning as a Boundary Condition in Psychological Research 

It is a truism that psychological processes are shaped not by the objective characteristics of 

the environment, but rather by the subjective meaning that people extract from it: subjective 

income is more important for life satisfaction than objective income (Ackerman & Paolucci, 

1983), perceived threat can lead to prejudice even if there are no objective grounds to it 

(Stephan & Stephan, 2000), perceived rather than actual similarity relates to interpersonal 

attraction in close relationships (Montoya et al., 2008). Subjective interpretations of reality 

differ between situations, times, and individuals: the amount of 2019 US dollars that 

constitutes a satisfactory income depends on the country, the year, and the person making 

the judgement.  

Psychological effects are often conditional on a specific interpretation of the stimulus, 

manipulation, or dependent variable in the study. For example, performance-approach 

achievement motivation (Elliot, 1999) can only predict school grades if participants in the 

study perceive grades as a valuable achievement. Empathy can only facilitate a helping 

behavior if the target behavior is recognized as, indeed, helpful. The interpretation of the 

studied phenomenon is then a boundary condition for the studied effect: If it remains similar 

between the contexts of the original study and its replication, the effect stands a chance of 

replicating; if it is sufficiently different, the effect cannot be replicated. 

Intuitively, some interpretations are less generalizable than others. Getting good 

grades on a math exam will probably be interpreted as an achievement by many participants 
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across cultural and historic contexts and will be positively related to achievement motivation. 

Getting good grades in an art class may be affected by achievement motivation for some 

participants and in some contexts, but not in others. Most people would recognize helping a 

victim of a physical attack as a helping behavior, but helping a classmate cheat on an exam 

might be considered helpful by some people in some cultural and historic contexts, but not 

by others – and this helping behavior might not be as affected by empathy towards the 

beneficiary. The Van Bavel et al. (2016a) study indicates that context dependence can be 

inferred by experts with at least some accuracy – in their study, the experts’ ratings of context 

sensitivity were significantly associated with the chance of studies to replicate.  

To advance from informal judgements towards formal, testable predictions of 

whether design elements of a study hold the same meaning across contexts and individuals, 

one would require a theoretically grounded and quantifiable construct that reasonably 

corresponds to “interpretation” or “meaning” in research applications.  

Such a construct would allow explicating assumptions about interpretations of 

studied phenomena that may affect generalizability of psychological studies. Beyond 

generalizability concerns, unstated assumptions about interpretations or “meanings” of 

design elements may lead to loss of power of psychological models. If participants have to 

interpret a design element in a particular way for the effect to appear, and if participants 

differ in the extent to which they make that interpretation, the size of the effect will be 

underestimated. Consider a hypothetical study where grades in an art class are predicted 

from achievement motivation. The implicit assumption in this study is that for participants, 

getting a good grade in an art class represents a meaningful achievement. If for some of the 

participants that assumption is violated—they do not think the grade for the art class is 
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important, or even think that being good at art is looked down upon—the relationship will 

not hold for these participants or may even take the opposing direction. Failing to 

differentiate between participants who conform to the assumption and those who violate it 

would then lead to an underestimation or even ‘cancelling-out’ of the effect.  

Attempts to quantify “meaning” in psychology have been few. Writing in 1957, 

Charles Osgood and colleagues list the following reasons for the general lack of interest in the 

task: 1) the similarity of “meaning” to nonmaterial abstractions such as “idea” and “soul”, 

criticized by J. B. Watson as “ghosts” of psychology; 2) the implicit nature of meaning; and 

3) the notion that meanings are infinitely variable, making them resistant to systematic 

assessment (Osgood et al., 1957). Osgood et al. concludes that the task of theorizing about 

meaning is largely ignored by psychologists and left to deal with for philosophers—which is 

still true today.  

In this chapter, I aim for the next best thing to a measure of meaning – a construct 

that is quantifiable, that covers a significant proportion of what we called “meaning” and 

“interpretation” earlier, and that can be used to address practical problems outlined in this 

introduction.  

Meaning and Intention 

As Osgood and colleagues noted, psychologists defer to philosophers to theorize about 

meaning. There are more theories of meaning in philosophy than this chapter allows to cover 

in detail, but they can be broadly classified into two types: semantic and foundational 

theories (Speaks, 2019). Semantic theories of meaning are concerned with the meaning of 

language and the way in which semantic content is assigned to linguistic expressions. These 
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theories address the question “what is the semantic value of an expression”. In contrast, 

foundational theories of meaning aim to explain how expressions come to have semantic 

meaning. These theories address the question: “by virtue of which facts does the expression 

have this semantic meaning”. Since the task at hand is capturing contextual differences in the 

meaning of experimental manipulations, dependent variables, and psychological situations, 

foundational theories are more relevant.  

One of the central problems faced by foundational theorists of meaning is that the 

same semantic expression can take different meanings. For example, the utterance “Bremen is 

not California”, depending on the context, may mean that the German city of Bremen is not 

located in California, that the weather in Bremen is much worse than it is in California, or 

that the laws and customs of California are not observed in Bremen. The problem is 

analogous to the one we are trying to address – that the meaning of formally identical 

manipulations, behaviors, and other study elements may vary across contexts.  

In his influential meaning project, Paul Grice (1957, 1968) argued that the meaning 

of a semantic expression can be defined in terms of “speaker meaning”, or what the speaker 

means by making the expression. The “speaker meaning”, in turn, can be defined in terms of 

the intention of the speaker. Reusing the previous example, “Bremen is not California” is an 

expression uttered by a speaker for some purpose, and the meaning of the expression depends 

on that purpose. In a similar vein, in the discussion of thick and thin descriptions, Geertz 

(1973) argued that to understand the meaning of behavior in context one has to examine not 

the objective properties of the behavior, but the intention with which it is performed.  

Without taking a stand on whether the construct of intention is sufficient to define 

meaning, let us examine whether intention can serve as a substitute for meaning for our 
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particular practical problem. Rephrasing the examples from the introduction, it can be said 

that achievement behaviors are behaviors performed with the intention to achieve, and 

helping behaviors are behaviors that are performed with an intention to help. Intention, in 

turn, can be defined in terms of expected consequences. Striving for a good grade in an art 

class is an achievement behavior insofar that it is expected to result in a demonstration of 

competence and be appreciated by others. To that extent we would expect it to constitute a 

valid approach-performance achievement goal. If it is done with other outcomes in mind—

for example, to qualify for an art camp, to spend time with a friend, or with no particular 

expectation, as a by-product of a genuine pleasure taken in art—we would not expect this 

type of achievement motivation to affect it. Similarly, helping a classmate cheat on a test 

would be a helping behavior if it is performed to provide valuable outcomes for another 

person—and then we would expect it to be governed by psychological mechanism that 

underlie prosocial behavior. If, on the other hand, it is done with the intention to avoid 

confrontation with a bully, this would not be the case. The same behavior performed to 

achieve qualitatively different outcomes can be said to have different meanings. 

After this rephrasing, we are left with an easier task: to formalize and quantify 

perceived consequences of psychological phenomena, such as actions or events, to 

approximate the differences in meanings of these phenomena across individuals and cultural 

and historic contexts.  

Perceived Consequences of Behavior 

“Perceived consequences of actions” are better represented in psychology than “meaning”, 

although they are rarely used to capture the latter. Perceived consequences of actions are an 
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element of dominant theories in social and personality psychology, such as the Theory of 

Planned Behavior (TPB, Ajzen, 1985) and the Cognitive-Affective System Theory of 

Personality ( CASTP, Mischel & Shoda, 1995). In these theories, perceived consequences of 

actions play a crucial role: They are the cognitive grounds for evaluation of behavior. In 

TPB, perceived consequences of actions are incorporated into a broader category of 

“behavioral beliefs” and are theorized to contribute to the attitude. Behavioral beliefs 

(alongside normative beliefs and control beliefs) receive less attention in empirical research 

than the more direct predictors of behavior: attitudes, norms, and perceived behavioral 

control (Ajzen, 1991a). CASTP describes beliefs about outcomes of behavior as one of the 

five “cognitive-affective units” and explicitly points to individual differences along this 

dimension. However, individual differences in expectancies and their effects on behavior also 

generated little research within this paradigm. Differences in the content of expectations have 

recently received attention in behavioral economics (Coibion et al., 2019; D’Acunto et al., 

2019a, 2019b), but models that account for individual differences in expectations are 

currently uncommon in psychology. 

Two circumstances may explain the inconsistency between the importance of the 

content of perceived consequences of behavior for psychological theories and relative scarcity 

of empirical research on the subject. First, possible consequences of behavior appear infinitely 

variable, making measurement and comparison practically difficult. And second, researchers 

may underestimate the variability in the perceptions of behavior on part of their research 

participants due to lack of direct contact with participants and “naïve realism” of the 

researchers, or tendency to believe that their view of reality is objective (Ross & Ward, 

1996), and that it is widely shared (Ross et al., 1977). 
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Expectancy 

A cluster of theories that deal with perceived consequences of action most directly is 

commonly referred to as the Expectancy-Value Theory (EVT; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975; 

Edwards, 1954; Rosenberg, 1956). Similar models have been proposed by multiple 

researchers, but the unifying theme of EVT models is that an evaluation of a behavior, 

object, or event can be described as a product of expectancy (probability of an outcome 

occurring) and value assigned to that outcome. 

Specific definitions of the expectancy and value terms vary across models, but the 

principal equation can be summarized as follows:  
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Where Ao is the attitude towards an object O, Ei is expectancy term for some outcome 

i Vi is the evaluation of i, and N is the number of outcomes of object O.  

Proposing future directions for research in EVT, Feather (1988) argued that a 

distinction should be made between different types of expectancy term: the one that refers to 

the probability of the behavior or event occurring, and the one that refers to the probabilities 

of qualitatively distinct consequences of the behavior or event occurring. This is an 

important distinction, since only the second kind of the expectancy term can potentially 

capture the qualitative differences in perceived consequences of behavior that I describe 

above.  
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Several formulations of EVT incorporated the idea that the same behavior, event, or 

object can be evaluated on multiple grounds (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975; Eccles et al., 1983; 

Rosenberg, 1956), and that resulting evaluations jointly inform the attitude. Practical 

applications of EVT, however, often rely on an expectancy term that refers to the probability 

of the event occurring  (see, for example, research on expectancy-value models in education 

based on Wigfield and Eccles’s (2000) account of achievement motivation). Generalizability 

and applicability of EVT-like models that incorporate multiple grounds of evaluation 

depends on a typology of grounds for evaluation that has to be 1) comprehensive, i.e. 

describe a large subset of the universe of possible bases of evaluation; 2) universal, i.e. 

applicable across situations cultures, times, and individuals and 3) discriminant, i.e. capable 

of differentiating bases of evaluation in respect to content.  

There have been attempts to classify grounds for evaluation of objects. Osgood and 

colleagues (1957) sampled a list of evaluative words from Roget’s thesaurus (Roget, 1878) 

and performed a factor analysis on them that resulted in a list of eight semantic dimensions, 

of which three (evaluation, potency, and activity) displayed acceptable generalizability to 

other modalities. This list, however, has low capacity to discriminate grounds of evaluation 

based on content due to the abstractness of its categories. Fishbein (1975) theorized that an 

attitude towards an object is determined by the associations of that object with an unlimited 

universe of other objects, and by the evaluations of these associated objects. Fishbein did not 

try to systematize this universe of possible connections, resulting in a comprehensive 

conceptualization that is impossible to apply. Eccles (1983) proposed the following typology 

of evaluative components: attainment value or importance for self, intrinsic value or 

enjoyment and interest, utility value or usefulness for other goals, and cost for time and 
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psychological and physical resources. This typology is both universal and comprehensive but, 

just as Osgood’s dimensions, does not allow to discriminate between qualitatively different 

grounds for evaluation. For example, a person may pursue a career as a firefighter because 

they see it as an opportunity to help people, while another person may be motivated by an 

opportunity to display courage and mastery. According to Eccles’ typology, both people 

would attribute high “attainment value” to becoming a firefighter but have qualitatively 

different motives. Finally, Rosenberg (1956) used personal values as grounds for evaluation. 

In his study, he relied on then-contemporary theories of values to produce a list of 35 value 

items and used ratings of value importance and perceived consequences for each of the values 

to predict an attitude towards a behavior, “allowing Communists to address the public”. 

Rosenberg’s list allowed discriminating between qualitatively different grounds for 

evaluations – his theorizing suggested that some people could approve of allowing the 

Communists to spread their ideas on the grounds of it helping “people be well-educated”, 

while others could approve of it on the grounds of promoting  “open expression of 

disagreement between people”. Rosenberg made no argument as to the universality of his list 

or its comprehensiveness. 

Since these attempts were made, research on values in psychology has significantly 

advanced. The Theory of Basic Human Values (Schwartz, 1992) provides a typology of 

grounds for evaluation that satisfies the three requirements outlined above: 

comprehensiveness, universality, and discriminant capacity. Building on earlier accounts of 

human values (Kluckhohn, 1951; Rokeach, 1973), Schwartz defines values as beliefs that 

refer to desirable goals or end-states, transcend specific situations, serve as standards or criteria 

for evaluation of actions, objects, and events, and that are ordered by relative importance 
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(Schwartz, 1994a). Schwartz argues that values are cognitive representations of universal 

human needs that are grounded in our evolutionary history: the biological needs of 

organisms, the need for survival and welfare of social groups, and the need for coordinated 

social interactions (Schwartz, 1992).  

Taking an empirical approach, Schwartz described a system of dynamic relations that 

underlies endorsement of values. He found that the organization of human values can be 

summarized with a circular structure, where values located near each other (and for which 

endorsement correlates most positively) express similar motivational goals, and values located 

opposite to each other (and for which the endorsement correlates least positively) express 

competing motivational goals. This circular structure can be further summarized with two 

dimensions. The first dimension, labelled “openness to change vs conservation”, juxtaposes 

values that represent the needs for independence, exploration, stimulation, and learning with 

values that represent the needs for safety, order, and predictability. The second dimension, 

labelled “self-enhancement vs self-transcendence” contrasts values that represent concern for 

the outcomes for the self with values that represent concern for the outcomes for others. 

Along the two dimensions, the original theory (Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990) 

places 10, and the revised theory (Schwartz, 2017) – 19 basic human values (Figure 1.1).  

Schwartz’s typology of values is comprehensive: any value could be positioned in the 

circular structure based on its relations to other values. The boundaries between values are 

arbitrary and are introduced largely for the purpose of measurement. The theory of basic 

human values describes a universal structure of value relations; the original study  (Schwartz, 

1992) evaluated the value structure using 40 diverse samples from 20 countries, and further  

.  
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Figure 1.1. Motivational continuum of the basic human values 

Note. Adapted from Schwartz et al. (2012). Copyright 2012 by the American Psychological Association. 

Reproduced with permission. 

 

studies established cross-cultural validity of the values structure (Cieciuch et al., 2014; 

Davidov, Schmidt, et al., 2008). Finally, Schwartz’s theory allows discriminating grounds of 

evaluation based on their content because values are defined in relation to qualitatively 

distinct motivational goals that they serve. For example, a person who wants to pursue a 
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career in firefighting to help people would have a positive evaluation of this career option 

based on self-transcendence values, while a person who is attracted to firefighting because of 

the opportunities to express courage and skill would base their evaluation on openness to 

change or self-enhancement values.  

I propose that perceived consequences of actions, objects, and events for values can 

serve as a practical substitute for the construct of “meaning” for theorizing about and 

quantifying “meaning-related” boundary conditions for a broad subset of psychological 

effects. 

Specification of VIB 

Assumptions 

At this point, I will formalize the assumptions that are inherent in the argument presented 

above and that I will continue to rely upon further in this chapter.  

1. People’s subjective interpretations of reality, rather than objective reality, 

guides their attitudes and actions.  

2. People use values as grounds for evaluation of actions, objects, and events. 

3. People’s perceptions of the consequences of actions, objects, and events for 

values may differ across individuals, situations, societies, and times.  

Definition 

To capture the variation in perceived consequences of actions, objects, and events for values I 

propose the construct of a VIB. VIBs are personal beliefs about the consequences of actions, 
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objects, or events for values. Examples of VIBs are beliefs that “sharing toys is kind”, “snakes 

are dangerous”, and “being invited to such and such conference is prestigious”.  

VIBs are beliefs, meaning they are dispositions to assert the truthfulness of a 

proposition (Schwitzgebel, 2002), in this case, that “object A has positive or negative 

consequences for value B”. The strength of the VIB would be a function of the perceived 

likelihood of the consequences occurring (Easwaran, 2011) and the severity of the 

consequences. VIBs are personal beliefs, meaning they are held by individuals, as opposed to 

groups of people. Finally, VIBs encompass propositional beliefs that posit a relationship 

between an object and a value. For example, “sharing toys is kind” is a proposition that 

asserts that an action (sharing toys) promotes the attainment of a value (kindness), and that 

can be rephrased as “sharing toys promotes the attainment of kindness”.  

A set of VIBs comprised of distinct VIBs for each of the values in a typology, 

exhausts the possible consequences of a specific object for values. An individual VIB can be 

positive or negative (a person can believe that snakes are dangerous or that they are safe). 

VIBs can also differ in strength (a person can believe that snakes are very dangerous or only 

somewhat dangerous).  

Further, I will describe the relations between VIBs and related constructs: attitudes, 

values, and social representations.  

Conceptual Distinctions 

Attitude 

VIBs are closely related to attitudes. Attitudes are dispositions to evaluate an object in a 

positive or negative way (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993), while VIBs are dispositions to evaluate an 



 

 

27 

object as having positive or negative consequences for a value. Both constructs describe 

dispositions, meaning they are not “stored” or otherwise directly represented in a person’s 

mind, but are rather consistently produced in response to a situational demand 

(Schwitzgebel, 2002). For example, when asked, “What attitude do you have towards 

raspberry pizza?” a person would be able to answer even if they never thought about this 

subject before. In a similar way, a person can say if they consider raspberry pizzas as bland or 

daring, pleasant or unpleasant, conventional or unconventional without having to retrieve a 

previously formed belief from their memory. 

VIBs differ from attitudes in their specificity – while an attitude is a summary 

judgement of an object, the VIB is a judgement on the basis of a specific criterion – a value. 

To illustrate the difference, consider two people with a strongly positive attitude towards 

apples. The first person can like apples for their taste – or, in other words, believe that apples 

have positive consequences for the value of hedonism. The second person might not care for 

the taste of apples but believe that apples help them stay healthy – or that apples have 

positive consequences for the values of health and personal security. In this scenario, both 

persons hold the same attitude, but it is supported by perceived consequences for different 

values (see also Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975, p. 223).  

Value 

VIBs are functionally distinct from values: values serve as both goals and grounds for 

evaluation of objects (Schwartz, 1994a), while VIBs are results of value-based evaluations 

that inform attitudes that provide means for value attainment. Values are universal – they are 

cognitive representations of evolutionarily significant needs that are common to all humans. 
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Both genetic and environmental factors contribute to the development of personal value 

hierarchies (Knafo & Spinath, 2011; Uzefovsky et al., 2016). VIBs, on the other hand, are 

not universal and are predominantly products of learning and socialization.  

VIBs are more specific than values: values are important goals, guiding principles in a 

person’s life that transcend specific situations. For example, a person for whom the value of 

security is very important would consider safety an important goal at home, while traveling, 

and on vacation. In contrast, a value-instantiating belief is specific to a particular object: a 

person might consider a game of tag dangerous but have no such belief towards the game of 

hide-and-seek. VIBs, then, are located lower in the cognitive hierarchy than values (Maio, 

2010). 

Social Representation 

VIBs aim to capture differences in perceptions of an object in context. In that respect, they 

serve similar functions as social representations  (Moscovici, 1961, 1984). A social 

representation is the “stock of ideas”, a system of beliefs, values, ideas, and practices that 

pertain to a specific social object and are shared among members of a group for the purpose 

of acting towards the object and communicating about it (Moscovici, 1961, 1984). VIBs, 

however, are more narrowly defined than social representations and differ from them in 

several important ways.  

First, VIBs, compared to social representations, are limited in content: they describe 

only content relevant to a specific value. For example, a social representation of vaccination 

would encompass all beliefs, values, ideas, and practices related to vaccination in a specific 

community. A security VIB about vaccination, on the other hand, would be limited to 



 

 

29 

perceptions of vaccinations as safe or unsafe. A universalism VIB would reflect the degree to 

which a person sees vaccination as benefiting the vulnerable members of society, a hedonism 

VIB would describe the degree to which vaccination is seen as pleasant or unpleasant, and a 

conformity VIB would describe the degree to which vaccination would conform to or violate 

perceived expectations of others. 

Second, a VIB represents a single judgement and can be comprehensively described 

by its valence and strength. Social representations refer to the entirety of ideas about an 

object in the society, varying both in valence and in relevance for on behavior. For example, 

a social representation of vaccination in a community may include both pro-vaccination and 

anti-vaccination discourses, but an individual person can hold only one security VIB for 

vaccination: they can believe it to be either safe or unsafe. This belief may be informed by 

some elements of the social representation of vaccination in the community but is distinct 

from the social representation. 

Finally, a VIB is a personal belief. Similar to a value or an attitude, it is located 

within the mind of an individual, while a social representation is a feature of a society. For 

that reason, VIBs are better suited for describing individual-level differences in perceptions of 

social objects and distributions of such perceptions within a group.  

Consequences and Antecedents of VIBs 

VIBs are beliefs that posit a relationship between an object and a value – they are cognitive 

“bridges” that link evolutionarily-grounded motivations (as expressed in values) to particular 

actions, objects, and events situated in a particular environment. The role of such beliefs can 

be explicated with a thought experiment—let us look at the environment we are currently in 
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(a room, an office, a café), and scan it for objects. Once we find one, let us strip it from all 

value-relevant, abstract meaning: let us imagine that it is neither comforting nor exciting, 

does not serve or preclude our personal success, is neither beneficial nor harmful for others, 

not safe and not dangerous. As we do this, we will likely find little reason to think about it at 

all—if it has no implications for abstract goals that we find important, it itself is unimportant 

and does not deserve approaching or avoiding.  

The experiment illustrates the motivational implications that set VIBs apart from 

other kinds of beliefs. VIBs are a necessary precondition for value-driven action—a value can 

only motivate the choice of an action if behavioral options vary in the perceived 

consequences for the value. Additionally, salience and availability of VIBs conditions their 

effect on behavioral choices. Value-driven action comprises a substantive subset of action: 

values are often invoked effortlessly in judging behavioral options and affect attention, 

perception, and emotional responses when planning action (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004; Rohan, 

2000). Since VIBs enable value-driven action, they are a predictor of attitudes and 

consequent affective responses and actions.  

How are VIBs acquired? VIBs are a type of belief, and are acquired through the same 

means as other beliefs: personal experience, inference, and socialization (Wyer & Albarracin, 

2005). For instance, a person may come to hold a belief that dogs are dangerous (a negative 

envaluation linking dogs to the value of security) through personal experiences—after being 

bitten by a dog; through inference—after being bitten by another carnivore and concluding 

that all carnivores are dangerous, dogs are carnivores, and therefore dogs are dangerous; or 

through socialization—after being told that dogs are dangerous by another person.  
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Given these routes of belief formation, individual- and group-level differences in 

VIBs could be predicted from systematic differences in personal experiences, inferences, and 

socialization. Although VIBs have not been measured explicitly in earlier studies, we can 

make inferences about differences in VIBs from attitudes: between-individual differences in 

attitudes imply differences in the direction (positivity) and intensity of underlying VIBs. 

Personal Experience 

An example of influence of personal experience on VIBs could be found in literature on the 

contact hypothesis in intergroup relations (Pettigrew, 1998): individuals who had positive 

personal experiences with outgroup members tend to have more positive attitudes towards 

outgroups. This relationship is mediated by perceptions of consequences that outgroup 

members have for valued outcomes. In a study of anti-Muslim attitudes in the Netherlands, 

for instance, friendship with members of ethnic minority members negatively related to 

responses to items such as “Dutch people get fired because of minorities” and “Minorities 

threaten Dutch culture”, which, in turn, were positively related to anti-Muslim attitudes 

(Savelkoul et al., 2011). 

Inference  

Individual circumstances can also provide different opportunities for inference. Research in 

extended contact effect, for example, shows that knowledge of an in-group member being 

friends with an out-group member has a positive effect on the attitude towards outgroup 

members (S. C. Wright et al., 1997); In this case, while not having personal experience with 
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outgroup members, people can infer that interaction with outgroup members may bring 

about positive consequences. 

Socialization  

Often, beliefs are acquired through communication (Wyer & Albarracin, 2005) —for many 

objects, our personal experience is insufficient to ground a belief about their consequences. 

In the earlier example, most Dutch people expressed agreement or disagreement with the 

statement “Dutch people get fired because of minorities” —while most of them, in all 

likelihood, did not have a personal experience of being fired because of minorities. 

Systematic differences in socialization experiences—differences in exposure to media, 

political affiliation, educational curriculum, gender roles—are likely to lead to acquisition of 

different VIBs.  

Similar to other beliefs, VIBs are learned—people are born without expectations of 

particular outcomes of objects in their environment. As they mature, they learn to interpret 

the environment in terms of abstract goals and values. A toddler looking at Kandinsky’s 

paintings sees a senseless assembly of bright shapes, identical in meaning and value to a 

painting by Still, Pollock, or a bright packaging of a toy. As a person accumulates experience 

in interacting with art and communicating about art, they might find Kandinsky’s art daring 

or boring, stimulating or soothing, insolent or respectful. Such learned individual 

perceptions would direct their behavior towards Kandinsky’s paintings and differentiate it 

from behavior towards paintings by Pollock and toy boxes. People learn to relate to most 

other objects in a similar way, starting from scratch and forming their beliefs over a lifetime, 

learning about consequences of outgroup members, helping behaviors, different types of 
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work and leisure, and so on for valued goals. The objects in the environment then become 

envaluated – imbued with value-relevant expectations. This process links socialization 

experiences to behavioral dispositions, and specific VIBs act as mediators of the relationship 

between personal experiences and socialization on the one hand and attitudes and behavior 

on the other.  

Implications 

VIBs as a Boundary Condition 

Above, I presented a value-based model of attitude that uses basic human values (Schwartz, 

1992) as grounds for evaluation and perceived consequences for values as expectancies. The 

model can be summarized as follows:  
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Where Ao is the attitude towards an object, action, or event O, VIBi is the value-

instantiating belief about consequences of object O for value i, Vi is the importance 

attributed to value i, and N is the number of basic human values. This formulation has the 

following benefits: first, N (or the number of grounds for evaluation) is an imagined quantity 

in classic formulations of EVT (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975; Edwards, 1954), while here it refers 

to the finite number of basic human values: 10 in the original (Schwartz, 1992), and 19 in 

the refined (Schwartz et al., 2012) version of the theory of basic human values. Second, by 

the merit of using universal human values as grounds for evaluation, it is applicable across 
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evaluated objects, as well as people making the evaluation and situations, cultural and 

historic contexts within which the evaluations are made. And finally, this theoretical model 

allows differentiating between qualitatively distinct motives underlying appraisal of an object.  

This formulation provides a theoretical and practical tool to hypothesize and test 

boundary conditions that relate to the “meaning” of actions, objects, and events in context. 

There are two ways in which VIBs can bound psychological effects: through lack of VIB and 

through conflicting VIBs. From the equation above, when an object is not envaluated (i.e., is 

not expected to have either positive or negative consequences for a value), the VIB term of 

the equation takes the value of zero, and the attitude is independent of the value or its 

underlying motivational goal. For example, for people unfamiliar with the concept of 

vaccination, a flu shot is neither a safe nor an unsafe event, and the value of security will not 

motivate the attitude towards vaccination. Once a person learns about vaccination and 

develops expectations for its consequences, the desire to vaccinate can be affected by their 

concern for personal security and other factors, such as risk aversion or reactance. In 

addition, if there is a population in which both negative and positive VIBs are represented, 

the same value can motivate opposing attitudes in the corresponding sub-populations. For 

example, if half of the population beliefs that vaccinations are safe, and half beliefs that they 

are unsafe, the value of security can motivate approval of vaccinations for one half of the 

sample, and disapproval for the other half. As a result, attempting to estimate the effect of 

the value of security (or risk aversion, or reactance) on the desire to vaccinate will result in an 

underestimation or “canceling out” of the effect altogether.   
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VIBs Bound the Effects of Values 

The effects of a value on the attitude and behavior depend on whether the action, object, or 

event in question promotes or hinders realization of the motivational goal that underlies the 

value (Schwartz 1996). If an object promotes the attainment of a value, it can be 

hypothesized that importance attributed to the value would be positively related to the 

attitude towards that object. If an object hinders the attainment of a value, a negative 

relationship is hypothesized. Yet, differences in perceived consequences of actions and objects 

for values are not typically incorporated into models that predict attitudes and behaviors 

from values.  

As discussed above, contextual differences in personal experiences, inferences, and 

socialization can result in differences in perceived consequences of actions and objects for 

values. Such differences would cause contextual variation in value-attitude and value-

behavior relations. The literature provides plentiful examples of contextual variation in value-

attitude relations. The relationship between religiosity and the value of conformity is more 

positive in countries with more harmonious relations between church and state (Roccas & 

Schwartz, 1997), conservative values are associated with right-wing political orientation in 

western countries, but the link is weakened or even reversed in countries with communist 

past (Barni et al., 2016; Piurko et al., 2011), the conservation-openness value dimension is 

negatively related to attitude towards cultural diversity among majority group members, but 

positively – among minority group members (Grigoryan & Schwartz, 2020).  

