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ABSTRACT Internal motivational conflicts that arise in the context of
imposed change were investigated through a personal values perspective.
It is suggested that in the context of imposed change different aspects of
the same value dimension will tend to come in conflict. As demonstrated
in two studies, this conflict is manifested in what at a surface level appears
as a weak relationship between values and reaction to the change. In
Study 1, a field study of 107 employees, individuals’ dispositional resis-
tance to change was controlled to disentangle the conflicting forces that
employees experienced in response to a campus relocation. In Study 2, a
laboratory study of 128 undergraduates, in addition to replicating the
results of Study 1, the different motivational dynamics that exist in vol-
untary versus imposed change situations were demonstrated.

Change is inherent in everyday life and arouses a variety of responses

among individuals. Indeed, numerous studies have been dedicated
to understanding individuals’ responses to change situations, such
as retirement (Wang, 2007), the transition to college (Aspinwall &

Taylor, 1992), relocations (Martin, 1996), organizational changes
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(Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999), and consumers’ switching behavior

(Zauberman, 2003). Although these studies may vary considerably in
the type of change being investigated, they all aim at understanding

how individuals react to change and explaining why they react as
they do. Seldom, however, have studies explored the different mo-

tivations that may underlie different types of change.
Some changes, such as changing one’s career, moving to a new

neighborhood, or buying a new car, are typically voluntary. These
changes combine an opportunity for renewal and novelty along with

opportunities for the expression of one’s personal taste and autonomy.
Contrarily, other changes are imposed, such as when a given product
line is discontinued or when certain changes in the workplace are im-

posed by management. When change is imposed, the opportunity for
novelty is combined with a restriction, rather than promotion, of one’s

personal autonomy and right of expression. Rather than autonomy,
these changes encourage and provide the opportunity for the expres-

sion of conformity and commitment to the change agent.
In the present paper we employ Schwartz’s (1992) theory of per-

sonal values to explain individuals’ reactions to imposed versus vol-
untary changes. We argue that in voluntary change there is a clear
relationship between values and support for change. Contrarily, im-

posed change constitutes a unique setting in which individuals are
prone to experience an internal value conflict, resulting in a more

complex relationship between values and reactions to change. To dem-
onstrate the existence and nature of this internal conflict we conducted

two studies: a field study aimed at teasing out the conflicting motiva-
tional forces that arise in the context of imposed change (Study 1) and

a laboratory experiment, in which we examine individuals’ reactions to
imposed change vis-à-vis their reactions to voluntary change (Study 2).

We begin by reviewing Schwartz’s (1992) theory of personal values, on
which we base our formulations.

Schwartz’s Theory of Personal Values

Values are often defined as cognitive representations of motivational

goals, which serve as guiding principles in people’s lives (Schwartz,
1992). They represent broad goals that influence the most basic ways

in which people perceive their environments (Fischer & Smith, 2004;
Schwartz, Sagiv, & Boehnke, 2000) and that ultimately shape

1438 Sverdlik & Oreg



individuals’ behaviors across contexts and over time (Rokeach, 1973;

Schwartz, 1992).
Contrary to norms, attitudes, or specific goals, values transcend

specific actions and situations (Roccas, Sagiv, Schwartz, & Knafo,
2002; Schwartz, 1992). Values are also distinct from traits or per-

sonal interests in that they serve as standards or criteria and provide
social justification for choices and behaviors (Roccas et al., 2002).

Individuals are motivated to behave in accordance with their
values in order to avoid the unpleasant sensation that accompanies

value–behavior incongruence (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004). Furthermore,
contrary to traits, values are subjectively rank-ordered, and their
combination forms a system of value priorities, or hierarchies

(Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). Because most values tend to be
socially desirable, it is their relative standing within the individual

that is presumed to ultimately guide behavior (Schwartz, 1992, 1996;
Tetlock, 1986). Given that they provide a motivational account of

individuals’ actions, they are particularly suitable when trying to
describe and explain individuals’ responses.

Schwartz’s (1992) research identified 10 distinct motivational
goals that can each be categorized into one of four broad value di-
mensions. These values are organized on a motivational continuum

and form a circular structure that represents the dynamic relation-
ships among them. Actions in pursuit of any such value have psy-

chological, practical, and social consequences that may either
conflict or be congruent with the pursuit of other values (Schwartz,

1992). The total pattern of relations among values can be summa-
rized with two basic contrasts.

The first contrast involves self-enhancement and self-transcendence
values and describes the tension between individuals’ emphasis on

the pursuit of one’s own relative success and dominance versus an
emphasis on the welfare of others. The second contrast is of central
relevance to the present work. It is the contrast between openness to

change values and conservation values. Openness values represent an
emphasis on the proactive search for stimulation, novelty, and

change as well as an emphasis on free and autonomous thinking
and behavior. They encompass the narrower values of stimulation

and self-direction. Through research with numerous samples,
Schwartz found that an individual’s standing on one of these mo-

tivational orientations (e.g., novelty) closely corresponds with his or
her standing on the other (e.g., autonomy; Schwartz, 1992, 2005;
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Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995). Accordingly, the behavioral inclinations

that are elicited from valuing novelty tend to correspond closely with
those that derive from valuing autonomy (Schwartz, 1996). For ex-

ample, valuing the unconventional, thinking creatively, and taking
on new activities would all appear to reflect both an emphasis on

novelty and on autonomy.
Conservation values, on the other hand, prescribe the status quo,

the avoidance of threat, the preservation of security and social order,
and submissive self-restriction. They encompass the narrower values

of security, conformity, and tradition. Stability- and compliance-
seeking motivations are both defining characteristics of the conser-
vation dimension (Schwartz, 1992, 2005). For example, an emphasis

on both stability and compliance would appear to underlie conser-
vative views of upholding existing trends (e.g., voting for conserva-

tive political parties; see Schwartz, 1996), and both entail one’s
support of the social order.

The set of values and the particular pattern of relationships
among them have been tested and verified in more than 200 sam-

ples from more than 70 cultural groups (e.g., Schwartz, 1992; Sch-
wartz & Sagiv, 1995). Furthermore, the theory has been used to
explain relationship patterns between value priorities and a variety

of attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors, such as environmental behavior
(e.g., Bianchi & Rosova, 1992; Grunert & Juhl, 1995), responses to

career counseling (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2004), and day-to-day behav-
iors across a variety of domains (e.g., Bardi & Schwartz, 2003).

