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1 |  INTRODUCTION

One of the primary goals of psychology in general and social 
psychology in particular is to explain, understand, and predict 
human behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Baumeister, Vohs, & Funder, 
2007). In recent decades, ample research has adopted individ-
ual-difference perspective and documented the effects of per-
sonal values on various types of behaviors (for an extensive 
review, see Roccas & Sagiv, 2017). Most of these studies, 
however, were conducted in relatively loose cultures (e.g., 
United States)—cultures with weak social norms and high 
tolerance toward deviant behaviors. In the current research, 
we aim to demonstrate that the strength of social norms at 

the national level (i.e., cultural tightness-looseness) is an im-
portant factor that amplifies or attenuates the value-behavior 
relationships.

This research aims to contribute to the literature by 
demonstrating conditions under which individual differences 
in personal values are less likely to predict behaviors. We 
move beyond WEIRD samples, where much of the research 
on the values-behavior relationship has been performed, 
to examine how culture moderates the effect of values on 
three behaviors from distinct life-domains. Finally, this work 
also has practical implications identifying important condi-
tions for when cultivating values may not have an impact on 
behavior.
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Abstract
Objective: Ample research documented the effects of guiding principles in people's 
lives, as reflected in personal values, on a variety of behaviors. But do these princi-
ples universally guide behaviors across all cultural contexts? To address this ques-
tion, we investigated the effect of cross-cultural differences in the strength of social 
norms (i.e., tightness-looseness) on value-behavior relationships.
Method: Using the archival data from the World Value Survey for 24 nations 
(N  =  38,924; 51.40% female; Mage  =  44.98, SD  =  16.87), a multi-level analysis 
revealed that cultural tightness moderated the effects of individual differences in 
personal values on behaviors from different life-domains.
Results: As hypothesized, the relationships between self-transcendence values with 
civic involvement and pro-environmental behaviors, and between conservation val-
ues with religious behavior were significantly stronger in loose cultures that have 
weak norms and were almost nonexistent in tight cultures that have strong norms, 
even when controlling for individualism-collectivism or GDP.
Conclusions: Thus, despite the common belief that people behave in line with their 
guiding principles, our findings suggest this might not be the case in cultural contexts 
that put a strong emphasis on norms.
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1.1 | Values and behavior

Personal values are cognitive representations of motiva-
tional goals that serve as guiding principles in people's lives 
(Schwartz, 1992). Values are considered one of the central 
aspects of the self (Roccas, Sagiv, Oppenheim, Elster, & 
Gal, 2014; Rohan, 2000) and serve as a lens through which 
individuals perceive and interpret the world around them 
(Schwartz, Sagiv, & Boehnke, 2000). Individuals differ in 
the importance they attribute to different values, thus de-
veloping personal value hierarchies that are stable over time 
and across situations (e.g., Borg, Bardi, & Schwartz, 2017; 
Daniel & Benish-Weisman, 2018; Sundberg, 2016).

In the last two decades, Schwartz Value Theory (1992) has 
been considered the dominant theory in the research on val-
ues (e.g., Maio, 2010; Rohan, 2000). Schwartz (1992) iden-
tified ten values, which are organized in a circular structure 
that reflects their conflicts and compatibilities (Figure 1). The 
ten value types can be summarized in two higher-order di-
mensions: The first dimension contrasts openness-to-change 
values (self-direction and stimulation) that express indepen-
dence of own thoughts and action to conservation values 
(conformity, tradition, and security) that express preservation 
of traditional practices and protection of stability. The sec-
ond dimension contrasts self-transcendence values (benev-
olence and universalism) that express concern and care for 
others to self-enhancement values (achievement and power) 
that express the pursuit of one's own success and dominance 
over others. The content and structure of values were exten-
sively studied and validated in more than 70 cultures, and 
the major scales used for assessment of personal values have 
shown high measurement equivalence across cultures (e.g., 
Davidov, Schmidt, & Schwartz, 2008; Schwartz, 1992, 2016; 
Schwartz et al., 2001; Schwartz & Rubel, 2005). Given its 

theoretical and empirical robustness, Schwartz Value Theory 
(1992) provides a comprehensive theoretical umbrella for un-
derstanding the driving forces of human behavior across cul-
tures and social contexts (for a review, see Roccas & Sagiv, 
2017).

As guiding principles, values drive behaviors that allow 
the attainment of important goals and prevent people from 
taking actions that undermine their attainment (e.g., Roccas 
& Sagiv, 2010; Segal-Caspi, Roccas, & Sagiv, 2012). In a 
systematic study of value-behavior relationships, Bardi and 
Schwartz (2003) demonstrated that value-expressive behav-
iors form a circular structure that resembles the structure of 
personal values. Values have been found to predict life-chang-
ing career decisions (Arieli, Sagiv, & Cohen-Shalem, 2016) 
and mundane choices (Ye, Soutar, Sneddon, & Lee, 2017), 
altruistic behaviors (Sagiv, Sverdlik, & Schwarz, 2011) and 
violence (Benish-Weisman, Daniel, & Knafo-Noam, 2017), 
parenting practices (Gaunt, 2005) and sexual activities 
(Goodwin et al., 2002). Value-behavior relationships were in-
vestigated in different contexts such as work (Arieli, Sagiv, & 
Roccas, 2019), family (Gaunt, 2005), education (Arieli et al., 
2016), politics (Barni, Vieno, & Roccato, 2016), and health 
(Bogg, Voss, Wood, & Roberts, 2008).

Alongside numerous correlational studies, there is a 
growing body of research showing the causal effect of per-
sonal values on various behaviors (for a review, see Roccas, 
Sagiv, & Navon, 2017). For example, manipulating self-tran-
scendence values enhanced contribution to prosocial organi-
zations (Arieli, Grant, & Sagiv, 2014) and environmentally 
friendly behaviors (Verplanken & Holland, 2002), whereas 
manipulating conservation values enhanced cleaning behav-
ior (Maio, Pakizeh, Cheung, & Rees, 2009). Taken together, 
these burgeoning lines of research suggested that values 
have a very close connection to numerous behaviors, leading 
Roccas and Sagiv (2017) to state that values play a “crucial 
role” and provide “invaluable insight” into human behav-
ior (p. 630). But do these guiding principles always guide 
behavior?

There is some evidence that contextual factors may mod-
erate value-behavior relationships. Values are more likely 
to predict behaviors when the personal self is activated 
(Verplanken, Trafimow, Khusid, Holland, & Steentjes, 
2009), when values are more accessible (Sagiv et al., 2011) 
or cognitively activated (Verplanken & Holland, 2002), and 
when behaviors are likely to occur in a distant future (Eyal, 
Sagristano, Trope, Liberman, & Chaiken, 2009). In the cur-
rent research, we focus on the role of a broad social context—
culture—as a moderator of value-behavior relationships 
at the individual level. Indeed, while scholars have alluded 
to this possibility (Roccas & Sagiv, 2010), it has not been 
empirically tested. We suggest that the strength of norms at 
the national level determines the intensity of value-behav-
ior links. Specifically, we reason that in cultures that have F I G U R E  1  Schwartz's (1992) theoretical model
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strong norms for appropriate behavior (i.e., tight cultures), 
individuals' values will be far less predictive of behavior as 
compared to cultures that have weak norms for appropriate 
behavior (i.e., loose cultures), where individuals can freely 
act on their values.