Interpreting the observed variations in value effects, researchers point to differences 

between the studied groups in meaning ascribed to the object under study (e.g., Barni et al., 
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2016; Grigoryan & Schwartz, 2020; Piurko et al., 2011), the nature of the object (e.g., 

Roccas & Schwartz, 1997), or features of the ideologies pertaining to the object (e.g., Barni et 

al., 2016). Rephrasing such interpretations using the narrower construct of VIB allows being 

more specific in the descriptions of differences between contexts, generating testable 

predictions corroborating the interpretations, and developing new hypotheses. Taking the 

church-state relations study (Roccas & Schwartz, 1997) as an example, the relationship 

between conservation values and religiosity can be expected to be more positive in countries 

where people hold more positive security and conformity VIBs about religion and religious 

practices—in other words, where people believe that practicing their religion is safer and 

conforms to expectations of others more. This is a testable interpretation that can be 

validated by asking people about their perceived consequences of religious practices. Further, 

we can hypothesize about the generalizability of the effect of conservation values on 

religiosity to other contexts: for example, we may expect this effect to not generalize to 

members of religious minorities, since they may believe that practicing their religion has less 

positive consequences for the value of conformity; or to situations with salient discrimination 

or persecution on religious grounds, where people may believe that practicing their religion 

can have negative consequences for their security.  

The role of VIBs as an individual-level moderator of value-attitude and value-

behavior relation that may account for differences in contextual “meaning” of behavior has 

been corroborated in two studies. The first study (Ponizovskiy, 2020) was a survey of 

political attitudes and intentions in a sample of 2038 US residents, with liberal and 

conservative participants equally represented. The study included four behaviors: voting for 

Donald Trump in 2020 presidential election, voting for Bernie Sanders in the same election, 
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donating to a pro-immigrant charity, and supporting an anti-abortion bill. The study 

documented differences in VIBs between liberal and conservative participants for all four 

behaviors: for example, while liberals saw voting for Trump mostly in terms of negative 

consequences for the value of universalism, conservative participants saw this action in terms 

of positive consequences for self-direction and security. The variance in VIBs predicted 

differences in strength and direction of value-behavior effects, with significant interactions 

observed for all four behaviors. Finally, incorporating differences in VIBs into the model 

substantially improved its predictive power. In the second study ( Ponizovskiy et al., 2019), 

VIBs were manipulated; three actions were presented in vignettes that portrayed them as 

either safe or unsafe (positive vs. negative security VIB), promoting or thwarting social justice 

(positive vs. negative universalism VIB), and conformist vs. non-conformist (positive vs. 

negative security VIB). In all three trials, the VIBs moderated the relationship between the 

values and the intention to perform the action. The direction of the relationship was 

determined by the VIB, so that if a behavior was portrayed as safe, it related to the value of 

security positively, and if it was portrayed as unsafe, the relationship was negative. Together, 

the studies support the role of the VIB as the necessary precondition of the value-behavior 

relationship, illustrate that VIBs towards the same object may vary across individuals and 

groups, and indicate that VIBs lend themselves to both measurement and manipulation. 

VIB as a General Boundary Condition 

Previous section focused on the use of the VIBs as a proxy for meaning to account for 

contextual differences in value-attitude and value-behavior effects. However, contextual 

differences in meanings do not only limit the generalizability of the effects of values, but also 
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the generalizability of other effects that rely on assumptions of a particular appraisal of an 

object. Such assumptions are commonplace: models that predict helping behavior often 

assume that the behavior under study is interpreted as helpful (in other words, that 

participants have positive benevolence VIB towards it); models that predict academic 

achievement often assume that outcome measures are interpreted by participants as 

achievements (or that participants have positive achievement VIB about them). As theorized 

above, and as first evidence indicates, VIBs may differ across contexts and individuals: an 

outcome that is seen as an achievement in one context or by one individual might not be 

interpreted the same way in another setting. This can lead to a failure of the effect to 

replicate with a different set of participants. Explicating assumptions about the relevant VIBs 

can help theorize about limits to generalizability of such effects, test such boundary 

conditions, and improve predictive power of psychological models. 

It is beyond the scope of the present chapter to estimate the proportion of the 

psychological effects that are bound by the “meaning” of the attitude or behavior under 

study. To demonstrate that such effects are not uncommon, I will present two examples from 

the most recent issue of the European Journal of Social Psychology, 50(3).  

 In Study 2 from Gorska et al (2020), a model is tested in which solidarity-based 

action (participation of men in a march against abortion ban) is predicted from collective 

narcissism of participants and is mediated by empathy towards women. The data agrees with 

the theoretical model. The assumptions that underly the theoretical model are that 1) 

women are perceived by the male participants as an out-group that requires support, and 2) 

that resisting an abortion ban is a form of such support. In other words, the assumption is 

that the behavior that is being predicted has positive universalism VIB—it is perceived as 
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having positive consequences for the values of social justice, tolerance, understanding and 

appreciation of all people. While this assumption is justified for many contexts, and evidently 

held true for the context under study, stating it explicitly allows us to theorize circumstances 

in which the observed relationship might not hold. For example, people might not believe 

that protesting against an abortion ban has positive consequences for universalistic values if 

they are strongly socialized within the Catholic church, as the Catholic church affirms that 

abortion is a moral evil and a threat to the woman’s religious salvation. If a sample is 

comprised of highly religious Catholics, participation in an abortion ban march would 

unlikely be influenced by collective male narcissism or empathy towards women. 

Participation in a march that opposes abortion bans on grounds other than women’s rights—

for instance, on grounds of individual freedom or anti-religious sentiment—is also unlikely 

to be motivated by empathy towards women. On the other hand, the universalistic 

interpretation of collective action against abortion laws is likely to be made by people who 

have experience with the women’s rights movement, such as university students from around 

the world.  

Similarly, in Study 1 from Renger et al. 2019, self-respect as a Muslim predicted 

intention for normative protest in response to injustice in a hypothetical employment 

situation. The authors theorize that self-respect predicts assertive responses to injustice. The 

underlying assumptions are that the hypothetical situation is perceived as unjust (participants 

possess negative universalism VIB towards the situation), and that the normative reactions—

objecting, contacting a union, and suing—are seen as rectifying the injustice (participants 

possess positive universalism VIB towards these actions). Again, we can expect the theorized 

relationship not to generalize to scenarios where people do not hold these VIBs—for 
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example, where people do not trust the judicial system and the labor unions, or that have 

little exposure to anti-discrimination discourse.  

These are but few examples, but they represent a typical scenario in social 

psychological research: application of general psychological theories to particular social 

realities. In doing so, researchers necessarily make assumptions about the ‘meanings’, or 

expectancies of consequences of actions, objects, and events in the context that they study. 

Such assumptions might hold for some contexts, but not for others, making it more difficult 

to generalize psychological knowledge and develop a universal account of human psychology. 

The construct of VIB helps to explicate assumptions inherent in such applications and 

theorizing about limits to generalizability of observed effects.  

Other Implications  

A VIB is a narrowly defined, quantifiable operationalization of meaning. Differences in 

meaning, or interpretations of objective reality, limit the generalizability of psychological 

findings, and VIBs help to theorize and test such limitations. Yet differences in meaning do 

not only limit generalizability of psychological effects—they are also an integral part of many 

phenomena and processes that interest psychologists. VIBs can be used as a practical 

substitute for meaning in these applications as well. Below, I briefly discuss some of these 

applications and propose testable hypotheses based on the envaluation construct.  

Cooperation and Intergroup Relations 

Shared VIBs represent compatible interpretations of reality that are required for many types 

of cooperative action. Consider a group of students preparing for a difficult test. If all 
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students believe that cheating would devalue their achievement, they can expect each other to 

behave honestly on the test. If all students believe that cheating can help them achieve by 

increasing their grade, they can expect each other to not disclose cheating to the teacher, and 

to help each other cheat. If, however, some students believe that cheating is detrimental to 

achievement, while others believe it to be beneficial, cooperation among them becomes 

impossible. Brewer and Caporael (2013) argue that trust and predictability form the 

evolutionary basis of intergroup bias – we prefer to cooperate with ingroup members because 

we can better predict what they will do. In line with this argument, I hypothesize that 

sharing VIBs with outgroup members leads to weaker intergroup bias, while holding 

opposing VIBs leads to stronger intergroup bias and can result in conflict. VIBs are acquired 

through personal experience, inference, and socialization; groups that have strong institutions 

that facilitate socialization among their members, and the members of which share personal 

experiences—such as religious and ethnic groups—are then likely to have lower within-group 

and higher between-group variance in VIBs. Further, I expect groups that are more 

homogenous in VIBs to be perceived as higher in entitativity, or the degree to which they are 

perceived as coherent entities.  

VIBs can be used to model the processes of acculturation and intercultural 

communication. A person holding VIBs that are not shared by members of a host society or 

an interlocutor may lead a person to make inaccurate predictions of other people’s actions, 

miss opportunities for cooperation, and be sanctioned for their actions. Over time, shared 

experiences and opportunities for socialization can bring the VIBs of people from different 

backgrounds closer together. I therefore expect VIBs of immigrants to become more similar 
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to those of the host society over time, and the VIB congruity to predict positive outcomes for 

immigrants, such as size of social networks, employment, mental health, and well-being.  

Attitude Formation and Persuasion 

As VIBs contribute to cognitive grounds of the attitude, the conceptualization is relevant to 

the processes of attitude formation and change. Via values, VIBs link actions, objects, and 

events to evolutionarily significant needs. Information that can inform VIBs should be then 

perceived as relevant to motives with survival value and should be prioritised at the stages of 

perception and processing. I expect people to attend to information about consequences for 

values more than to information about other types of consequences. When forming attitudes, 

I expect VIB-relevant information to have stronger effect on the attitude than VIB-irrelevant 

information. Furthermore, I expect that for an individual, information supporting the VIBs 

for values that are high in their personal hierarchies will have a stronger effect on the attitude 

than information supporting the VIBs for values that are low in their personal hierarchy.  

Culture 

Clifford Geertz (1973) has famously defined culture as “webs of significance”, the network of 

meanings that orders and directs the behavior of people in context. Geertz argued that 

understanding the context-specific functions that actions serve is more informative of culture 

than describing the actions themselves. While this view of culture is influential among 

anthropologists, it is not well-represented in psychology. Psychological accounts of culture 

are dominated by dimensional theories (e.g. Hofstede, 1980; Inglehart, 2015; Schwartz, 
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1994b) that order countries along highly abstract dimensions rather than provide detailed 

descriptions of the content of cultural learning.  

VIBs provide an opportunity to assess and compare functions and meanings of 

actions in cultural contexts. Differences in functions of behaviors across cultures are captured 

by the construct of functional (in)equivalence (van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004). A classic 

example of lack of functional equivalence is pet ownership: while dogs and cats are treated as 

family members in the US, they are considered a nuisance in many other countries. We can 

then expect actions directed at well-being of dogs and cats to have stronger positive 

benevolence VIBs in the US compared to countries where dogs and cats are not considered 

pets.  

VIBs can also be used for detailing the mechanisms proposed by evolutionary models 

of culture. VIBs link actions to evolutionarily grounded motives, which makes them likely 

candidates to play a role in behavioral adaptation to the environment. Evolutionary models 

of culture, such as the parasite stress model (Fincher & Thornhill, 2012), lack an observable 

link between the environmental pressures and highly abstract cultural indices, such as 

Hofstede’s cultural dimensions, on the one hand and specific actions, such as prayer, on the 

other. VIBs can act as a gauge for context-specific “ideas, ways of thinking, and attitudes” 

(Fincher & Thornhill, 2012, p. 63) that are selected under evolutionary pressures. For 

example, we can expect negative security VIBs about actions that increase the likelihood of 

disease transmission to be more prevalent in environments with high disease stress.  
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Conclusion 

In this chapter, I presented the theoretical specification of VIBs, or beliefs about 

consequences of actions, objects, and events for values. VIBs capture the motivational 

meaning of objects by relating them to mental representations of evolutionarily significant 

needs. Using VIBs as a practical substitute for “meaning” can help us better theorize and test 

boundary conditions for psychological effects, improve predictive power of psychological 

models, and provide new insights into topics that engage with the construct of meaning.  
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CHAPTER 2 

SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF THE VALUE-BEHAVIOR 

RELATION 

ABSTRACT 

Personal values are reliable cross-situational predictors of attitudes and behavior. In recent 

decades, efforts were focused on identifying universal patterns in value-attitude relations. 

While some evidence for such universal patterns exists, there is still considerable variation in 

value-attitude and value-behavior links across cultures and contexts. Extending the existing 

literature on potential moderators, in this chapter I propose value-instantiating beliefs as 

moderators of the value-behavior relationship. In a web-based survey experiment (N = 1724) 

consisting of three trials, I presented participants with vignettes describing behavioral 

choices. The behaviors were described either neutrally, as reinforcing the value, or as 

inhibiting the value. I then assessed the value-instantiating beliefs, the attitude towards the 

behavior, and the intention to perform it. Instantiating beliefs strongly moderated the 

relationship between the personal values and the dependent variables in all three trials. 

Moreover, the direction of the relationship was determined by the instantiating beliefs. The 

results emphasize the plasticity of the value-behavior relation and the role of social 

construction in directing the motivational power of values towards concrete instantiating 

behaviors. 
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Introduction 

Personal values are individual conceptions of the desirable that guide behavior (Schwartz, 

1992) – in little things like donating to charity or spending time with the family and in life-

defining decisions. In the abstract, people tend to agree on what is desirable, good and 

important in life: kindness, health, personal accomplishment, learning, fairness are all 

accepted as suitable end-goals without extensive deliberation. But when it comes to how 

abstract values translate into concrete behavior, historic and cultural context seems to play an 

important role.  

Equality, for example, is a universal principle, appreciation of which we share with 

other, non-human primates: capuchin monkeys, famously, prefer to forgo food rather than 

accept unequal pay for their efforts (Brosnan & De Waal, 2003). While capuchins in the 

well-known experiment were able to observe each other perform the same task and receive 

different rewards, what constitutes equality in human societies is less obvious. For the larger 

part of human history, unequal participation of genders in economic and political life was 

seen as natural and justified (Engels, 2010). The view of traditional gender relations as 

violating the principle of equality has been brought about by scholarly and ethical arguments 

made in the 19th and 20th centuries (e.g. Beauvoir, 1972; Mill, 1997) Introduction of these 

arguments and subsequent public debate then formed new visions of equality that were 

understood and shared within communities, and this understanding of equality drove 

people’s sympathies and actions. Such differences in the ways in which values are understood 

and applied were extensively addressed within qualitative approaches to social science, for 
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example, in the social representation theory (Moscovici, 1976)—but fall outside the scope of 

contemporary values theory. The starting point for the work that I present in this chapter is 

the notion that contemporary research on value-behavior relations largely ignores the role of 

social construction of specific attitudes. Therefore, I present a theoretical model that 

explicates the role of shared beliefs, specifically value-instantiating beliefs (VIBs) in the 

relationship between values and attitudes and present an experimental study that tests the 

core proposition of the model: that VIBs moderate the relationship between the value and 

the behavior.  

Theory of Basic Human Values 

The concept of values has been used by academics at least since the early 20th century, and 

since then it was accompanied by definitional difficulties (Rohan, 2000). Values have been 

introduced to psychology and sociology as a concept rivaling social norms. Unlike social 

norms, values are not applied exclusively in specific situations, but are fundamental 

principles that are applicable to any situation or behavior, a more general principle that 

guides behavior. In most general sense, a value is something that is important to a person, a 

very abstract end state that he or she wants to achieve. The definition of the concept varies 

across authors, but it is generally agreed upon that values are (a) characteristics of individuals 

or groups, (b) conceptions of the desirable that (c) influence attitudes and behavior 

(Kluckhohn, 1951, p. 395). 

Of course, each individual has a different set of preferred values, informed by the 

multitude of influences he or she has been exposed to during socialization (Schwartz & 

Bilsky, 1990). And yet, Schwartz and Bilsky (1990) developed a theory of how individual 
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values are interrelated, which argues that there is a relatively simple, universal structure 

underlying individual value preferences. Based on Milton Rokeach’s earlier work (1973), 

Schwartz (1992) focused on the motivational aspect of values, discerning two motivational 

dimensions along which the values are organized. The first dimension, labeled “openness to 

change versus conservation”, describes a conflict between openness towards change and new 

experiences on the one hand, and order, control, and restraint on the other. The second 

dimension, labeled “self-enhancement versus self-transcendence” relates to the conflict 

between the concern with the outcomes of one’s actions for the self versus the concern with 

these outcomes for the others. Within this motivational continuum, the original formulation 

placed ten, and the revised – 19 basic human values (Schwartz et al., 2012). According to 

Schwartz (1992), the boundaries between the basic values are arbitrary, and the value space 

can be partitioned in any suitable way. Values that are located close to each other share 

motivational goals and are conceptually and functionally similar (Schwartz & Bilsky 1990). 

The structure of relations among types of values is presented in Figure 1.1, and the 

conceptual definitions of the 19 basic human values are presented in Table 2.1.  

An important implication of the organization of value types along the two 

motivational dimensions is the system of motivational conflicts among values. Behaviors that 

satisfy a motivational goal are likely to do so at the expense of the opposing value. When one 

engages in self-serving behavior, such as pursuit of wealth, it is likely to hinder the 

attainment of the pro-social motivational goal, and vice versa. This theorization has been 

tested in multiple countries (Schwartz, 1994, 1992), and the evidence is strongly in favor of 

near universal organization of values along the motivational dimensions. 
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The opposite ends of the two dimensions—the four motivational goals, designated 

by Schwartz (2012) as higher-order value types, are important to human functioning and are 

valued by people universally. However, individuals differ in their value preferences: while 

most people would believe that helping close others is important and valued, helping others 

is often at odds with taking opportunities for oneself, and individuals vary in deciding what 

gets priority (Schwartz & Bardi, 2001). 

Values, defined and measured as proposed by Schwartz, have been linked to various 

outcomes, including attitudes, beliefs, worries, personality traits, political preferences, 

consumer behavior, and other constructs (Grunert & Juhl 1995; Roccas et al., 2002; 

Schwartz, Caprara & Vecchione 2010; Thøgersen & Grunert-Beckmann, 1997; Hitlin & 

Piliavin, 2004; Boehnke et al., 1998). Schwartz’s theory has been used widely in social 

psychological research and related fields, and the present study relies on Schwartz’s 

conceptual framework. 

From Values to Behavior 

Values are typically seen as the organizing principles or determinants of attitudes, and 

behavior (Bem, 1970; Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004). Values are the source of motivation in the 

value-attitude-behavior model of value-motivated behavior (Feather, 1985; Homer & Kahle, 

1988; Milfont et al., 2010). The relationship between values and behavior is mediated by 

value-relevant attitudes. For example, Homer and Kahle (1988) showed that values predicted 

attitudes towards natural foods, and these attitudes, in turn, affected shopping preferences. 

In another study (Feather, 1995), participants were presented with vignettes describing 

hypothetical situations with two alternative behavioral choices, where choices were expressive 
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of different values. Values systematically related to the attractiveness of the choices, and to 

behavioral choices. However, values had no effect on behavioral choices when controlling for 

attractiveness.  

Following the development of Schwartz’s value theory and its method of measuring 

personal values, correlational and causal dependency of attitudes on personal values has been 

demonstrated in studies of various attitudes, ranging from political attitudes to attitudes 

towards functional foods (see, for example, Maio, 2017 for a review). 

An important aspect of the theorized hierarchical value-attitude relation is that 

attitudes are seen as expressions or subordinate consequences of values (Eagly & Chaiken 

1993; Kristiansen & Zanna, 1991). Attitudes can express values to a different degree (Maio 

& Olson, 2000), and while some attitudes are intuitively value-expressive – for example, 

attitude towards health insurance is likely to be related to the value of security – others can 

be less clearly linked to values. In the norm activation model, it was theorized that the effect 

of altruistic values on attitudes depends on the awareness of consequences of one’s actions for 

others (Schwartz, 1977); later studies supported this theorization (De Groot & Steg, 2009). 

In an experimental study, Maio and Olson (1995) demonstrated that “value-expressiveness” 

can be experimentally manipulated, affecting the strength of the value-attitude relation for 

self-transcendence as well as self-enhancement values. 

Similarly to attitudes, behavior is systematically related to values. Individual 

differences in values have been shown to map to motivationally congruent behaviors across 

the value spectrum using both self-report and peer-reported measures of behavior (Bardi & 

Schwartz, 2003). In a meta-analysis of values and personality research, Fischer and Boer 

(2014) demonstrated a consistent relationship between values and behavioral dispositions in 
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Table 2.1. Basic human values and their conceptual definitions 

Value Conceptual definitions in terms of motivational goals 

Self-direction—thought Freedom to cultivate one’s own ideas and abilities 

Self-direction—action Freedom to determine one’s own actions 

Stimulation Excitement, novelty, and change 

Hedonism Pleasure and sensuous gratification 

Achievement Success according to social standards 

Power—dominance Power through exercising control over people 

Power—resources Power through control of material and social 

resources 

Face Security and power through maintaining one’s public 

image and avoiding humiliation 

Security—personal Safety in one’s immediate environment 

Security—societal Safety and stability in the wider society 

Tradition Maintaining and preserving cultural, family, or 

religious traditions 

Conformity—rules Compliance with rules, laws, and formal obligations 

Conformity—interpersonal Avoidance of upsetting or harming other people 

Humility Recognizing one’s insignificance in the larger 

scheme of things 

Benevolence—dependability  Being a reliable and trustworthy member of the group 

Benevolence—caring  Devotion to the welfare of ingroup members 

Universalism—concern  Commitment to equality, justice, and protection for 

all people 

Universalism—nature  Preservation of natural environment 

Universalism—tolerance  Acceptance and understanding of those who are 

different from oneself 

Note. Adapted with permission from “Refining the Theory of Basic Individual Values” by S. H. 

Schwartz et al., 2012, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 103(4), p. 669. Copyright 

2012 by the American Psychological Association.   
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measures of personality. It is important to note that the effects of values on behavior are not 

strong, and there are many other, often more proximal, sources of variation in behavior 

(Maio et al., 2001).  

Social psychologists previously argued for indirect pathways of the link between 

values and their enactment. Rokeach (1973) suggested that value-congruent behavior is 

motivated by need for consistency; it was also suggested that values might affect beliefs and 

personal norms, and, through them, behavior (Dietz, Fitzgerald & Shwom, 2005). A recent 

review of neuroscientific literature on value-behavior relation, however, summarized evidence 

for a more direct link: Brosch and Sander (2013) suggested that individual value preferences 

may affect the worth that is given to different behavioral options in terms of perceived 

reward value. 

Moderators of the Effects of Values 

Multiple studies emphasized the role of context in the relation between values and attitudes 

(e.g. Feather, 1985; Sagiv & Schwartz, 1995). While predicting readiness for outgroup 

contact from values, Sagiv and Scwhartz (1995) derived and confirmed disparate hypotheses 

for the Jewish majority and Arab minority in Israel, arguing that the same object of attitude 

(outgroup contact) relates to different values in the studied contexts. In a different study, it 

was found that in countries where the relationship between the state and the church was 

amicable, expected positive relations between religiosity and values of conformity and 

tradition were present. However, in countries where church was in conflict with the state, 

religiosity correlated less strongly with conservation-type values, and more strongly with 

universalism (Roccas & Schwartz, 1997). More recently, it was found that the relationship 
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between values and left-right political orientation reverses direction in post-communist 

countries as compared to countries with no history of communism. The authors argued that 

the differences in construal of the political spectrum in the studied countries could explain 

the findings (Barni, Vieno & Roccato, 2016).  

A number of contextual moderators were proposed to explain differences in value-

attitude links: salience of values could strengthen the value-attitude relation (Verplanken et 

al., 2008; Maio & Olson, 1995), salience of attitude could affect the strength of the 

relationship (Boer & Fischer, 2013), and the effects of the values on attitudes can be 

constrained in contexts with higher normative pressure on self-expression (Gelfand et al., 

2011; Lönnqvist et al., 2006). These moderators, however, do not address the qualitative 

aspect of the value-behavior relation that we are interested in, i.e. do not relate to specific 

value-attitude and value-behavior pairings, focusing instead on general contextual 

conductivity for the effect of values.  

The qualitative aspect of the relationship between abstract values and specific 

attitudes and behavior was elaborated in the work of Gregory Maio (2010). Maio argued that 

the representation of values varies in its abstractness, and that values are best understood as 

mental representations, or cognitive categories. Specific instances of these categories, then, 

are value-relevant behaviors and attitudes. Maio argued that, similarly to other subordinate 

elements of cognitive categories, value instantiations differ in typicality: Whereas ‘treating 

people equally regardless of their gender’ is a typical example of the value of equality, 

‘treating people equally regardless of their right- or left-handedness’ is not.  Experimental 

studies have shown that invoking typical as opposed to atypical instantiations of values 

affects behavior stronger (Maio et al., 2009). 
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Typicality of value instantiations was recently proposed as a moderator of value-

behavior relations across cultural contexts. Hanel et al., (2017) reviewed evidence in support 

of the idea that certain behaviors can be typical representations of values in some countries, 

but not in others. For example, Hanel et al. found that while saving water was a typical 

instantiation of environmentalism in Brazil but not in UK, choosing environmentally 

conscious modes of transportation was a typical instantiation of the same value in UK, but 

not in Brazil. Hanel and colleagues hypothesized that values relate stronger to the typical 

compared to atypical instantiations of values.  

Unlike other approaches, this conceptualization focuses on the properties of specific 

value-behavior relations. However, it inherits the essentialist understanding of the 

relationship between values and the behavior, where behavior represents a value due to the 

intrinsic qualities of the behavior. Typicality, then, reflects the degree to which a specific 

behavior corresponds to a central tendency for its superordinate cognitive category, the value: 

treating people unequally based on their race or height is equally unjust, yet discrimination 

by race is a more common example that possesses more archetypal features of injustice. 

Similarly to previously proposed moderators, the concept of typicality of instantiations allows 

us to explain the strength of the relationship between values and value-expressive attitudes 

and behavior: the relationship between values and their typical instantiations is hypothesized 

to be stronger relative to atypical instantiations.  

Value-Instantiating Beliefs as Potential Moderators of the Effects of Values  

Several conceptualizations described above stressed the importance of context in the 

relationship between values and their outcomes. A few of these studies addressed contextual 
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differences in meanings of attitudinal objects (e.g. Barni, Vieno & Roccato 2016; Sagiv & 

Schwartz, 1995; Roccas & Schwartz, 1997). However, the implicit assumption that beliefs 

about attitudinal objects affect the relationship was left without elaboration. The particulars 

of construals were either hypothesized based on general knowledge (Sagiv & Schwartz, 1995; 

Roccas & Schwartz, 1997), or used post-hoc to explain findings (Barni, Vieno & Roccato, 

2016).  

Additionally, previously proposed moderators explicitly addressed only differences in 

strength of the relationship between values and value-expressive attitudes and behavior. We, 

however, propose that there may be qualitatively different patterns of value-attitude and 

value-behavior relations depending on how the target objects of attitudes and behavior are 

construed. 

We postulate that the value-attitude relation becomes possible through individual 

beliefs that instantiate values. Our core proposition is as follows: a value can motivate an 

attitude towards a social object only if the individual believes that the attitude expresses the 

value. For example, for the value of universalism—nature to motivate preference for electric 

cars, one has to believe that electric cars are more environment-friendly than the alternatives. 

If a person believed that choosing an electric car would harm the environment, their value of 

universalism—nature would motivate dislike towards electric cars.  

On the group level, if a belief is shared among the majority of individuals, samples 

drawn from the population will show a statistical relationship between the value and the 

attitude. If the majority believes that electric cars are environment−friendly, those for whom 

protecting the environment is an important life priority will have more positive attitudes 
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towards the electric cars than those for whom it is less important. If, however, the belief is 

not shared to a certain degree, such statistical relationship would become impossible. 

This property, the ability to moderate value-attitude relations, is what sets beliefs 

that link social objects to values apart from other beliefs. We call such beliefs value-

instantiating beliefs (VIBs). Examples of VIBs are “having a pet is responsible”, “this car 

is safe” or “eating meat is murder”. VIBs acquire motivational properties from values. 

Most beliefs on their own do not compel us to act, but VIBs do: if we value safety, we 

avoid things that we believe are unsafe and pursue those that we believe to be safe; if we 

value power, we pursue things that we believe can make us rich. Without VIBs, the 

relationship between values and attitudes is impossible: if we believe that nothing is safe 

or unsafe, the value of security loses its motivational power. 

VIBs can differ in strength (one can believe that a car is relatively safe or 

extremely safe) and in direction (a person can believe that a car is rather safe or rather 

unsafe). These properties of VIBs would determine the strength and the direction of the 

value-attitude relation. VIBs refer to a specific object and to a specific value. 

VIBs are not equally distributed among individuals and among groups. Some 

people believe that support for immigration is dangerous for themselves or the society, 

and are motivated to oppose immigration by their value of security. Others, who do not 

see immigration as threatening, might support it even if security is very important for 

them.  Likewise, it is not difficult to imagine differences in VIBs across communities: in 

the mainstream society, vaccination against polio may be considered an effective way to 

protect personal health, but members of the anti-vaccination movement believe that 

vaccination is dangerous. Such differences in VIBs would bring about differences in co-



 

 

57 

occurrence of values and attitudes within those groups. In the general population, the 

value of security—personal can be positively related to the attitudes towards vaccination, 

but among the vaccination skeptics, those who hold personal security more important 

might have stronger negative attitudes towards vaccination.  