Consistent with Schwartz’s (1992) theory, similar values tend to ex-
hibit similar relationships with external variables, and opposing val-

ues tend to exhibit inverse relationships with external variables
(Schwartz, 1996). As we explain in the following section, imposed

change presents a unique context in which similar values may actu-
ally conflict with one another and yield inverse relationships with
individuals’ responses.

Imposed Change and Conflicting Motivational Forces

On the face of it, even from the names of the value dimensions, one

would expect openness to change to elicit positive reactions to
change and conservation to elicit negative reactions. However, the

openness–conservation contrast relates to imposed change in at least
two respects. Indeed, because change, by definition, constitutes a
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break from the status quo and involves the introduction of new

processes, structures, or ideas, openness values should be associated
with support for change and conservation values should be associ-

ated with lack of support or even resistance. That said, when changes
are imposed, they threaten one’s sense of autonomy and may there-

fore elicit the opposite relationships between values and reactions to
change. Individuals who emphasize openness will tend to resist the

imposition on their personal freedom and autonomy, whereas those
who emphasize conservation will tend to cooperate and to comply

with the imposed decrees. Thus, individuals who emphasize openness
to change are predisposed to support imposed change because it
presents opportunities for renewal, but at the same time are predis-

posed to resist it because it threatens their sense of autonomy. Con-
versely, those who emphasize conservation are predisposed to resist

imposed change because it threatens their sense of security, but are
also predisposed to support it because of their need to maintain or-

der and to cooperate with authority.1

Empirical evidence exists for both directions of relationships be-

tween values and individuals’ reactions to change. A number of
studies, focusing on self-initiated and voluntary changes indicate a
positive relationship between openness and the endorsement of

change. For example, individuals who value openness have been
found more likely and individuals who value conservation less likely

to adopt new technologies such as cellular phones (Schwartz, 1998)
and the Internet (Rabin, 2006). Similarly, those who value openness

are more likely to exhibit an innovative cognitive style (Kirton, 1980),

1. As noted, the openness and conservation dimensions comprise narrower and

more specific values. Some narrow values may emphasize aspects relating more to

the novelty/stability motivation and others emphasizing aspects of autonomy/com-

pliance. Nevertheless, because these two motivational forces lie at the very core of

the openness and conservation dimensions, each of the underlying narrow values

should still include aspects of both motivations. For example, self-direction, which

underlies the openness dimension, clearly involves both issues relating to autonomy

(including measurement items such as ‘‘freedom’’ and ‘‘independence’’) and novelty

(e.g., ‘‘curiosity’’). As for stimulation, although stimulation values most explicitly

address aspects of novelty (e.g., ‘‘an exciting life,’’ ‘‘a varied life’’), by tapping values

such as ‘‘daring,’’ stimulation also touches on aspects of autonomy similarly al-

though security values involve aspects of stability (‘‘reciprocation of favors’’), they

still very much tap aspects of compliance as well (‘‘social order’’). To be sure, when

running analyses using specific values instead of broad value dimensions we ob-

tained results that are equivalent to those presented later.
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by which they tend to break away from existing paradigms (Kwang et

al., 2005). Correspondingly, those who value conservation are more
likely to exhibit an adaptive cognitive style by which individuals seek

solutions within existing paradigms (Kwang et al., 2005). These studies
imply that openness is positively related and conservation negatively

related to individuals’ willingness to support changes.
Other works on individuals’ responses to authority and institu-

tions imply that when cooperation and compliance are required,
values may have the opposite impact on individuals’ reactions to

change. First, openness values have been found to be negatively as-
sociated with trust in institutions (Devos, Spini, & Schwartz, 2002)
and with affective organizational commitment (Glazer, Daniel, &

Short, 2004). Correspondingly, conservation was found to correlate
positively with trust in institutions (Devos et al., 2002) and author-

itarianism (Cohrs, Moschner, Maes, & Kielmann, 2005). In turn,
other studies have shown that trust in management and organiza-

tional commitment are associated with positive reactions to change
(e.g., Oreg, 2006). These findings combined imply that openness

would be negatively associated and conservation positively associ-
ated with support for authority and its initiatives, such as imposed
changes. Research of individuals in the context of career counseling

suggests similar patterns of relationships. Values underlying the
openness dimension (i.e., self-direction) are associated with a pro-

active and independent style, whereas values underlying the conser-
vation dimension (i.e., conformity and tradition) are associated with

a passive and accepting style (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2004).
Thus, in the context of imposed changes, both those who value

openness and those who value conservation have reasons to support
as well as to resist change. The proposed patterns of relationships are

presented in Figure 1a,b. Previous literature has discussed the notion
that whenever contrasting forces of similar importance act within the
individual, an internal tension will arise (Lewin, 1935; Miller, 1951).

A similar portrayal is made in models of value conflicts and ideo-
logical reasoning that address the conditions under which trade-offs

between specific motives result in the experience of an internal con-
flict (Feather, 2002; Tetlock, Peterson, & Lerner, 1996).

Some studies have used implicit tests in which an internal conflict
(i.e., ambivalence) is inferred from individuals’ neutral evaluations of

attitude-relevant information (Petty, Tormala, Brinol, & Jarvis,
2006). These neutral evaluations are believed to conceal a combina-
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tion of positive and negative attitudes. In a similar vein, we suggest
that individuals’ surface-level reactions to imposed change conceal
an underlying conflict between two motivational forces. We use two

approaches for demonstrating the conflict. In Study 1 we separate
statistically the two conflicting forces that underlie the manifest

relationship between individuals’ standing on a value dimension
(either openness or conservation) and their support for an imposed

change. In Study 2 we test our premise that the weak surface-level
relationship between values and intentions results from the imposed

nature of the change situation. We do this by comparing reactions to
imposed versus voluntary changes.

STUDY 1

To demonstrate the existence of conflict, we wish to surface the two
contrasting motivational forces indicated by our theoretical formu-

lations. As noted above, we suggest that imposed change activates
individuals’ orientations toward both novelty versus stability

and autonomy versus compliance. For both those who emphasize
openness and those who emphasize conservation, these two forces will

conflict with one another. Yet we do not suggest that the forces are
necessarily of equal strength. It is quite possible that, in a given change
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A schematic portrayal of ambivalence towards change.
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situation, the motivation toward either novelty (stability) or autonomy

(compliance) would have a greater impact on individuals’ reactions.
Nevertheless, assuming that the two underlying forces exist, an exam-

ination of the relationship between values and support for the change,
while statistically controlling for one of the forces, should reveal the

existence of the other force. We therefore sought an individual-differ-
ences construct that would tap only one of the two forces.