2 |  CROSS-CULTURAL 
DIFFERENCES IN THE STRENGTH 
OF SOCIAL NORMS

Whereas personal values are an idiosyncratic construct re-
flecting principles that are important to an individual, norms 
are a social phenomenon. Social norms reflect what people 
usually do (i.e., descriptive norms) or a common belief about 
what people should do (i.e., injunctive norms) in their society 
(Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990). Similar to the personal 
values paradigm, ample research has documented the effect 
of social norms on various behaviors (for a review, see Miller 
& Prentice, 2016). Different societies may thus develop dif-
ferent social norms to facilitate or block specific behaviors 
among their members (Leung & Morris, 2015). For exam-
ple, shaking hands may be a prevalent form of greeting in 
Western cultures, whereas bowing head may be a prevalent 
form of greeting in Eastern cultures representing differences 
in the content of social norms. Societies, however, may dif-
fer in the strength of social norms as well (Gelfand, Nishii, 
& Raver, 2006). Whereas both Western and Eastern cultures 
may have the same norm, the enforcement of this norm and 
severity of punishment for the norm violation may be harsher 
in Eastern cultures than in Western ones reflecting cross-cul-
tural differences in tightness-looseness (Gelfand et al., 2011).

Drawing on research that pre-industrial societies varied 
on the strength of norms (Pelto, 1968), Gelfand and col-
leagues (2011) examined differences between tight and loose 
cultures across 33 nations. Tight cultures have strong norms 
and low tolerance for deviant behaviors. Loose cultures have 
weak norms and high tolerance for deviant behaviors. It has 
been consistently found that tight cultures employ more poli-
cies to maintain social order (e.g., more police per capita and 
stricter punishments), have stronger monitoring (e.g., more 
autocratic rule, more laws and regulations), and lower rates 
of deviant behaviors (e.g., less alcohol and drug use, lower 
rates of homelessness) than loose cultures. In contrast, loose 
cultures have more freedom (e.g., more political rights and 
civil liberties) and are more open (e.g., less ethnocentric and 
have more open media) than tight cultures (Gelfand et al., 
2011; Harrington & Gelfand, 2014).

Tight cultures are characterized by the prevalence of 
strong situations in which behavior is restricted by social 
constraints (Gelfand et al. 2011). In these cultures, behaviors 
that deviate from norms are less tolerable and severely pun-
ished. Research has found that they tend to evolve to cope 

with chronic threats (e.g., natural disasters, invasions, patho-
gens; Gelfand et al., 2011). That is, strong norms are needed 
in contexts of high threat to help coordinate social action for 
survival. From the early childhood, individuals in tight cul-
tures are socialized to adjust behavior to social institutions, 
follow rules, and comply with an existing order (Gelfand, 
Harrington, & Jackson, 2017). Thus, when choosing a par-
ticular course of action, they are more likely to consider the 
extent to which the behavior is in line with social expecta-
tions and are less likely to rely on their values (Roccas & 
Sagiv, 2010).

In contrast, loose cultures, which tend to have less threat, 
are characterized by the prevalence of weak situations in 
which there is no one predetermined way to behave (Gelfand 
et al., 2011). In such cultures, individuals are socialized to 
follow their internal guiding principles and pursue their im-
portant goals (Leung & Morris, 2015). They are attuned to 
their personal attributes and are likely to consider them when 
making decisions (Tam & Chan, 2017). Thus, when choosing 
an appropriate course of action, individuals in loose cultures 
are more likely to rely on their values, and their behavior is 
less likely to be driven by norms or social expectations. We, 
therefore, hypothesize that personal values will have weaker 
effects on behaviors in tight cultures and will be a stronger 
predictor of behaviors in loose cultures.

Recent findings provide some initial support for our rea-
soning. Tam and Chan (2017) found that the relationship 
between individual differences in environmental concerns 
and pro-environmental behavior in the public domain was 
weaker in cultures that had a high perception of external con-
trol and were stronger in loose cultures. Following similar 
logic, Smith (2017) has shown that the relationships between 
cultural values of embeddedness and helping behavior were 
weaker in tight versus loose cultures. These studies, however, 
either focused on a somewhat specific and narrow concept of 
individual differences (i.e., environmental concerns; Tam & 
Chan, 2017), or examined values at the national level (i.e., 
cultural embeddedness; Smith, 2017). In the current research, 
we aim to demonstrate that national-level tightness affects 
the relationships between individual differences in broad, 
trans-situational concepts (i.e., personal values) and behav-
iors at the individual level.

3 |  THE CURRENT RESEARCH

To investigate the moderating effect of tightness on value-be-
havior links, we used archival data obtained from the World 
Value Survey (WVS). Our theoretical rationale regarding 
the role of tightness in attenuating the strength of value-be-
havior relationships is not limited to a particular value or a 
particular behavior. To show the robustness of our reason-
ing, we thus focused on the relationships between values 
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that represent both dimensions (i.e., self-transcendence and 
conservation values) and three behaviors from different life-
domains whose manifestations occur both in private and in 
public: civic involvement, pro-environmental, and religious 
behaviors.

One of the crucial preconditions for examining the mod-
erating effect of tightness on value-behavior relationships is a 
clear understanding of the theoretical bases underlying these 
relationships. Following this criterion, we have chosen civic 
involvement, pro-environmental, and religious behaviors 
because their relationships with personal values have been 
extensively studied and well documented across different cul-
tures and social contexts (e.g., Arieli et al., 2014; Saroglou, 
Delpierre, & Dernelle, 2004; Schultz et al., 2005). We ex-
cluded behaviors whose relationships with personal values 
are equivocal or context-specific. For example, we excluded 
political behaviors because their relationships with values 
depend on political ideology: Self-transcendence values are 
positively associated with political activism toward left-wing 
parties, whereas conservation values are positively associated 
with political activism toward right-wing parties (for a re-
view, see Schwartz, Caprara, & Vecchione, 2010).

3.1 | Civic involvement

Civic involvement may take many forms such as active mem-
bership in various nonprofit organizations, volunteering, par-
ticipation in community programs, and other actions aiming 
to promote the welfare of people and the community (e.g., 
Omoto, Snyder, & Hackett, 2010). Past research has found 
that civic involvement was positively associated with self-tran-
scendence values (e.g., Luengo Kanacri, Rosa, & Di Giunta, 
2012; Radkiewicz, De Zavala, & Skarżyńska, 2008). Self-
transcendence expresses the motivation for concern and care 
for others (Schwartz, 1992). It is, therefore, consistent with ac-
tions aimed at promoting the quality of life in a community and 
protecting the interests of social groups. Accordingly, research 
has found that endorsing self-transcendence values was posi-
tively associated with being members in various associations 
(e.g., Luengo Kanacri et al., 2012) and contributing to proso-
cial organizations (e.g., Arieli et al., 2014).