At this point, there is a need to situate the VIB vis-à-vis a related construct, the 

social representation. Social representations are similar to VIBs in that they are used by 

individuals to evaluate and act upon objects in their social surroundings (Moscovici, 

1973). Similarly to VIBs, social representations are specific to particular contexts 

(Moscovici, 1973), and are often contested and negotiated (Howarth, 2006). Compared to 

social representations, VIBs are narrow in scope: social representations encompass all 

values, ideas, and practices related to the target, while VIBs are singular beliefs that relate 

the target to a specific value. Unlike social representations, VIBs are individually held 

beliefs that may be shared to a different degree. Interpersonal variation in VIBs may be 

useful for explaining within-group variability in motivation towards specific behaviors, 

while intergroup differences might explain differences in coordinated behavior.  Unlike 

social representations, VIBs are summary judgments. The same individual can hold 

multiple or even competing social representations on the same subject, but a person can 

hold only one corresponding VIB. For instance, a person may be aware of both traditional 

and feminist discourses on gender relations but can only have one summary belief about 

the fairness of traditional gender roles. We argue that on individual level, VIBs can be 

strongly informed by social representation of the corresponding social object. On the 

group level, shared VIBs approximate the value aspect of the corresponding social 

representation, with aforementioned caveats.  
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This study aims to provide initial evidence for the utility of VIB as a construct and 

for its moderating role in value−behavior relations. The scope of the study is limited to 

establishing the theoretical mechanism that links construal of social objects to value-

based motivations for engaging with them. The questions of VIB acquisition and change 

on a broader societal level remain outside the scope of the study and open to future 

investigation.  

In an experimental study, the VIBs were manipulated by varying the quantity of 

information about consequences of a behavior for values. I presented participants with 

value-relevant behavioral choices. To minimize interference from existing construals, I 

developed novel, hypothetical stimuli. Across experimental conditions, the target 

behavior was described as either reinforcing the value, as thwarting the value, or 

neutrally. Based on the above theorization, the following hypotheses were developed, 

ranging from weak to strong. 

H1: VIBs will moderate the relationship between the value and the attitude towards 

the behavior, and between the value and the behavioral intention. 

H2: Positive VIB manipulation will produce a more positive relationship between the 

value and the dependent variables compared to control and to the negative manipulation 

conditions, and the negative manipulation will produce a more negative relationship than the 

other two conditions. 

H3: Positive VIB manipulation will result in a positive relationship between the value 

and the dependent variables, and the negative manipulation will result in a negative 

relationship. 
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The research question, hypotheses, design, sample size, and exclusion criteria were 

preregistered via an AsPredicted form: https://aspredicted.org/x7h46.pdf.  

Method 

Participants 

Sample size was determined based on a power analysis performed with GPower software 

(Faul et al. 2007) with power (1 – β) set at .95 and α at .05. Since I did not predict a specific 

effect size, I based the power calculation on ƒ2 = 0.009, an average effect size of an 

interaction in psychological literature (Aguinis et al., 2005). The analysis indicated N = 1614 

needed to detect an interaction effect.  

The following exclusion criteria were included in the preregistration: participants 

were to be removed from the study if they failed two out of two attention check questions, or 

if they provided the same answer for 50 or more out of the 57-item measure of values.  

A total of 1867 participants were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk. One 

hundred fourteen participants dropped out of the study before completing the experimental 

part, and 29 were excluded from the analyses in agreement with the exclusion criteria, 

resulting in an effective sample size of 1724 participants. Among the participants, 48.4% 

identified their gender as male, and 51.4% as female. Mean age was 39.5 years (SD = 12.7), 

and 63.4% held Bachelor’s degree or higher. 82.2% of participants indicated the United 

States as their country of residence, 14.3% resided in India, and 3.5% listed a different 

country as a country of residence.  
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Design and Procedure  

The study was performed as a web-based survey experiment. Before data collection, informed 

consent was obtained from all participants. In the first part of the survey, we obtained 

sociodemographic variables and assessed individual value preferences. Sociodemographic 

assessment included measures of age, gender, level of education, country of residence, and 

level of religiosity. These variables were shown to relate to values and to value-relevant 

attitudes in prior research (Davidov et al., 2008; Schwartz, 2006, 2012b; Schwartz & Rubel, 

2005). The experimental part of the study consisted of three trials. Each of the trials 

examined the relationship between a specific value from Schwartz’s refined theory of basic 

human values and a behavior under three conditions: a positive value-instantiating belief 

(VIB) condition, a negative VIB condition, and control. The first trial examined the value of 

universalism—concern, the second – security—personal, and the third – conformity—rules. 

These values were selected because they have been shown to relate to a range of socially 

relevant outcomes, such as attitudes to minorities, voting behavior, consumer choices, and 

others (see Schwartz, 2006, for a review), and because they represent both motivational 

dimensions of the theory of basic human values.  

In every trial, the participants were asked to read a vignette describing a hypothetical 

situation involving a behavioral choice. Within each trial, participants were randomly 

assigned to one of the three conditions, each receiving a slightly modified version of the 

vignette: in the positive VIB condition, the vignette described the behavior as promoting the 

value, in the negative VIB condition the same behavior was described as inhibiting the value, 



 

 

61 

and in the control condition no value-related statements were explicitly made. Information 

in the descriptions was not mutually exclusive across conditions.  

In the first trial (universalism), the vignette described a male applicant for an IT 

position who is an immigrant. The control condition included information only about the 

applicant’s good fit for the job and his immigration background. In the positive VIB 

condition, the applicant’s experiences with discrimination on the labor market were also 

described. It was assumed that hiring a member of a discriminated minority is compatible 

with the motivational goal of universalism—concern (protection of the weak members of 

society, equality, and justice). In the negative VIB condition, the description of labor market 

discrimination was replaced with a description of sexual harassment accusations from the 

applicant’s former employee. Participants’ attitude towards hiring the person and intention 

to hire the person were measured. 

In the second trial (security), participants were presented with a scenario where they 

had to arrange a ride with a stranger through a ride sharing website. The control condition 

simply stated that the driver under consideration has mostly positive, but also several 

negative reviews on the website. In the experimental conditions the content of the reviews 

was manipulated. In the positive VIB condition, the driver was described as “extremely 

careful” and “confident”. In the negative VIB condition, it was mentioned that the driver 

was young and made a lot of stops to have some energy drinks, as “it seemed like he partied 

before the trip”. The attitude and behavioral intention to share the ride with this driver were 

measured.  

Finally, the third trial (conformity) described a professional development course and 

a hypothetical colleague’s descriptions of the course were manipulated. In the positive VIB 
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condition, this colleague mentioned that the course instructor requires complete trust in her 

and her method and expects students to memorize and reproduce the material. In the 

negative VIB condition, the instructor was asking challenging questions and did not shy 

away from controversial topics. In the control condition, no value-specific information was 

provided. The attitude and behavioral intention to enroll in the class were measured. 

 The full texts of the vignettes can be found in the supplementary material. After 

each trial, the participants answered a manipulation check question, followed by measures of 

attitude and behavioral intention. On average, it took the participants 10 minutes and 41 

second to complete the study. Following the three trials, participants were debriefed about 

the purpose of the study and provided with contact details of the principal investigator.  

Measures 

Individual value preferences were assessed using the Portrait Values Questionnaire—Revised 

(PVQ-RR, Schwartz, 2017). PVQ-RR assesses 19 values from the revised formulation of the 

theory of basic human values using 57 items, three for each value. Items describe value 

preferences of fictitious persons, and participants are asked to indicate how similar they are to 

the described person (from 1—not like me at all to 6—very much like me). Scores for 

individual values were computed by averaging the responses for the items assessing each 

value. These scores were then centered on the mean of each respondent to compensate for 

differences in the use of the scale (Schwartz, 2009). Although mean-centering is conventional 

in value research, some recent studies criticize this approach (Borg & Bardi, 2016; He & van 

de Vijver 2015). To make sure that the findings are robust, we also run the tests with raw, 

uncentered value scores. The results of these tests are presented in Appendix B. 
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The measures of attitudes and behavioral intentions were developed in accordance to 

the guidelines by Armitage and Conner (2001). Attitude toward the behavior was assessed 

using a 7-point semantic differential with anchors “harmful” — “beneficial”, “good” — 

“bad”, “pleasant—unpleasant”, and “worthless” — “useful”. The reverse-scored items were 

recoded so that higher scores indicated more positive attitude toward the behavior. 

Reliability of the measure was assessed separately for each condition within each trial, 

resulting in nine scores for Cronbach’s α that ranged from .78 to .90 (M = .84).  

Three items were used to measure behavioral intentions: “I would expect to [perform 

the behavior]”, “I would want to [perform the behavior]”, and “I would intend to [perform 

the behavior]”. The scores for these measurements ranged from 1 to 7 (1—strongly disagree, 

7—strongly agree). Cronbach’s α for the behavioral intention measure ranged from .92 to 

.96 (M = .95) across trials and conditions. Pearson correlations between measures of attitude 

and behavioral intention ranged from .65 to .81 (M = .73).  

Obtained sociodemographic characteristics included age, gender, country of 

residence, education level, and degree of religiosity. Level of education was assessed using an 

ordinal scale with responses indicating the highest completed level of education (0—no high 

school, 1—high school diploma, 2—some college, no degree, 3—Associate degree, 4—

Bachelor’s degree, 5—Master’s degree, 6—Professional degree, and 7—doctorate). Degree of 

religiosity was measured with a question “Regardless of whether or not you belong to a 

particular religion, how religious would you say you are”. The scores ranged from 1 to 10 

(1—not at all religious, 10—very religious).  
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The effect of manipulation was assessed using a single item. Participants were asked 

“how just”, “how safe”, and “how disciplined and organized” would it be to perform the 

behavior described in the vignette. The responses were recorded on a 7-point Likert-type 

scale. 

Results 

First, the manipulation checks were assessed to examine whether the manipulations worked 

as intended. In the first trial describing an immigrant applicant, participants assessed hiring 

this person as less just in the negative VIB condition (M = 2.74) compared to the control 

condition (M = 5.87), p < .001. Positive VIB condition (M = 5.74) did not differ from the 

control, p = .221. In the second trial describing a driver for ride sharing, participants assessed 

sharing the ride as less safe in the negative VIB condition (M = 3.80) compared to the 

control condition (M = 4.18), p < .001, and as more safe in the positive VIB condition (M = 

5.84), p < .001. In the third trial describing a professional development course, the course 

was assessed as less disciplined and organized in the negative VIB condition (M = 5.16) 

compared to the control (M = 5.73), and in the positive VIB condition – more disciplined 

and organized (M = 6.18) compared to the control, both tests significant at p < .001. Overall, 

the manipulation checks performed as predicted in all trials with the exception of Trial 1, 

where the difference between the positive VIB and the control conditions was not significant. 

The effects sizes for manipulation checks were large in Trial 1 (η2 = .53) and Trial 2 (η2 = 

.32) and medium in Trial 3 (η2 = .13). 

 Further, I compared the groups in each of the trials on the socio-demographic 

variables: Age, gender, education, religiosity, and country of residence. Only one difference 
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was significant: in the first trial, participants in Condition 1 (positive value-instantiating 

belief) scored significantly lower on religiosity (M = 4.63, SD = 3.29) than participants in 

Condition 2 (negative value-instantiating belief) (M = 5.33, SD = 4.96).  

To test the hypotheses, I performed a series of analyses of the relations between 

values and the dependent variables across conditions in the three trials. The patterns of 

relations are presented in Figure 2.1.  

To assess Hypothesis 1, analyses of covariance for each of the three trials were 

conducted. For the purpose of the analysis, attitude and behavioral intention were dependent 

variables, and condition, value, and the interaction between value and condition were 

predictors. Since participants in the first Trial differed in religiosity across conditions, 

religiosity was included as a control variable in the model for that trial.  

The results are summarized in Table 2.2. All six interaction terms had significant 

effects on the DV’s, providing support for Hypothesis 1. Following the rules of thumb given 

by Miles and Shelvin (2001), we can say that in Trials 1 and 2 the effects on both the 

attitude and the behavioral intention were large, and in Trial 3 – medium. 

In testing Hypotheses 2, I looked at the interactions between the value and each 

condition in predicting attitude and behavioral intention using control condition as a 

reference group. In the vignette describing the immigrant IT applicant, as expected, the 

effect of universalism—concern on attitude towards the behavior in the positive condition 

was significantly more positive (b=.161, t= 2.03, p = .043) and the slope in the negative 

condition significantly more negative (b= −.626, t= −7.48, p < .001) than in the control 

condition. Similarly, the effect of universalism—concern on the intention to hire was 
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significantly more positive (b = .193, t = 2.17, p = .030) in the positive condition, and 

significantly more negative (b = −.727, t = −7.73, p <.001) in the negative condition.  

In the vignette describing the ride-share driver, the effect of security—personal on 

the attitude was significantly more positive in the positive condition (b = .529, t = 5.09, p < 

.001), but the effect of the value on the attitude did not differ between the negative and the 

control conditions (b = .035, t = .34, p = .734). Likewise, the effect of security—personal on 

the intention to take the ride was significantly more positive in positive condition (b = .726, 

t = 5.35, p < .001), but slopes in negative and control conditions did not differ (b = .140, t = 

1.03, p = .302). 

In the vignette describing the professional development course, the effect of 

conformity—rules on the attitude was not different between the positive and the control 

conditions (b = −.002, t = 0.72, p = .974), but the effect was significantly more negative in 

the negative compared to the control condition (b = −.242, t = −3.50, p < .001). The effect of 

conformity—rules on intention to take the course did not differ in the positive compared to 

the control condition, but in the negative condition the slope was significantly more negative 

compared to control (b = −.342, t = −3.80, p < .001). Eight out of 12 hypothesized relations 

turned out as predicted. These findings provide mixed support for Hypothesis 2. To test 

Hypothesis 3, I performed simple slope analyses (Table 2.3). The direction of the 

relationships was as predicted for all 12 slopes. Eleven out of 12 relations were significant2. 

 

2 The results when using the raw scores for values were similar to those presented here. See supplementary 

material for more details.  
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Figure 2.1. Effects of value on attitude and behavioral intention in the three trials 

Note. OLS regression lines were calculated separately for each condition. Shaded bands represent 95% C. I. 
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Table 2.2. Summary of analyses of covariance 

 Attitude Behavioral Intention 

 F p ηp
2 F p ηp

2 

Trial 1       

Intercept 280.1 <.001 .153 324.04 <.001 .173 

Religiosity 2.10 .148 .001 11.6 .001 .007 
Value (UNc) 20.9 <.001 .013 20.0 <.001 .013 
Condition 4.41 .012 .006 4.23 .015 .005 
Value*Condition 44.7 <.001 .054 48.2 <.001 .058 

Trial 2       

Intercept 427.1 <.001 .202 518.6 <.001 .235 

Value (SEp) 8.66 .003 .005 54.2 <.001 .031 
Condition 5.66 .004 .007 5.83 .003 .007 
Value*Condition 16.5 <.001 .019 16.3 <.001 .019 

Trial 3        

Intercept 1336.2 <.001 .438 971.4 <.001 .361 

Value (COr) 7.54 .006 .004 6.27 .012 .004 
Condition 15.7 <.001 .018 18.1 <.001 .021 
Value*Condition 8.44 <.001 .010 9.64 <.001 .011 

Note. UNc (universalism—concern); SEp (security—personal); COr (conformity—rules). 
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Table 2.3. Simple slope analyses for the effects of value on attitude and behavioral 

intention in each experimental condition 

 Attitude Behavioral Intention 

 B SE b SE 

Trial 1     

Positive VIB  .46*** .06 .52*** .07 

Negative VIB −.32*** .07 −.39*** .09 

Control    .30*** .05 .32*** .05 

Trial 2     

Positive VIB .22** .07 .031 .09 

Negative VIB −.28*** .08 −.56*** .10 

Control    −.31*** .07 −.70*** .10 

Trial 3      

Positive VIB .16** .05 .20** .08 

Negative VIB −.08* .05 −.13* .06 

Control .16*** .05 .21*** .06 

Note. Statistical significance levels: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 

 

Discussion 

We set out to assess the effect of behavior construal on the value-attitude and value-behavior 

relationship. Taken together, the findings support that proposition that value-behavior 

relations are malleable, and that VIBs play an important role in the translation of values into 

specific attitudes and behavior. We found support for the strongest version of the hypotheses 

(H3): manipulation of behavior construal not only affected the strength of the relationship 

between values and behavior but determined the direction.  

Contrary to the hypotheses, values were systematically related to attitudes and 

behavior even when no value-expressive arguments for behavior were introduced 
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Furthermore, the effects in control conditions were of similar magnitude compared to the 

experimental conditions. This can be interpreted as an indication of transitive property of 

VIBs. While the design attempted to provide participants with novel, unfamiliar behavioral 

options to avoid carry-over effects from previously held VIBs, apparently, participants still 

interpreted situations according to the types of situations that they represented. For example, 

sharing a ride with a stranger was construed as unsafe even though no information about 

(un-)safety of that particular action was deliberately provided. Arguably, participants relied 

on their beliefs about trusting strangers in different situations.  

Implications for the Theory of Basic Human Values  

The starting proposition of Schwartz’s theory of basic human values is that values are 

cognitive representations of universal evolutionary-based motives: needs of individuals as 

biological organisms, the need for coordinated social interaction, and the need for survival 

and well-being of social groups. Yet, in specific circumstances, the same evolutionary needs 

might be served by different actions: in many parts of the world, personal health is still best 

protected by procuring sufficient food, while in the economically developed countries 

overeating is now a more salient health risk. Social standards according to which we judge 

personal success vary across contexts. Things that were considered socially just and fair in the 

past are not anymore. The presented findings explicate and formalize a previously 

unaddressed assumption that context-specific beliefs about social objects shape value-based 

motivation towards these objects in specific historical and cultural circumstances.  

The findings are also consistent with the differentiation of the levels of abstraction at 

which values operate as proposed by Maio (2010): while values can be viewed as a reflection 
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of the universal motivational continuum at the most abstract level, they can also be seen as 

relatively independent cognitive categories that are meaningfully linked to other mental 

representations. This also addresses an early criticism levied against the cross-cultural research 

on values: that the meaning or content of values may vary across cultural contexts (Peng, 

Nisbett & Wong, 1997). While values show remarkable consistency on the most abstract 

level of representation (Cieciuch et al., 2016), their particular instantiations can be 

significantly affected by context-specific construals.   

Implications for the Research on Value-Attitude and Value-Behavior 

Relations 

We have formalized and assessed the assumption that the effect of values on attitudes and 

behavior is contingent on beliefs about the target behavior or attitude. The theorization 

presented in this chapter advances previous work on consequences of values in the following 

ways.  

First, the study introduces a strong moderator of the link between values and their 

correlates, the VIB. It is a proximal moderator that may underlie some of the previously 

studied moderating effects on the value-attitude relations, such as salience of value, salience 

of attitude, and specific contextual moderators. It was argued that values are likely to affect 

attitudes and behavior stronger if the value or the attitude is salient in context (Verplanken et 

al., 2008; Maio & Olson, 1995). From our perspective, on the individual level, activation of 

a value is likely to increase the accessibility of VIBs pertaining to that particular value. On 

the group level, a value that is contextually salient, such as security at time of war, is likely to 

occupy a central place in the discourse. Public statements and private conversations will 
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prominently feature statements linking various behaviors to the salient value, forming or 

increasing the salience of existing VIBs. Similarly, attitudes that are salient in a particular 

context are likely to be discussed in relations to values, strengthening the relation between 

values and attitudes through relevant VIBs. The VIBs are easier to assess than salience of 

values or attitudes in a social context, are applicable across situations, and may aid in 

hypothesis development for studies of consequences of values. It is worth noting that the 

VIB is distinct from a related moderator of value-behavior relations, the typicality of value 

instantiations (Maio et al., 2009; Hanel et al., 2017). In the experiments of Maio et al. 

(2009), presenting participants with a typical instantiation of a value (discrimination based 

on gender) produced a stronger effect on subsequent discriminatory behavior compared to an 

atypical instantiation (discrimination based on left-handedness). Yet, there was no 

disagreement between participants on whether the two types of discrimination instantiated 

the value of equality, i.e. whether they were unfair. Furthermore, both behaviors were 

perceived as equally unfair, suggesting similar VIBs pertaining to both behaviors. We could 

speculate that the cognitive property of typicality of value instantiations can be related, on 

the social level, to the “thickness” of discourse surrounding the VIB, or to cognitive support 

for it. Gender equality remains a prominently featured topic in contemporary discourse on 

social justice, while bias against left-handed people is much less discussed. The proportion of 

value-related discourse that is occupied by a specific instantiation may make it more likely 

that this instantiation is processed as typical. This speculation, however, was not tested in the 

present study. 
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Second, the proposed conceptualization provides a theoretical framework for 

incorporating questions of social construal of behavior into quantitative research on value-

behavior relations. The questions of meaning-making and negotiation traditionally fall in the 

milieu of constructivist approaches to social sciences, such as the social representation theory, 

and were often addressed with qualitative methods. At the same time, these questions are 

particularly relevant for research on values that is firmly rooted in the mainstream, post-

positivist approach to social psychology. The construct of VIBs can help bridge this gap by 

bringing social construction within reach of survey and experimental methodology. 

Third, in certain cases, VIBs may be useful for addressing construct bias in cross-

cultural research. It is often assumed that a certain behavior serves different functions across 

cultures. For example, obligations towards elder relatives are thought to be different in 

Western and non-Western contexts, making assessment of constructs such as familial piety 

problematic (Van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004). However, the specific functions are rarely 

assessed. The VIB may be useful in measuring the equivalence of value-expressive functions 

of behavior, e.g. the degree to which specific familial obligations are construed in terms of 

the values of tradition or benevolence. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

One may wonder to what extent can we consider the behavioral scenarios as being 

equivalent, and, consequently, to what extent are the measures of our dependent variables 

comparable across conditions. After all, sharing a ride with a person that we see as reliable is 

not the same as entrusting oneself to a dangerous driver.  
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In this chapter, I argue that the same behavior and the same object of attitude can be, 

and is, seen in different light by different people. People are exposed, and expose themselves 

to different sources of information, forming their realities through the specific construals 

they acquire. During the recent “migrant crisis” in Europe, for example, consumers of the 

left-wing media have likely exposed themselves to representations of migrants as victims of 

discrimination and unfair treatment, while populist movements in Europe and abroad 

painted the migrants as recipients of unearned privileges and a security threat. Even if both 

representations relied solely on accurate factual information for support, the value-related 

arguments and beliefs that are formed through them are dramatically different. Yet, attitudes 

towards migrants are commonly assessed by social psychologists without accounting for these 

crucial differences in construal—a situation that the presented conceptualization aims to aid.  

More formally, we can argue the same point using Searle’s (1995) theory of social 

construction. Searle differentiated between brute facts that exist independently from 

observers (such as that Everest is 8,848 meters high), and institutional facts, that exist only 

insofar as people agree about them. Institutional facts, in Searle’s formulation, take the form 

of “object X stands for function Y in context C”. For example, “bills issued by the Bureau of 

Engraving and Printing(X) count as money(Y) in the United States(C)” (Searle, 1995, p. 

28). X can be a brute fact or a function, allowing institutional facts to build upon each other, 

for example “money counts as a taxable asset if it is received as a salary”. Expanding this 

conceptualization, the function of social objects can be not only utilitarian, but also value-

expressive, for example “money is the root of all evil in the United States”. Alternative value-

expressive function that could be assigned to the same object could be “money is the sign of 
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God’s grace in the United states”. Here, disagreement over what is the meaning of money in 

a particular context does not imply a disagreement over what is money: these institutional 

facts exist on the different levels of the hierarchy of social construction. Similarly, in our 

experiment we manipulated the value-expressive function of behaviors but did not change 

the constitutive part of the behavior. We also took precautions to avoid mutually exclusive 

factual statements in different versions of the vignettes. 

The use of online self-reported measures of the attitude and the behavioral intention 

has certain limitations. While prior studies showed that the values affect self-reported and 

peer-reported behavior in similar ways (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003), attitudes and intentions 

can be problematic predictors of actual behavior (see Fischer, 2017 for a review). Intentions 

for action in imaginary scenarios are also less amenable to many situational factors that affect 

behavior, such as social norms, perceived behavioral control, and others. However, the VIBs 

most likely moderate the value-attitude link of the value-attitude-behavior hierarchy. The 

findings pertaining to the attitudes and to the behavioral intentions differed minimally, 

supporting this reasoning. Nevertheless, a conceptual replication of our findings that would 

use measures of actual behavior could help gauge the relevance of differences in construal for 

enacted behavior. 

In this study, VIBs were manipulated across conditions. A questionnaire measure of 

VIBs that would yield comparable scores across contexts could help extend our 

conceptualization to studies with correlational designs for use in contexts where experimental 

manipulations are not feasible. While measuring beliefs is relatively straightforward, there are 

several difficulties to resolve. First, VIBs pertain to specific values-as-categories, and not to 
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the motivational continuum as described by Schwartz. Thus, using value definitions from 

the theory of basic human values might be insufficient. While the value of creativity is 

motivationally close to the value of Self-Direction—Thought (Schwartz, 2012a), and we 

expect people to believe that writing poetry is an instantiation of creativity, asking people if 

writing poetry is a way to “figure things out themselves” or to “form their views 

independently” is likely to result in confusion. Second, measures of specific values 

demonstrate much lower cross-context comparability compared to the underlying 

motivational dimensions (Davidov, 2010). Finally, ideally, the measure should incorporate 

an assessment of typicality of and cognitive support for the VIB, which are conceptually 

harder to assess.  

Should these matters be resolved, we expect measurement of VIBs to be especially 

potent in explaining differences in value-relevant behavior across societies that are exposed to 

different discourses on the same issue (for example, on immigration, religion or political 

attitudes). It can also be relevant to the study of controversial behaviors and attitudes that 

divide societies, and to modeling cultural change. However, it is important to note that lack 

of differences in construal does not imply the lack of construal: even in contexts where 

people agree upon what value-expressive meaning is assigned to behaviors, such assignments 

still underlie the motivational effect of values on attitudes and behavior. Our 

conceptualization provides opportunities for experimental and observational cross-cultural 

research. What proportion of differences in value-motivated behavior can be explained by 

differences in values compared to differences in VIBs? What is the role that value-related 
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discourses play in cultural change? Do changes in VIBs follow the changes in economic 

reality of societies? 

Another intriguing avenue is the application of value instantiation research to 

acculturation. How does the acquirement of new VIBs happen following immigration? To 

give a couple of concrete examples, when does a person arriving in the United States begin to 

view jury duty as a representation of civic duty? How are more progressive VIBs regarding 

homosexuality acquired? How do individuals co-manage VIBs formed in interaction with 

home country and receiving country discourses? 

Conclusion 

Personal values are universal principles that guide behavior. Yet, specific ways in 

which values are enacted differ across cultural and historic contexts. Building on existing 

literature on value instantiation, we present a novel framework that accounts for the social 

construction of the value-expressive function of behavior. In three experimental trials, we 

demonstrate the plasticity of the value-behavior relation under the effect of construal of 

specific behaviors. The new conceptualization provides opportunities for research on the 

social underpinnings of the value-behavior effects and the role of public discourse in 

directing value-expressive behavior.  
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Supplementary Material 

Vignettes for the Experimental Conditions 

 

Trial 1, control condition 

Please read the following text carefully: 

Imagine that you are in charge of the hiring process at a company. You have 

interviewed a person who fits the requirements for the position of a senior IT 

specialist. The applicant’s name is Ege Yalcin. He has substantial experience 

working in a position of a supervisor of an IT department in a foreign country. 

During the interview, the applicant demonstrated good understanding of the 

tasks he will be charged with, and his language skills were sufficient for the job. 

You have no applicants that would be equally fit for the job at this point, but you 

have two more weeks to fill the position and may keep looking.  

 

Trial 1, Positive VIB condition 

Please read the following text carefully:  

Imagine that you are in charge of the hiring process at a company. You have 

interviewed a person who fits the requirements for the position of a senior IT 

specialist. The applicant’s name is Ege Yalcin. He has substantial experience 

working in a position of a supervisor of an IT department in a foreign country. 

During the interview, the applicant demonstrated good understanding of the 

tasks he will be charged with, and his language skills were sufficient for the job. 
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During the interview, the applicant told you that it was difficult to find a job after 

he immigrated. While he got numerous invitations for interviews, many of those 

interviews were cut short after he disclosed that he was an immigrant. One 

human resources officer told him that, in her opinion, hiring a foreign national 

would be too complicated from the legal standpoint – you know that in reality 

that is not the case. He was hired once by a small IT firm, but was later fired 

over a disagreement with a coworker. 

You have no applicants that would be equally fit for the job at this point, but you 

have two more weeks to fill the position and may keep looking.  

 

Trial 1, Negative VIB condition 

Please read the following text carefully:  

Imagine that you are in charge of the hiring process at a company. You have 

interviewed a person who fits the requirements for the position of a senior IT 

specialist. The applicant’s name is Ege Yalcin. He has substantial experience 

working in a position of a supervisor of an IT department in a foreign country. 

During the interview, the applicant demonstrated good understanding of the 

tasks he will be charged with, and his language skills were sufficient for the job. 

Before the interview, you contacted the applicant’s last employer. They told you 

that they had to fire the person because of blatant workplace sexism. They told 

you that the applicant made sexual jokes about female coworkers and had to be 

moved to a division run by a male after failing to take direction from a female 
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superior. The applicant was fired after an incident that could be described as 

physical harassment. Your IT department has a relatively even gender balance. 

You have no applicants that would be equally fit for the job at this point, but you 

have two more weeks to fill the position and may keep looking.  

 

Trial 2, control condition 

Please read the following text carefully: 

You have to travel long distance next weekend, and the only option to get to 

your destination is by arranging for a ride with a stranger going the same 

direction over the Internet. 

You create an account on a ride sharing website and find that there is a person 

going in the desired direction at an acceptable time. The driver’s name is Ian, 

and he is driving a sedan car. His account has mostly positive reviews, but also 

several negative ones. 

You do not have other options at this time, but several new rides appear on the 

website each day, and you have several days to keep looking.  

 

Trial 2, positive VIB condition 

Please read the following text carefully: 

You have to travel long distance next weekend, and the only option to get to 

your destination is by car sharing – arranging a ride with a stranger going the 

same direction over the Internet. You register for an account on a ride sharing 
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website and find that there is a person going in the desired direction at an 

acceptable time.  