Dispositional resistance to change (Oreg, 2003) appears to tap nov-
elty/stability but not autonomy/compliance. The disposition is defined

as the dispositional inclination of an individual to avoid or resist
changes. The particular focus of the disposition is on those aspects
within the individual that relate to the amount of stability and routine in

a given setting. By definition, those who are high on resistance enjoy
routines and experience stress when these are broken. On the other

hand, those who are low on resistance enjoy surprises and actively seek
out new opportunities and experiences. Previous work has established

that dispositional resistance is moderately correlated with values, having
positive correlations with conservation and negative correlations with

openness (Oreg et al., 2008). As we explain below, the overlap between
dispositional resistance and values concerns the novelty/stability dimen-
sion but not the autonomy/compliance dimension.

Dispositional resistance to change has been shown to predict in-
dividuals’ reactions to change in several contexts (Oreg, 2003). Those

who are high on the disposition have been shown to resist both
voluntary and imposed changes (e.g., Campbell, 2006; Oreg, 2006).

The disposition has been shown to correlate with a variety of traits
that are related to people’s orientations toward novelty and stability.

For example, it correlates negatively with openness to experience
(Digman, 1990), sensation seeking (Zuckerman & Link, 1968), and

tolerance for ambiguity (Budner, 1962). Yet, in line with its specific
focus on the orientation toward change, the disposition has been
shown to have incremental validity over other such traits in predict-

ing individuals’ reactions to specific changes (Oreg, 2003).
Contrarily, an examination of the disposition’s defining charac-

teristics and measurement items indicates that it is only tangentially
related to people’s orientation toward autonomy and compliance.

Both the conceptual definition of the construct as well as the items
that measure it focus on the notion of stability versus change, inde-

pendent of the extent to which a change is voluntary or imposed.
Sample items are ‘‘I’d take a routine day over a day full of surprises
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anytime,’’ ‘‘I’d rather be bored than surprised,’’ and ‘‘When things

don’t go according to plans, it stresses me out.’’ Thus, when con-
sidering the two forces that surface in the context of imposed change,

dispositional resistance to change seems to represent primarily one
of them, namely, the novelty/stability force that motivates those who

emphasize openness to support change and motivates those who
emphasize conservation to resist it.

After teasing out the impact of dispositional resistance (i.e., the
novelty/stability force; see Figures 1c and 1d), the relationship between

openness and support for the change should become more negative,
and the relationship between conservation and support for the change
should become more positive. In statistical terms, what we are sug-

gesting is a suppression effect, whereby controlling for the suppressor
yields a stronger relationship between the predictor and criterion com-

pared with the noncontrolled relationships (Conger, 1974; MacKin-
non, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000). The procedures for testing for

suppression are the same as those used for testing mediation, yet con-
trary to the case of mediation, in suppression the effect of the predictor

increases, rather than decreases, once the suppressor is included in the
analysis (Shrout & Bolger, 2002; we elaborate on these procedures in
the Results section). We thus make the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: The relationship between openness values and sup-
port for the imposed change will be stronger (and negative) when

controlling for dispositional resistance in comparison with the non-
controlled effect (i.e., zero-order correlation).

Hypothesis 2: The relationship between conservation values and
support for the imposed change will be stronger (and positive) when
controlling for dispositional resistance in comparison with the non-

controlled effect (i.e., zero-order correlation).

Method

The Study’s Context

The change we investigated in this study involved the relocation of a
university’s campus in Israel. The new campus was designed to include all
administrative and academic departments in one location. Whereas the
main part of the old campus was located in a central city in Israel, the new
campus was to be located in a more peripheral town, about 30 minutes
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from the old site. Overall, the organizational change held promise for a
number of potential improvements (e.g., a new and well-designed cam-
pus) as well as a number of threats, such as more commuting time to and
from work. Data were collected a number of months before the relocation
had taken place, yet well after the change was first announced. Messages
conveyed in conversations we had with employees as well as reactions
expressed in a number of meetings held before the implementation of the
change suggested that employees were well aware of its taking place and
very few appeared indifferent to it.

Participants and Procedure

Campus employees (approximately 500) were contacted via e-mail and
asked to participate in the study on a voluntary basis. A total of 117
questionnaires were returned; of them 107 included data on all variables.
Sixty-seven percent of respondents were female (68% are female in the
university population), the mean age was 40.23 years (SD5 10.6; 45.5
years is the mean age university-wide), and 76% were full-time employees
(63% university-wide). University staff comprises both administrative
and academic personnel. In the present sample, 44% of the employees
were members of the academic staff (45% university-wide). As indicated
by the values in parentheses above, the distribution of demographic vari-
ables in our sample closely matched university records, which somewhat
alleviates concern of a sampling bias.

Measures

Personal values were measured with the 46-item version of Schwartz’s
Value Survey (SVS; Schwartz, 1992). Respondents were asked to rate the
importance they attributed to value items as ‘‘guiding principles’’ in their
life. The SVS has been used in numerous studies and has successfully
replicated the conceptualized value structure (Schwartz, 2005). Although
for the present study we were interested only in the items that represent
openness to change and conservation, it is necessary to measure the entire
value spectrum because it is the standing of an individual on a value in the
context of all other values that indicates one’s value orientation. In ad-
dition, Schwartz (1992) suggests controlling for individual differences in
scale use by subtracting the mean score of the entire values scale from
specific value dimensions.

Conservation and openness were measured with 22 items from the
SVS. According to Schwartz’s (1992) prescriptions, 8 items (e.g., freedom,
creativity) tapped openness to change values and 14 items (e.g., social
order, obedience, family security) tapped conservation values. Response

1446 Sverdlik & Oreg



categories in Schwartz’ scale are placed on a 9-point Likert scale, ranging
from � 1 (opposite to my values), through 0 (not important) to 7 (of su-
preme importance). The asymmetry of the scale reflects the natural dis-
tribution of distinctions that individuals make when thinking about the
importance of values, observed in pretests when building the scale (Sch-
wartz, 1992). Because most values are typically seen as desirable, re-
sponses to value items generally range from somewhat important to very
important. Reliability coefficients alpha for openness and conservation in
the present study were .77 and .84, respectively.