3.2 | Pro-environmental behavior

Ample research has documented the relationships between 
pro-environmental behaviors and self-transcendence values 
across cultures and social contexts (for a review, see de Groot & 
Thøgersen, 2018). Self-transcendence expresses the motivation 
for concern and care for other people and for nature (Schwartz, 
1992). It is, therefore, consistent with actions aimed at protect-
ing the environment and natural resources—actions that benefit 

the entire humanity. Accordingly, past studies have found that 
endorsing self-transcendence was positively associated with 
participating in a variety of pro-environmental activities (e.g., 
donating money to environmental groups, Karp, 1996; recy-
cling, Nordlund & Garvill, 2002), volunteering in environ-
mental organizations (e.g., Schultz et al., 2005), consuming 
sustainable products (e.g., Thøgersen, & Ölander, 2002), and 
reducing personal car use (e.g., Nordlund & Garvill, 2003).

3.3 | Religious behavior

Religious behaviors were found to be associated with con-
servation values (for a review, see Roccas & Elster, 2014). 
Conservation expresses the motivation for adherence to so-
cial order and preserving customs and traditions (Schwartz, 
1992). It is, therefore, consistent with actions aimed at the 
preservation of traditional practices and rituals. Accordingly, 
previous research has found that endorsing conservation 
values was positively associated with performing religious 
behaviors (e.g., attending religious services, praying; for a 
meta-analysis, see Saroglou et al., 2004).

In the current research, we expect to replicate previous 
findings regarding the value-behavior relationships. Following 
the rationale presented above, we aim to advance the existing 
literature by demonstrating that these relationships are mod-
erated by tightness, such that the relationship between each of 
the aforementioned behaviors and its corresponding value is 
highly attenuated in tight cultures. We hypothesize that:

H1a: The relationship between self-transcen-
dence values and civic involvement will be 
weaker in tight than in loose cultures.

H1b: The relationship between self-transcen-
dence values and pro-environmental behaviors 
will be weaker in tight than in loose cultures.

H1c: The relationship between conservation 
values and religious behaviors will be weaker in 
tight than in loose cultures.

4 |  METHOD

4.1 | Participants and procedure

Individual-level data on personal values and behaviors were 
obtained from Wave 6 (2010–2014) and Wave 5 (2005–2009) 
of the World Value Survey (WVS, www.world value ssurv 
ey.org). Both waves included data on personal values and be-
haviors but were collected in different nations. The data for 18 

http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org
http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org
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nations were obtained from Wave 6 and for additional six na-
tions from Wave 5. To increase our dataset, we thus combined 
the individual-level data from the two waves and matched 
them with the national-level tightness scores obtained from 
Gelfand and colleagues (2011). The final sample of 38,924 
participants from 24 nations was included in further analyses 
(51.40% female; Mage = 44.98, SD = 16.87). The data regard-
ing some observations were missing. We report the relevant 
degrees of freedom after each analysis. The demographic char-
acteristics of the national samples are presented in Table 1.

4.1.1 | Personal values

In the WVS, personal values were measured with an abbre-
viated version of the Portrait Value Questionnaire (PVQ, 

Schwartz et al., 2001). Extensive research demonstrated cul-
tural equivalence and validity of the original PVQ as well as 
its abbreviated versions across numerous nations and social 
contexts (e.g., Chan, in press; Davidov et al., 2008; Schwartz 
et al., 2001; for a review, see Schwartz, 2006). Thus, even a 
short version of the value questionnaire with a limited num-
ber of items provides scholars with a powerful tool for cross-
cultural studies on values (for a review, see Roccas et al., 
2017).

In the abbreviated PVQ, each item portrayed a hypotheti-
cal person (e.g., “Looking after the environment is important 
to this person; to care for nature and save life resources,” for a 
universalism item), and participants rated the extent to which 
this person was like them on a 6-point scale (1 = “very much 
like me”; 6 = “not at all like me”). The scores were reversed, 
such that higher scores indicate higher importance attributed 

Country n
% 
female Age Tightness IND CI PE R

Australia 1,477 55.8 53.9 4.4 90 3.97 0.37 −0.47

Brazil 1,486 62.4 42.8 3.5 38 2.53 0.15 0.66

China 2,300 51.0 43.9 7.9 – 0.63 0.05 −1.05

Estonia 1,533 55.4 48.6 2.6 – 1.22 0.09 −0.67

Hong Kong 1,000 54.5 44.7 6.3 25 3.24 0.51 −0.66

Hungary 1,007 53.3 45.6 2.9 – 0.56 – −0.22

India 5,659 42.1 40.9 11.0 48 4.19 0.36 0.54

Japan 2,443 51.8 50.7 8.6 46 1.39 0.13 −0.17

South Korea 1,200 50.7 43.2 10.0 18 2.54 0.22 0.01

Malaysia 1,300 48.6 40.0 11.8 26 1.93 0.27 0.76

Mexico 2,000 50.1 37.5 7.2 30 3.78 0.31 0.49

Netherlands 1,902 53.5 53.3 3.3 80 2.54 0.34 −0.55

New 
Zealand

841 57.7 51.4 3.9 79 4.76 0.31 −0.40

Norway 1,025 49.9 45.8 9.5 69 3.78 – −0.52

Pakistan 1,200 48.2 34.3 12.3 14 0.96 0.29 0.61

Poland 966 54.3 48.1 6.0 – 1.45 0.08 0.52

Singapore 1,972 54.9 41.9 10.4 20 2.46 0.31 0.22

Spain 1,189 51.2 46.5 5.4 51 0.98 0.14 −0.59

Turkey 1,605 51.4 38.4 9.2 37 0.42 0.12 0.42

Ukraine 1,500 60.0 47.2 1.6 – 0.76 0.08 0.05

Great 
Britain

1,041 50.8 45.7 6.9 89 3.42 – −0.37

United 
States

2,232 51.4 48.9 5.1 91 4.29 0.24 0.20

West 
Germany

1,034 51.1 48.9 6.5 67 2.60 0.29 −0.32

East 
Germany

1,012 49.7 50.1 7.5 67 1.63 0.16 −0.79

Note: IND = individualism (Hofstede, 2001), CI = civic involvement; PE = pro-environmental behavior; 
R = religious behavior.

T A B L E  1  Descriptive statistics of the 
sample



6 |   ELSTER and GELFand

to a value. To correct for individual differences in the use 
of the rating scale, we followed the procedure suggested by 
Schwartz (1992) and ipsatized the values' scores by center-
ing each participant's response around his/her mean response 
on the value questionnaire. This procedure allows accurate 
representation of individual value priorities that can be fur-
ther used in different types of regression analyses (Schwartz, 
2006). Following Schwartz (1992), to assess self-transcen-
dence values, items measuring universalism and benevolence 
were averaged into a single index (α =  .75); to assess con-
servation values, items measuring tradition, conformity, and 
security were averaged to create a single index (α = .61). The 
internal reliability of the conservation index was relatively 
low, but within the usual range for values (see discussions in 
Arieli et al., 2016; Davidov et al., 2008).