The driver’s name is Ian, he drives a Volvo sedan. He has mostly positive 

reviews on his account, for example:  

“Ian is an extremely careful, confident driver, and he keeps his car in excellent 

condition. Drive with Ian!" 

But also some negative reviews, such as:  

“Ian drove well below the speed limit and took breaks to rest. Trip took longer 

than planned”.  

You do not have other options at this time, but several new rides appear on the 

website each day, and you have several days to keep looking. 

 

Trial 2, negative VIB condition 

Please read the following text carefully: 

You have to travel long distance next weekend, and the only option to get to 

your destination is by arranging for a ride with a stranger going the same 

direction. You create an account on a ride sharing website and find that there is 

a person going in the desired direction at an acceptable time. 

The driver’s name is Ian, he is 23 years old and drives an old sedan. He has 

mostly positive reviews on his account, for example: 

“It was a lot of fun! Ian is a very cool guy, pity the trip didn’t last longer” 

But also several negative ones, for instance: 
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“Ian didn’t drive fast, but he’s very young, and he made a lot of stops and drank 

energy drinks, he looked really tired. It seemed like he partied before the trip. I 

was worried he might fall asleep while driving”. 

You do not have other options at this time, but several new rides appear on the 

website each day, and you have several days to keep looking.  

 

Trial 3, control condition 

Please read the following text carefully: 

Your colleague recommended a professional development course they took, 

and you are considering enrolling in it.  

Judging from the colleague’s description and the online reviews, the course has 

a lot to do with some of the common tasks that you encounter at work, and the 

impressions of the course are mostly positive.  

 

Trial 3, positive VIB condition 

Please read the following text carefully: 

Your colleague recommended a professional development course they took, 

and you are considering enrolling in it. 

Judging from the colleague’s description and the online reviews, the instructor 

of the course requires complete trust in her and her method. She seems to have 

encyclopedic knowledge of her subject, and she expects students to memorize 

and understand a lot of material. The course ends with a test in which students 
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are asked to reproduce some of the most important arguments made on the 

subject.  

 

Trial 3, negative VIB condition 

Please read the following text carefully: 

Your colleague recommended a professional development course they took, 

and you are considering enrolling in it. 

Judging from the colleague’s description and the online reviews, the instructor 

of the course likes to make students think and asks challenging questions, 

letting the students figure things out on their own. She doesn’t shy away from 

controversial topics and tries to make her class a place for intellectual 

discussion. 
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Data Analysis Using Raw (Uncentered) Value Scores 

Table 2.S1. Simple slope analyses for the effects of value on attitude and behavioral 

intention in each experimental condition using uncentered value scores 

 Attitude Behavioral Intention 

 B SE b SE 

Trial 1     

Positive VIB  .44*** .05 .51*** .06 

Negative VIB -.12* .06 -.13+ .08 

Control    .31*** .04 .36*** .05 

Trial 2     

Positive VIB .23*** .06 .22** .07 

Negative VIB -.16** .06 -.22** .08 

Control    -.06 .06 -.19* .08 

Trial 3      

Positive VIB .24*** .04 .38*** .06 

Negative VIB .02 .04 .03 .05 

Control .22*** .04 .33*** .04 

Note. Statistical significance levels: + p < 0 .10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 



 

 

Table 2.S2. Summary of analyses of covariance using uncentered value scores 

 Attitude Behavioral Intention 

 F p ηp
2 F p ηp

2 

Trial 1       

Intercept 314.8 <.001 .556 355.7 <.001 .186 

Religiosity .003 .955 <.001 4.16 .042 .003 
Value (UNc) 49.2 <.001 .031 52.5 <.001 .033 

Condition 4.76 .009 .006 4.6 .010 .006 

Value*Condition 30.1 <.001 .037 30.5 <.001 .038 

Trial 2       

Intercept 437.2 <.001 .206 376.1 <.001 .182 

Value (SEp) <.000 .986 <.001 1.96 .162 .001 

Condition 2.05 .129 .002 1.39 .249 .002 

Value*Condition 12.4 <.001 .014 10.6 <.001 .012 

Trial 3        

Intercept 1520.7 <.001 .470 981.9 <.001 .364 

Value (COr) 49.2 <.001 .028 72.5 <.001 .041 

Condition 19.6 <.001 .022 28.5 <.001 .032 
Value*Condition 9.73 <.001 .011 14.5 <.001 .017 

UNc (universalism—concern); SEp (security—personal); COr (conformity—rules). 
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CHAPTER 3 

ON SANDERS, TRUMP, AND RHINOCEROSES: 

QUANTIFYING SUBJECTIVE CONSTRUALS HELPS PREDICT 

POLITICAL ATTITUDES 

ABSTRACT 

People with different worldviews may have different interpretations for the same object. 

Freedom fighters for some are terrorists for others; immigrants can be seen as posing a threat 

or needing protection. To incorporate such differences in perspective into psychological 

models, I propose the construct of value-instantiating beliefs, or perceived consequences of 

actions or events for basic human values. I hypothesize that such beliefs moderate the 

relationship between personal values and attitudes. In a preregistered mixed-methods study 

(N = 2038) I assess personal value priorities, attitudes, and perceived consequences of four 

political behaviors: voting for Donald Trump, voting for Bernie Sanders, supporting an anti-

abortion bill, and donating to a pro-immigrant charity. Qualitative data corroborates the 

differences in perceived consequences based on political affiliation. Quantitative data 

confirms the moderation hypothesis. Including value-instantiating beliefs and moderations 

in the models significantly improved the predictions of attitudes towards and intentions to 

perform the four behaviors.  
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It is a truism in psychology that people’s emotions, cognitions and behavior arise in response 

not to the objective reality, but the subjective representation of that reality. People differ in 

the ways they perceive, interpret, and evaluate their circumstances; to understand the 

motivations that emerge in response to the perceived environment, one has to account for 

differences in subjective construals. Yet, psychological models rarely incorporate variables 

that account for inter-individual differences in construals. 

To illustrate, imagine two people encountering a rhinoceros in a forest. One person 

sees a rare endangered animal, the other sees a deadly beast. The thoughts that cross their 

minds, emotions, and ultimately inclinations to act in response to the situation would differ 

between the two observers. Perhaps, both of them would want to back away from the 

rhinoceros initially – the first person to avoid disturbing it, and the second in fear of their 

life. After that, the admiring observer may decide to watch the animal from a distance, while 

the fearful observer may want to continue their retreat.  

If we wanted to develop a theory that would explain people’s behavior in the vicinity 

of rhinoceroses, we could hypothesize that people approach rhinoceroses when they can help 

them to survive and reproduce, and avoid them when their presence can affect the animals 

adversely (for example, when the rhinoceroses feed or mate). This model would assume that 

human behavior towards rhinos is motivated by admiration and concern for their well-being. 

Such a model would work well to explain the behavior of our first observer but would fail for 

the second one – they would never approach a rhinoceros willingly. Alternatively, we could 

propose that human behavior towards rhinos is motivated by fear, and that humans would 
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avoid rhinoceroses at all times. This model would not explain why the first observer stayed to 

watch the animal from afar.  

The example is meant to illustrate that in situations where people differ in their 

construals of reality, any accurate model of their behavior would have to account for variance 

in construals and corresponding qualitative differences in motivation.  

In politics, differences in subjective construals are pervasive. Freedom fighters for 

some are terrorists for others; affirmative action can be seen as promoting or detrimental to 

social justice; some see immigrants as a threat, while others believe that the immigrants 

themselves require protection. As in the rhinoceroses example, we can expect different 

interpretations of reality to inform and ground the motivations of actors.  

In the United States, the first term of Donald Trump’s presidency saw the two 

political parties making competing claims to the ‘truthful’ interpretation of reality. The 

Democratic House speaker Nancy Pelosi accused the Republican president of “shredding the 

truth”, the Democratic presidential candidate Bernie Sanders called him “delusional” and a 

“pathological liar”, while Trump and his supporters prolifically use the term “Trump 

Derangement Syndrome”, implying that Trump’s opponents are irrational. 

How do we develop a model that makes accurate predictions for the behavior of 

political actors within the context of their respective subjective realities? In this chapter, I 

propose a methodology for capturing differences in construal and apply it to examine 

construals of political behaviors among liberals and conservatives in the USA. I further 

examine whether the differences in construals account for differences in motivations for 

political attitudes and behavior. For that purpose, I propose the construct of value-
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instantiating beliefs (VIBs) to capture the consequences of objects, behaviors, and events for 

basic human values.  

Theoretical Background 

Values 

If I see a rhinoceros as a dangerous animal, what do I want to do when I encounter it? What 

if I see it as beautiful and fragile? How does my subjective construal of a political candidate 

affect my motivations towards voting for them? 

 To frame this motivational question, I draw on Schwartz’s theory of basic human 

values (Schwartz, 1992). Like many other motivational theories, it posits that human 

motivation is rooted in evolutionarily grounded needs: the biological needs of organisms, the 

need for survival and well-being of social groups, and the need for coordinated social 

interactions (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). For Schwartz, values are “concepts or beliefs that 

pertain to desirable end states or behaviors, transcend specific situations, guide selection or 

evaluation of behavior, and are ordered by relative importance”  (Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). 

The ordering of values by relative importance is a crucial part of the theory: while most 

people find values—such as security, freedom, or kindness—important, individuals differ in 

the priorities they assign to individual values.  

In a series of studies, Schwartz showed that the relative importance of all possible 

values for self is organized by a relatively simple motivational structure (Schwartz, 1992, 

1994a; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). The organization of values can be summarized with two 

dimensions. The first dimension, “openness to change versus conservation” constrasts the 

pursuit of novelty, exploration, and freedom and the need for predictability and preservation 
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of the status quo. The second, “self-enhancement versus self-transcendence” dimension 

juxtaposes concern with outcomes for self with concern with outcomes for others. Along 

these two dimensions the original theory placed 10, and the refined theory—19 values 

(Figure 1.1). Values that are situated next to each other in the two-dimensional space express 

compatible motivations, and values that are placed on opposite sides of the circumplex – 

incompatible motivations. For example, actions taken to pursue the value of hedonism are 

likely to also express the value of stimulation, but conflict with the values of conformity and 

tradition. Hundreds of studies based on self- and other-ratings of values reproduced this 

theoretical structure, with values situated next to each other in the circle correlating most 

positively, and values located on the opposite sides of the circle – least positively (see 

Steinmetz et al., 2012 for a meta-analysis).  

Values and Political Behavior 

Basic human values were proposed as a structuring principle for political attitudes and 

behavior (Caprara et al., 2006; Feldman, 2003; Schwartz, 1994a; Schwartz et al., 2014). A 

rapidly growing body of literature links the comprehensive system of motivations specified in 

Schwartz’s theory to left-right political orientation (Barni et al., 2016; Caprara et al., 2006, 

2017; Piurko et al., 2011; Thorisdottir et al., 2007), political values such as equality or civil 

liberties (Schwartz et al., 2010, 2014; Vecchione et al., 2013), and specific political attitudes 

and behavior (Davidov & Meuleman, 2012; Rathbun et al., 2016; Vecchione et al., 2015). 

Values are though to serve as evaluative criteria, with people weighing political choices based 

on the implications they may have for the attainment of values (Caprara et al., 2006).  
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In broad strokes, the findings suggest that self-transcendence values are linked to left-

wing political orientation, voting for left-wing parties, and support for such political values as 

civil liberties and equality,  while conservation and self-enhancement values relate to right-

wing political orientation, voting for right-wing parties, and support for such political values 

as traditionalism and militarism (Caprara et al., 2017; Piurko et al., 2011; Schwartz et al., 

2010; Vecchione et al., 2013). 

However, this pattern is not universal. A persistent finding from this body of research 

is that the link of self-transcendence values to left-wing political orientation and conservation 

values to right-wing political orientation is strong in Western democracies, but is weak or 

even reversed in post-communist countries (Barni et al., 2016; Caprara et al., 2017; Piurko 

et al., 2011; Schwartz et al., 2014; Thorisdottir et al., 2007). Researchers explain this 

inconsistency with differences in the meaning of the left-right distinction – whereas the 

political left represents liberal democratic socialism in the West, in post-communist countries 

it is often linked to the communist autocratic mode of government that is more compatible 

with motivations behind conservation values (Piurko et al., 2011). Other authors linked the 

variation in value-political attitudes links to ideologies (Barni et al., 2016) and connotations 

of political terms (Schwartz et al., 2014).  

Value-Behavior Relations and Differences in Meaning  

Differences in subjective, culturally situated meaning of behaviors were called a “particularly 

elusive” moderator of the value-behavior relations (Roccas & Sagiv, 2010). As it was 

mentioned earlier, values are linked to political behavior because people evaluate the 

consequences of political choices for the attainment of values (Caprara et al., 2006). In 
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Western democracies, a person that supports redistribution of wealth and votes for left-wing 

parties expects these actions to promote social justice and benefit the vulnerable members of 

the society—goals that are consistent with self-transcendence values. In countries with 

communist past, left-wing parties and redistribution of wealth are associated with cultural 

traditionalism and increased governmental control, making support for them more 

consistent with motivations behind conservation values. What makes behaviors desirable or 

undesirable for people with certain value priorities is then not their formal, definitional 

properties, but the way the behaviors are construed in context.   

Gregory Maio (2010) proposed looking at as hierarchical mental representations. 

Maio proposed a three-level system that puts the interrelated abstract values at the most 

abstract level, specific values at the intermediate level, and states, behaviors, and attitudes 

that concretely express the values at the bottom. A value of security, then, can have sub-

categories “social security’ and “personal security”. Personal security can be further divided 

into “personal physical security”, “personal relational security”, and “personal financial 

security”. Instances of these categories would be specific states, behaviors, and attitudes: a 

healthy body, a trustworthy partner, a positive attitude towards state bonds. Instantiations of 

values, similarly to instantiations of other cognitive categories, may differ in their typicality: 

while “fastening a seatbelt” is a typical instantiation of personal security (people often say 

that when asked “how does a person keep themselves safe?”), “building a bunker in case of a 

zombie apocalypse” is an atypical instantiation (some people do say that, but not too many). 

An experimental study showed that invoking typical as opposed to atypical instantiations of 

values produced stronger effects on behavior (Maio et al., 2009). 
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Continuing this line of research, Paul Hanel studied the differences in typicality of 

value instantiations across social groups (Hanel et al., 2017). In two studies (Hanel et al., 

2017, 2018), Hanel and colleagues asked people in Brazil, India, and the UK to list 

situations in which specific values are relevant. The studies identified differences in frequency 

of recall for specific behaviors: for example, the value of preserving the environment was 

more often expressed via saving water and planting trees in Brazil, while in the UK people 

mentioned car-sharing more often (Hanel et al., 2017). Hanel proposed typicality of value 

instantiations as a moderator of the value-behavior relationship (Hanel et al., 2017): value-

behavior relationship should be stronger when the behavior is a typical instantiation of the 

value in a specific context.  

The moderating role of value instantiation was tested by the authors. To capture 

differences in value instantiations, the authors used VIBs, or beliefs about consequences of 

behaviors, events, or objects for values. Examples of VIBs are “car sharing is good for the 

environment”, “rhinoceroses are dangerous”, or “Trump protects traditional values”. VIBs 

are thought to enable the value-behavior relationship: the value of personal security, for 

example, can only motivate retreating from rhinoceroses if the person believes the 

rhinoceroses to be dangerous. In three experiments, the authors showed that manipulating 

VIBs produced expected differences in the association between values and behavior: when a 

behavior was framed as having negative consequences for a value, people for whom that value 

is important liked it less and showed weaker intentions to perform it, and when a  behavior 

was framed as having positive consequences for the same value, they liked it more and had 

stronger intentions to perform it.  
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For example, one of the experiments used a scenario in which participants were asked 

to consider hiring an immigrant. In one condition, the immigrant was presented as a victim 

of social injustice. In the other condition, the immigrant was presented as a possible 

perpetrator of social injustice. The value of universalism predicted the intention to hire the 

participant in both conditions, but the direction of the relationship differed: whereas in the 

first condition people high on universalism were more willing to hire the immigrant, in the 

second condition they were less willing to make the hire. This result contrasts  with the well-

established finding that universalism predicts positive attitude towards immigrants (Davidov, 

Meuleman, et al., 2008; Davidov & Meuleman, 2012; Vecchione et al., 2013). 

To summarize, people are driven by the same, universally shared set of values. Values 

affect behavior because behavior has consequences for values. Until recently, the models of 

the value-behavior and value-attitude effects focused on differences in value priorities, 

ignoring individual differences in perceived consequences of behavior. Recent findings, 

however, highlight the role of individual differences in perceived consequences of behavior: 

while the motivational system is shared, what exactly is seen as opportunities and threats for 

value attainment depends on how values are instantiated. Perceived consequences of behavior 

for values, then, should moderate the motivational relationship between values and behavior. 

This conceptualization can be particularly useful for building a model of political 

behavior in a situation of “polarization of reality” in the US (Alesina et al., 2020), where 

Americans disagree not only on the evaluations, but also perceptions of the same factual 

reality. Studying VIBs in the political domain enables us 1) to examine potential differences 

between conservatives and liberals in the US in construals of the value implications of 
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political behaviors,  2) to examine the content of such differences, and 3) to see if such 

differences correspond to differences in value-based motivation to perform these behaviors.  

Present Study 

In this mixed-methods study, I test two hypotheses: “VIBs positively moderate 

relations between values and political attitudes” (H1) and “VIBs positively moderate 

relations between values and intentions to perform political behaviors” (H2), and two 

exploratory questions: “how do VIBs differ between conservatives and liberals in the US?”, 

and “how much variance in attitudes and behavioral intentions can be explained by 

accounting for VIBs in our models?”  

To answer these questions, I conducted a  web-based survey (n = 2038) of 

conservatives and liberals in the United States, measuring the values, VIBs, and attitudes 

towards four behaviors: voting for Donald Trump in the 2020 election, voting for Bernie 

Sanders in 2020 election, voting for a bill that restricts access to abortions, and donating to a 

charity that supports undocumented immigrants. In addition, I collected qualitative data, 

asking participants to explain the reasons for holding a specific VIB (e.g. believing that 

voting for Trump has positive or negative consequences for their personal security).  

The hypotheses for this study were preregistered on the Open Science Framework 

(https://osf.io/d6beu). The data, questionnaires, other materials, and analysis code are 

available on the OSF repository (https://osf.io/79q5f). 



 

 

96 

Method 

Participants and Procedure 

The sample size was determined using a simulation study that accounted for the circular 

structure of relations among the values and the theorized interactions. The criterion used was 

80% power to detect an interaction of size ƒ2 = .05 across the ten values. According to the 

results of the simulation, the needed sample size to achieve 80% power was n=1941.  

Members of Amazon Mechanical Turk platform who resided in the US and 

identified as either conservatives or liberals were invited to participate in the study. 

Conservative and liberal samples were recruited separately. The data collection took place in 

the third week of September 2019 and was concluded on September 23.  

Two attention check questions (e.g., “For this question, please select the answer ‘Very 

much like me’”) were embedded in the survey. 22 participants who failed both of the 

attention checks were dropped out of the study. Additionally, 543 participants began the 

questionnaire but did not complete it. In total, out of 2603 people who took interest in the 

study,  

2038 completed the questionnaire (1022 conservatives and 1016 liberals), resulting 

in a completion rate of 78.3%. The materials were presented in the following order: first 

participants were asked about their gender, then their personal values, VIBs, and attitudes 

and behavioral intentions. The survey concluded with demographic questions: year of birth, 

education, and religiosity, and then thanked for their participation and debriefed.  

Six weeks after the study was concluded, 265 people were invited for a follow-up 

survey, of which 237 completed that survey (89.4% completion rate). The purpose of the 
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follow-up survey was to examine test-retest reliability of the VIB questionnaire and consisted 

of the VIB questions and the satisfaction with life scale. Life satisfaction is not analyzed in 

the present study.  

Materials 

The measures are presented in the order they were administered.  

Values 

Value priorities of the participants were assessed with the Portrait Values Questionnaire—

Revised (PVQ-RR, Schwartz, 2017) (PVQ-RR, Schwartz et al., 2012). PVQ-RR is a 57-

item inventory that assesses 19 values specified in the refined theory of basic human values, 

but it can be also used to assess 10 value types with higher overall reliability than earlier 

values questionnaires (Schwartz et al., 2012). Each of the 19 value types is represented with 

three items. Each item describes a fictious person with their goals, wishes, or aspirations, for 

example: “It is important to him to form his views independently”. The gender of the fictious 

person was matched to that of the participant (“him”, “her” or “their” for non-binary). 

Participants were then asked to indicate on a six-point scale how similar they are to the 

person described in the item (1 = not like me at all to 6 = very much like me). Scores for ten 

value types were calculated by averaging all the responses to items that correspond to each 

value and then centering them within individuals to compensate for individual response 

tendencies (Schwartz, 2007). 
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VIBs (Quantitative) 

To assess differences in perceived consequences of behaviors for values (VIBs), we chose four 

behaviors: 1) voting for Donald Trump in 2020 presidential election, 2) voting for Bernie 

Sanders in 2020 presidential election, 3) voting for a state bill that would restrict access to 

abortion, and 4) donating to a charity that supports undocumented immigrants. Voting for 

Trump and Sanders was selected because these candidates represent relatively extreme right-

wing and left-wing stances, and immigration and abortion were selected because of 

differences in attitudes between liberals and conservatives.  

VIBs were assessed with a 21-item scale that measured perceived consequences of 

aforementioned behaviors for ten personal values. Each item was a 7-point semantic 

differential scale that asked about consequences of one behavior for one value, with anchors 

describing negative and positive consequences. For example, an item for Donald Trump 

read: “If I voted for Donald Trump in the 2020 presidential election that would…” with 

anchors “Make the country less stable and secure” and “Make the country more stable and secure” 

and response options 1 = Very much, 2 = Somewhat, 3 = A little, 4 = Neither, 5 = A little, 6 = 

Somewhat, and 7 = Very much. Scores for each value-behavior pair were calculated by 

averaging responses to items corresponding to that value. The subscales of the questionnaire 

had an average internal consistency of .78 (.62-.91) and average six-week test-retest reliability 

of .67. 

VIBs (Qualitative) 

For behaviors 1 and 2 (voting for Donald Trump and Bernie Sanders), participants were 

asked to explain the reasoning behind their answers in an open-ended format. For these 
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behaviors, a random VIB item was chosen, and the participants were asked to explain the 

reasoning behind their answers. An example of a procedurally generated question read: 

“Earlier in the survey, you indicated that if you voted for Donald Trump, that would make the 

country more stable and secure. Please use one or two sentences to explain why you feel this way.” 

VIB items to which a participant gave a neutral response (“Neither”) were excluded from the 

pool of items for qualitative questions for that participant.  

Attitudes and Behavioral Intentions 

Attitudes were assessed with a measure based on the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 

1985), with four 7-point semantic differential items with anchors “harmful” — “beneficial”,  

“good” — “bad”, “unenjoyable” — “enjoyable”, and “worthless” — “useful”. Average 

Cronbach’s alpha for the measure was .97. Behavioral intention was assessed with one item, 

for example, “I intend to vote for Donald Trump in 2020 presidential election”, scored on a 7-

point scale (1 = Unlikely to 7 = Likely).  

Sociodemographics 

Demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, and religiosity) were measured with 

single-item questions. Education was assessed by asking participants what highest level of 

education they completed (1 = no high school, 2 = high school, 3 = some college, no degree, 4 = 

associate degree, 5 = bachelor’s degree, 6 = master’s degree, 7 = professional degree, 8 = doctorate). 

Religiosity was assessed on a 10-point scale (1 = Not at all religious to 10 = Very religious).  
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Analysis 

Interaction Between Values and VIBs 

As described in the preregistration, the primary hypothesis was tested with simple regression 

models where attitude towards the behavior was predicted from one value, the corresponding 

VIB, and the interaction term. Since there were 4 behaviors and 10 values, a total of 40 

models were estimated.  Each of the regression models took the form:  

 

ϒi = β1Value + β2VIB + β3Value*VIB + εi 

 

To account for multiple comparisons, the False Discovery Rate (FDR) adjustment 

was made to p-values of the interaction terms of the models. Since the hypothesis was 

directional (more positive VIBs will be related to more positive effects of value on the 

attitude), one-sided p-values were used. 

Summarizing the 40 models 

To summarize the models, random effects meta-analysis of the interaction effects was 

performed in metafor package for R (Viechtbauer, 2010). Interdependence of observations at 

the level of value and behavior was accounted for by specifying the variance structure of the 

data. Heterogeneity of the studies was assessed with Cochran’s Q statistic. The meta-analysis 

was based on inverse-variance-weighted effect sizes (standardized regression coefficients for 

models described above). Given the exact same specification of all models, we deemed it 

acceptable to use standardized beta coefficients as measures of the effect size. 
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Qualitative Data Analysis 

Responses to open-ended questions were divided into 80 corpora: liberal and conservative 

subsamples were analyzed separately, and each of the VIBs was represented by two corpora: 

one describing negative consequences of the behavior for the value, and one describing 

positive consequences for the value.  

For example, a single corpus would include all responses to the question: “Earlier in 

the survey, you indicated that if you voted for Donald Trump, that would make the country 

more stable and secure. Please use one or two sentences to explain why you feel this way” 

given by conservative participants. One response represented one observation, and the data 

were submitted for analysis unredacted. The corpora were analyzed using thematic analysis 

(Braun & Clarke, 2019). First, each corpus was coded using semantic coding, closely 

following the phrasings used by participants. Then, themes were developed from the codes 

using inductive approach. Finally, observations in each corpus were rated with respect to the 

related themes  by a minimum of two coders, with the first theme within an observation 

being used when there were several themes present in one observation. To validate the 

coding, inter-rater reliability coefficients were computed as Krippendorff’s alpha coefficient 

(Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007). 

Results and Discussion 

Descriptive Statistics 

Means and standard deviations for all variables can be found in the OSF folder. Further, I 

will describe the differences between conservative and liberal subsamples on core parameters. 
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First, the correlations between values and attitudes towards political behaviors were 

examined in the two subsamples (Table 3.1). The pattern of correlations differed in 

conservative and liberal subsamples. In multiple cases, correlations took opposing directions: 

that was the case, for example, for the values of benevolence, self-direction, and power.  

Correlations between values and attitudes are theorized to reflect motivational 

relationships: people for whom a particular value is important have more positive attitudes 

towards objects, behaviors, and events that promote that value (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). 

Differences in the direction of the correlations are particularly interesting, because they can 

signify differences in the meaning of behaviors (Roccas & Sagiv, 2010). 

Differences in VIBS 

To see if conservatives and liberals perceive consequences of the behaviors differently, I 

examined the mean VIB scores (Figure 3.1). For all behaviors, mean VIBs for the four 

behaviors significantly differed between the conservatives and the liberals. On average, 

conservatives said that voting for Trump would have positive consequences for all 10 values, 

and liberals said that would have negative consequences. For voting for Sanders, the situation 

was reversed, and for the last two behaviors we observed a similar pattern. The mean VIB 

scores were closely related to the attitude towards the behavior (Pearson’s r = .756, p < .001): 

when people liked a behavior, they reported that it would have positive consequences for 

virtually all of the values. This finding is curious in itself, suggesting that, taken together, 

perceived consequences of a behavior for values closely align with the attitude. However, 

since we were interested in the variation of perceived consequences across values, and not the  
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average positivity of perceived consequences, the VIB scores were centered within individuals 

for all further analyses. 

The hierarchies of VIBs – i.e. for which values a behavior would have the most 

positive consequences, and for which – the most negative, –  also showed marked differences. 

In the descriptions below I complement the quantitative findings illustrated in Figure 3.1 

with qualitative findings. 

Conservatives reported that voting for Trump has most positive consequences for values of 

self-direction and security. In open-ended responses about self-direction, conservatives 

referred to the self-expressive, reflective nature of voting (22% of responses, “Because voting is 

a most personal thing and I don't let anybody decide for me”) and to defying the pressure from 

the media and the society to not support him (24% of responses, “What makes us think more 

than taking a stance and choosing the unpopular opinion against the masses?”). Answering about 

security, conservatives brought up immigration control (21% of responses, “He is securing the 

border”) and economic security (11%, “With Donald Trump as president, our country is more 

secure and business and job opportunities abound.”). The most negative perceived consequences 

were reported for the value of conformity, with people citing relational disapproval (48%, 

“My loved ones would be very upset if I voted for Mr. Trump. They do not like him at all.”) and 

societal disapproval (32%, “I think a lot of people think Trump is a joke, or evil, and that no 

sensible person could support him”).  