Dispositional resistance to change was measured with Oreg’s (2003) 17-
item RTC scale. The scale includes statements about people’s overall ori-
entation toward routines and change (see sample items above, in the in-
troduction). Contrary to the construct’s main focus and the typical
wording of its items, 1 of the scale’s 17 items (‘‘When someone pressures
me to change something, I tend to resist it even if I think the change may
ultimately benefit me’’) appears to tap both the novelty/stability and the
autonomy/compliance motivation. It was therefore excluded from our
analyses. The scale uses a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). It has been used in a variety of contexts and
has consistently demonstrated high structural stability and reliability
(Oreg, 2003, Studies 2–7; Oreg et al., 2008). The scale’s reliability and va-
lidity have been established in studies with more than 20 samples (Oreg,
2003; Oreg et al., 2008; Oreg, Nevo, Metzer, Leder, & Castro, 2009). Its
validity has been established both by demonstrating moderate correlations
with related yet distinct constructs (e.g., sensation seeking, risk aversion)
and by showing significant relationships between individuals’ RTC score
and their reactions in specific change contexts, both voluntary and im-
posed. The scale’s alpha reliability coefficient in the present study was .88.

Support for the organizational change was measured using three items
adapted from Oreg’s (2006) Change Attitudes Scale, which taps employees’
support or resistance to a given organizational change. Items were: ‘‘I want
to do something to express my support for the relocation initiative’’, ‘‘I talk
a lot with others about the advantages of the relocation initiative’’, and ‘‘I
tend to avoid visiting the new campus’’ (reverse-coded). Respondents rated
the extent to which they agreed with each of the items on a 6-point scale
ranging from 1 (‘‘strongly disagree’’) to 6 (‘‘strongly agree). The scale’s re-
liability coefficient in the present study was .68, which although slightly
below the accepted .7 threshold, is not atypical for scales with so few items.

Results and Discussion

Means, standard deviations, and correlations among study variables
are presented in Table 1. As can be seen, in line with previous
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findings, the relationship between dispositional resistance and sup-

port for the change was significant and negative. Additionally, in line
with Schwartz’s theory, conservation values correlated negatively

with openness to change values.
In Hypotheses 1 and 2 we propose a suppression effect of dispo-

sitional resistance. The procedures for testing for suppression are

equivalent to those used for testing mediation, despite their distinct
conceptual meanings (MacKinnon et al., 2000; Shrout & Bolger,

2002). The primary steps for testing mediation and suppression
effects (Baron & Kenny, 1986; MacKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007)

consist of demonstrating a relationship between the predictor and
mediator (or suppressor), demonstrating a relationship between the

mediator (or suppressor) and criterion while controlling for the pre-
dictor, and comparing the predictor’s effect on the criterion before

and after including the mediator (or suppressor). However, whereas
in mediation the inclusion of the mediator leads to a decrease in the
effect of the predictor on the criterion, in suppression the opposite

occurs, with the effect of the predictor increasing once the suppressor
is included (e.g., MacKinnon et al., 2007; Shrout & Bolger, 2002).

As can be seen in Table 1, values (i.e., the predictors) are signifi-
cantly related to dispositional resistance (i.e., the suppressor). Open-

ness is negatively related and conservation positively related to
dispositional resistance. In Tables 2 and 3, the relationship between

dispositional resistance and support for change while controlling for
values is significant (the bottom row of Tables 2 and 3). Further-

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for the Variables in Study 1

(N 5107)

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4

1. Opennessa 0.33 0.64

2. Conservationa � 0.31 0.58 � .62nn

3. Dispositional resistance (RTC) 2.92 0.67 � .39nn .21n

4. Support for the organizational

change

4.10 1.16 � .14 .27nn � .25n

aAs indicated in the Method section, value scores were ipsatized, in line with Sch-

wartz (1992).
npo.05. nnpo.01.
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more, in Tables 2 and 3 values and support for change (i.e., the cri-

terion) become stronger after controlling for dispositional resistance.
For openness values, the relationship between openness and support

for change becomes significant only when including dispositional
resistance in the regression analysis. For conservation, although even

the bivariate relationship between conservation and support for
change is significant, the relationship between the two variables be-
comes stronger (more positive) after controlling for dispositional re-

sistance. Thus, the results support our hypotheses.
At this point we wanted to verify that the difference between the

controlled and noncontrolled effects is statistically significant. Such
a test is equivalent to testing the significance of the indirect effect in a

mediation design (see MacKinnon et al., 2000). Until recently, the
most common approach to test this was the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982).

Table 2
Summary of Regression Analysis for Openness and RTC Predicting

Support for the Organizational Change in Study 1 (N 5107)

Variable B Std. Err. b

Step 1

Openness � .26 .18 � .14

Step 2

Openness � .52 .19 � .29nn

RTC � .63 .18 � .36nn

nnpo.001.

Table 3
Summary of Regression Analysis for Conservation and RTC Predicting

Support for the Organizational Change in Study 1 (N 5107)

Variable B Std. Err. b

Step 1

Conservation .53 .19 .27nn

Step 2

Conservation .67 .18 .34nn

RTC � .55 .16 � .32nn

nnpo.001.
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However, the Sobel test was designed with large samples in mind.

When samples are small, whereby normality of effect distributions
cannot be assumed, it is recommended to use bootstrapping techniques

(e.g., Shrout & Bolger, 2002). In the present study we used the boot-
strapping sampling tests in the AMOS program (Arbuckle, 2006).

When testing the indirect effect of openness values on support for
change (via dispositional resistance) the 95% confidence interval of the

effect was (.48, .13). The confidence interval for the indirect effect of
conservation values was (� .11, � .48). Neither interval includes 0,

which indicates the significance of the indirect effects (po.05).
This suggests that when considering the novelty/stability aspect

within values (as reflected in dispositional resistance), the relation-

ship between openness and support for the change is positive and the
relationship between conservation and support is negative. Con-

versely, when dispositional resistance to change (i.e., the novelty/
stability factor) was controlled for (leaving only the autonomy/com-

pliance effect to remain), openness was negatively related and con-
servation positively related to employees’ support of the change.

Thus, our findings are consistent with the notion that openness and
conservation each encompass two sets of opposing forces that
differentially influence employees’ reactions to imposed change.

A main premise in our formulations is that it is the imposed nature
of change that creates the conflict between novelty- and autonomy-

seeking motivations. We expect that when change is voluntary, novelty
can be sought with no threat to one’s autonomy. Therefore, a stronger

demonstration of our arguments would involve a comparison of indi-
viduals’ responses to imposed and voluntary changes. In essence, such a

comparison allows us to control for the autonomy/compliance aspect
within the openness–conservation contrast. This is our focus in Study 2.