4.1.2 | Civic involvement

Participants were presented with a list of 11 organizations 
(e.g., humanitarian or charitable organization, mutual aid 
groups). For each organization, they were asked to indicate 
whether they were active members (coded as 2), inactive 
members (coded as 1), or not members at all (coded as 0) 
of that type of organization. For each participant, the scores 
were summed across the 11 organizations to a single index 
(α = .81; Min = 0; Max = 22; for a similar procedure, see 
Mahatmya & Lohman, 2012).

4.1.3 | Pro-environmental behavior

Participants indicated whether during the past two years 
they had performed two pro-environmental behaviors on a 
dichotomous “yes” (coded as 1)—“no” (coded as 0) scale 
(i.e., donated money to an ecological organization, partici-
pated in a demonstration for some environmental causes). 
Their responses were summed across the two behaviors to 
a single index (KR-20 = .39; Min = 0; Max = 2). The pro-
environmental behavior was not assessed in three countries 
(Hungary, Norway, and Great Britain) resulting in the overall 
sample of 21 nations (see Table 1). The internal reliability 

of the pro-environmental index was low. Given this poten-
tial limitation, we also conducted the analysis for each of 
the behaviors separately (for a similar procedure, see Amit 
& Sagiv, 2013). The results were similar, albeit weaker (see 
below).

4.1.4 | Religious behavior

Participants indicated the frequency of performing two reli-
gious behaviors (i.e., attending religious services, praying). 
Attendance of religious services was assessed on a 7-point 
scale (1  =  “more than once a week,” 7  =  “never, practi-
cally never”) and praying was assessed on an 8-point scale 
(1 = “several times a day, 8 = “never, practically never”). 
The scales were reversed, such that higher scores indicate 
higher frequency. Given the scale differences, the two items 
were first standardized and then averaged to a single index 
(α = .82).

4.1.5 | Cultural tightness

Tightness scores for 24 nations were obtained from Gelfand 
and colleagues (2011). Higher scores indicate tighter cultures 
with stronger social norms, lower tolerance for deviance, and 
more behavioral constraints.

5 |  RESULTS

Table  2 presents descriptive statistics and sample-level 
correlations for the individual-level variable. To investi-
gate the moderating effects of national-level tightness on 
the value-behavior links, a series of multilevel regression 
models was conducted in R using the nlme package. In 
each model, a behavior was entered as a dependent vari-
able, a corresponding value was entered as a continuous 
individual-level predictor, cultural tightness was entered 
as a continuous national-level predictor, and the cross-
level interaction between the two predictors was estimated 
(Aguinis, Gottfredson, & Culpepper, 2013). Centering 

Mean SD 1 2 3 4

1. Self-transcendence 0.50 0.83

2. Conservation 0.35 0.74 .11**

3. CI 2.50 3.42 .06** −.08**

4. PE 0.24 0.51 .10** −.10** .33**

5. R −0.01 0.93 .03** .16** .18** .07**

Note: CI = civic involvement; PE = pro-environmental behavior; R = religious behavior.
**p < .01. 

T A B L E  2  Descriptive statistics and 
sample-level correlations for the individual-
level variables



   | 7ELSTER and GELFand

strategy (i.e., group-mean versus grand-mean) of the indi-
vidual-level predictors did not affect the results. To sim-
plify the interpretation of the results, all predictors were 
thus grand-mean centered (Bliese, 2002). Table 3 summa-
rizes the results of the three models.

We also conducted separate analyses controlling for na-
tional-level individualism and GDP. Individualism scores for 
18 nations were obtained from Hofstede (2001) and matched 
with our dataset (see Table 1). GDP scores for all 24 nations 
were obtained from Gelfand et al., 2011, to match the time 
period when the data on cultural tightness were collected. 
The results were virtually identical: Controlling for individu-
alism or GDP did not affect the relationships between values 
and behaviors as well as the hypothesized moderating effects 
of tightness on the value-behavior links.

5.1 | Civic involvement

Replicating previous findings, self-transcendence values 
positively predicted civic involvement explaining 1.1% of 
the individual-level variance: The more importance par-
ticipants attributed to self-transcendence, the more likely 
they were to volunteer in various organizations. As hypoth-
esized (H1a), the main effect of values was qualified by a 
significant interaction with cultural tightness explaining 
1.0% of the national-level variance. Figure  2 shows that, 
consistent with our prediction, self-transcendence values 
positively predicted civic involvement in loose cultures 
but were unrelated to this behavior in tight cultures (simple 
slopes were γ = 0.30, SE = 0.06, t(38,015) = 4.75, p < .001 
and γ  =  0.02, SE  =  0.09, t(38,015)  =  0.24, p  >  .500, re-
spectively). Cultural tightness had no main effect on civic 
involvement.

5.2 | Pro-environmental behavior

Replicating previous findings, self-transcendence values 
positively predicted pro-environmental behavior explaining 
2.3% of the individual-level variance: The more importance 
participants attributed to self-transcendence, the more likely 
they were to donate money to ecological organizations and/
or participate in demonstrations for environmental causes. As 
hypothesized (H1b), the main effect of values was qualified 
by a significant interaction with cultural tightness explaining 
8.2% of the national-level variance. Figure 3 shows that, con-
sistent with our prediction, self-transcendence values posi-
tively predicted pro-environmental behavior in loose cultures 
but were unrelated to this behavior in tight cultures (simple 
slopes were γ = 0.07, SE = 0.01, t(34,931) = 5.77, p < .001 
and γ = 0.02, SE = 0.02, t(34,931) = 0.68, p > .500, respec-
tively). Tightness had no main effect on pro-environmental 
behavior.

Given the low reliability of the pro-environmental be-
havior index, we also conducted the analysis for each of the 
behaviors separately. As hypothesized, tightness moderated 
the relationships between self-transcendence values and 
donating money to an ecological organization (γ  =  −0.02, 
SE = 0.01, t(34,738) = 2.12, p = .034). The interaction be-
tween tightness and self-transcendence in predicting partici-
pation in demonstration for environmental causes was in the 
hypothesized direction, albeit not significant (γ  =  −0.006, 
SE = 0.004, t(34,549) = 1.51, p = .131).

5.3 | Religious behavior

Replicating previous findings, conservation values posi-
tively predicted religious behavior explaining 4.3% of the 

Civic 
involvement

Pro-environmental 
behavior

Religious 
behavior

Grand mean 2.32 (0.280)** 0.23 (0.026)** −0.06 (0.100)

Individual-level effects

Self-transcendence 0.16 (0.054)** 0.04 (0.013)**

Conservation 0.12 (0.016)**

National-level effects

Tightness 0.05 (0.284) 0.03 (0.026) 0.22 (0.102)*

Cross-level interactions

Tightness × Value −0.14 (0.055)* −0.03 (0.014)* −0.07 (0.016)**

ICC(1) .16 .06 .33

k 24 21 24

N 38,019 34,935 37,679

Note: Entries are unstandardized regression coefficients with SE in parentheses.
*p < .05; 
**p < .01. 