Liberals reported that voting for Trump would have the most positive consequences 

for the value of stimulation. The reasons included Trump espousing change (44% “you 



 

 

Table 3.1. Correlations between values and attitudes towards political behaviors  

Attitude SE CO TR BE UN SD ST HE AC PO 

Voting for Trump           

Conservatives .24** .04 .24** .09** -.24** .03 -.10** -.01 .01 -.07* 

 [.18, .30] [-.03, .10] [.18, .30] [.03, .15] [-.29, -.18] [-.04, .09] [-.16, -.03] [-.07, .05] [-.06, .07] [-.14, -.01] 

 Liberals -.05 .09** .37** -.27** -.30** -.26** .07* .05 .12** .28** 

 [-.11, .02] [.03, .15] [.32, .42] [-.33, -.21] [-.36, -.25] [-.31, -.20] [.01, .13] [-.01, .11] [.06, .18] [.22, .34] 

           

 Voting for Sanders                     

Conservatives -.36** -.01 -.17** -.26** .22** -.20** .14** .07* .06 .22** 

 [-.41, -.30] [-.07, .06] [-.23, -.10] [-.31, -.20] [.15, .27] [-.26, -.13] [.08, .20] [.01, .13] [-.00, .12] [.16, .28] 

 Liberals -.07* -.08** -.25** .16** .24** .11** .05 -.01 -.05 -.15** 

 [-.14, -.01] [-.15, -.02] [-.31, -.19] [.10, .22] [.18, .30] [.05, .17] [-.01, .11] [-.08, .05] [-.11, .01] [-.21, -.09] 

           

 Anti-abortion bill                     

Conservatives .12** .19** .36** .14** -.10** -.09** -.18** -.18** -.15** -.14** 

  [.05, .18] [.13, .25] [.30, .41] [.08, .20] [-.16, -.03] [-.15, -.03] [-.24, -.11] [-.24, -.12] [-.21, -.09] [-.20, -.07] 

 Liberals .02 .14** .46** -.24** -.28** -.29** .02 -.06* .06 .24** 

 [-.05, .08] [.08, .20] [.40, .50] [-.30, -.18] [-.34, -.23] [-.35, -.23] [-.04, .09] [-.13, -.00] [-.01, .12] [.18, .30] 
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 Pro-immigrant 

charity 
                    

Conservatives -.31** .01 -.13** -.15** .27** -.12** .12** -.02 -.02 .13** 

  [-.37, -.25] [-.05, .07] [-.19, -.07] [-.21, -.08] [.21, .33] [-.18, -.06] [.06, .18] [-.09, .04] [-.08, .04] [.06, .19] 

 Liberals -.12** -.11** -.25** .22** .37** .13** .03 -.02 -.11** -.22** 

 [-.18, -.06] [-.17, -.05] [-.31, -.19] [.16, .28] [.32, .43] [.07, .19] [-.03, .09] [-.08, .04] [-.17, -.05] [-.28, -.16] 

           

Note. Two-letter abbreviations of values are as follows: SE = security, CO = conformity, TR = tradition, BE = benevolence, UN = universalism, SD 

= self-direction, ST = stimulation, HE = hedonism, AC = achievement, PO = power. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval 

for each correlation. The confidence interval is a plausible range of population correlations that could have caused the sample correlation 

(Cumming, 2014). * indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01.  
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Figure 3.1. Mean VIB scores for four politically relevant behaviors, by political affiliation 

 

would never know what to expect day to day") and going against expectations of self (28%, "I 

have never voted for a Republican before so that would definitely be new"). The most negative 

consequences were for the values of universalism, benevolence, and security. For 

universalism, liberals referred to divisive and intolerant policies (31%, "He hates everyone who 

isn't himself, especially minority groups like disabled people and LGBTQ") and lack of concern 

for people who are not like him (27%, " does not care for anyone but himself"). In contrast to 
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conservatives, who saw voting for Trump as a safe behavior, liberals reported negative 

consequences for security, citing unpredictability (24% “reckless and thoughtless”) and social 

divisiveness (21%, “tearing this country, individuals, and families apart, rather than building 

consensus”).   

Voting for Bernie Sanders was seen by conservatives as having the most positive 

consequences for stimulation. Similarly to liberals who responded about voting for Trump, 

conservatives cited novelty (50%, “it  would be exciting as it would be a 180 degree change as to 

what we have now”) and going against the expectations of self (25%, "I've never voted for a 

Marxist/socialist before. This would certainly be an off-the-wall decision for me"). Most negative 

consequences were reported for the values of tradition and security. For tradition, the themes 

that emerged were socialism being un-American (44%, “Sanders wants to turn America into a 

Socialist country. This is not what our country is founded on or what we stand for”) and the 

tradition of economic self-reliance (32%, “The customs handed down to me were a strong work 

ethic and owning one's own property”). For security, conservatives brought up the threat of 

socialism (25%, “He is a Socialist and wants to bring his dangerous ideology into mainstream 

American politics”) and economic insecurity (23% “His political stances would see people in 

breadlines”).  

Liberals, on the other hand, saw voting for Sanders as having most positive 

consequences for universalism and security. For universalism, liberals mentioned personal 

commitment to people’s well-being (25%, “I feel like Bernie legitimately believes what he's 

preaching, in that he does really care about the "99%”) and social security policies (22%, 

“Policies enacted by Sanders would be more likely to help the weak in vulnerable in society, rather 
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than benefiting those that do well and are already successful in society. This could include, 

healthcare, housing, something to help income inequality, etc”). For security, liberals cited 

Sanders being safer than Trump (33% “I believe Bernie Sanders would reverse many of the 

damaging trends begun by, and put in place by Donald Trump”) and welfare policies (25% 

“Bernie Sanders would help everyone be more secure financially with medicare for all”). Liberals 

agreed with conservatives on Sanders vote having relatilvey negative consequences for the 

value of tradition, citing Sanders’ radical positions (35%, “Bernie Sanders has radical beliefs”) 

and the tradition of capitalism (23%, “Americans are uncomfortable with higher taxes and have 

traditionally eschewed even the slightest hint of socialism”).  

The summary of the qualitative analysis can be found in the Supplement. Qualitative 

data was not collected for behaviors 3 and 4. Average interrater agreement for the 80 corpora 

was 82.7%, and average Krippendorff’s alpha was .73, indicating adequate reliability for 

exploratory analyses (Krippendorff, 2004). Altogether, qualitative results suggest that 

participants understood the questions and supported their responses with relevant arguments 

for positive or negative consequences of their behaviors for values. When conservatives and 

liberals agreed, for example in case of voting for Bernie Sanders as being contrary to the goal 

of preserving tradition, they gave similar justifications for these beliefs. In most cases, 

however, liberals and conservatives perceived the consequences of political behaviors 

differently. 

Moderating Effect of the VIBs 

People who hold a particular value important are motivated to perform behaviors that 

promote that value and avoid behaviors that thwart it. We have seen that participants 
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disagreed about the consequences of behaviors for values – conservatives, for example, see 

voting for Trump as enhancing their security, while liberals see it as threatening. Do these 

beliefs affect the relationship between values and attitudes? Would people high on security 

value like Trump more if they held the former belief, and less – if they held the latter?  

To test the core hypothesis of the study, I estimated a series of OLS models that 

predicted attitude towards the behavior from a value, the relevant VIB, and their interaction. 

40 such models were estimated: one for each value-behavior pair, for 10 values and 4 

behaviors. Of the 40 estimates of the interaction terms, 39 were positive, and 30 of those 

were significant after applying the FDR correction. The coefficients of all models are 

presented in the supplementary material.  

To summarize the findings, a random effects meta-analysis of 40 interaction terms 

was performed (Figure 3.2). The meta-analysis found a significant interaction with the 

standardized beta of .068 [.043, .092]. For each of the values, there were models where the 

interaction term was significant, suggesting that the VIB questionnaire successfully captured 

perceived consequences of behaviors for all ten values. 

The size of the interaction effect varied across models: Cochran’s Q for the meta-

analysis equaled 192.77, and the I2 statistic suggested 79.8% of variance in effect sizes was 

due to study heterogeneity. A variance components calculation indicated that 69.6% of 

variance in effect sizes could be attributed to differences between values: for some values, 

such as tradition and power, the interaction effect was larger than for others, such as 

universalism and stimulation. Further 11.6% of variance in effect sizes was accounted for by 

differences behaviors, and the remaining 18.8% -- by sampling variance.  
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The analysis was repeated with the 1-item behavioral intention measure as the 

dependent variable, to find the same (albeit weaker) pattern of results: 28 models displayed a 

significant interaction effects after the FDR adjustment (as opposed to 30 for attitudes), and 

the meta-analytic estimate of the effect was .067 [.052, .081]. Taken together, these findings 

provide support for Hypothesis 1.  

These findings suggest that the effects of values on specific attitudes are conditional 

on the subjective construals of attitudinal objects, and more specifically – on their perceived 

consequences for values. In situations where subjective construals diverge—whether because 

of the situationing of attitudinal objects within different political ideologies, or religions, or 

cultural narratives – accounting for such differences could help us better understand the 

contextually specific motivations for behavior. 

How Useful are VIBs for Predicting Attitudes? 

The models described above are simple: they use VIBs to explain differences in value-attitude 

and value-behavior relations. While the moderating effect of the VIBs is theoretically 

significant (as it illustrates the conditionality of value-behavior effects on construal), is it 

substantial enough to warrant inclusion in predictive models? Additionally, could the 

differences in value-behavior relations be better explained by other variables, such as political 

affiliation? 

To compare the predictive validity of the VIBs with that of other variables, I 

estimated a series of hierarchical linear regressions of attitudes and intentions to perform 

political behaviors. In the first step, I entered sociodemographic predictors: age, gender, 

education, and religion. In the second step, I added value scores for each of the ten values.



 

 

 

Figure 3.2. Forest plot of VIB-value interaction effects in predicting behavioral intention

111 



 

 

112 

In the third step, I added the VIBs, and in the final step, I added the interactions between the values and 

the VIBs. This procedure was applied to all four behaviors, and using the attitude and the behavioral 

intention as the outcome variable. All the steps produced significant improvements of the model, with 

the exception of addition of value-VIB interactions for the third behavior (support for anti-abortion bill). 

Models predicting attitudes towards political behaviors from sociodemographic variables and values alone 

explained, on average, 37.9% of variance in attitudes, models that included VIBs explained 49.8% of 

variance, and models that included VIBs and their interaction with values explained 52.9% of variance in 

attitudes.  

We have established that the VIBs help explain differences in value-behavior and value-attitude 

relations. As evident from Table 3.1, these effects also differ by political affiliation. To test whether VIBs 

provide more information about differences in value-attitude relations than mere political affiliation, I 

compared models that predicted attitudes from sociodemographics, political affiliation, values, VIBs, and 

value-VIB interactions with models that predicted attitudes from sociodemographics, political affiliation, 

values, and interactions between values and political affiliation. The models that included value-VIB 

interactions explained, on average, 62.4% of variance in attitudes, compared to 55.0% of variance for 

models that included value-political affiliation interactions; the difference in performance was significant 

for all four cases.  

General Discussion 

The results of this study support the role of values as a structuring principle organizing multiple 

political attitudes (Schwartz et al., 2014): values substantially predicted all four behaviors included in the 

study. The present study surpasses existing literature by clarifying the role of individual perceptions of  
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behavior in the translation of values into specific attitudes: for all four studied behaviors, the value-

behavior relation was moderated by perceived consequences of behaviors for values (VIBs). Similarly to 

the rhinoceros from the introduction, Trump, Sanders, or any other political actor or topic can be 

colored by their perceived implications for multiple values: they can be a threat to security or an 

opportunity to exercise humanistic compassion; a contributor to own personal success or a limitation 

imposed upon personal freedom. This study presents a methodology that allows incorporating individual 

differences in perceptions of behavior into predictive models.    

Conservatives and liberals differed in their construals of political behaviors. Conservatives saw 

voting for Trump as beneficial for attaining the values of self-direction (exercising freedom and 

counteracting societal pressure) and security (through economic and immigration policies), but 

detrimental to the value of conformity (eliciting disapproval from close others or society at large). In 

contrast, liberals saw voting for Trump mostly in light of its negative consequences for universalistic 

values. Conservatives described voting for Sanders as promoting the value of stimulation (acting contrary 

to their prediction of self, and also voting for a radical candidate with new ideas), but they saw negative 

consequences for the values of tradition and security. Liberals also described voting for Sanders as posing 

a threat for the value of tradition, but perceived this action as having positive consequences for security 

and universalism. 

The study goes beyond merely describing such divergences in beliefs by providing a quantitative 

estimate as to why and to what extent they matter in predicting behavior. As the quantitative findings 

suggest, the differences in VIBs condition the psychological process through which values translate into 

attitudes: which values will guide the evaluation of a behavior depends on how the behavior is perceived. 

For all four studied behaviors, and for all ten values, VIBs positively moderated the value-attitude and 
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value-behavior relations. Accounting for VIBs and their moderating effects improved the accuracy of 

predictions of attitudes from values. In addition, prior experimental evidence corroborates the 

motivational significance of VIBs (see Chapter 2). 

The study illustrates the importance of incorporating individual differences in perceptions of 

behavior into behavioral models. Multiple value-behavior effects differed in strength and direction 

between conservative and liberal subsamples of the study (see Table 3.1). If we were to analyze the 

sample without accounting for differences in perceptions of behavior, these effects would cancel each 

other out, making the models lose predictive power. If we were to use such an approach to test a theory, 

finding a net positive (or negative) effect in this pooled sample could lead us to believe that the effect 

holds for the entire studied population, while there could exist subsets of the population for which the 

effect would be, in fact, opposite.  

To achieve its goals, the study employs a novel methodology that allows quantifying differences 

in subjective interpretations of behavior. While perceived consequences of behavior were part of theories 

of behavior for a long time (Fishbein & Azjen, 1975), they are rarely assessed in practice, arguably 

because possible consequences of behavior are numerous and difficult to systematize. By limiting the 

consequences to consequences for values, it is possible to assess such consequences with a standardized 

questionnaire that is short and has good psychometric properties. As evident from the qualitative results, 

responses to the VIB items were informed by considerations about consequences of behavior for a variety 

of outcomes, ranging from personal relations to global climate. As evidenced by observing theoretically 

predicted interactions for all ten values, the subscales of the VIB questionnaires are suitable for capturing 

consequences for all values specified in the theory of basic human values.   

Furthermore, the combination of qualitative and quantitative analysis in the presented method 
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provides additional benefit over conventional methodologies, such as surveys and focus groups. It allows 

to not only identify themes and narratives that support varying interpretations of behaviors, but also 

evaluate the strength of the effect of such interpretations on attitudes, and to examine the prevalence of 

specific interpretations in various demographics.   

Quantifying differences in perceptions of behavior could help clarify one of the reasons why 

particular values relate differently to behavior across contexts. For example, differences in the relationship 

between values and political orientation in countries with and without communist past were previously 

explained post-hoc with such loosely operationalized constructs as “meaning” or “cultural context” 

(Piurko et al., 2011; Schwartz et al., 2014). The VIBs, on the other hand, could identify specific 

differences between the consequences that people associate with voting for political left and political right 

in these two sets of countries.  

As discussed in the introduction, the differences in perceptions of behavior are likely to play a 

role in situations where several competing interpretations of reality coexist. Such circumstances are 

certain to arise when studying political attitudes and behavior in samples where several political 

ideologies are represented. However, the presented conceptualization is also likely to be useful in other 

domains where people differ in their interpretations of behavior, such as religion, protection of the 

environment, or health.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

The conclusions of the present study are limited to the appraisal mechanism and values as a 

predictor of political behavior. Individual differences in perceived consequences of behavior, however, are 

likely to condition the effects of other variables as well, such as personality traits, emotions, or worries. 
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For example, the degree to which voting for Trump is perceived as novel and stimulating (VIB 

stimulation) could affect the association between the personality trait of openness and intention to vote 

for Trump. The degree to which voting for Trump is seen as unsafe (VIB security) could determine how 

worried are people about him getting elected and how much negative emotion they experience in 

connection to him.  

In the models presented in the study, VIBs were analyzed independently from each other. 

Although it was not the topic of the study, some VIBs are compatible with each other, while others are 

not. For example, conservative participants saw Donald Trump as benefitial for societal security and cited 

his immigration policies as the justification for this belief. These participants were less likely to perceive 

support for a pro-immigration charity as a prosocial behavior. Examination of the patterns of relations 

among VIBs provides an interesting opportunity for quantitative approaches to studying ideologies, 

worldviews, and belief systems. 

The sample used in this study is not representative of the US population, and the findings 

illustrate the differences in perceptions of political behavior that exist between liberals and conservatives 

in the US but can’t be generalized to the whole country. The sampling strategy was chosen to give 

maximum representation of people with different construals of political behavior: only people who 

identified their political affiliation were included, and an approximately equal number of conservatives 

and liberals were recruited for the study.  

Another noteworthy limitation of the presented research is the unexplained variation in the 

strength of the interaction across values: 69.6% of variance in effect sizes of the interaction were 

attributed to differences between values. This variance may be specific to this study (i.e. Tradition and 

Power VIBs are particularly important for political behaviors in the US), or it can reflect differences in 
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reliability among the subscales of the VIB questionnaire. It is impossible to tell from the current study, 

and more research will be needed to answer this question.  

In this survey study, values, VIBs, and attitudes were addressed within the same survey, raising 

concern about the demand characteristics of the design. Participants could have given ‘balanced’ 

responses to the questions to avoid appearing inconsistent. The design of the study, however, included 4 

behaviors, 10 values, and 40 VIBs, making strategic responding cognitively demanding (Van’t Veer et al., 

2014). The VIBs were assessed last, making them most vulnerable to bias. To evaluate the degree to 

which participant adjusted their VIB responses to match the previously reported attitude, we compared 

the correlation between the attitude and the average VIB score in the main study to the average VIB 

reported during the post-test, six weeks later. VIBs for two behaviors (voting for Trump and Sanders) 

were included in both surveys. The correlation was r = .85 for the concurrent assessment and r = .82 for 

assessments six weeks apart. This suggests that if demand characteristics had an effect on the VIB 

responding, the effect was small.  

Conclusion 

Taken together, the findings of this study suggest that perceived consequences of behavior for 

values (VIBs) is a useful construct for studying the role of individual differences in perceptions of social 

objects in attitude formation. The conceptualization of the VIB provided a framework to quantify and 

describe differences in construals of political behavior between populations with different perceptions of 

political reality. The VIBs emerged as a significant moderator of the relationship between motivational 

constructs (values) and attitudes and intentions to perform political behavior. Including the VIBs and 

their moderating effects in the models allowed considerably improving the accuracy of predicting 

attitudes and behavioral intentions from values.   
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Supplementary Material 

Value-Instantiating Beliefs Questionnaire 

Instruction: 

Please read the following questions that ask about possible consequences of actions.  

Each question describes two possible consequences. For example, an action can “be 

boring” or “be exciting”.  

Check the box that best corresponds to your opinion. For example, if you think the action 

would be somewhat boring, check the box “somewhat” located closer to the label “be 

boring”.  Alternatively, if you think the action would be somewhat exciting, check the box 

“somewhat” located closer to the label “be exciting”.  

If the response options do not apply, please pick “neither”.  

If the response options are applicable, but you do not agree with either, also pick “neither”.  

 

Format of the question: 

 

[Description of the behavior] 

[Negative 

anchor (NA)] 

 

     [Positive 

anchor (PA)] 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Very much Somewhat A little Neither A little Somewhat Very much 
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Example question: 

 

If I threw a cigarette butt on the ground, that would… 

 

harm nature 

and the 

environment.  

 

 

     help protect 

nature and 

the 

environment 

☐ ☐ ☐   ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Very much Somewhat A little Neither A little Somewhat Very much 

 

Items: 

Security 
 
1 NA: Be an unsafe thing to do, for me personally. 
 PA:  Be a safe thing to do, for me personally. 
 
2 NA: Make the country less stable and secure.  
 PA:  Make the country more stable and secure. 
 
 
Conformity 
 
3 NA: Violate the rules and expectations of others.  
 PA:  Be in line with the rules and expectations of others.  
 
4 NA: Make others upset or annoyed with me. 
 PA:  Help me avoid upsetting or annoying others. 
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Tradition 
 
5 NA: Conflict with the customs handed down to me by previous generations. 
 PA:  Be in line with the customs handed down to me by previous generations. 
 
6 NA: Conflict with traditional values and beliefs.  

PA:  Express traditional values and beliefs. 
 
Benevolence 
 
7 NA: Disregard the needs of people who are dear to me.  
 PA:  Satisfy the needs of people who are dear to me.  
 
8 NA: Call into question whether my family and friends can trust and rely on me.  
 PA:  Demonstrate that my family and friends can trust and rely on me.  
 
Universalism 
 
9 NA: Harm the weak and vulnerable in society. 

PA:  Help the weak and vulnerable in society. 
 
10 NA: Harm nature and the environment. 
 PA:  Help protect nature and the environment.  
 
11 NA: Show my opposition towards people with different morals, culture, or views of 

the world. 
PA:  Show my appreciation of people with different morals, culture, or views of the 
world. 

 
Self-Direction 
 
12 NA: Show that I can think for myself.  
 PA:  Show that I cannot think for myself.  
 
13 NA: Make me dependent on the decisions of others. 
 PA:  Allow me to make my own choices. 
 
Stimulation 
 
14 NA: Be a familiar, unstimulating experience. 
 PA:  Be a new, stimulating experience. 
 
15 NA: Be boring. 
 PA:  Be exciting.  
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Hedonism 
 
16 NA: Be unpleasant to my senses, such as taste, smell, vision, and touch. 
 PA:  Be pleasant to my senses, such as taste, smell, vision, and touch.  
 
 
17 NA: Deny me fun and pleasure. 
 PA:  Be a way to indulge myself. 
 
Achievement 
 
18 NA: Make me look like a failure and elicit disapproval from others. 
 PA:  Make me look successful and elicit approval and recognition from others. 
 
19 NA: Prevent me from achieving success in life. 

PA:  Help me achieve success in life. 
 
Power 
 
20 NA: Prevent me from gaining money and status. 

PA:  Allow me to gain money and status. 
 
21 NA: Diminish my influence and prestige. 

PA:  Increase my influence and prestige. 
 

 



 

 

 

Thematic Analysis 

Table 3.S1.1. Themes and example responses for VIB Security, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Security (n = 31, IRA = 97%) 
 
 Unpredictability “He is such a loose cannon,” “His behavior can sometimes be unstable” 

 
35% 

 Social 
divisiveness 

“I don't know that our world can take too much more of him. We are all on edge 
and nasty to one another,” “It makes the country less stable when people are so 
divided” 
 

16% 

 Diplomatic risks “I would feel unsafe because Trump is always shooting off his mouth when it 
comes to diplomatic relations with other countries,” “Trump is not a diplomat, he 
causes conflict where ever he travels” 

13% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Security (n = 94, IRA = 81%) 
 
 Immigration “Because he wants to protect our country from the illegal alien invasion,” “His 

policy on immigration is the only reason I voted for him” 
 

21% 

 Economic 
security 

“He has been good for the economy,” “With Donald Trump as president, our 
country is more secure and business and job opportunities abound”  

11% 

    
 “Americans first” “He wants to help the American people first, not illegal, not foreign, but 

American's first,” “He is putting Americans first and that makes me feel safe”  
10% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.   
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Table 3.S1.2. Themes and example responses for VIB Conformity, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Conformity (n = 59 IRA = 83%) 
 
 Relational 

disapproval 
“Many of my friends and acquaintances abhor Donald Trump and if they knew 
how I felt, they would be upset with me,” “Most of my friends and family vote 
Democrat [...] I can no longer talk to them now about politics because we do not 
agree in that area” 

 

48% 

 Social 
disapproval 

“society would look down on me,” “People who wear Trump hats are routinely 
harassed and are sometimes harmed by those who disagree with them. Even 
though I support him, I keep that information to myself” 

32% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Conformity (n = 41, IRA = 97%) 
 
 Social and 

relational 
approval 

“Almost everybody I know close to me, family and friends, are conservative and 
we know this about each other. There's just no other way I could vote,” “My 
family is mostly Strong Republicans. The people close to me will be voting for 
TRUMP” 

63% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S1.3. Themes and example responses for VIB Tradition, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Tradition (n = 25, IRA = 92%) 
 
 Violates specific traditional 

values (racist, unlawful, 
arrogant) 
 

“I believe he is a racist,” “He is a big mouth that needs to inflate his 
ego all the time. My custom is to be humble, not a braggart,” “Donald 
Trump is a liar, a cheater, and a violator of the constitution” 

 

44% 

 Unconventional president “Donald tries to stir things up,” “Donald Trump isn't a traditional 
president,” “politicians […] are often dull, passive and predictable. 
Trump is none of those things”   

32% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Tradition (n = 95, IRA = 74%) 
 
 Belief congruence “He and I share many of the same conservative values,” “Voting for 

Donald Trump is voting for the values I have in life” 
 

25% 

 Congruence with reference 
group (family, ancestors) 

“It is tradition in my family, with friends and within my state to vote 
Republican,” “I come from a long line of Conservatives. My family 
would expect me to continue voting as they always have” 
 

24% 

 Bringing back the old 
values 

“Trump wants to make USA great by bringing it back to 1950s values 
“, “he is restoring United state back to the Country our founding father 
left for us,” “ 

12% 

    
    

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S1.4. Themes and example responses for VIB Benevolence, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Benevolence (n = 25, IRA = 88%) 
 
 Voting for Trump could 

disappoint loved ones 
 

“They would be disappointed in me if I voted for him,” “My family has 
very strong opinions about Donald Trump, so I feel like if I were to vote 
for him, I would be letting my family down” 

 

64% 

 Trump's policies can 
negatively affect loved 
ones 

“Trump might take away the healthcare of friends and family,” “Several 
of my friends are undocumented immigrants,” “he might be passing laws 
that […] benefit the rich- and no one near and dear to me is rich”   

16% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Benevolence (n = 73, IRA = 89%) 
 
 Congruence with 

preferences/values of 
loved ones 
 

“We all have similar values and beliefs. A vote for President Trump is a 
vote in support of the values of my friends and family and myself,” “Most 
of my family and friends love Donald Trump. They think he is the best 
thing to happen to our country in decades.” 
 

44% 

 Policies benefit close 
ones 

“Because I would be able to being home more money in my pay checks 
due to lower taxes, which would allow me to better provide for my wife 
and young daughter,” “I have more of a tax break for the next few years, 
giving me a little extra money to take care of my child.” 
 

33% 

 True to myself, 
trustworthy 

“My friends can rely on me knowing that I make the right decisions,“ “It 
would show that I have a brain of my own and do not vote just to please 
others“ 

11% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  

125 



 

 

126 

Table 3.S1.5. Themes and example responses for VIB Universalism, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Universalism (n = 51, IRA = 88%) 
 
 Policies harm 

vulnerable groups 
 

“He seeks to exclude people who need help the most, especially those seeking 
political asylum,” “He wants to cut programs for poor people, make healthcare 
completely unaffordable” 

 

31% 

 Environmental 
policy 

“he took the US out of the Paris agreement and he does not seem to believe in 
Climate change,” “has a track record of reversing environmental protections”   

27% 

    
 Ideological 

intolerance 
I would vote for Trump “to try to stop more radical left thinking making more 
headway in the country,” “Democrats have a very distorted and immoral view of 
the world, so voting for Trump would show that I oppose that” 

18% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Universalism (n = 93, IRA = 80%) 
 
 Economy helps 

society 
 

“He is providing many opportunities for new jobs and is giving a chance for 
people to get back on their feet,” “improving unemployment in the black 
community and also the unemployment numbers for women are the lowest 
they've ever been” 
 

19% 

 Cares for 
Americans 

“truly loves America and wants the best for all citizens,” “is looking out for all 
Americans” 
 
 

18% 

 Cares about the 
environment 

“Trump cares for the environment and issues pertaining to nature just not as 
much as others,“ “I think Donald Trump shares this belief as I do with protecting 
the animals and the environment from pollution” 

11% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S1.6. Themes and example responses for VIB Self-Direction, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Self-Direction (n = 17, IRA = 94%) 
 
 Unchallenging 

decision 
“it would be furthering the status quo,” “Trump and I have a lot of the same 
views, so I wouldn't really have to think much. He can do that for me.” 

 

41% 

 Disempowerment “DONALD TRUMP THINKS HE MAKES ALL THE RULES AND ITS GOING TO 
BE HIS WAY OR PUNISHMENT,” “I think it would make me dependent on the 
decisions that Donald trump makes”   

23% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Self-Direction (n = 99, IRA = 82%) 
 
 Cognitive demands 

of voting 
 

“When voting for someone you have put a lot of thinking in,” “It would make 
me think of the consequences of my actions” 
 

29% 

 Defying pressure “those who vote for someone that the media constantly smears and attacks 
require a lot of thinking for oneself,” There is a lot of negativity towards him 
and you feel pushed to vote for the other guy,” “Voting for Donald Trump is a 
symbol of independence and defiance, since all the established powers of 
academia, media, business, government, and even large sections of the GOP 
were rabidly against him” 
 

22% 

 Trump stands for 
freedom 

“supports Americans' freedoms,“ “government wouldn't be making all choices 
for us,“ “giving the power back to the people” 

21% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S1.7. Themes and example responses for VIB Stimulation, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Stimulation (n = 19, IRA = 89%) 
 
 Trump is not 

interesting 
“We already know what trump is like and office and i don't think we can expect 
anything new,” “he is a boring man and not worth really talking about” 

 

32% 

 Voted for him 
before 

“I voted for him when he ran the first time,” “I voted for Trump in 2016”   26% 

    
 Voting is not 

interesting 
“it is just a normal thing to do,” “voting is boring, no matter who the 
candidates are” 

16% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Stimulation (n = 56, IRA = 86%) 
 
 Exciting prospects 

 
“I would be excited to see what he could accomplish,” “I would be living in a 
time that the economy and employment opportunities are better than any 
other time in history” 
 

37% 

 Being part of a 
resistance 

“Trump has battled the Media for over 2 years now so it would be exciting to 
be part of the rebellion,” exciting to stand up to the global elite,” “It was 
exciting the first time he won. He showed them.” 
 