STUDY 2

Manipulating the extent to which a change is imposed versus vol-

untary provides another means of examining the motivational forces
that underlie reactions to change. When change is voluntary, the

internal conflict that would appear to emerge under imposed change
should no longer exist. Voluntary change offers new opportunities

and constitutes a break in the status quo, and at the same time does
not threaten one’s autonomy and does not elicit the inclination to
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comply. In other words, only the novelty/stability force remains rel-

evant. Thus, those who value openness should tend to support volun-
tary change, whereas those who value conservation should tend to

resist it. Therefore, relationships between values and support for
change should be stronger in the voluntary condition than in the im-

posed condition, in which the autonomy/compliance force mitigates
the impact of individuals’ orientations toward novelty/stability.

We make the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3: The relationship between openness values and sup-
port for the change will be significantly stronger (and positive) in the

voluntary change condition than in the imposed change condition.
Hypothesis 4: The relationship between conservation values and

support for the change will be significantly stronger (and negative) in
the voluntary change condition than in the imposed change condition.

In addition we expect to replicate the findings of Study 1 and re-
confirm Hypotheses 1 and 2 in the imposed change condition—

where the relationship between values and support for change is ex-
pected to be stronger (negative for openness, positive for conserva-
tion) when controlling for dispositional resistance. Because no

conflict between novelty/stability and autonomy/compliance is ex-
pected in the voluntary condition, the suppression effect that we

hypothesize for dispositional resistance in the imposed condition was
not expected in the voluntary condition.

Method

Participants

One hundred and twenty-eight undergraduate students at the Open Uni-
versity in Israel participated in the study in return for course credit. Eighty-
nine percent were female, 10% were male, and 1% did not report their sex.
The mean age was 28 years (SD5 6.4). Subjects were randomly assigned to
the voluntary- or imposed-change conditions.

Voluntary Versus Imposed Change Manipulation

Participants were asked to provide feedback concerning a number of
changes in the university’s teaching methods as part of an allegedly in-
dependent research program conducted by the university’s psychology
department. The proposed changes were realistic but were not part of any
actual initiative by the university’s management, a fact that was revealed
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to participants at the end of the experiment. The changes pertained to
procedures that would have a direct impact on students. In the imposed
condition, students were informed that the university had decided on
changes that would take place in the following academic year. Contrarily,
in the voluntary condition students were told that although the university
had decided to introduce new study procedures, students would have the
option of choosing whether or not they would like to implement them.

Participants were then provided with information about two changes
and reported their reactions to them. We aimed for change situations in-
volving both objective advantages and disadvantages, to elicit a range of
resistance (vs. acceptance) responses.2 One change involved the provision
of study material in English (instead of Hebrew), with the aim of better
preparing students for graduate studies (most of the reading material in
graduate studies in Israel is in English). The second change involved
teaching methods of advanced courses at the university. It was proposed
that, to increase their flexibility in constructing their schedules and to
offer greater opportunities for independent study, half of students’ elec-
tive advanced courses would involve video recordings and online material
on the Internet instead of formal lectures. Similar changes have been ini-
tiated in this university in the past, which increases the believability of the
proposed changes.

Measures

Personal values were measured using the Portrait Value Questionnaire
(PVQ; Schwartz et al., 2001). The openness index contained 7 items and
the conservation index consisted of 13 items. The PVQ has been shown to
be a reliable and valid measure, equivalent to the SVS for the measure-
ment of values (Schwartz et al., 2001). Results based on the PVQ are
strongly consistent with results from studies that used the SVS (Schwartz,
2005), yet the PVQ has also been shown to be somewhat simpler to fill out
and less time-consuming. The scale includes short verbal portraits of
various hypothetical individuals. Each portrait describes a person’s goals,
aspirations, or wishes that point implicitly to the importance of a value.

2. Vignettes included a third situation, concerning the assignment of papers in-

stead of exams, that was evidently not perceived as having disadvantages. It elic-

ited high endorsement and limited variance. Such changes correspond toMischel’s

(1977) conceptualization of a ‘‘strong’’ situation and leave little room for indi-

vidual differences to emerge. Because our focus in this study was on individual

differences in the response to change, this vignette, at least in this sample, would

not allow for a test of our hypotheses. We therefore restricted our analyses to data

concerning responses to the remaining two situations.
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The verbal portraits describe each person in terms of what is important to
him or her. For example, the item: ‘‘Thinking up new ideas and being
creative is important to him. He likes to do things in his own original
way’’ describes a person who values openness to change. Thus, scale items
capture the person’s values without explicitly identifying values as the
topic of investigation.

For each portrait, subjects responded to the question: ‘‘How much like
you is this person?’’ Responses lie on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (not
like me at all) to 6 (very much like me). Respondents’ own values are in-
ferred from their self-reported similarity to the individuals described in
the scale items. As in Study 1, value scores were corrected for respon-
dents’ base rates by subtracting individuals’ mean value score from the
openness and conservation scores. Cronbach’s alphas in this study were
.75 for openness to change and .77 for conservation.

Dispositional resistance to change was measured using an abbreviated
version of Oreg’s (2003) RTC scale. Because of limitations to survey
length we selected out of the 17 scale items the 11 that had shown the
highest loadings in Oreg’s (2003) studies. The scale’s reliability coefficient
(Cronbach’s alpha) in the present study was .78.

Support for the change was measured with four items (measured twice,
once for each of the change contexts) asking directly about the intentions
to adopt (or resist) each of the proposed changes. Items were: ‘‘I’ll do
whatever I can to support the change,’’ ‘‘I’ll do whatever I can to prevent
the change (reverse-coded),’’ ‘‘I’ll be happy to adopt the change,’’ and
‘‘I’m likely to avoid courses that are studied through the new method’’
(reverse-coded; wording of this item was modified to match the context
when following the second vignette). Respondents were asked to rate the
extent to which they agreed or disagreed with each of the items on a 6-
point Likert scale. Responses were then aggregated to create two support
for change scores, one with respect to each vignette. Because individual-
differences variables are most meaningful for predicting aggregate rather
than specific behaviors (Epstein, 1979), we aggregated the two support for
change scores to form a single index. Nevertheless, separate analyses us-
ing each of the support-for-change variables separately yielded almost
identical results. The scale’s reliability coefficients were .67 and .91 for the
change in language and the change in teaching methods, respectively.