T A B L E  3  Multilevel regression 
analyses for behaviors
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individual-level variance: The more importance participants 
attributed to conservation, the more frequently they attended 
religious services and prayed. As hypothesized (H1c), the 
main effect of values was qualified by a significant interac-
tion with tightness explaining 12.8% of the national-level 
variance. Figure  4 shows that, consistent with our predic-
tion, conservation values strongly predicted religious be-
havior in loose cultures but were only marginally related to 
this behavior in tight cultures (simple slops were γ = 0.19, 
SE  =  0.02, t(37,675)  =  10.58, p  <  .001 and γ  =  0.05, 
SE = 0.03, t(37,675) = 2.03, p = .054, respectively). In ad-
dition, tightness was positively related to religious behavior: 
The frequency of religious behaviors was higher in tight than 
in loose cultures, which is consistent with previous research 
(Gelfand et al., 2011).

5.4 | Supplementary analyses

One can argue that the results were obtained, at least par-
tially, due to the restricted range of personal values and 

behaviors in tight cultures. To test this potential limitation, 
for personal values and behaviors, we first calculated their 
variance within each nation. We then examined the cor-
relations between tightness and the variance of values and 
behaviors at the national level. There were somewhat nega-
tive correlations between tightness and the variance of con-
servation values (r(24) = −.40, p =  .051) and the variance 
of religious behavior (r(24) = −.27, p = .206), indicating a 
narrower range of these values and behavior in tight cultures. 
However, the correlations between tightness and the variance 
of pro-environmental behavior and the variance of civic in-
volvement were somewhat positive (r(21) = .38, p = .094 and 
r(24) = .28, p = .179, respectively), indicating a wider range 
of these behaviors in tight cultures. The correlation between 
tightness and the variance of self-transcendence values was 
near zero and insignificant (r(24) = −.12, p > .500). Thus, 
the consistent pattern of weaker value-behavior relationships 
in tight cultures is not likely to occur because of the restricted 
range of personal values and/or behaviors.

It is also plausible to reason that tight cultures encourage 
the development of values that guide individuals to follow 
collective norms instead of pursuing their personal goals. To 
test this potential explanation, we first examined the effect 
of national-level tightness on individual-level conservation 
values, which reflect the motivation to abide by norms and 
follow social guidelines (Schwartz, 1992). Tightness was 
negatively associated with conservation explaining, how-
ever, only 1.3% of the total variance in personal values 
(γ  =  −0.12, SE  =  0.046, t(38,131)  =  2.69, p  =  .013). In 
addition, we examined the effects of tightness on the rela-
tionships between self-transcendence values with civic in-
volvement and pro-environmental behaviors controlling for 
the individual differences in sensitivity to collective norms, 
as reflected in conservation values. The results were virtu-
ally identical: Controlling for conservation values did not 
affect the relationships between self-transcendence and 
behaviors as well as the hypothesized moderating effects 

F I G U R E  2  The cross-level interaction effect of self-
transcendence values and cultural tightness on civic involvement. 
Note. ST = self-transcendence values. Values and cultural tightness are 
presented ±1 SD from the mean
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F I G U R E  3  The cross-level interaction effect of self-
transcendence values and cultural tightness on pro-environmental 
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of tightness on the value-behavior links. These results in-
dicate that tightness is not likely to enhance personal im-
portance attributed to conservation values, and importance 
attributed to conservation is not likely to affect the relation-
ships between other values and behavior.

In addition, one can argue that the results were obtained 
due to the lower reliability of value indexes in tight than in 
loose cultures. Lower reliabilities of value indexes in tight 
cultures could lead to weaker value-behavior links, whereas 
higher reliabilities of value indexes in loose cultures could 
strengthen value-behavior links providing an alternative 
explanation for the moderating effect of tightness on the 
strength of these relationships. To test this potential limita-
tion, for each nation, we calculated internal reliabilities of 
the value indexes and examined their correlation with nation-
al-level tightness scores. The correlations between internal 
reliabilities and tightness were somewhat positive but insig-
nificant (conservation values: r(24) = .19, p = .385; self-tran-
scendence values: r(24) = .06, p = .790). We also tested the 
moderating effect of tightness on each values-behavior rela-
tionship controlling for the internal reliability of a relevant 
value index at the national level. The results were virtually 
identical: Controlling for the internal reliability of values did 
not affect the relationships between values and behaviors as 
well as the hypothesized moderating effects of tightness on 
these relationships. Thus, the consistent pattern of weaker 
value-behavior relationships in tight cultures is not likely to 
occur because of the differences in reliability between na-
tions eliminating this potential explanation as well.

6 |  DISCUSSION

We aimed to investigate the effect of culture on the value-
behavior relationships. It is almost an axiom that guiding 
principles in people's lives, as reflected in personal values, 
guide behaviors (for a review, see Roccas & Sagiv, 2017). 
Our results demonstrated that this axiom can be true in loose 
cultures—cultures with weak social norms, where individ-
uals can act on their values, but is less applicable to tight 
cultures—cultures with strong social norms, where people 
are less likely to pursue their values. Across different life-
domains, the value-behavior relationships were significantly 
stronger in loose cultures and were almost nonexistent in 
tight cultures.

Personal values are broad, trans-situational constructs 
(Schwartz, 1992). Thus, their relationships with specific 
actions are not likely to be particularly strong (Bardi & 
Schwartz, 2003; Rohan, 2000; for a review, see Sagiv & 
Roccas, 2017). Consistent with this rationale and replicating 
previous findings, we have found relatively weak main effects 
of values on behaviors. Our results, however, demonstrated 
that the predictive power of personal values can be enhanced 

when taking cross-cultural differences in the strength of so-
cial norms into account. Values are relatively strong predic-
tors of behaviors in loose cultures, whereas their effect on 
behaviors disappears in tight cultures.

Importantly, by focusing on different life-domains, our 
results demonstrated that the moderating effect of tightness 
is not limited to a particular value type or a particular behav-
ior. One could expect the moderating effect of tightness to 
emerge only regarding behaviors that are regulated by cul-
tural norms. We observed a marginally significant associa-
tion between tightness and religious behavior reflecting the 
presence of a descriptive norm regarding religious activities 
in tight cultures—there was a higher consensus to perform 
religious acts in tight than in loose cultures. It is, therefore, 
plausible that when individuals in tight cultures have to make 
a decision whether to perform religious acts or not, they are 
more likely to be driven by the existing norm. In contrast, 
individuals in loose cultures are less exposed to the norm re-
garding religious behaviors and consequently are more likely 
to be driven by their personal values.

Our results, however, demonstrated that tightness affects 
value-behavior relationships not only regarding culturally en-
couraged (i.e., religious) but also culturally indifferent (i.e., 
civic involvement, pro-environmental) behaviors. We did not 
observe any direct effect of tightness on civic involvement 
and pro-environmental behaviors reflecting that the descrip-
tive norm regarding these behaviors did not differ between 
tight and loose cultures. These results indicate that even when 
a specific norm exists in both cultures to the same extent, it is 
a matter of social context (e.g., culture) that defines the extent 
to which it guides behavior: In their decisions how to behave, 
individuals in loose contexts are more likely to ignore what 
others do and rely instead on their personal values, whereas 
individuals in tight contexts are more likely to comply with 
others' behavior and ignore their personal guiding principles.