22% 

 Trump is unique, 
bold, stimulating 

“He doesnt follow the political script set forth by others,“ “This is the most 
interesting presidency in history. No stopping this guy,“ “He shakes things up” 

21% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S1.8. Themes and example responses for VIB Hedonism, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Hedonism (n = 25, IRA = 68%) 
 
 Unpleasant personality “He is a very unpleasant person,” “Trump is an assault on all senses. He 

is a disgusting human being” 
 

28% 

 Physical repulsion “he makes my skin crawl,” “Any time the man appears, speaks, tweets, 
gestures, walks and breathes, makes me nauseated”   

25% 

    
 Contrary to intention “We need a new president and voting for him wouldn't make me feel 

good,” “I would [have to] be coerced to vote for him essentially” 
21% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Hedonism (n = 38, IRA = 59%) 
 
 Making the right call 

 
“has done a great job as President. Voting for him again would be a 
pleasant experience for me,” “when he wins the election it will make me 
feel happy” 
 

23% 

 Expressing a repressed 
POV 

“my people finally have a voice,” “He says what a lot of people want to 
say but don't have the guts to” 
 

16% 

 Economy would allow 
hedonistic pleasures 

“I will be able to afford the things that bring me pleasure,“ “would make 
it easier for me to keep more of my hard earned money and indulge 
myself more” 

8% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S1.9. Themes and example responses for VIB Achievement, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Achievement (n = 25, IRA = 92%) 
 
 Social scorn “The media has propagated an image that Trump supporters are evil, deranged, 

racist, dangerous and deplorable. I have plenty of acquaintances that will not 
admit to voting for Trump because of possible repercussions at work,” “I would be 
frowned upon” 

 

52% 

 Policies thwart 
achievement 

“as a woman, I am held back under Donald Trump,” “[Trump] is out to make the 
rich richer, and the rest of us will be at a standstill”   

20% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Achievement (n = 47, IRA = 91%) 
 
 Economic 

opportunity 
 

“An improved economy helps everyone achieve success,” “He runs country like 
business therefore $$$” 
 

62% 

 Relational 
approval 

“my family members are conservatives. They would all approve,” “people with 
similar beliefs who would normally see me as something they oppose might look 
at me in a better light, knowing that I am similar to them. Normally someone as my 
self is seen as the enemy and I dislike that stereotype.” 
 

15% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S1.10. Themes and example responses for VIB Power, voting for Donald Trump, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Power (n = 20, IRA = 95%) 
 
 Economic threat “we are middle class and his laws seem to not help working people,” “He is for 

the wealthy people, not people like myself” 
 

52% 

 Disapproval “Not only would I be looked down on by a lot of others but the policies he 
advocates for would be danger to the environment and my livelihood,” “Some 
people might think I am racist”   

20% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Power (n = 47, IRA = 91%) 
 
 Economic 

opportunity 
 

“Trump's economic policies are already increasing my earning ability,” “more 
business would be hiring so more chances to get up the ladder,” “I have already 
gotten tax breaks and this has allowed me to gain more money in my pocket” 
 

58% 

 Influence among 
the like-minded 

“Because President Trump is a prestigeous man. By voting for him again, 
people in my group would be influenced by my choice,” “I would be able to 
have more of a voice with those who also did the same” 
 

16% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S2.1. Themes and example responses for VIB Security, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Security (n = 106, IRA = 80%) 
 
 Trump is 

unpredictable 
“he isn't the most rational person, and he also surrounds himself with people who 
might not care about security,” “mentally unstable and unhinged,” “reckless and 
thoughtless” 
 

24% 

 Social 
divisiveness 

“incendiary and polarizing,” “tearing this country, individuals, and families apart, 
rather than building consensus” 
 

21% 

 Direct threat “I'm an Asian American, and I feel like Donald Trump helps to promote white 
supremacy,” “I am a ftm […] With Chump in office, the country has become less 
safe for people that aren't white, cis, straight and christian” 

19% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Security (n = 15, IRA = 87%) 
 
 Does a good 

job 
“Trump has done a good job of strengthening the country so far,” “Protect the 
country from the immigrants,” “I would be financially more secure” 

 

40% 

 Voting is safe “voting is not dangerous,” “There isn't much election-related violence in this 
country.”  

27% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S2.2. Themes and example responses for VIB Conformity, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Conformity (n = 104 IRA = 74%) 
 
 Norm violation my entire family would strongly question my morals,” “people around me 

share the belief that Donald Trump is unfit to be president” 
 

63% 

 Failing to prevent 
harm to close ones 

“I would consider myself a traitor to those who rely on me,” “Voting for 
Donald Trump would be a slap in the face to my family members who are 
immigrants” 

14% 

    
 Being inconsistent “people would think that I had turned on my core beliefs,” “I would never 

vote for him”  
14% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Conformity (n = 10, IRA = 100%) 
 
 Approval from Trump 

supporters 
“other people agree with his policies,” “Most of my family are conservatives 
and they voted for him. If I didn't vote for him, they would not understand 
why and want to challenge it.” 

50% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S2.3. Themes and example responses for VIB Tradition, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Tradition (n = 75, IRA = 73%) 
 
 Violates prosocial 

education 
 

“One of my traditinal values is to help the needy... DT is making this 
harder,” “Traditional values dictate that we be kind and helpful to the 
stranger and those in need,” “Trump has demonstrated that he is neither 
fair nor kind” 

 

39% 

 Indecent, unpresidential “not serious, no statesman, and incompetent,” “Trump breaks the norms 
of society in a very negative way. We simply doesn't follow protocols and 
in many cases, the law. It's disgusting.” 
   

17% 

 Racist, sexist, 
xenophobic 

“He's a racist and a bigot. My family didnt raise me that way,” “racist and 
a demagogue” 

13% 

    
  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Tradition (n = 21, IRA = 81%) 
 
 Stands for conservative 

(religious, family) values 
“He represents a conservative view of the world,” “the administration 
Trump is theoretically leading does encourage and enforce traditional 
conservative values and they all espouse extremely traditional beliefs” 
 

62% 

 Racism and nationalism 
as a tradition 

“stands for an archaic America- one where wealthy, white men could do 
and say as they please,“ “If I voted for Trump I would that that was an 
endorsement of the traditional values of white privilege and racist beliefs” 

14% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S2.4. Themes and example responses for VIB Benevolence, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Benevolence (n = 96, IRA = 84%) 
 
 Family, close ones 

expect a vote against 
Trump 
 

“They would never trust me again,” “they could not trust me if I 
threw their concerns away and voted for him regardless” 

 

38% 

 Trump harms 
minorities 

I am a minority and have a very diverse group of friends. The policies 
set by Donald Trump is directly harmful to many of them”  

23% 

    
 Policies can harm 

close ones 
“would continue to cause rise in the costs of medical care,” “Many 
people who I care about would be hurt by policies Trump wants to 
enact” 

18% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Benevolence (n = 7, IRA = 86%) 
 
 Family approves of 

Trump 
“They feel that he should be in office. I would feel that I satisfy that 
need,” “my family thinks that is the better option” 

44% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S2.5. Themes and example responses for VIB Universalism, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Universalism (n = 161, IRA = 88%) 
 
 Divisive, intolerant 

policies 
 

“policies he currently holds and is issuing in his next campaign are 
discriminatory,” “openly hates and discriminates against anyone who isn't a 
white man. Anyone who tries to escape their conditions and into the country 
is a criminal and a drug dealer. He won't give support to Puerto Rico, which 
is legally responsible” 

 

31% 

 Not caring about 
those different from 
him 

“does not care for anyone but himself,” “doesn't care about the have nots,” 
“don't think he has the best interest of most people at heart”  

27% 

    
 Rolling back 

environmental 
protections 

“rolls back environmental protections for the sake of profit,” “Donald Trump 
has wrecked the EPA,” “has withdrawn our country from the Paris Climate 
Accord” 

18% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Universalism (n = 17, IRA = 82%) 
 
 Chose this option by 

mistake 
 

“I dont believe i said this,” “I did not. I said just the opposite” 
 

35% 

 Universalistic policies “Trump did Prison Reform,Gun Control,Salary Donation,Union 
Representation,HIV/AIDS Relief,” “has lowered unemployment and 
improved wages with his policies. That helps the weak and vulnerable” 
 

29% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S2.6. Themes and example responses for VIB Self-Direction, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Self-Direction (n = 49, IRA = 86%) 
 
 Avoiding cognitive 

load 
“I could just believe whatever Trump tells me to believe,” “I could just spout 
and repeat everything that he says and always stick to whatever talking point 
is popular at the time” 

 

39% 

 Disempowerment “Trump and his supporters try to pass laws and enforce laws in a way that 
maximizes authoritarian values, especially depriving women of independence 
and free choice,” “does not allow regular citizens to express opinions without 
bullying, retribution”   

35% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Self-Direction (n = 25, IRA = 92%) 
 
 Non-conformist 

choice 
 

“I would be showing independence if I did vote for him,” “Although it would 
be an unpopular decision it would be my choice and my choice alone” 
 

36% 

 Contrary to 
expectation of self 

“that decision would not sit right with me,” I would never vote for Donald 
Trump” 
 
 

32% 

 Trump promotes 
freedom 

“He promotes freedom of religion and the right to keep and bear arms“  12% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S2.7. Themes and example responses for VIB Stimulation, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Stimulation (n = 43, IRA = 79%) 
 
 Negative affect “I find Donald Trump to be an extreme bore,” “everything about him is dull, 

boring, and a circus side show,” “It feels like our nation is drowning instead of 
floating” 

 

67% 

 Following 
norms, habits 

“I see it as going with the ‘social’ norm down here in the south,” “People all 
around me are Trump supporters. Voting for him would make me the same as 
others”   

23% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Stimulation (n = 18, IRA = 83%) 
 
 Trump brings 

change 
 

“I think that he is bring[ing] about much needed change,” “Voting for Trump 
would get me excited about the future and what is possible under a leader who 
actually cares about the citizens of THIS country” 
 

44% 

 Contrary to 
expectations 

“I have never voted for a Republican before so that would definitely be new,” 
“Many of my friends and family are not voting for him, so it might be exciting to 
go against the grain of my peers” 

28% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S2.8. Themes and example responses for VIB Hedonism, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Hedonism (n = 82, IRA = 71%) 
 
 Disgust/disdain “Everything about the man disgusts me,” “I find it very stressful to have 

President Trump as a president. I very regularly have to turn off radio 
shows and have to avoid news that I would otherwise watch in order to 
avoid getting angry and upset,” “Trump is very upsetting to me” 

 

28% 

 Disapproving oneself “I would be thoroughly disappointed in myself,“ “I would touch the curtain 
in the booth and hide my face in shame”  

25% 

    
 A threat to the country 

or others 
“Trump is trying to destroy much of what makes this country wonderful,” “I 
would be worried about the future and all the troubles he is bringing the 
country” 

21% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Hedonism (n = 8, IRA = 100%) 
 
 Entertainment 

 
“it would make the political world and government more entertaining,” “my 
vote for him would be for nothing other than entertainment” 
 

38% 

 Reassurance “It will help me feel assured that democrats are not fully in charge and 
would help bring food into my house,” “I think Donald Trump can be a 
good leader” 

38% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S2.9. Themes and example responses for VIB Achievement, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Achievement (n = 79, IRA = 77%) 
 
 Economic 

insecurity 
“Donald trump's tax cut only affects the rich positively. I am poor and will have 
to pay more taxes which means I will have less disposable income to pursue 
the things I want,” “This would prevent me from being successful because 
Trump only helps the rich make money.” 

 

35% 

 Social disapproval “Voting for Trump would put me on the wrong side of the "game" in the eyes 
of most of the people I know,” “Because he is viewed very negatively by a lot 
of people”   

34% 

    
 Violation of own 

values 
“voting for him again would go against everything that […] I stand for,“ “Voting 
for him would not align with my views and values” 

15% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Achievement (n = 7, IRA = 100%) 
 
 Chose this option 

by mistake 
 

“It would not help me, quite the contrary. My husband lost his job due to his 
shutdown,” “Electing Donald Trump as a president will not help me success in 
life” 
 

43% 

 Trump is 
competent 

“Trump supports businesses, hence more job opportunities,” “Because he is 
usually right and by siding with right it will reflect on yourself” 
 

43% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S2.10. Themes and example responses for VIB Power, voting for Donald Trump, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Donald Trump would have negative consequences for Power (n = 61, IRA = 84%) 
 
 Economic threat “His election is only helpful to the rich and powerful and hurts those already 

living in poverty like me,” “Because Trump and his policies favor the rich and 
make the poor and middle class (like me) unable to get ahead” 

 

36% 

 Disapproval “Some folks could hold it against me in future employment,” “people I know 
would think much less of me, and would then treat me accordingly”   

33% 

  
Voting for Donald Trump would have positive consequences for Power (n = 5, IRA = 100%) 
 
 Policies enhance 

the economy 
“The way he's running the country allows me to gain money and the status 
that I have,” “Donald trump is a businessman more than a leader and I do 
believe he is good for the economy” 
 

16% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S3.1. Themes and example responses for VIB Security, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Security (n = 91, IRA = 89%) 
 
 Threat of 

socialism 
“Socialism has proved to be an unstable way to govern a country,” “He is a Socialist 
and wants to bring his dangerous ideology into mainstream American politics,” “HE IS 
A SOCIALIST. HE IS EXTREMELY DANGEROUS” 
 

25% 

 Economic 
insecurity 

“Bernie would enact policies that would destabilize the economy and cause chaos,“ 
“His political stances would see people in breadlines,” “Higher taxes could potentially 
mean not having enough take-home pay to continue living in my apartment” 
 

23% 

 Weak 
leadership 

“don't believe he has what it takes to keep this country stable or safe,” “all he wants 
to do is give things away and kiss other countries asses,” “I just don't think he is 
experienced enough” 

10% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Security (n = 32, IRA = 91%) 
 
 Safer than 

Trump 
“would make me feel safer in comparison to Trump,” “Anyone is better than what we 
have in the white house now […] We can also trust most of what he says.” 

 

21% 

 Economic 
security 

“Future generations would not be in debt for schooling or medical expenses if what 
Sanders promotes actually were adapted,” “If he is elected and actually gets the 
student loans forgiven, it would be a godsend. I myself am $130.,00 in debt with an 
MBA, and unable to find gainful employment”  

10% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S3.2. Themes and example responses for VIB Conformity, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Conformity (n = 69 IRA = 72%) 
 
 Others expect 

me not to vote 
Sanders 

“Others that are dear to me would expect me to vote for a candidate that 
strongly supports the freedom, democracy and capitalism this nation was 
founded on,” “Most of my family and friends are republicans. If I voted for Bernie 
Sanders they would not agree with my choice and would be annoyed” 

 

43% 

 Would contradict 
own convictions 

“Bernie Sanders does not line up with my values or the person I want to be,” “If I 
voted for him, it would vioiate the way I was raised and currently think” 

13% 

    
 Threat of 

socialism 
“Socialism is an evil,” ”I am not a socialist nor care to be one” 12% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Conformity (n = 19, IRA = 74%) 
 
 Social and 

relational 
approval 

“Most of my circle opposes Trump and his ways, so voting for Sanders goes in 
line of what they expect from me,” “My closest friends and family would all vote 
for Bernie Sanders because the want marijuana legalized. I would rather have a 
strong country than a stoned one” 

32% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S3.3. Themes and example responses for VIB Tradition, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Tradition (n = 100, IRA = 86%) 
 
 Socialism is 

unamerican 
 

“We have built this country on values that are opposed to socialism,” 
“Sanders wants to turn America into a Socialist country. This is not what our 
country is founded on or what we stand for,” “Socialism is very anti-
American” 

 

44% 

 Tradition of economic 
self-reliance 

“The customs handed down to me were a strong work ethic and owning 
one's own property,” “I was always taught to rely on myself for things I want 
or need,” “everyone needs to earn their own way in life” 
   

32% 

 Family tradition “most of my family are more in line with Republican and Christian values,” 
“My family and I have been conservative for a very long time” 

11% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Tradition (n = 17, IRA = 82%) 
 
 Policies promote 

traditional values 
“Bernie Sanders supports freedom of religion and for individuals to follow 
their own traditions and religious customs,” “Bernie Sanders is campaigning 
to offer free education for all and to me that is the core of the American 
value of giving everybody the right to education” 
 

41% 

 Congruence with 
reference group 
(family, ancestors) 

“Most of my family belong's to this political party,” “I have many family 
members who support his viewpoints,” “I was taught to be generous to 
others and to help others in need or less fortunate,”  

35% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S3.4. Themes and example responses for VIB Benevolence, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Benevolence (n = 70, IRA = 77%) 
 
 Voting for Sanders would 

disappoint loved ones 
 

“Most of my family and friends do not like Bernie Sanders. They would 
feel betrayed if I voted for him,” “my family and friends are not 
communist and would be pissed” 

 

33% 

 Wealth redistribution “The people who are dear to me work hard for their money and it 
shouldn't be used to supplement a lazy persons life,” “My family believes 
in hard work because they had to work hard to achieve what they have. 
It's a slap in their face”   

14% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Benevolence (n = 20, IRA = 70%) 
 
 Congruence with 

preferences/values of 
loved ones 
 

“People I know really like Bernie Sanders and really hate Donald Trump 
so if I voted for Bernie Sanders, these people would be happy because it 
would show that I value them and their cause,” “My family would be 
satisfied with me voting for a democrat no matter who it is” 
 

45% 

 Policies benefit close 
ones 

“Bernie has some policies that would make life easier for the middle 
class. He would figure out the healthcare debacle we have in this 
country, he would try to forgive student loans so he would enable my 
loved ones to have more money and to be able to live more comfortably”  

15% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S3.5. Themes and example responses for VIB Universalism, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Universalism (n = 61, IRA = 77%) 
 
 Redistribution away 

from people I care 
about 
 

“He will not help White people like me. He will steal our money to provide for 
blacks and other lazy moochers,” “They would not get the specialized care 
they need. To many people would have to rely on the government” 

 

26% 

 Environmental stance “I think Bernie Sanders economics policies would be very harmful to the 
economy and would leave less money available for environment protection,” 
“as a socialist, they don't really care about the environment but rather 
overwhelming the environment by adding more needs”   

13% 

    
 Abortion stance “Bernie believes in abortion all the way up until birth. Unborn children are the 

most weak and vulnerable in society,” “he favors abortion up until birth that 
to me constitutes murder and that is not acceptable” 

11% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Universalism (n = 72, IRA = 75%) 
 
 Pluralism/acceptance 

 
“probably has the greater good of everyone in mind,” “cares about people 
from other races and backgrounds,” “fairness for all” 
 

24% 

 Environmental policy “I've heard him speak on the environment and it's one area I can agee with 
him,” “more concerned with environmental issues as are most liberal 
candidates” 
 

21% 

 Universalistic policies “want to expand Medicare, implement the green new deal, and offer free 
college,” “more likely to preserve and initiate programs that will help low-
income, disabled and elderly citizens” 

15% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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 Table 3.S3.6. Themes and example responses for VIB Self-Direction, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Self-Direction (n = 49, IRA = 71%) 
 
 State control “all for putting every possible facet of life in the hands of the Federal 

Government,” “His goal is for the government to control everything” 
 

36% 

 Restriction of 
thought 

“in a socialist society you're not allowed to think for your you just have to do 
what you're told,” “Socialism is opposed to individuals thinking and making 
their own choices.”   

31% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Self-Direction (n = 43, IRA = 91%) 
 
 Voting as a 

choice 
 

“voting is a choice,” “I am free to choose whoever I want to vote for,” “Would 
have the freedom to choose” 
 

29% 

 Cognitive 
demands of 
voting 

“I always put a goid deal if thinking into any presidential candidacy vote,” “I 
would need to consider carefulyy how our government will change and if that is 
a good thing” 

22% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S3.7. Themes and example responses for VIB Stimulation, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Stimulation (n = 29, IRA = 86%) 
 
 Uncharismatic “He seems dull,” “He's boring in comparison to his opponents,” “I find him to be 

weak and follows the crowds,” “he is a boring man and not worth really talking 
about” 

 

34% 

 Contradicting 
values 

“Bernie Sanders is the exact opposite of everything that I stand for […] voting for 
him would be absolutely boring and would do nothing for me personally,” 
“Voting for Bernie Sanders would be an unstimulating experience. I disagree 
with everything he stands for”   

34% 

    
 Taking away 

freedom of choice 
“It would be boring because everyone loves to have free money […] so it's 
boring to be a person not to think of the consequences,” “is a communist and 
that would make the country boring. People would have no choices” 

17% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Stimulation (n = 36, IRA = 92%) 
 
 Candidate of 

change 
 

“I think that it would be exciting as it would be a 180 degree change as to what 
we have now,” “Bernie Sanders has a lot of really good ideas for our Country 
that are "out of the box" thinking. His ideas and aspirations for our Country and 
our People are unconventional and exciting, a new way of thinking” 
 

50% 

 Contrary to 
prediction of self 

“It would be stimulating all right, as in terrifying. I do not agree with the empty 
promises he makes,” “I would never vote for him,” “I have never voted for Bernie 
Sanders or anyone as left winged as him,” exciting to stand up to the global 
elite,” “It was exciting the first time he won. He showed them.” 

25% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S3.8. Themes and example responses for VIB Hedonism, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Hedonism (n = 45, IRA = 67%) 
 
 Contempt/Disgust “I cannot stand his voice or appearance I cannot stand anything he 

says.I get disgusted every time I see him,” “That he's been sucking up 
taxpayer dollars all his life is disgusting” 

 

29% 

 Not liking Sanders “I dont like anything about him,” “I am not a fan of Bernie Sander”   20% 
    
 Socialism denies access 

to pleasure 
“If I were paying out more in taxes, I would have less disposable income 
to use on fun and pleasure activities,” “People in socialist countries are 
miserable. There is no pleasure” 

11% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Hedonism (n = 16, IRA = 56%) 
 
 A welcome change from 

Trump 
 

“Any political candidate will be better than the current one. Sanders will 
definitely be a breath of fresh air,” “I'm unhappy with the current 
president and his policies” 
 

25% 

 Liking Sanders “I like his vision and his willingness to take on causes,” “because we 
would be doing so many great things for this country!” 

13% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S3.9. Themes and example responses for VIB Achievement, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Achievement (n = 58, IRA = 84%) 
 
 Policies not 

conductive of 
personal 
success 

“Bernie will increase taxes and make make me poor. College will be full of people 
getting free education and I won't be able to attend, do to them being full,” will 
make everything far worse and people will lose jobs in droves. Loss of jobs and 
higher taxes prevent me from achieving more in life” 

 

26% 

 Relational 
disapproval 

“Nearly all of my friends are Conservatives. They would look down on me if they 
knew I voted for Bernie Sanders,” “If my peers discovered that I voted for Bernie 
Sanders in any election, they would not approve of my decision at all”   

26% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Achievement (n = 24, IRA = 71%) 
 
 ‘Sanders for 

the people’ 
“he is for the people,” “His rule will definitely help people to live their life in a better 
and peaceful way” 
 

25% 

 Welfare 
policies 
 

“He wants to write of school debts which overall changes a lot in my life when my 
school debt is still one of my largest debts at the age of 30,” “help paying for 
college and all about the american people going to college and actually having jobs 
iun that field is what is going to make me successful” 
 

21% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S3.10. Themes and example responses for VIB Power, voting for Bernie Sanders, Conservatives 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Power (n = 75, IRA = 87%) 
 
 Economic 

threat 
“It would prevent me from gaining money because Bernie would take it all,” “He 
would raise taxes on the middle class to fund government programs which will 
cause less economic mobility” 

 

39% 

 Disapproval “If people who I know knew that I voted for him, they would definitely think less of 
me,” “I feel like if I voted Democrat, I would lose a lot of credibility and influence”  
  

23% 

 Socialism 
flattens 
hierarchies 

“we would all be equal in failure,” “Socialism in any form is a cute way to describe 
crabs in a bucket. If anyone is exceptional that tears a big hole in this "Everyone is 
equal!" nonsense” 

 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Power (n = 21, IRA = 86%) 
 
 Specific welfare 

policies 
 

“Voting for him may help me get my student loans forgiven and help me to 
establish a financial foundation for the future,” “Because of his push for universal 
healthcare it would be equivalent to gaining money and status since insurance 
companies would no longer be making a profit on me as a customer”  
 

38% 

 Leveling the 
playing field 

“I think it would level playing field for middle class to rise up or feel more 
financially secure,” “he would make sure that the elite be brought down” 
 

19% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S4.1. Themes and example responses for VIB Security, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Security (n = 12, IRA = 83%) 
 
 Radical ideas “Because he has different views and beliefs than we have ever had in a president, 

I believe it would make our country somewhat unsure and unpredictable,” “his 
ideas are radical and pretty scary” 

75% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Security (n = 110, IRA = 85%) 
 
 Safer than Trump “it would put a more stable person into office who cares about righting some of 

the wrongs,” “would do a better job at protecting the country than Trump,” “any 
vote against Trump makes the country more secure” 

 

33% 

 Specific policies “has clearly articulated policies that would improve healthcare, education, and 
fiscal spending,” “would hopefully do a lot to prevent the coming climate 
apocalypse,” “foreign policies are good for the country and our allies, minimizing 
conflicts and unnecessary wars”  
 

25% 

 Cares about 
underrepresente
d groups 

“emphathizes with those that are less fortunate and tries to create policies to help 
them,” “one of the few politicians that genuinely seems to care about the people 
in his country,” “tend to be more interested in protecting the interests of women, 
minorities, the environment, and others. I think protecting all of these things would 
make this country safer in the long run” 

21% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S4.2. Themes and example responses for VIB Conformity, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Conformity (n = 29 IRA = 83%) 
 
 Unpopular “Politics are a divisive topic in my family, with my parents and in-laws both 

being pretty traditional / republican,” “I feel like others expect me to vote for 
Trump and not Bernie Sanders,” “my friends and family would be shocked 
and dismayed” 

 

45% 

 Radical ideas “he goes against the norm,” “is seen as being too idealistic in his far-left 
views,” “his ideas sound good on the surface but would be next to impossible 
to achieve”  

31% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Conformity (n = 53, IRA = 74%) 
 
 Social/relational 

approval 
“To vote for Sanders would be to fall in line with the expectations of my family 
members,” “A lot of my friends are Bernie supporters,” “All of my friends and 
family are liberal” 
 

50% 

 Beneficial policies “The people of this country want free healthcare, and free education. Even 
those that say they don't want It,” “offers some interesting things (healthcare, 
legalisation of mj etc),” 

 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S4.3. Themes and example responses for VIB Tradition, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Tradition (n = 43, IRA = 67%) 
 
 Candidate of 

change 
 

“If he were to win, he would make drastic changes that would shift wealth and power 
away from some of the country's elite, and that hasn't been something that has been 
done for a while,” “Bernie is a guy who wants to shake it up” 

 

35% 

 Tradition of 
capitalism 

“he's a democratic socialist and that conflicts with a lot of the hard-line capitalism in 
this country,” “Tradition in this country is capitalism is King,” “Americans are 
uncomfortable with higher taxes and have traditionally eschewed even the slightest 
hint of socialism” 
   

23% 

 Family 
tradition 

“I was raised in a staunch Republican/conservative household. Voting for a socialist 
would conflict with that upbringing,” “I come from a very conservative family” 

23% 

    
  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Tradition (n = 50, IRA = 84%) 
 
 Altruistic 

tradition 
“I have […] been raised to be humble and supportive of all people,” “I was taught to 
help the less fortunate” 
 

26% 

 Civil tradition “a vote for freedom and equality upon which this country is based,“ “RIGHTS TO 
LIBERTY AND JUSTICE FOR ALL” 
 

30% 

 Family 
tradition 

“My family has always been more progressive politically,” “My parents are 
democrats, so voting for Bernie Sanders would be in line with their way of thinking” 

14% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S4.4. Themes and example responses for VIB Benevolence, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Benevolence (n = 10, IRA = 90%) 
 
 Family, close ones 

expect a vote against 
Sanders 
 

“The people that are dear to me are conservative and of means. 
They would probably be hurt by Bernie in terms of taxation and 
medical provider chouce,” “Most family members support a different 
candidate” 

75% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Benevolence (n = 85, IRA = 78%) 
 
 Beneficial policies “With Bernie Sanders' push for Medicare for All, the Green New 

Deal, and other highly beneficial legislation, the country would be 
vastly improved both on a national scale and for people close to 
me,” “I have family members who struggle with health issues. 
Bernie's take on healthcare would benefit them,” “his policies would 
be beneficial to my family and close friends” 

48% 

    
 Family, close ones 

expect a vote for 
Sanders 

“Most of my family and friend on the other hand LOVE Bernie 
Sanders. So me voting for Bernie would satisfy them,” “I'm friends 
with many Bernie Sanders supporters and I believe they would be 
happy if I supported Sanders as well” 
 

22% 

 Shared values “Because Bernie holds certain values that my family and I have lived 
with. Moral fortitude, respect, and honesty are essential in everyday 
life,” “My mother had very strong social values and belived in 
equality of human beings. It would be in line to choose a candidate 
like Bernie Sanders, which is liberal and social” 
 

16% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S4.5. Themes and example responses for VIB Universalism, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Universalism (n = 19, IRA = 79%) 
 
 Policies 

negatively 
impact society 
and nature 
 

“I don’t think some of his policies will be very helpful to the older generation,” “I 
think that he is in favor of socialism. I believe that the freedom we enjoy in this 
country would be compromised if we accepted this system of politics,” “I don't feel 
he has a strong enough environmental policy” 

53% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Universalism (n = 189, IRA = 78%) 
 
 Personal 

commitment 
 

“I feel like Bernie legitimately believes what he's preaching, in that he does really 
care about the "99%",” “Sanders is the only candidate that is truly for the people. 
He has been fighting for equality for all his entire life” 
 

25% 

 Social security 
policies 

“Policies enacted by Sanders would be more likely to help the weak in vulnerable in 
society, rather than benefiting those that do well and are already successful in 
society. This could include, healthcare, housing, something to help income 
inequality, etc,” “His policies ensure those who are in need, in many varieties of 
ways, receive what they require” 
 

22% 

 Inclusivity “Sanders supports people of all cultures and traditions, and wishes to eliminate or 
reduce discrimination towards minority groups,” “has an understanding and 
appreciation for different cultures, economic statuses, and way of life that many 
other politicians do not share” 

16% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S4.6. Themes and example responses for VIB Self-Direction, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Self-Direction (n = 9, IRA = 100%) 
 
 Restricts 

freedom 
“Yes, Bernie pretty much wants large government to make decisions for the people,” 
“He has socialists policies from what I understand; some of those policies are not 
necessarily bad, but going too far would harm the country's stability. This would 
affect my freedom potentially.” 