Control Variables

Because the first change introduced in the study pertained to the intro-
duction of English reading material and the second change involved the
use of material online, fluency in English and Internet accessibility were
likely to be significant correlates of respondents’ orientation toward the
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changes in the study. We therefore wished to control for them in our
analyses. Respondents were asked to rate their level of fluency in English
on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (very poor) to 7 (very fluent) and the
degree to which they have Internet access on a 5-point scale ranging from
1 (very little) to 5 (very much). In addition, because 89% of the sample in
this study were women, we also controlled for sex.

Procedure

Participants were invited to participate in a series of distinct and allegedly
independent studies. They completed the values questionnaire followed
by the resistance to change questionnaire as part of a study on individual
differences. They then performed a filler task that was unrelated to the
studies presented in this work. Following this, they were administered the
latter part of the present study, introduced as a new study, under the title
‘‘A Study of University Teaching Methods.’’ Participants were provided
with descriptions of the proposed changes and a questionnaire that com-
prised the support for change questions and a number of questions about
participants’ demographics. The order of the changes presented was
counterbalanced. At the end of the experiment participants were de-
briefed and thanked for their participation.

Results and Discussion

Means, standard deviations, and correlations of the variables in the

study, across both conditions, are presented in Table 4. As expected,
openness to change values correlated significantly and negatively

with conservation values.
Hypotheses 3 and 4 involve comparisons of the relationship be-

tween values and support for change across the experimental con-
ditions. Our main argument is that the relationship between values

and support for change is a function of whether the change is vol-
untary or imposed. In other words, values and discretion (voluntary

vs. imposed) interact in their effect on support for change. We there-
fore followed the prescriptions of Aiken and West (1991) for testing
interaction effects. The three control variables—sex, English fluency,

and Internet accessibility—were included in the analyses. As Table 5
demonstrates, the Openness �Discretion interaction effect was sig-

nificant (b5 � .27, po.05). To interpret the effect, we plotted the
relationship between openness and support for change across the

two conditions (see Figure 2) and examined the conditional regres-
sion coefficients of the simple slopes. In line with Hypothesis 3, there
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was a significant positive relationship between openness and support
for change in the voluntary condition (b5 .35, po.01), whereas the

relationship in the imposed condition was not significant, with a
negative trend (b5 � .17, ns).

We ran equivalent analyses for testing Hypothesis 4 (see Table 6

and Figure 3). As Table 6 shows, the Conservation�Discretion in-
teraction effect was significant (b5 .31, po.05). In line with Hy-

pothesis 4, the relationship between conservation and support was
negative and significant in the voluntary condition (b5 � .32,

po.05) and was not significant in the imposed condition, with a

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Variables in Study 2

(N 5128)

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Opennessa 0.41 0.62

2. Conservationa � 0.58 0.51 � .63nn

3. Dispositional

resistance (RTC)

3.12 0.62 � .43nn .45nn

4. English fluency 3.40 1.03 .19n � .09 � .03

5. Internet accessibility 4.54 0.83 .04 � .11 � .18n .30nn

6. Support for the

change

3.54 0.91 � .15 .08 .17n � .20n � .16

As indicated in Study 1, value scores were ipsatized in line with Schwartz (1992).
npo.05. nnpo.01.

Table 5
Moderation Analysis for Openness and Support for Change Across
Experimental Conditions, Predicting Support for Change (N 5128)

Variable B Std. Err. b

Sex (female5 0; male5 1) .50 .29 .15

English fluency .16 .08 .18

Internet accessibility .09 .10 .08

Discretion (voluntary5 0; imposed5 1) .00 .16 .00

Openness .41 .17 .28n

Openness � Discretion � .58 .26 � .27n

npo.05.
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positive trend (b5 .18, ns). As Tables 5 and 6 show, beyond these
hypothesized interaction effects, the separate effects in these analyses

for both openness and conservation (the fifth row in both tables)
were also significant. These effects did not maintain their significance

once the interaction term was removed from the analysis. These
effects should therefore not be interpreted as main effects, but rather
are simply the average effects of values (openness and conservation)

on support for change across the voluntary and imposed conditions
(Aiken & West, 1991; Finney, Mitchell, Cronkite, & Moos, 1984).

From Figures 2 and 3 it can be seen that these significant average

Figure 2
Plot of interaction effect for openness values in Study 2.

Table 6
Moderation Analysis for Conservation and Support for Change Across

Experimental Conditions, Predicting Support for Change (N 5128)

Variable B Std. Err. b

Sex (female5 0; male5 1) .51 .29 .15

English fluency .15 .08 .17

Internet accessibility .08 .10 .07

Discretion (voluntary5 0; imposed5 1) .00 .16 .00

Conservation � .46 .21 � .26n

Conservation � Discretion .80 .31 .31n

npo.05.
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effects result from the fact that effects in the voluntary condition
were stronger than those in the imposed condition.

Our second goal in Study 2 was to replicate the findings of Study 1

in the imposed-change condition. As hypothesized in Study 1, the
relationship between openness and support for the imposed change

was expected to be stronger (and negative) when controlling for dis-
positional resistance in comparison with the noncontrolled effect

(Hypothesis 1), and the relationship between conservation and sup-
port for the imposed change was expected to be stronger (and pos-

itive) when controlling for dispositional resistance in comparison
with the noncontrolled effect. Accordingly, in this study, too, open-

ness values in the imposed condition were significantly negatively
related to support for change only after controlling for dispositional
resistance (see Table 7). Correspondingly, conservation was signifi-

cantly positively associated with support for change only after con-
trolling for dispositional resistance (see Table 8).

Following the same procedure for testing suppression in Study 1,
suppression of dispositional resistance was also found in the present

study, both for openness and conservation values. Furthermore,
95% confidence intervals for the indirect effect of values on support

for change using bootstrapping resampling techniques were (.42, .08)
for openness and (� .52, � .03) for conservation, indicating a
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Figure 3
Plot of interaction effect for conservation values in Study 2.
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significant indirect effect in both cases. To extend our replication of
Study 1, we also tested whether dispositional resistance acted as a

suppressor in the voluntary condition. As expected, there was no
suppression effect for dispositional resistance neither when tested

with openness nor with conservation.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In the present studies we suggest that the relationship of openness and

conservation values with reactions to change depends largely on the ex-
tent to which the change is imposed or voluntary.Moreover, we propose

that imposed change is an interesting context in which conflicting forces
are activated within a single value dimension. Supporting these propo-
sitions, the relationship between values and support for change increased

when controlling for one of these forces (i.e., novelty/stability in Studies
1 and 2) and whenmanipulating the other (i.e., autonomy/compliance in

Study 2). In Study 2, the relationship between values and support for
change was weaker in imposed than in voluntary conditions.