Our results are consistent with recent findings that so-
cial norms are more likely to guide behavior among people 
from a tight social context (i.e., low socio-economic back-
ground) than among people from loose social context (i.e., 
high socio-economic background; Eom, Kim, & Sherman, 
2018). To provide a comprehensive picture of factors affect-
ing behavior, future studies can combine these two lines of 
research and compare the predictive power of personal val-
ues versus social norms on behavior across tight and loose 
social context. Future studies can also expand the range of 
behavior to investigate additional behaviors that are more/
less context-congruent.

To increase the generalizability of our theoretical rea-
soning, we focused on values that represent both value 
dimensions identified by Schwartz (1992)—self-transcen-
dence and conservation values. Conservation values reflect 
the importance of following collective norms and rules, 
whereas self-transcendence values reflect the importance 
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of concern for the welfare of other people and nature re-
gardless of the existing norms (Schwartz, 1992). Thus, from 
the individual-differences perspective, individuals who are 
high on conservation should be more sensitive to social 
context, whereas individuals who are high on self-tran-
scendence should be indifferent to social context. Taking 
the cross-cultural perspective into account, our research re-
vealed that in tight cultures both types of individuals are 
likely to become sensitive to social context ignoring their 
personal value priorities when choosing how to behave. 
The effect of culture emerged even when controlling for the 
individual differences in norm-sensitivity, as reflected in 
conservation values, indicating the robustness of the mod-
erating effect of cultural tightness.

Unlike many other constructs that are idiosyncratic to a 
particular level of analysis (e.g., cultural or individual), the 
TL construct resembles the quasi-fractal structure having 
similar predictors and consequences across different levels of 
analyses, from nations to specific situations (Gelfand et al., 
2017; see also Morris, Hong, Chiu, & Liu, 2015). Recent 
research has found that geographical areas within the same 
nation (i.e., states within the United States or provinces 
within China) differ in their tightness (Chua, Huang, & Jin, 
2019; Harrington & Gelfand, 2014). Similarly, social class 
groups vary in the strength of social norms that are prevalent 
among their members (Harrington & Gelfand, 2019). Our re-
sults indicate that tightness at the national level moderated 
value-behavior relationships. Future studies can investigate 
the moderating effect of tightness at other levels as well. For 
example, values are less likely to drive the behavior of em-
ployees in tight organizations or members of social groups 
with strong norms.

In the current project, we examined the moderating ef-
fects of tightness on the relationships between values and 
self-reported behaviors. Previous research has found simi-
lar relationships between values and both self-reported and 
overt behaviors (e.g., Saroglou et al., 2004). Thus, it is not 
likely that the effect of culture on value-behavior links is 
affected by the method with which the behaviors are as-
sessed. To address this potential limitation, future studies 
may replicate the current findings regarding overt behav-
iors as well.

Another limitation is the relatively low reliability of 
some indexes. The reliability of personal values was rela-
tively low but within the usual range for values. Values are 
broad constructs, expressing basic motivations that apply 
across social situations. As such, the internal reliability of 
value measures is often relatively low (see discussions in 
Arieli et al., 2016; Davidov et al., 2008). Controlling for 
reliability of the value indexes at the national level did not 
change the hypothesized effects of tightness on the val-
ue-behavior links as well as the links themselves. The re-
liability of the pro-environmental behavior was relatively 

low as well. To overcome this limitation, we conducted a 
separate analysis for each item. The results were similar, 
albeit weaker, indicating the advantage of combining these 
items into a single index.

Overall, our results are consistent with previous find-
ings that cultural values are stronger predictors of behav-
iors in tight cultures than in loose ones (Taras, Kirkman, 
& Steel, 2010). Taken together, these results indicate that 
personal guiding principles (i.e., values) are likely to guide 
behaviors in nations with weak norms, whereas behaviors 
are more likely to be driven by social guidelines in nations 
with strong norms. Thus, when developing practices aimed 
at encouraging a particular behavior, policymakers should 
carefully consider the strength of social norms at the na-
tional level to focus either on personal or cultural values 
accordingly. For example, we would predict that behavioral 
change efforts to end practices such as genital cutting, early 
childhood marriage, and domestic violence would be more 
successful by targeting social norms than personal values 
in tight cultures, whereas targeting values may be more 
beneficial for behavioral change in loose cultures. More 
generally, by understanding the drivers of behavior in dif-
ferent cultural contexts, we not only expand psychological 
science but also our capacity to promote well-being around 
the globe.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors received no financial support for the research, 
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with 
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this 
article.

ORCID
Andrey Elster   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8232-9453 
Michele J. Gelfand   https://orcid.
org/0000-0002-9780-9230 

REFERENCES
Aguinis, H., Gottfredson, R. K., & Culpepper, S. A. (2013). Best-

practice recommendations for estimating cross-level interaction 
effects using multilevel modeling. Journal of Management, 39, 
1490–1528. https://doi.org/10.1177/01492 06313 478188

Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50, 179–211. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020 -T

Amit, A., & Sagiv, L. (2013). The role of epistemic motivation in indi-
viduals' response to decision complexity. Organizational Behavior 
and Human Decision Processes, 121, 104–117. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.01.003

Arieli, S., Grant, A. M., & Sagiv, L. (2014). Convincing yourself to 
care about others: An intervention for enhancing benevolence 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8232-9453
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8232-9453
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9780-9230
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9780-9230
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9780-9230
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313478188
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.1016/0749-5978(91)90020-T
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.01.003


   | 11ELSTER and GELFand

values. Journal of Personality, 82, 15–24. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jopy.12029

Arieli, S., Sagiv, L., & Cohen-Shalem, E. (2016). Values in business 
schools: The role of self-selection and socialization. Academy of 
Management Learning & Education, 15, 493–507. https://doi.
org/10.5465/amle.2014.0064

Arieli, S., Sagiv, L., & Roccas, S. (2019). Values at work: The impact 
of personal values in organisations. Applied Psychology, 00, 1–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12181

Bardi, A., & Schwartz, S. H. (2003). Values and behavior: Strength 
and structure of relations. Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 29, 1207–1220. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461 67203 
254602

Barni, D., Vieno, A., & Roccato, M. (2016). Living in a non-communist 
versus in a post-communist European country moderates the rela-
tion between conservative values and political orientation: A mul-
tilevel study. European Journal of Personality, 30, 92–104. https://
doi.org/10.1002/per.2043

Baumeister, R. F., Vohs, K. D., & Funder, D. C. (2007). Psychology as 
the science of self-reports and finger movements: Whatever hap-
pened to actual behavior? Perspectives on Psychological Science, 2, 
396–403. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2007.00051.x

Benish-Weisman, M., Daniel, E., & Knafo-Noam, A. (2017). The re-
lations between values and aggression: A developmental perspec-
tive. In S. Roccas & L. Sagiv (Eds.), Values and behavior: Taking 
a cross-cultural perspective (pp. 97–114). Berlin, Germany: 
Springer.