 

33% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Self-Direction (n = 102, IRA = 58%) 
 
 Cognitive 

load of 
voting 
 

“would make me think about whether I was doing the right thing,” “Bernie Sanders 
expresses provocative opinions that you don't hear from other mainstream 
politicians. He would force us all to question some implicit assumptions about how 
society and markets should work” 
 

36% 

 Voting for 
change 

“The rules of the political game would hopefullly change dramatically,” “I would start 
to imagine what life would look like in a progressive nation where money is not all 
invested in the military” 
 

33% 

 Owning 
one’s choice 

“Voting for him would be a decision that I made myself after my own consideration,” 
“I would have made that choice independently,” “voting is inherently something that 
allows me to make my own choices“ 

16% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes.  
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Table 3.S4.7. Themes and example responses for VIB Stimulation, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Stimulation (n = 10, IRA = 70%) 
 
 Sanders is boring “he would just be like every other politician,” “I find this candidate to be boring 

and uninspiring” 
60% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Stimulation (n = 85, IRA = 66%) 
 
 Progressive ideas 

 
“He brings progressive ideas forward that haven't been done before (universal 
healthcare, free college education),” “His ideas altho not new, have never been 
tried in todays world. free college. end drug war. these are life changing for the 
nation”  
 

54% 

 Unconventional 
candidate 

“Have never voted before for someone like him,” “We've never a president as 
liberal as Bernie Sanders,” “It would be the first time voting for a Democratic 
candidate that actually goes against the status quo” 

21% 

    
Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S4.8. Themes and example responses for VIB Hedonism, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Hedonism (n = 13, IRA = 85%) 
 
 Not right for the 

job 
“the only way I would vote for Sanders is if he's the nominee. It would annoy 
me, but I would vote for him over 4 more years of trump,“ “he is more mean-
spirited and capable of holding petty grudges than his supporters realize or are 
willing to admit,” “he is the wrong type of politican” 

54% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Hedonism (n = 45, IRA = 87%) 
 
 Pleasant to 

support candidate 
you like 
 

“I know Bernie cares enough to do the right thing so I would love the chance to 
help elect him,” “I absolutely love Bernie, and just thinking about voting for him 
(fingers crossed!) brings me such excitement and pride” 
 

71% 

 Policies allow 
hedonistic 
pleasures 

“I would have the money as a retired person to enjoy life's pleasures,” “would 
make the country a happier place. things would be more peaceful and 
prosperous, so there would just simply be more opportunity to […] enjoy life” 
 

13% 

 Improvement from 
Trump 

“Since the 1016 election there has been an overwhelming spirit of derision and 
negativitity in this country and therefore in my envoronment. Without the stress 
of having a hate monger in the oval I believe that most people will begin to 
florish and literslly be able to stop and smell the roses.(while flowers still exist),” 
“Anything that reduces Trumps chances of being in the White house another 4 
years is pleasing” 

13% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S4.9. Themes and example responses for VIB Achievement, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Achievement (n = 7, IRA = 86%) 
 
 Social 

disapproval 
“people around me would not approve my opinion,” “A lot of people don't agree with 
him and would loathe me for voting for him”   

34% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Achievement (n = 51, IRA = 73%) 
 
 Policies for 

success 
“It would help me and many others achieve success in life through many of Bernie 
Sanders social plans like Medicare for all, affordable housing, appropriate taxation 
based on income, appropriate minimum wages, etc,” “Bernie wants to give 
Americans free college, that would help me get ahead in life” 
 

37% 

 Successful 
country 
 

“By voting for Bernie Sanders for President, I would be helping our country get the 
leadership that it needs to turn this circus around that Trump has created. I believe 
that under Sander's leadership, our country will thrive and as a result it's people will 
have a better chance at a successful life,”  
 

24% 

 Social 
approval 

“Voting for Bernie Sanders would make others approve of me,” “I live in a pretty 
liberal bubble, and within my bubble a vote for Sanders would be met with 
appreciation and would make me look good” 
 

18% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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Table 3.S4.10. Themes and example responses for VIB Power, voting for Bernie Sanders, Liberals 
 

 Theme Examples Share 
of 
codes 

Voting for Bernie Sanders would have negative consequences for Power (n = 11, IRA = 100%) 
 
 Higher taxes “He would raise my taxes to a degree that would hinder my ability to invest,” 

“Under Sanders, I would likely pay more in taxes than I do now” 
36% 

  
Voting for Bernie Sanders would have positive consequences for Power (n = 36, IRA = 86%) 
 
 Opportunities for 

more people 
“I believe it will give the middle class and even the poor a voice and more power. 
He will be trying to dial back income inequality, and anyone who is not in the top 
1% will gain influence and prestige,” “He would try and level out the economic 
playing field so everyone would be treated more equitably and that would mean 
most people would gain monetarily” 
 

42% 

 Respect for 
approved vote 

“I think that my family and friends would see me much more positively and be 
more likely to be influenced by my choices if I voted for Bernie,” “those in my 
personal social circles would approve of my decision and respect me for it” 

25% 

Note. IRA = inter-rater agreement. Themes are presented in descending order by the share of codes, up to three themes. 
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CHAPTER 4 

WHAT IS COVID-19 TO ME? RIGHT-WING MEDIA AND 

COMPLIANCE WITH COVID-19 MEASURES 

 

ABSTRACT 

Exposure to right-wing media has been shown to relate to lower perceived threat from COVID-19, lower 

compliance with prophylactic measures against it, and higher incidence of infection and death. What 

features of right-wing media messages account for these effects? In a preregistered cross-sectional study (N 

= 554) we test a model that differentiates perceived consequences of two CDC recommendations—

washing hands and staying home—for basic human values. People who consumed more right-wing 

media perceived these behaviors as less beneficial for their personal security, for the well-being of close 

ones, and the well-being of society at large. Perceived consequences of following the CDC 

recommendations mediated the relationship between media consumption and compliance with 

recommendations. Implications for public health messaging are discussed. 
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Introduction 

COVID-19 poses an unprecedented challenge to public health systems worldwide. The lack of available 

vaccine and failure to contain the virus make the outcomes of this pandemic particularly dependent on 

behavioral choices of individuals, such as decisions to comply or not comply with the recommendations 

of health authorities. Understanding the mechanisms that affect decisions to comply with public health 

recommendations is important for limiting the harm caused by COVID-19.  

Some predictors of compliance with health recommendations are well-established, such as trust in 

the institutions, income, and gender (Bish & Michie, 2010). The COVID-19 pandemic, however, is 

further complicated by the politization of the virus in many countries. In the US, party affiliation of 

public officials is associated with differences in frequency and content of messaging on COVID-19: 

Democratic politicians discussed the pandemic more frequently and placed more focus on public health 

risks than the Republicans, and the Republicans discussed economic implications of the virus and 

China’s role in its origins more frequently (Green et al., 2020). Partisan media similarly presented 

American viewers with conflicting messages (Bursztyn et al., 2020; Motta et al., 2020). Republican party 

affiliation and exposure to right-wing media have been shown to relate to lower compliance with CDC 

health recommendations regarding social distancing  (Allcott et al., 2020; Andersen, 2020; Barrios & 

Hochberg, 2020; Simonov et al., 2020; A. L. Wright et al., 2020), lower perceptions of risks associated 

with COVID-19 (Allcott et al., 2020; Barrios & Hochberg, 2020), and lower fear of the virus (Harper et 

al., 2020). Even more alarmingly, exposure to right-wing media has been associated with higher infection 

rates and death rates for COVID-19 (Bursztyn et al., 2020). 

Understanding the psychological mechanisms through which exposure to right-wing political 

messaging affects compliance with public health recommendations on COVID-19 can help a) identify 
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the features of messages that can cause harm to public health, b) communicate to the media the reasons 

for avoiding such features in their messaging, and c) develop strategies for mitigating and counteracting 

the harm done by politicized messaging.  

Information and Formation of Attitudes 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1991b; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975) provides a 

conceptualization of the effects of exposure to information, such as mass media messages, on attitudes 

and behavior. Ajzen and Fishbein proposed that attitudes are a product of knowledge about the attributes 

of an object or a behavior and subjective evaluations of these attributes. In this model, “a person is 

viewed as processing the information he has about an object in arriving at his evaluation of the object” 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975, p. 222). Differences in available information about an object can therefore lead 

to differences in attitudes.  

This intuitive model of attitude formation is commonly shared among psychologists, but using it 

to predict attitudes and behavior from information has proved difficult. TPB posits a number of 

boundary conditions to the effects of information on the attitude: to affect the attitude, information has 

to be relevant, accepted (believed), and non-redundant; even if all these conditions are satisfied, the size 

of the effect would depend on subjective evaluation of the relevant attribute (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975). 

The boundary conditions are numerous and latent, therefore difficult to assess.  

The elusiveness of the information-behavior link is illustrated by research findings. Research in 

health communications shows that even when the information is purposefully designed to produce 

change in behavior, this effect is typically small (Abroms & Maibach, 2008; Noar, 2006; Snyder & 

Hamilton, 2002). While in some cases knowledge about health conditions is related to health behaviors 
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(e.g., Lael-Monfared et al., 2019; Lindau et al., 2002; Osborn et al., 2011), studies often find weak or 

non-significant relations between the two constructs (e.g., Chen et al., 2014; Guerra et al., 2005; Hwang 

et al., 2014) (see Berkman et al., 2011 for a relevant review). In a series of studies, Ajzen (2011) found no 

relationship between seemingly relevant knowledge and behavior: environmental knowledge was 

unrelated to conservation behavior, and alcohol knowledge to drinking behavior. Ajzen concludes that 

evaluative implications of information—rather than its mere availability—affect behavior. It is therefore 

particularly helpful to identify features of messages about COVID-19 that have evaluative implications 

and that are likely to induce attitudinal and behavioral change (van Bavel et al., 2020).  

Value-Instantiating Beliefs 

The Ajzen and Fishbein’s model (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975) posits that any object or behavior can be 

evaluated according to an unlimited number of attributes, but only a small subset of such evaluations will 

contribute to the attitude. Assessing and comparing grounds for evaluation necessitates a comprehensive 

typology of such grounds; TPB does not provide it. We propose using Schwartz’s (Schwartz, 1992) 

typology of values to assess perceived implications of objects and events. Values, as defined by Schwartz 

(1992), are beliefs about desirable end-states that serve as grounds for evaluation and selection of objects, 

events, and behaviors, making them well-suited for the role. Table 4.1 provides the list of values and their 

definitions. 

We introduce the construct of value-instantiating beliefs (VIBs) to describe personal beliefs about 

perceived consequences of objects, actions, or events for values. Examples of VIBs are “COVID-19 is 

dangerous” (positing a negative relationship between an object, COVID-19, and the value of security) or 

“social distancing limits my freedom” (positing a negative relationship between the behavior, social 
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distancing, and the value of self-direction). VIBs may differ in strength (COVID-19 can be seen as very, 

moderately, or slightly dangerous) and in direction (social distancing can be seen as limiting or expanding 

personal freedom). VIBs can be acquired through socialization and may moderate the relationship 

between socialization experiences and attitudes, as has been demonstrated in previous chapters.  

VIBs are beliefs that have evaluative implications, as proposed by Ajzen (2011), and can capture 

the differences in perceptions of measures to combat COVID-19 that arise from differences in exposure  

 

Table 4.1. Schwartz’ typology of basic human values 

Value Definition 
Security Safety, harmony, and stability of society, of relationships, and of 

self. 
 

Conformity 
 

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

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

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

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

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

Stimulation Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life. 
 

Hedonism Pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself. 
 

Achievement Personal success through demonstrating competence 
according to social standards. 
 

Power 
 

Social status and prestige, control or 
dominance over people and resources. 

Note. Adapted with permission from Schwartz, 1994. © John Wiley and Sons.  
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to right- vs. left-wing media. In addition, they may provide insight into the content of such differences: 

Perceived consequences for which values differ between consumers of right- vs. left-wing media? Which 

of these perceived consequences are relevant to attitudes towards preventative measures and to 

compliance with them? 

Current Study 

In this study, we test a value-based model of attitudes toward and compliance with two CDC 

recommendations for COVID-19: staying home (CDC, 2020a) and washing hands often (CDC, 

2020b). We hypothesize that right-wing media—as compared to left-wing media—provide consumers 

with information that downplays the positive consequences of complying with the CDC 

recommendations for basic human values, such as security, benevolence, and self-direction. Consumers 

of right-wing media, after being exposed to this information, form less positive VIBs about these 

behaviors, which, in line with Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1975) Expectancy Value Theory, jointly contribute 

to less positive attitude towards and lower compliance with the recommendations.  

We developed and preregistered the following set of hypotheses for the study: 

H1: Exposure to right-wing media will be associated with weaker compliance with the CDC 

recommendations. Specifically: 

H1a: Exposure to right-wing media will be associated with leaving one’s residence more often. 

H1b: Exposure to right-wing media will be associated with washing one’s hands less often. 

H2: Relationship between exposure to right-wing media and attitudes towards following the 

CDC recommendations will be mediated by VIBs. Specifically: 
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H2a: VIBs will mediate the relationship between exposure to right-wing media and attitude 

towards leaving one’s residence. 

H2b: VIBs will mediate the relationship between exposure to right-wing media and attitude 

towards washing hands. 

The theoretical model is summarized in Figure 4.1.  

To test these hypotheses, we conducted a large online survey measuring media exposure, VIBs, 

attitudes, and self-reported compliance with health officials’ recommendations and fit the data to the 

theoretical model presented above. Additionally, we compared our model to competing models. The first 

competing model considered perceived efficacy of CDC recommendations instead of VIBs as the 

mediator of the media-attitude relation. Perceived efficacy is commonly used to capture subjective 

assessments of policies in health communications (Rogers, 1975, 1983). The second competing model 

used political orientation instead of media exposure to predict VIBs. While media exposure is a more 

proximal indicator of informational input, political affiliation can affect broader patterns of information 

consumption through selective exposure, or preference for messages that are in line with one’s political 

views (Knobloch-Westerwick & Meng, 2009; Stroud, 2010).  

The preregistration protocol is available on the Open Science Framework (OSF) platform: 

https://osf.io/p6c2d.  

Method 

Sample 

The required sample size was estimated using a simulation study. The R code of the simulation study, as 

well as all study materials and data can be found on the OSF platform: https://osf.io/ft4q3. The goal was 
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to obtain .95 power to detect the smallest effect of interest (indirect effect of media exposure on the 

attitude towards following CDC recommendations) of .20 at the .05 alpha error probability. The target 

sample size was 550. All residents of the United States over 18 years old were eligible to participate. 

Participants who were required by their employers to travel to work were screened from the study. The 

effective sample size was 554 participants. 

 

 

Figure 4.1. Theoretical model: Predicting compliance behavior from exposure to right-wing media 

through VIBs and attitude 

 

Forty-eight U.S. states were represented in the sample, except for Idaho and Wyoming. Sixty-two 

percent of participants were male, 36.5% were female, and 0.1% identified as “other”. The mean age was 

37.3 years (SD = 10.4). Seventy-two percent completed bachelor’s degree or higher. The average number 
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of people in the household was 2.94 (SD = 1.35). Fifty-six percent of participants said they lived in a big 

city or a suburb of a big city, while 43.5% said they lived in a town/small city, in a village, or on a farm. 

Thirty-eight percent of participants reported household income of less than $50,000, and 61.6% 

reported higher income. On the political orientation scale, 39.2% of participants described themselves as 

leaning left and 45.9%—as leaning right.  

Procedure and Measures 

Participants were recruited via the Amazon Mechanical Turk services and were reimbursed 1.50 USD for 

participation in the survey. The data was collected on May 12, 2020. All participants provided informed 

consent. The study received ethical approval from the University’s ethics committee. The survey started 

with questions about behavior and attitudes, followed with a VIB questionnaire for the behavior of 

staying home. Then participants reported on their socio-demographic background and media 

consumption and completed the second VIB questionnaire for the behavior of washing hands. The 

average completion time was 6.5 minutes. 

Individual-Level Measures 

Behavior. Staying home compliance was measured with the following question: “How many times during 

the past week did you leave your residence? Try to remember as accurately as possible. Please count the 

times when you left your residence for more than 15 minutes. Do not include going to the yard or 

throwing out the trash.” Participants were asked to input a number. Hand washing compliance was 

measured with the question: “How many times have you washed your hands yesterday? Try to remember 

as accurately as possible.” Participants were asked to choose between six options: 1 = “0-1 times”, 2 = “2-

4 times”, 3 = "5-7 times", 4 = "8-10 times", 5 = "11-13 times", 6 = "14 times or more”. While the 
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distribution of hand washing was close to normal (M = 3.4, SD = 1.3, skewness = 0.43, kurtosis = -0.54), 

the distribution of leaving home strongly deviated from normal (M = 3.7, SD = 4.6, skewness = 4.54, 

kurtosis = 32.59). Ten percent of all participants did not leave their homes during the week, and 55% 

left home between one and three times. We therefore deviated from the preregistration protocol and 

transformed this variable by taking a square root of the reported number of outings. The distribution of 

the transformed variable was close to normal (M = 1.67, SD = 0.97, skewness = 0.96, kurtosis = 3.42). 

Attitudes were measured with a 5-item, 7-point (-3 to +3) semantic differential scale with the prompts 

“Staying at home during the pandemic is…” and “Washing my hands more often during the pandemic 

is…” and anchors “good-bad”, “harmful-beneficial”, “pleasant-unpleasant”, “useless-useful”, and 

“enjoyable-unenjoyable”. Alpha reliability was .83 for the attitude towards staying home and .78 for the 

attitude towards washing hands.  

Value-Instantiating Beliefs (VIBs) were measured with the 21-item VIBs Questionnaire (see 

supplementary material to Chapter 3). Each item represents a semantic differential scale that elicits 

evaluations of consequences of one behavior for one value. The questionnaire covers consequences of 

behaviors for all ten values from the original version of Schwartz theory of basic values (Schwartz, 1992): 

self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement, power, security, conformity, tradition, benevolence, 

and universalism. For example, a conformity VIB anchors were: [A behavior would] “Violate the rules 

and expectations of others” versus “Be in line with the rules and expectations of others”, a 7-point scale, 

from -3 to +3. The behavioral prompts were “Staying at home during the pandemic would…” and 
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“Washing my hands more often during the pandemic would...”. Mean standardized alpha reliability was 

.64 for VIBs of staying home and .67 for VIBs of washing hands.3  

Media Exposure was measured with the matrix question: “How often do you get your news from the 

following outlets?” with rows “Fox news”, “CNN”, “MSNBC”, “NPR”, “New York Times”, 

“Washington Post”, “Sean Hannity (radio)”, “Rush Limbaugh (radio)”, “Breitbart”, and a 5-point 

Likert-type response scale (1 = “Never”, 5 = “Very often”).  

Perceived Efficacy of CDC Recommendations: “In your opinion, how effective are the following 

recommendations at combating the spread of COVID-19?” with items “Staying at home” and “Washing 

your hands” and a 7-point Likert-type response scale, from 1 = “Not effective at all” to 7 = “Extremely 

effective”.  

Sociodemographic Variables. Participants reported whether they are required to travel to work 

(exclusion criterion), their age, gender, education, number of people in the household, state of residence, 

place of residence (settlement size), objective and subjective income, and political orientation. A detailed 

report on these measures is available on the project’s OSF page. 

 

3 We initially planned to center VIB scores within individuals to correct for individual response tendency. However, it became 

apparent that this procedure is statistically redundant when multiple VIBs are included in the model. We therefore used the 

raw scores. 
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State-Level Measures 

To control for environmental factors that might affect compliance behavior, we used secondary state-

level data. The number of COVID-19 infections and deaths per state were obtained from CDC (CDC, 

2020c) and information on state-level shelter-in-place policies on the date of data collection was obtained 

from the COVID-19 US State Policy Database (Raifman et al., 2020).  

Results 

In line with the preregistered analysis plan, we first tested which VIBs were most relevant for each 

attitude. For attitude towards staying home, the strongest correlations were obtained for hedonism 

(r(551) = .51, p < .001), security (r(551) = .47, p < .001), self-direction (r(551) = .42, p < .001), 

universalism (r(551) = .42, p < .001), and benevolence (r(551) = .41, p < .001) VIBs. For attitude 

towards washing hands, the strongest correlations were obtained for universalism (r(551) = .48, p < .001), 

benevolence (r(551) = .44, p < .001), hedonism (r(551) = .41, p < .001), security (r(551) = .40, p < .001), 

and conformity (r(551) = .37, p < .001) VIBs.  

We further examined the measurement models for the latent variables of attitudes and media 

exposure. Attitudes towards staying home and washing hands were tested in a single model as correlated 

factors. This model required one modification: a covariance was added between the items “pleasant-

unpleasant” and “enjoyable-unenjoyable” for both attitudes. The resulting model had acceptable fit 

(CFI = .946; RMSEA = .096, SRMR = .008). The two attitudes correlated positively (r = .76, p < .001). 

Exposure to right- and left-wing media was also tested in a single model with correlated latent constructs. 

Right-wing media were represented by Fox news, Sean Hannity (radio), Rush Limbaugh (radio), and 

Breitbart. Left-wing media were represented by CNN, MSNBC, NPR, New York Times, and 
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Washington Post. The model showed acceptable fit without any modifications (CFI = .970, 

RMSEA = .081, SRMR = .044). The two factors correlated positively (r = .53, p < .001). See 

supplementary material for details. 

In the next step, we tested two structural equation models (SEM) as specified in the 

preregistration: media exposure predicted behaviors of staying home and washing hands through VIBs 

and attitudes (Fig. 1). In both models, we controlled for age, gender, education, political orientation, 

subjective income, objective income, number of people in the household, place of residence, and state-

level number of infections, deaths, and shelter-in-place policies. We deviated from the preregistered 

protocol by adding a latent construct for left-wing media exposure: otherwise, right-wing media exposure 

was confounded with total amount of media consumption, as indicated by an r = .53 correlation between 

the two types of media consumption. 

Compliance with “Staying Home” Recommendation 

The initial model showed sub-optimal fit to the data (CFI = 0.861, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .099). None 

of the control variables, except the number of COVID-19 cases in the state, predicted behavior. We 

therefore simplified the model by removing all controls except for the number of cases. The modified 

model showed good fit to the data (CFI = .940, RMSEA = .065, SRMR = .081). The number of state-

level Covid-19 cases did not predict behavior in the modified model (b = .03, SE = .04, p = .412). Fig. 

4.2 presents the unstandardized regression coefficients for all variables in the model, except controls.  
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Figure 4.2. Structural equation model predicting compliance with “staying home” recommendation 

from media exposure, VIBs, and attitudes 

Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Unstandardized regression coefficients. N = 553. 

 

As predicted (H1a), exposure to right-wing media was related to leaving home more often 

(b = .21, 95% CI [.10, .31], SE = .05, p < .001). The total effect of right-wing media exposure on 

behavior through both direct and indirect paths was b = .27, SE = .05, p < .001. The model explained 

8% of variance in behavior. Also as predicted (H2a), the effect of right-wing media on attitude towards 

staying home was mediated be VIBs. Indirect effects of exposure to right-wing media on attitude were 

significant via security (b = -.13, 95% CI [-.19, -.07], SE = .03, p < .001), hedonism (b = .07, 95% CI 

[.03, .11], SE = .02, p < .001), and universalism (b = -.05, 95% CI [-.09, -.01], SE = .02, p = .016) VIBs. 

The total effect of right-wing media exposure on attitude through both direct and indirect paths was 
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b = -.45, 95% CI [-.57, -.32], SE = .06, p < 001. The model explained 46% of variance in attitude 

towards staying home.4 

Compliance with “Washing Hands Often” Recommendation 

The initial model showed sub-optimal fit (CFI = .855, RMSEA = .073, SRMR = .110). Only two of the 

controls were significantly related to behavior. People with higher objective income (b = .18, SE = .07, 

p = .011) and women (b = .29, SE = .11, p = .010) reported higher frequency of washing hands. After 

simplifying the model by removing non-significant controls, model showed a good fit to the data 

(CFI = .930, RMSEA = .067, SRMR = .099). The effects of objective income (b = .13, SE = .06, 

p = .028) and gender (b = .29, SE = .11, p = .007) remained significant in the modified model. Fig. 4.3 

presents the unstandardized regression coefficients for all variables in the model, except controls. 

The effect of right-wing media on the frequency of washing hands was fully mediated by VIBs 

and attitudes (total indirect effect: b = -.14, 95% CI [-.21, -.07], SE = .04, p < .001). The direct (b = .13, 

95% CI [-.02, .28], SE = .08, p = .09) and total (b = -.01, 95% CI [-.15, .13], SE = .07, p = .908) effects 

were not significant, providing only partial support for H1b. The model predicted 7% of variance in 

behavior. As predicted (H2b), the effect of right-wing media on attitude towards washing hands was 

mediated by VIBs. Indirect effects of exposure to right-wing media on attitude were significant via 

security (b = -.07, 95% CI [-.11, -.03], SE = .02, p = .001), benevolence (b = -.05, 95% CI [-.08, -.01], 

SE = .02, p = .006), and hedonism (b = .04, 95% CI [.01, .07], SE = .01, p = .006) VIBs. The total effect  

 

4 The results were essentially identical in the models with and without all control variables. Additionally, we tested the model 

with the raw scores for behavior using a negative binomial SEM for robustness check. The findings remained unchanged. 

These additional analyses are reported in the supplementary material. 
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Figure 4.3. Structural equation model predicting compliance with “washing hands often” 

recommendation from media exposure, VIBs, and attitudes. 

Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. Unstandardized regression coefficients. N = 553. 

 

of right-wing media exposure on attitude through direct and indirect paths was b = -.44, 95% CI [-.54, -

.33], SE = .05, p < 001. The model explained 43% of variance in attitude towards washing hands. 

Competing Models 

We further compared our models with an alternative set of models, where this relationship was mediated 

by perceived efficacy of CDC recommendations. The model predicting compliance with 

recommendation to stay home from media, perceived efficacy of this recommendation, and attitude, 

showed a good fit to the data (CFI = .959, RMSEA = .059, SRMR = .078). Perceived efficacy 

outperformed VIBs in predicting attitude towards staying home (R2 = .62 vs. R2 = .46). The indirect 
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effect of media exposure on attitude via efficacy was b = -.31, SE = .04, p < .001, and the indirect effect 

on behavior was b = .04, SE = .01, p = .005. The model predicting frequency of washing hands also 

showed good fit to the data (CFI = .935, RMSEA = .068, SRMR = .105). In this case, the model with 

VIBs outperformed the model with perceived efficacy as a mediator: the indirect effects of media on 

attitude and behavior via efficacy were not significant (b = -.03, SE = .03, p = .217 and b = -.01, SE = .01, 

p = .235, respectively). Both models explained approximately 43% of variance in attitudes. 

To examine whether media exposure is a better predictor of compliance than political 

orientation, we tested competing models where media exposure was replaced with political orientation. 

Both models with political orientation showed acceptable fit to the data (CFI = .916, RMSEA = .098, 

SRMR = .082 for staying home, CFI = .922, RMSEA = .087, SRMR = .082 for washing hands). For 

staying home, the model with political orientation explained less variance in attitude (44% vs. 46%) and 

behavior (5% vs. 8%) than the original model with media exposure. For washing hands, the model with 

political orientation explained less variance in attitude (39% vs. 43%) and the same amount of variance 

in behavior (7%) compared to the original model with media exposure.  

Discussion 

In this study, we estimated a value-based model of attitudes toward and compliance with CDC 

recommendations to understand what features of right-wing messaging on COVID-19 might explain 

lower compliance. We found that people who consume right-wing media perceive following CDC 

recommendations as having less positive consequences for the values of security, benevolence, and 

universalism, and that these differences are associated with less positive attitudes and lower compliance. 

For staying at home, exposure to right-wing media related to lower frequency of the behavior both 
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directly and indirectly. For washing hands, exposure to right-wing media only related to lower frequency 

of the behavior indirectly, through VIBs and attitudes. Our findings concur with other studies that 

showed a link between exposure to right-wing media and compliance with health officials’ 

recommendations on COVID-19 (Allcott et al., 2020; Andersen, 2020; Barrios & Hochberg, 2020; 

Simonov et al., 2020; Wright et al., 2020).  

The “Why?” of Media-Behavior Link 

While exposure to right-wing media affected almost all VIBs, only some of these VIBs further translated 

into the attitude and behavior. Unsurprisingly, the strongest mediating effect was for the security VIB: 

The more people consumed right-wing media, the less positively they perceived the consequences of 

staying home and washing hands for their security. 

A weaker, but comparable in size mediating effect was observed for prosocial VIBs: perceived 

consequences for benevolence (concern for the well-being of close others) and universalism (concern for 

the well-being of all people). Benevolence, but not universalism VIB mediated the media-attitude 

relationship for washing hands. Universalism, but not benevolence VIB mediated the media-attitude 

relationship for staying at home. This may relate to the functions of the behaviors as understood by the 

participants: whereas washing hands limits the transmission of the virus in one’s immediate surroundings 

(and is therefore most relevant to the health of close others), social distancing is portrayed as a way to 

“flatten the curve”, or reduce the burden of COVID-19 on society in general.  

Unexpectedly, the media-behavior link was also mediated by hedonism VIB (perceived 

consequences of behaviors for sensual pleasure), for both behaviors. Hedonism was also the only VIB that 

was predicted positively by both right-wing and left-wing media consumption; for all others, the links 
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with two types of media were in opposite directions. We have no clear interpretation of the finding but 

suspect that people who consume more media in general may find more pleasure in the everyday routine. 

Alternative Explanations 

The proposed model where media consumption predicted attitudes and behavior outperformed an 

alternative model where attitudes and behavior were predicted from political orientation. When both 

media consumption and political orientation were in the model, only media consumption predicted 

behavior. This finding suggests that media is a more proximal predictor of attitudes and behavior, in line 

with the information-based account of attitude formation (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975). 