Beyond their contribution to our understanding of reactions to
imposed change, we believe that our findings meaningfully expand

Table 7
Regression Analysis for Openness and RTC Predicting Support for

Change in the Imposed Condition (n 5 64)

Variable B Std. Err. b

Step 1

Sex .46 .42 .14

English fluency .36 .13 .37nn

Internet accessibility .05 .17 .04

Openness � .29 .22 � .17

Step 2

Sex .49 .40 .15

English fluency .37 .13 .34nn

Internet accessibility .01 .17 .00

Openness � .51 .23 � .30n

RTC � .50 .21 � .31n

npo.05. nnpo.01.
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the literature on values. The value literature holds that, ordinarily, a
given value will yield responses that are consistent with one another

(e.g., Schwartz, 1996, 2005). Although it has been acknowledged that
some situations may lead to an internal conflict between values, very

few studies have examined the antecedents of such conflicts (e.g.,
Feather, 2002; Sverdlik, 2006; Tetlock et al., 1996), and those that

have focused on conflicts that result from different, incompatible
values. The present studies suggest that there may be situations in

which conflicts can arise within a single value dimension.
Although the surface-level relationship between a value and an

outcome may suggest that the value is not relevant for predicting the
outcome, an internal conflict may nevertheless exist and can only be
revealed by an examination of the underlying motivational forces.

Obviously, the conflicting forces will not necessarily be of equal
strength. For example, in Study 1 conservation values were corre-

lated with support for the changes even before teasing out the sta-
bility component. In other words, when comparing the force of

compliance with that of stability in the context of the imposed
change, compliance proved to be stronger. However, in other con-

texts, or with respect to other types of changes, the balance between
components may be different.

Table 8
Regression Analysis for Conservation and RTC Predicting Support for

Change in the Imposed Condition (n 5 64)

Variable B Std. Err. b

Step 1

Sex .49 .42 .15

English fluency .31 .12 .33nn

Internet accessibility .07 .17 .05

Conservation .37 .25 .18

Step 2

Sex .56 .40 .17

English fluency .29 .12 .31nn

Internet accessibility .04 .17 .03

Conservation .62 .26 .31n

RTC � .52 .21 � .32n

npo.05. nnpo.01.
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The phenomenon of different aspects of a construct canceling each

other out has also been suggested with respect to other personality
dispositions, such as traits (e.g., Moon, 2001; Moon, Hollenbeck,

Marinova, & Humphrey, 2008). For example, relating to the Five-
Factor model of personality (Digman, 1990), some have argued that

the conscientiousness dimension comprises two factors, duty and
achievement, that in certain conditions may mask the predictive abil-

ity of the construct (Moon, 2001). Similarly, different aspects of extr-
aversion may also cancel each other out and yield a null relationship

between extraversion and an external variable such as organizational
citizenship behavior (Moon et al., 2008).

Our findings are consistent with works on person–situation inter-

actions (e.g., Mischel & Shoda, 1995), which argue that the rela-
tionship between dispositions (such as values) and outcomes are

contingent on the particular context in which people behave. Certain
situations may activate contrasting aspects within a given value. As

we have shown, the relationship between values and individuals’ re-
actions to change in a voluntary context is quite different than that

between values and reactions to change when the change is imposed.
From an applied perspective, the insights provided here into the

nature of resistance may translate into practices that can help alle-

viate expected resistances in contexts such as that of organizational
change. Increasing the extent to which change is voluntary (e.g., by

allowing for increased involvement and participation in planning
change) is likely to elicit greater support from those who are high in

openness values. Alternatively, emphasizing the novelty in the
change may further increase these individuals’ support. Contrarily,

for those who are high in conservation, highlighting the importance
of cooperation with the authority’s initiative is likely to promote

support. Furthermore, extensive preparations for the change, en-
hanced training with the new procedures, and sufficient amounts of
time for adjustment are likely to aid high conservation individuals in

handling the excess stimulation that accompanies change.

Limitations and Future Directions

A potential limitation involves the fact that data were collected from
a single source using the same survey methodology, which can some-

times yield inflated correlations between predictor and criterion (i.e.,
mono-method bias; e.g., Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). However, in the
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present studies our focus was on the comparison of zero-order

predictor–criterion correlations with regression coefficients (after
controlling for dispositional resistance), rather than on simple pre-

dictor–criterion relationships. This should alleviate concern for bias,
because any inflation to the zero-order correlation should also exist

after controlling for dispositional resistance. Thus, any difference
between the two (the correlation and regression coefficients) is likely

to reflect ‘‘true’’ differences. The concern should be even slighter in
Study 2, where our findings are based on comparisons of correlations

obtained from two different experimental conditions. Moreover, by
ipsatizing value scores, we controlled for individual differences in
scale use and thus even further restricted the effects of single-source

bias.
A second point to consider is that both studies were conducted in

a university context. It is yet to be seen how our results generalize to
other contexts. That said, the fact that one sample comprised em-

ployees and the other students, along with the combination of a field
and laboratory settings, with consistent findings, suggests at least

some level of generalizeability.
Whereas in the present studies we used indirect means to unravel the

conflict, future studies may aim to directly assess the phenomenolog-

ical experience of conflict and ambivalence that emerges in response to
imposed change. Furthermore, future works could explore the rela-

tionship between values and other change attributes. For example, self-
enhancement and self-transcendence values may play an important

role when considering the outcomes of change and individuals’ reac-
tions. Specifically, all else being equal, those who emphasize self-en-

hancement would be expected to exhibit support toward changes that
promote their own interest whereas those who emphasize self-tran-

scendence are more likely to support changes that promote the welfare
of others.

REFERENCES

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting

interactions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.

Arbuckle, J. L. (2006). Amos (Version 7.0) [Computer software]. Chicago: SPSS.

Armenakis, A. A., & Bedeian, A. G. (1999). Organizational change: A review of

theory and research in the 1990s. Journal of Management, 25, 293–315.

Aspinwall, L. G., & Taylor, S. E. (1992). Modeling cognitive adaptation: A lon-

gitudinal investigation of the impact of individual differences and coping on

Conflicting Motivations in Imposed Change 1461



college adjustment and performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-

chology, 63, 989–1003.