Bliese, P. D. (2002). Multilevel random coefficient modeling in organi-
zational research: Examples using SAS and S-PLUS. In F. Drasgow 
& N. Schmitt (Eds.), Measuring and analyzing behavior in organi-
zations: Advances in measurement and data analysis (pp. 401–445). 
San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Bogg, T., Voss, M. W., Wood, D., & Roberts, B. W. (2008). A hier-
archical investigation of personality and behavior: Examining 
Neo-Socioanalytic models of health-related outcomes. Journal of 
Research in Personality, 42, 183–207. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jrp.2007.05.003

Borg, I., Bardi, A., & Schwartz, S. H. (2017). Does the value circle exist 
within persons or only across persons? Journal of Personality, 85, 
151–162. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12228

Chan, H. W. (in press). When do values promote pro-environmental 
behaviors? Multilevel evidence on the self-expression hypothesis. 
Journal of Environmental Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jenvp.2019.101361

Chua, R. Y., Huang, K. G., & Jin, M. (2019). Mapping cultural tight-
ness and its links to innovation, urbanization, and happiness across 
31 provinces in China. Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences, 116, 6720–6725. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.18157 
23116

Cialdini, R. B., Reno, R. R., & Kallgren, C. A. (1990). A focus theory of 
normative conduct: Recycling the concept of norms to reduce litter-
ing in public places. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
58, 1015–1026. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.1015

Daniel, E., & Benish-Weisman, M. (2018). Value development during 
adolescence: Dimensions of change and stability. Journal of 
Personality, 87, 620–632. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12420

Davidov, E., Schmidt, P., & Schwartz, S. H. (2008). Bringing values 
back in: The adequacy of the European Social Survey to measure 
values in 20 countries. Public Opinion Quarterly, 72(3), 420–445. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfn035

de Groot, J. I., & Thøgersen, J. (2018). Values and pro-environmental be-
haviour. In L. Steg & J. I. M. de Groot (Eds.), Environmental psychol-
ogy: An introduction (2nd ed., pp. 167–178). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Eom, K., Kim, H. S., & Sherman, D. K. (2018). Social class, control, 
and action: Socioeconomic status differences in antecedents of sup-
port for pro-environmental action. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 77, 60–75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.03.009

Eyal, T., Sagristano, M. D., Trope, Y., Liberman, N., & Chaiken, S. 
(2009). When values matter: Expressing values in behavioral inten-
tions for the near vs. distant future. Journal of Experimental Social 
Psychology, 45, 35–43. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.07.023

Gaunt, R. (2005). The role of value priorities in paternal and mater-
nal involvement in child care. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67, 
643–655. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00159.x

Gelfand, M. J., Harrington, J. R., & Jackson, J. C. (2017). The strength 
of social norms across human groups. Perspectives on Psychological 
Science, 12, 800–809. https://doi.org/10.1177/17456 91617 708631

Gelfand, M. J., Nishii, L. H., & Raver, J. L. (2006). On the nature and impor-
tance of cultural tightness-looseness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
91, 1225–1244. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1225

Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., 
… Aycan, Z. (2011). Differences between tight and loose cultures: A 
33-nation study. Science, 332, 1100–1104. https://doi.org/10.1126/
scien ce.1197754

Goodwin, R., Realo, A., Kwiatkowska, A., Kozlova, A., Luu, L. A. N., & 
Nizharadze, G. (2002). Values and sexual behaviour in Central and 
Eastern Europe. Journal of Health Psychology, 7, 45–56. https://doi.
org/10.1177/13591 05302 00700 1651

Harrington, J. R., & Gelfand, M. J. (2014). Tightness–looseness 
across the 50 united states. Proceedings of the National Academy 
of Sciences, 111, 7990–7995. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.13179 
37111

Harrington, J. R., & Gelfand, M. J. (2019). Worlds unto themselves: 
Tightness-looseness and social class. Manuscript under review.

Hofstede, G. (2001). Culture's consequences: Comparing values, be-
haviors, institutions and organizations across nations (2nd ed.). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Karp, D. G. (1996). Values and their effect on pro-environmental 
behavior. Environment and Behavior, 28, 111–133. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00139 16596 281006

Leung, K., & Morris, M. W. (2015). Values, schemas, and norms in the 
culture–behavior nexus: A situated dynamics framework. Journal 
of International Business Studies, 46, 1028–1050. https://doi.
org/10.1057/jibs.20

Luengo Kanacri, B. P., Rosa, V., & Di Giunta, L. (2012). The medi-
ational role of values in linking personality traits to civic en-
gagement in Italian youth. Journal of Prevention & Intervention 
in the Community, 40, 8–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/10852 
352.2012.633064

Mahatmya, D., & Lohman, B. J. (2012). Predictors and pathways to 
civic involvement in emerging adulthood: Neighborhood, family, 
and school influences. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 41, 1168–
1183. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1096 4-012-9777-4

Maio, G. R. (2010). Mental representations of social values. Advances in 
Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 1–43. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0065 -2601(10)42001 -8

Maio, G. R., Pakizeh, A., Cheung, W. Y., & Rees, K. J. (2009). Changing, 
priming, and acting on values: Effects via motivational relations in 
a circular model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 97, 
699–715. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016420

https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12029
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12029
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2014.0064
https://doi.org/10.5465/amle.2014.0064
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12181
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203254602
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203254602
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2043
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.2043
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2007.00051.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2007.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2007.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12228
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101361
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2019.101361
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1815723116
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1815723116
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.58.6.1015
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12420
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfn035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2018.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.07.023
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00159.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691617708631
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1225
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105302007001651
https://doi.org/10.1177/1359105302007001651
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1317937111
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1317937111
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916596281006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916596281006
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.20
https://doi.org/10.1057/jibs.20
https://doi.org/10.1080/10852352.2012.633064
https://doi.org/10.1080/10852352.2012.633064
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-012-9777-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42001-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(10)42001-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016420


12 |   ELSTER and GELFand

Miller, D. T., & Prentice, D. A. (2016). Changing norms to change 
behavior. Annual Review of Psychology, 67, 339–361. https://doi.
org/10.1146/annur ev-psych -01081 4-015013

Morris, M. W., Hong, Y. Y., Chiu, C. Y., & Liu, Z. (2015). Normology: 
Integrating insights about social norms to understand cultural dy-
namics. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 
129, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.03.001

Nordlund, A. M., & Garvill, J. (2002). Value structures behind proen-
vironmental behavior. Environment and Behavior, 34, 740–756. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00139 16022 37244

Nordlund, A. M., & Garvill, J. (2003). Effects of values, problem aware-
ness, and personal norm on willingness to reduce personal car use. 
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 23, 339–347. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0272 -4944(03)00037 -9

Omoto, A. M., Snyder, M., & Hackett, J. D. (2010). Personality 
and motivational antecedents of activism and civic engage-
ment. Journal of Personality, 78, 1703–1734. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00667.x

Pelto, P. J. (1968). The differences between “tight” and “loose” societ-
ies. Society, 5, 37–40. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF031 80447

Radkiewicz, P., De Zavala, A., & Skarżyńska, K. (2008). Pro-
social basic human values and civic involvement. The moder-
ating role of survival vs self-expression cultural context. Polish 
Psychological Bulletin, 39, 226–235. https://doi.org/10.2478/
v1005 9-008-0028-1

Roccas, S., & Elster, A. (2014). Values and religiosity. In V. Saroglou 
(Ed.), Religion, personality, and social behavior (pp. 193–212). 
New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Roccas, S., & Sagiv, L. (2010). Personal values and behav-
ior: Taking the cultural context into account. Social and 
Personality Psychology Compass, 4, 30–41. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00234.x

Roccas, S., & Sagiv, L. (Eds.). (2017). Values and behavior: Taking a 
cross cultural perspective. Berlin, Germany: Springer.