Using perceived efficacy of CDC recommendations as a mediator instead of VIBs showed mixed 

results. While efficacy predicted more variance in attitude towards staying home compared to VIBs, it 

did not mediate the relationship between media consumption and attitude towards washing hands often. 

VIBs were more consistent as mediators of media-attitude link across different behaviors. There are 

important differences between perceived efficacy and VIBs as grounds for judgments: Perceived efficacy is 

more specific in that it only informs us about one important belief; VIBs are more abstract in that they 

inform us about a range of different beliefs relevant to humans’ evolutionary needs. The presented data 

does not allow for definitive conclusions, but VIBs might have an advantage over perceived efficacy in 

particular use cases. VIBs capture a wider range of beliefs relevant to an attitude and can provide 

information about relative contributions of qualitatively different beliefs to the attitude.  

Limitations 

First, the study is cross-sectional and does not establish causality. However, the causal link between right-

wing media consumption and compliance with health officials’ recommendations for combatting 



 

 

181 

COVID-19 was demonstrated in earlier studies (Bursztyn et al., 2020; Simonov et al., 2020; Wright et 

al., 2020). The goal of the current study was to examine the psychological mechanism linking media 

consumption to behavior. Second, although our model explained over 40% of variance in attitudes 

towards both behaviors, it accounted only for about 7-8% of variance in actual behavior. Attitude was 

only weakly related to behavior in both cases. A longitudinal study tracking changes in behavior instead 

of a one-shot measure of average behavior during a week (leaving home) or a day (washing hands) might 

have shown stronger effects. We would argue that despite the small proportion of explained variance in 

behavior, these findings can have large implications for slowing down the spread of the virus. First, even 

small changes in behavior can affect the speed of transmission. Second, changes in attitudes can affect 

behavior and transmission rates in the long run by shaping the normative climate (van Bavel et al., 

2020). 

Implications 

In this study, we identified differences in beliefs that are relevant to the link between exposure to right-

wing media and lower compliance with CDC recommendations for COVID-19. Our findings suggest 

that utmost attention should be given to accurate representations of health risks associated with COVID-

19 in the media, and that highlighting consequences of following prophylactic measures for the well-

being of others has the potential to affect public health behavior during COVID-19 pandemic.  

Previous research found that right-wing politicians (Green et al., 2020) and media outlets (Motta 

et al., 2020) downplay the public health risks associated with COVID-19. In our data, beliefs about 

consequences of prophylactic measures for personal security were the strongest mediators between media 

consumption and compliance with CDC recommendations. These results highlight the strength of 
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behavioral consequences that can follow the (mis)representation of public health risks of COVID-19. 

These findings also contradict the suggestion that overly grim representations of COVID-19 can induce 

the feeling of helplessness and be counterproductive (van Bavel et al., 2020) – in our data, the more 

relevant to their personal security participants found prophylactic measures, the more they followed the 

prophylactic protocol. 

The comparable size of the effects of pro-social VIBs (benevolence and universalism) suggests that 

compliance with CDC recommendations is also affected by the portrayal of prophylactic measures in 

terms of their consequences for others. This finding corroborates early accounts of effectiveness of 

prosocial messaging on health behavior during the COVID-19 crisis (Brooks et al., 2020; Everett et al., 

2020). Additionally, in our data, prosocial VIBs only played a role when they were congruent with the 

function of the behavior: Perceptions of consequences for benevolence mediated the media-behavior 

relation for the behavior that primarily affects people in the same household (washing hands), and 

perceived consequences for universalism mediated the effect for the behavior that affects general 

transmission (staying home). This underscores the importance of messaging that is congruent with 

people’s motivations. 
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Supplementary Material 

 

Table 4.S1. Measurement model: Media consumption 

 b β SE p 
Right-wing media     

Fox News 1.00 0.69   
Sean Hannity (radio) 1.19 0.93 0.06 < .001 

Rush Limbaugh (radio) 1.20 0.94 0.06 < .001 
Breitbart 1.05 0.85 0.06 < .001 

     
Left-wing media     

CNN 1.00 0.70   
MSNBC 1.04 0.73 0.07 < .001 

NPR 1.11 0.81 0.06 < .001 
New York Times 1.13 0.83 0.06 < .001 

Washington Post 0.90 0.65 0.06 < .001 

Note. Model fit: CFI = .970, TLI = .959, RMSEA = .081, SRMR = .044.



 

 

Table 4.S2. Structural equation model predicting compliance with “staying home” recommendation from media exposure, VIBs, and attitudes 

 Model 1: All controls included Model 2: Insignificant controls excluded Model 3: No controls 

Model 2a: Linear SEM with 
transformed DV 

Model 2b: Negative binomial 
SEM with raw DV 

 b SE β p b SE β p b SE β p b SE β p 

Behavior ON                 
Attitude -0.14 0.04 -0.16 .002 -0.14 0.04 -0.16 .001 -0.11 0.05 -0.38 .028 -0.14 0.04 -0.16 .001 
Right-wing media 0.23 0.06 0.24 <.001 0.21 0.06 0.22 <.001 0.28 0.07 0.92 <.001 0.21 0.06 0.22 <.001 
Left-wing media -0.08 0.06 -0.08 .201 -0.03 0.06 -0.03 .618 -0.07 0.08 -0.22 .349 -0.03 0.06 -0.03 .633 
Income 
(objective) 

-.002 0.05 -.002 .970             

Income 
(subjective) 

-0.03 0.06 -0.03 .567             

Age 0.001 0.00 0.01 .855             
Gender -0.08 0.08 -0.04 .359             
Education 0.06 0.04 0.08 .088             
Number of people 
in household 

0.02 0.03 0.03 .469             

Settlement size -0.05 0.04 -0.06 .173             
Political 
orientation 

-0.02 0.01 -0.07 .109             

State-level policy 0.04 0.09 0.02 .700             
State-level deaths -0.64 0.33 -0.66 .054             
State-level cases 0.67 0.33 0.69 .046 0.03 0.04 0.03 .412 0.05 0.04 0.16 .236     

Attitude ON                 
Right-wing media -0.31 0.06 -0.29 <.001 -0.31 0.06 -0.29 <.001 -0.31 0.07 -0.29 <.001 -0.31 0.06 -0.29 <.001 
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Left-wing media 0.25 0.06 0.22 <.001 0.25 0.06 0.22 <.001 0.25 0.06 0.22 <.001 0.25 0.06 0.22 <.001 
Hedonism VIB 0.20 0.04 0.24 <.001 0.20 0.04 0.24 <.001 0.20 0.04 0.24 <.001 0.20 0.04 0.24 <.001 
Security VIB 0.25 0.05 0.28 <.001 0.24 0.05 0.28 <.001 0.25 0.06 0.28 <.001 0.24 0.05 0.28 <.001 
Self-direction VIB 0.01 0.05 0.01 .831 0.01 0.04 0.01 .788 0.01 0.04 0.01 .787 0.01 0.04 0.01 .788 
Universalism VIB 0.14 0.06 0.13 .012 0.14 0.06 0.13 .010 0.14 0.07 0.13 .041 0.14 0.06 0.13 .010 
Benevolence VIB 0.09 0.05 0.10 .044 0.09 0.05 0.10 .043 0.09 0.05 0.10 .042 0.09 0.05 0.10 .043 

Hedonism VIB ON                 
Right-wing media 0.37 0.07 0.28 <.001 0.37 0.07 0.28 <.001 0.37 .08 0.28 <.001 0.37 0.07 0.28 <.001 
Left-wing media 0.24 0.08 0.17 .001 0.24 0.08 0.17 .001 0.25 .09 0.17 .008 0.24 0.08 0.17 .001 

Security VIB ON                 
Right-wing media -0.55 0.07 -0.45 <.001 -0.56 0.07 -0.45 <.001 -0.55 .08 -0.45 <.001 -0.56 0.07 -0.45 <.001 
Left-wing media 0.51 0.07 0.39 <.001 0.50 0.07 0.38 <.001 0.51 .08 0.38 <.001 0.50 0.07 0.38 <.001 

Self-direct. VIB ON                 
Right-wing media 0.03 0.06 0.02 .687 0.03 0.06 0.03 .598 0.03 0.07 0.03 .667 0.03 0.06 0.03 .598 
Left-wing media 0.38 0.07 0.31 <.001 0.37 0.07 0.29 <.001 0.37 .07 0.30 <.001 0.37 0.07 0.29 <.001 

Universalism VIB ON                 
Right-wing media -0.33 0.06 -0.33 <.001 -0.33 0.06 -0.33 <.001 -0.34 .07 -0.33 <.001 -0.33 0.06 -0.33 <.001 
Left-wing media 0.41 0.06 0.37 <.001 0.41 0.06 0.38 <.001 0.41 .07 0.38 <.001 0.41 0.06 0.38 <.001 

Benevolence VIB ON                 
Right-wing media -0.28 0.06 -0.24 <.001 -0.28 0.06 -0.24 <.001 -0.28 .07 -0.24 <.001 -0.28 0.06 -0.24 <.001 
Left-wing media 0.37 0.07 0.29 <.001 0.37 0.07 0.29 <.001 0.37 .08 0.29 <.001 0.37 0.07 0.29 <.001 

Note. Model 1 fit: CFI = .861, TLI = .839, RMSEA = .070, SRMR = .099. Model 2a fit: CFI = .940, TLI = .922, RMSEA = .065, SRMR = .081; model fit 

estimates for the negative binomial SEM (Model 2b) are not available. Model 3 fit: CFI = .942, TLI = .923, RMSEA = .068, SRMR = .083. 
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Table 4.S3. Structural equation model predicting compliance with “washing hands often” recommendation from media exposure, VIBs, and attitudes 

 Model 1: All controls included Model 2: Insignificant controls 
excluded 

Model 3: No controls 

 b SE β p b SE β p b SE β p 

Behavior ON             
Attitude 0.31 0.07 0.22 <.001 0.31 0.07 0.22 <.001 0.34 0.07 0.23 <.001 
Right-wing media 0.04 0.08 0.03 .584 0.13 0.08 0.10 .095 0.09 0.08 0.07 .226 
Left-wing media 0.09 0.08 0.07 .249 0.03 0.08 0.02 .672 0.05 0.08 0.03 .554 
Income (objective) 0.18 0.07 0.12 .011 0.14 0.06 0.09 .028     
Income (subjective) 0.08 0.08 0.05 .285         
Age 0.00 0.01 0.02 .721         
Gender 0.29 0.11 0.11 .010 0.29 0.11 0.11 .007     
Education -0.04 0.05 -0.03 .457         
Number of people in 
household 

0.02 0.04 0.03 .565         

Settlement size -0.01 0.05 -0.01 .904         
Political orientation 0.03 0.02 0.08 .081         
State-level policy 0.13 0.13 0.05 .301         
State-level deaths -0.45 0.45 -0.34 .322         
State-level cases 0.37 0.45 0.29 .409         

Attitude ON             
Right-wing media -0.34 0.05 -0.38 <.001 -0.34 0.05 -0.38 <.001 -0.34 0.05 -0.38 <.001 
Left-wing media 0.08 0.05 0.09 .101 0.08 0.05 0.09 .102 0.08 0.05 0.08 .123 
Hedonism VIB 0.08 0.05 0.09 .129 0.08 0.05 0.09 .131 0.08 0.05 0.09 .119 
Security VIB 0.15 0.05 0.19 .002 0.15 0.05 0.19 .002 0.14 0.05 0.18 .002 
Self-direction VIB 0.13 0.04 0.15 .002 0.13 0.04 0.15 .002 0.13 0.04 0.16 .001 
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Universalism VIB 0.18 0.05 0.21 <.001 0.18 0.05 0.21 <.001 0.18 0.05 0.22 <.001 
Benevolence VIB 0.04 0.05 0.04 .470 0.04 0.05 0.04 .467 0.03 0.05 0.04 .473 

Hedonism VIB ON             
Right-wing media -0.11 0.05 -0.11 .041 -0.11 0.05 -0.11 .041 -0.11 0.05 -0.11 .036 
Left-wing media 0.29 0.06 0.27 <.001 0.29 0.06 0.27 <.001 0.30 0.06 0.28 <.001 

Security VIB ON             
Right-wing media -0.34 0.06 -0.30 <.001 -0.34 0.06 -0.30 <.001 -0.34 0.06 -0.30 <.001 
Left-wing media 0.40 0.07 0.33 <.001 0.40 0.07 0.33 <.001 0.41 0.07 0.33 <.001 

Self-direction VIB ON             
Right-wing media 0.32 0.05 0.30 <.001 0.32 0.05 0.30 <.001 0.32 0.05 0.30 <.001 
Left-wing media 0.24 0.06 0.21 <.001 0.24 0.06 0.21 <.001 0.24 0.06 0.21 <.001 

Universalism VIB ON             
Right-wing media -0.37 0.06 -0.35 <.001 -0.37 0.06 -0.35 <.001 -0.38 0.06 -0.36 <.001 
Left-wing media 0.33 0.06 0.29 <.001 0.33 0.06 0.29 <.001 0.34 0.06 0.30 <.001 

Benevolence VIB ON             
Right-wing media -0.30 0.06 -0.28 <.001 -0.30 0.06 -0.28 <.001 -0.30 0.06 -0.28 <.001 
Left-wing media 0.28 0.07 0.24 <.001 0.28 0.07 0.24 <.001 0.28 0.07 0.24 <.001 

Note. Model 1 fit: CFI = .855, TLI = .831, RMSEA = .073, SRMR = .110. Model 2 fit: CFI = .930, TLI = .912, RMSEA = .067, SRMR = .099. Model 3 fit: 

CFI = .933, TLI = .912, RMSEA = .073, SRMR = .102. 
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Table 4.S4. Measurement model: Attitudes 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 b β SE p b β SE p 

Attitude towards staying home         

Bad – Good 1.00 0.81   1 0.81   

Harmful – Beneficial 1.04 0.86 0.05 < .001 1.07 0.87 0.05 < .001 

Unpleasant – Pleasant  0.67 0.46 0.06 < .001 0.60 0.40 0.06 < .001 

Useless – Useless 0.96 0.79 0.05 < .001 0.97 0.79 0.05 < .001 

Unenjoyable - Enjoyable 0.65 0.45 0.06 < .001 0.58 0.39 0.06 < .001 

         

Attitude towards washing hands         

Bad – Good 1.00 0.84   1 0.84   

Harmful – Beneficial 0.88 0.75 0.05 < .001 0.89 0.76 0.05 < .001 

Unpleasant – Pleasant  0.61 0.40 0.07 < .001 0.55 0.36 0.07 < .001 

Useless – Useless 0.96 0.80 0.05 < .001 0.97 0.80 0.05 < .001 

Unenjoyable - Enjoyable 0.51 0.32 0.07 < .001 0.43 0.26 0.07 < .001 

Note. Model 1 fit: CFI = .686, TLI = .584, RMSEA = .223, SRMR = .138. In Model 2, a correlation is added between the items “Unpleasant – Pleasant” 

and “Unenjoyable – Enjoyable” for both attitudes. Model 2 fit: CFI = .946, TLI = .924, RMSEA = .096, SRMR = .080.  
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CONCLUDING DISCUSSION 

The aim of this project was to develop a framework for incorporating the content of subjective construals 

of objects, actions, and events into empirical social psychological research with its epistemological and 

methodological stances. In this dissertation, I propose a construct (the VIB) that captures some aspects of 

subjective construals and present three empirical studies that test the predictions derived from construct 

specification and apply the theorization to real-life situations. VIBs work largely as expected, and 

incorporating them into models provides two important benefits: on the one hand, it provides 

information about the content of idiosyncratic perceptions of objects, actions, and events, and on the 

other – improves the accuracy of predictions by accounting for differences in motivation that stem from 

differences in construals. The content of the dissertation can be summarized as follows:  

Chapter 1. This chapter presents the theoretical foundation of the thesis. In it, I present the core 

argument of the dissertation: subjective interpretations of actions can be understood in terms of 

intentions with which they are performed, and intentions – in terms of expected consequences. I propose 

using basic human values (Schwartz, 1992) as “benchmarks” or a typology of desired consequences. 

Unlike other typologies of consequences, Schwartz’s system of values is comprehensive, universal, and 

allows distinguishing types of consequences based on their motivational content. Building on prior work 

on value instantiation (Hanel et al., 2017, 2018; Maio, 2010), I propose the construct of  “value-

instantiating beliefs,” or beliefs about consequences of actions, objects, or events for basic human values. 

Reformulating differences in subjective construals as differences in beliefs makes the theoretical proposal 
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easily compatible with the theories and methodologies of social psychology. In the chapter, I develop the 

theoretical argument; present the theoretical specification of the VIB, discuss its antecedents and 

consequences; and develop two core propositions: 1) VIBs act as moderators of the effects of value 

priorities on attitudes and then behavior, and 2) VIBs moderate the relationship between socialization 

experiences and attitudes and then behavior. I conclude the chapter by discussion of the role of subjective 

construals in generalizability of social psychological knowledge and potential applications of VIBs in the 

fields of intergroup relations, persuasion and attitude formation, and acculturation, cultural, and cross-

cultural research in social psychology.  

Chapter 2. The first empirical study presented an empirical test of the first proposition: the role 

of the VIB as the moderator of the value-behavior relationship. The study was a preregistered web-based 

survey experiment (N = 1724), in which the VIBs were manipulated in three independent trials. In each 

trial, participants were presented with a vignette describing a behavioral dilemma; participants were asked 

whether they would want to hire an immigrant, choose a driver on a car-sharing website, and take a 

continued education course. In each trial, participants were randomly assigned to one of the three 

conditions: the vignettes presented the behavioral options as having positive consequences for a value, 

negative consequences for a value, or did not discuss the value implications. The two hypotheses were 

that VIB condition would moderate the relationship between the value and the behavior, and that the 

direction of the value-behavior relationship would be determined by the VIB. The results of all three 

trials supported both hypotheses. The results provided initial support for the utility of the VIBs in 

modeling value-motivated behavior and illustrated the malleability of value-behavior links.  

Chapter 3. The second study expanded the empirical support for the proposition that VIBs 

moderate the value-behavior relationship. While Chapter 2 described the role subjective interpretations 
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may play in directing the motivational power of values towards behavior, it provided no indication of the 

relevance of the effect in real-life applications. To address this, I conducted a preregistered mixed-

methods survey study of 2038 United States residents, examining the relationships between values, VIBs, 

attitudes and intentions to perform four political behaviors: voting for Donald Trump, voting for Bernie 

Sanders, supporting an anti-abortion bill, and donating to a pro-immigrant charity. The behaviors were 

chosen for their potential to be construed in different ways by conservative and liberal voters. The sample 

was also chosen to maximize the differences in construals: conservatives and liberals were equally 

sampled. In addition, the study validated a questionnaire designed to measure the VIBs. Quantitative 

data was collected to test the moderating role of the VIBs in the value-behavior relationship in a real-life 

application. Qualitative data was collected to examine the content of differences in VIBs between liberals 

and conservatives, and as an additional tool of validation of the questionnaire. Both types of data showed 

robust differences in VIBs between conservatives and liberals. For example, liberals saw voting for Trump 

mostly in light of its negative consequences for universalistic values, while conservatives saw this action as 

having positive consequences for values of security and self-direction, and negative consequences for the 

value of conformity. The VIBs moderated the relationship between values and attitudes towards and 

intentions to perform the four political behaviors. Including VIBs in the models helped significantly 

improve the explanatory power of models predicting political attitudes and intentions. Altogether, the 

results provided support for the first proposition of the thesis using more environmentally valid methods, 

provided examples and rich descriptions of the content of VIB differences, and provided evidence for 

practical utility of VIBs in predictive models. 

Chapter 4. The last empirical study of the dissertation addressed the second theoretical 

proposition: the mediating role of VIBs in the relationship between socialization experiences and 
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behavior. In a preregistered survey study (N = 554) I tested the utility of VIBs as mediators of the effects 

of exposure to right-wing media in the United States and attitudes towards and self-reported compliance 

with prophylactic measures for COVID-19. The results supported the preregistered hypothesis: the VIBs 

emerged as significant moderators of the effects of media exposure on attitudes and then self-reported 

behavior. The VIBs also allowed examining the content of differences in perceptions of COVID-19 

prophylactic measures in consumers of right-wing media, as well as identifying the most motivationally 

relevant aspects of such differences. Unsurprisingly, consumers of right-wing media perceived COVID-

19 prophylactic measures as having less positive consequences for their security, and that difference 

accounted for most variance in behavior. However, self-transcendence values, benevolence and 

universalism, also acted as mediators, and produced effects comparable in size with that of security. The 

study provided additional support for the validity of the VIB questionnaire.  

Contribution and Implications 

While some implications of specific results reported in this dissertation were discussed in the respective 

chapters, in this section I summarize the implications of the project in its entirety. The overarching goal 

behind this project was to develop a framework to incorporate aspects of idiosyncratic meaning that ties 

behavior to its historic, social and cultural context (Geertz, 1973; Grice, 1968) into predictive models of 

mainstream empirical psychology. I believe that the thesis was, overall, relatively successful and produced 

a theoretical and methodological framework that allows quantifying at least some aspects of social 

construals.  

From personal experience we know that any single action can be performed for a variety of 

reasons. A decision to become an academic, for example, was made by most readers of this thesis, but 
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each had their own path leading up to this decision. It is likely a futile task to try to find a single 

characteristic that is shared by all students, one answer that could explain why some people become 

students and others don’t. Yet, this is how we design our psychological models: we propose a single 

explanatory equation and test it on a group of people, treating participants as interchangeable polygons 

for testing the causal relationship (Yarkoni, 2019). Deviations from the predicted values are treated as 

random error – flukes that we attribute to imperfections of the measures or faults of the design before 

idiosyncrasies of human internal life. The VIB framework presented in this thesis is an attempt to build 

statistical models that do not assume universal, shared psychological mechanisms behind social behavior, 

but instead account for individual differences in beliefs, worldviews, and qualitative construals of reality. 

The presented applied studies of political behavior in the United States and compliance with COVID-19 

prophylactic measures demonstrate how the framework can be used to improve the understanding of 

social phenomena by including the content of their interpretations in the models: instead of positing 

unrealistic universal explanations, these models highlight the importance of particular narratives for 

motivation to perform a behavior in context, and point to potential ways to influence behavior. 

From practical perspective, the thesis presents a promising tool to improve the predictive power 

of psychological models. As discussed in Chapter 1, VIBs can be understood as boundary conditions for 

effects of values on attitudes on behavior, and for other effects that also depend on a specific 

interpretation of the target behavior or stimulus. Such assumptions are frequent—for example, models 

predicting helping behavior assume that the behavior is interpreted as helpful, and models predicting 

achievement-oriented behavior assume that the behavior is interpreted as an achievement. Chapter 3 

assessed the potential of including information about VIBs to improve predictive capacity of the models, 

and the results were promising. It is worth noting that this study examined behaviors with particularly 
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polarized perceptions—it remains to be seen whether VIBs maintain their utility in predicting less 

politicized behaviors.    

Finally, the project has implications for the theory of basic human values (Schwartz, 1992) and 

for the lively field of value research. The findings of the project formalize and explicate an understudied 

assumption of value theory: that personal beliefs about the consequences of actions shape the value-based 

motivations to perform them. The thesis contributes to a growing literature on contextual moderators of 

value-attitude relations (Boer & Fischer, 2013; Grigoryan & Schwartz, 2020; Hanel et al., 2017) and 

highlights the malleability of value-attitude relations under socialization influences.  

Limitations 

As any academic work, this thesis has its limitations. The limitations of specific studies are discussed in 

chapters that describe them, so in this section I will describe the limitations of the overall project and 

recap the most important limitations of constituent studies.  

The first important limitation is sample homogeneity. While the VIB theorization aims to 

describe a universal process of the translation of evolutionarily-grounded needs into particular actions, 

the empirical support presented in this dissertation rests upon very homogenous group – members the of 

Amazon Mechanical Turk website residing in the United States. The decision to use this source of data 

was driven by methodological considerations: value effects are generally rather weak (Hitlin & Piliavin, 

2004), and exploring interactions of such effects requires large sample sizes; Amazon Mechanical Turk is 

a cost-efficient method to achieve large sample sizes with data quality at least comparable to that of 

paper-based surveys (Buhrmester et al., 2011; Casler et al., 2013). While I plan to formally replicate the 

principal findings of this thesis in other contexts, it is worth noting that multiple pretests for studies 
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reported in chapters 2 and 3 were conducted on samples of Russian volunteers, and produced similar 

results. In addition, the data quality for US samples described in the thesis is high: all samples were 

diverse along the recorded demographic characteristics, the data quality checks return very few low-

quality responses, and the deliberativeness of responses was evident from the qualitative analysis reported 

in Chapter 3. The VIB effects were also tested across a wide range of behaviors: all three studies included 

multiple target behaviors, for a total of nine.  

The second limitation is that the theorization is focused on the cognitive component of planned 

behavior – the cognitive appraisal and resulting beliefs about the behavior. VIBs are a simplistic 

metaphor for the processes of interpretation of stimuli and behavioral strategies in terms of evolutionarily 

grounded needs. This simplification has benefits: it allows for relatively simple measurement and 

modeling solutions, and provides compatibility with mainstream psychological theories that use similar 

metaphors, such as the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen, 1991a; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1975). However, 

it also has drawbacks: it does not incorporate more complex—and more realistic—models of cognitive 

representation that could account for salience, typicality, or significance effects (see e.g., Hanel et al., 

2017) and largely ignore the affective component of value effects (Nelissen et al., 2007). The VIB model 

is a minimalistic model—however, more complex cognitive and affective elements can be added to it 

based on the researcher’s needs.  

Third, with the exception of Chapter 4, the thesis deals with the role of VIBs in value-attitude 

and value-behavior relations. In Chapter 1, I make claims that VIBs are relevant to a large subset of social 

behavior, since motivations to perform many such behaviors are at least partially rooted in the way they 

are construed in context. I also argue that VIBs can be used to improve the predictive power of other 
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models beyond value-based models. These claims are not tested in the empirical part of the dissertation 

and will have to be assessed in future work.  

Lastly, the assessment of VIBs remains an open question. The measure of VIBs presented in the 

thesis showed reasonable psychometric properties. However, the estimates of internal consistency varied 

across studies (.75 in Chapter 3 and .66 in Chapter 4, for the same questionnaire), and the number of 

items per subscale was low: two for all subscales except universalism. In addition, the reliability estimates 

combine attitudinal component (shared among all VIB scores) and the discriminant component 

(capturing the differences between endorsement of VIB items from different subscales). Together, these 

issues make me treat individual-level VIB scores with caution: while the questionnaire seem to perform 

reasonably well as a research scale, its reliability could be improved.  

Future Directions 

This thesis is more a proof of concept—a theorization and a series of studies that aim to demonstrate that 

empirical psychological models can benefit from including qualitative differences in construals. This 

project will hopefully become the starting point for a program of research on the role of subjective 

construals in behavior.  

 The first task would be to improve the assessment methods for VIBs. I describe some limitations 

of the first questionnaire measure in the limitations section above; many of these limitations can be 

addressed in a larger-scale instrument development project. The confounding of the attitudinal and the 

discriminant components of VIB scores could be addressed by moving away from rating scales in favor of 

ranking or forced choice instruments (e.g., Bilsky et al., 2015; Lee et al., 2019). In addition, the 

questionnaire assessment of VIBs seems best applicable to objects, actions, and events that have strong 
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consequences for values, such as political and health-related choices studied in this thesis. Developing 

indirect measures of VIBs could increase the sensitivity of assessment and expand the applicability of the 

construct to behaviors that have less pronounced consequences for values.  

Content-wise, the following directions for future research seem promising: 

Intergroup Relations  

As discussed in Chapter 1, shared VIBs are a prerequisite for some types of cooperation. When several 

people hold similar VIBs, they can trust each other to interpret situations and actions similarly, allowing 

cooperation. Predictability and trust have been proposed as evolutionary grounds for ingroup preference 

and prejudice (Brewer & Caporael, 2013). Thus, VIB congruence can be a novel way of explaining and 

predicting intergroup bias. Future studies could explore whether perceived (dis)similarity of VIBs can be 

used to explain intergroup bias and whether VIB congruence can predict group entitativity.  

VIBs could provide a new point of view on processes of acculturation and intercultural 

communication as well. VIBs are understood as learned adaptations to a social environment. Holding 

similar VIBs to the host population can help make accurate predictions of others’ behavior, find 

opportunities for cooperation and avoid social sanctions. Similar to acculturation markers (Leong, 2014), 

congruent VIBs could serve as indicators of social inclusion. Future research could examine the 

convergence (or divergence) of VIBs of immigrants and host society over time and compare models that 

predict immigrant outcomes from VIB congruence and acculturation strategies.  

Attitude Formation 

The VIB theorization is a reimagining of Expectancy-Value Theory of attitude formation (Ajzen & 

Fishbein, 1975); VIBs are a part of cognitive underpinnings of attitudes. At the same time, through 
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values, VIBs bring the motivational component into models of attitude formation. Another stream of 

research would address the classical attitude formation theory through the lens of motivated reasoning 

(Kunda, 1990). VIBs link objects, actions, and events to evolutionarily grounded needs; information 

relevant to VIBs should then be processed as having survival value. It is reasonable to expect that VIB-

relevant information is attended more, and has stronger effects on the attitudes, than VIB-irrelevant 

information.  

Culture 

The goal of the thesis was to incorporate qualitative differences in the content of subjective construals 

into empirical models of social psychology. Achieving some progress towards this goal has implications 

for research on culture and cultural change. Context-specific meaning of actions has been described as 

the basic building block of culture (Geertz, 1973), and the present thesis provides theoretical grounds 

and methodological tools for assessing such meanings. Cataloguing differences in VIBs is a way of 

quantifying cultural differences without resorting to the radical simplification of dimensional theories 

and can allow testing for cross-cultural functional equivalence (van de Vijver & Tanzer, 2004) of actions 

and attitudes.  
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