Roccas, S., Sagiv, L., & Navon, M. (2017). Methodological issues in 
studying personal values. In S. Roccas & L. Sagiv (Eds.), Values 
and behavior: Taking a cross cultural perspective (pp. 15–50). 
Berlin, Germany: Springer.

Roccas, S., Sagiv, L., Oppenheim, S., Elster, A., & Gal, A. (2014). 
Integrating content and structure aspects of the self: Traits, values, 
and self-improvement. Journal of Personality, 82, 144–157. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12041

Rohan, M. J. (2000). A rose by any name? The values construct. 
Personality and Social Psychology Review, 4, 255–277. https://doi.
org/10.1207/S1532 7957P SPR04 03_4

Sagiv, L., & Roccas, S. (2017). What personal values are and what they 
are not: Taking a cross-cultural perspective. In S. Roccas & L. Sagiv 
(Eds.), Values and behavior: Taking a cross cultural perspective (pp. 
3–13). Berlin, Germany: Springer.

Sagiv, L., Sverdlik, N., & Schwarz, N. (2011). To compete or to coop-
erate? Values' impact on perception and action in social dilemma 
games. European Journal of Social Psychology, 41, 64–77. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.729

Saroglou, V., Delpierre, V., & Dernelle, R. (2004). Values and religios-
ity: A meta-analysis of studies using Schwartz's model. Personality 
and Individual Differences, 37, 721–734. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2003.10.005

Schultz, P. W., Gouveia, V. V., Cameron, L. D., Tankha, G., Schmuck, P., 
& Franěk, M. (2005). Values and their relationship to environmen-
tal concern and conservation behavior. Journal of Cross-Cultural 

Psychology, 36, 457–475. https://doi.org/10.1177/00220 22105 
275962

Schwartz, S. H. (1992). Universals in the content and structure of values: 
Theoretical advances and empirical tests in 20 countries. In M. P. 
Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology (Vol. 25, 
pp. 1–65). New-York, NY: Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0065 -2601(08)60281 -6

Schwartz, S. H. (2006). Value orientations: Measurement, anteced-
ents, and consequences across nations. In R. Jowell, C. Roberts, R. 
Fitzgerald, & G. Eva (Eds.), Measuring attitudes cross-nationally: 
Lessons from the European social survey (pp. 161–193). London, 
UK: Sage.

Schwartz, S. H. (2016). Basic individual values: Sources and conse-
quences. In T. Brosch & D. Sander (Eds.), Handbook of value (pp. 
63–84). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Schwartz, S. H., Caprara, G. V., & Vecchione, M. (2010). Basic 
personal values, core political values, and voting: A longitu-
dinal analysis. Political Psychology, 31, 421–452. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2010.00764.x

Schwartz, S. H., Melech, G., Lehmann, A., Burgess, S., Harris, M., & 
Owens, V. (2001). Extending the cross-cultural validity of the the-
ory of basic human values with a different method of measurement. 
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 32, 519–542. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00220 22101 03200 5001

Schwartz, S. H., & Rubel, T. (2005). Sex differences in value pri-
orities: Cross-cultural and multimethod studies. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 1010–1028. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.1010

Schwartz, S. H., Sagiv, L., & Boehnke, K. (2000). Worries and 
values. Journal of Personality, 68, 309–346. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-6494.00099

Segal-Caspi, L., Roccas, S., & Sagiv, L. (2012). Don't judge a book by 
its cover, revisited: Perceived and reported traits and values of at-
tractive women. Psychological Science, 23, 1112–1116. https://doi.
org/10.1177/09567 97612 446349

Smith, P. B. (2017). Cultural values versus cultural norms as predic-
tors of differences in helping behaviors and in emotion regulation: 
A preliminary nation-level test related to the Leung-Morris model. 
Management and Organization Review, 13, 739–766. https://doi.
org/10.1017/mor.2017.51

Sundberg, R. (2016). Value stability and change in an ISAF contin-
gent. Journal of Personality, 84, 91–101. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jopy.12142

Tam, K. P., & Chan, H. W. (2017). Environmental concern has a weaker 
association with pro-environmental behavior in some societies 
than others: A cross-cultural psychology perspective. Journal of 
Environmental Psychology, 53, 213–223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jenvp.2017.09.001

Taras, V., Kirkman, B. L., & Steel, P. (2010). Examining the impact 
of culture's consequences: A three-decade, multilevel, meta-analytic 
review of Hofstede's cultural value dimensions. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 95, 405–439. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018938

Thøgersen, J., & Ölander, F. (2002). Human values and the emergence 
of a sustainable consumption pattern: A panel study. Journal of 
Economic Psychology, 23, 605–630. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167 
-4870(02)00120 -4

Verplanken, B., & Holland, R. W. (2002). Motivated decision making: 
Effects of activation and self-centrality of values on choices and be-
havior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82, 434–447. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.434

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015013
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/001391602237244
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-4944(03)00037-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-4944(03)00037-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00667.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00667.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03180447
https://doi.org/10.2478/v10059-008-0028-1
https://doi.org/10.2478/v10059-008-0028-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00234.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2009.00234.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12041
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12041
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0403_4
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327957PSPR0403_4
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.729
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.729
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2003.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022105275962
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022105275962
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60281-6
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2010.00764.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9221.2010.00764.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022101032005001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022101032005001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.1010
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.1010
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.00099
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.00099
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612446349
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612446349
https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2017.51
https://doi.org/10.1017/mor.2017.51
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12142
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12142
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018938
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(02)00120-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(02)00120-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.3.434


   | 13ELSTER and GELFand

Verplanken, B., Trafimow, D., Khusid, I. K., Holland, R. W., & 
Steentjes, G. M. (2009). Different selves, different values: Effects 
of self-construals on value activation and use. European Journal of 
Social Psychology, 39, 909–919. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.587

Ye, S., Soutar, G. N., Sneddon, J. N., & Lee, J. A. (2017). Personal val-
ues and the theory of planned behaviour: A study of values and hol-
iday trade-offs in young adults. Tourism Management, 62, 107–109. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourm an.2016.12.023

How to cite this article: Elster A, Gelfand MJ. When 
guiding principles do not guide: The moderating 
effects of cultural tightness on value-behavior links.  
J Pers. 2020;00:1–13. https://doi.org/10.1111/
jopy.12584

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.587
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2016.12.023
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12584
https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12584