Bardi, A., & Schwartz, S. H. (2003). Values and behavior: Strength and structure

of relations. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 1207–1220.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderator-mediator variable distinc-

tion in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic, and statistical con-

siderations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 1173–1182.

Bianchi, G., & Rosova, V. (1992). Environment as a value: Intraindividual, in-

terindividual and intercultural differences. In H. Svodoba (Ed.), Culture, na-

ture, landscape (pp. 37–45). Zdar n/Sazavou: International Association of

Landscape Ecology.

Budner, S. (1962). Intolerance of ambiguity as a personality variable. Journal of

Personality, 30, 29–50.

Campbell, D. J. (2006). Embracing change: Examination of a ‘‘capabilities and

benevolence’’ beliefs model in a sample of military cadets.Military Psychology,

18, 131–148.

Cohrs, J. C., Moschner, B., Maes, J., & Kielmann, S. (2005). The motivational

bases of right-wing authoritarianism and social dominance orientation: Rela-

tions to values and attitudes in the aftermath of September 11, 2001. Person-

ality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31, 1425–1434.

Conger, A. J. (1974). A revised definition for suppressor variables: A guide to their

identification and interpretation. Educational and Psychological Measurement,

34, 35–46.

Devos, T., Spini, D., & Schwartz, S. H. (2002). Conflicts among human values and

trust in institutions. British Journal of Social Psychology, 41, 481–494.

Digman, J. M. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence of the five-factor model.

Annual Review of Psychology, 41, 417–440.

Epstein, S. (1979). The stability of behavior: I. On predicting most of the people

much of the time. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 37, 1097–1126.

Feather, N. T. (2002). Values and value dilemmas in relation to judgments con-

cerning outcomes of an industrial conflict. Personality and Social Psychology

Bulletin, 28, 446–459.

Finney, J. W., Mitchell, R. E., Cronkite, R. C., & Moos, R. H. (1984). Method-

ological issues in estimating main and interactive effects: Examples from cop-

ing/social support and stress field. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 25,

85–98.

Fischer, R., & Smith, P. B. (2004). Values and organizational justice: Perfor-

mance- and seniority-based allocation criteria in the United Kingdom and

Germany. Journal of Cross Cultural Psychology, 35, 669–688.

Glazer, S., Daniel, S. C., & Short, K. M. (2004). A study of the relationship be-

tween organizational commitment and human values in four countries.Human

Relations, 57, 323–345.

Grunert, S., & Juhl, H. J. (1995). Values, environmental attitudes, and buying of

organic foods. Journal of Economic Psychology, 16, 39–62.

Hitlin, S., & Piliavin, J. A. (2004). Values: Reviving a dormant concept. Annual

Review of Sociology, 30, 359–393.

1462 Sverdlik & Oreg



Kirton, M. (1980). Adaptors and innovators in organizations. Human Relations,

33, 213.

Kwang, N. A., Ang, R. P., Ooi, L. B., Shin, W. S., Oei, T. P. S., & Leng, V. (2005).

Do adaptors and innovators subscribe to opposing values? Creativity Research

Journal, 17, 273–281.

Lewin, K. (1935). A dynamic theory of personality. New York: McGraw-Hill.

MacKinnon, D. P., Fairchild, A. J., & Fritz, M. S. (2007). Mediation analysis.

Annual Review of Psychology, 58, 593–614.

MacKinnon, D. P., Krull, J. L., & Lockwood, C. M. (2000). Equivalence of the

mediation, confounding and suppression effect. Prevention Science, 1, 173–181.

Martin, R. (1996). A longitudinal study examining the psychological reactions of

job relocation. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 26, 265–282.

Miller, N. E. (1951). Comments on theoretical models: Illustrated by the devel-

opment of a theory of conflict behavior. Journal of Personality, 82–100.

Mischel, W. (1977). The interaction of person and situation. In D. Magnusson &

N. S. Endler (Eds.), Personality at the Crossroads: Current issues in interact-

ional psychology. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Mischel, W., & Shoda, Y. (1995). A cognitive-affective system theory of person-

ality: Reconceptualizing situations, dispositions, dynamics, and invariance in

personality structure. Psychological Review, 102, 246–268.

Moon, H. (2001). The two faces of conscientiousness: Duty and achievement

striving in escalation of commitment dilemmas. Journal of Applied Psychology,

86, 535–540.

Moon, H., Hollenbeck, J. R., Marinova, S., & Humphrey, S. E. (2008). Beneath

the surface: Uncovering the relationship between extraversion and organiza-

tional citizenship behavior through a facet approach. International Journal of

Selection and Assessment, 16, 143–154.

Oreg, S. (2003). Resistance to change: Developing an individual differences mea-

sure. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88, 680–693.

Oreg, S. (2006). Personality, context, and resistance to organizational change.

European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 15, 73–101.

Oreg, S., Bayazit, M., Vakola, M., Arciniega, L., Armenakis, A. A., Bark-

auskiene, R., et al. (2008). Dispositional resistance to change: Measurement

equivalence and the link to personal values across 17 nations. Journal of Ap-

plied Psychology, 93, 935–944.

Oreg, S., Nevo, O., Metzer, H., Leder, N., & Castro, D. (2009). Dispositional

resistance to change and occupational interests and choices. Journal of Career

Assessment (in press).

Petty, R. E., Tormala, Z. L., Brinol, P., & Jarvis, W. B. G. (2006). Implicit am-

bivalence from attitude change: An exploration of the PAST model. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 90, 21–41.

Podsakoff, P. M., & Organ, D. W. (1986). Self-reports in organizational research:

Problems and prospects. Journal of Management, 12, 531–544.

Rabin, E. (2006) What is your motivation for using the Internet? Personal values as

motivational bases of Internet usage. Unpublished MA thesis, The Hebrew

University, Jerusalem.

Conflicting Motivations in Imposed Change 1463



Roccas, S., Sagiv, L., Schwartz, S. H., & Knafo, A. (2002). The Big Five person-

ality factors and personal values. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,

28, 789–801.

Rokeach, M. (1973). The nature of human values. New York: Free Press.

Sagiv, L., & Schwartz, S. (2004). Values, intelligence and client behavior in career

counseling: A field study. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 19,

237–254.

Schwartz, S. (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). San Diego: Academic Press.

Schwartz, S. (1996). Value priorities and behavior: Applying a theory of inte-

grated value systems. In C. Seligman, M. A. Olson, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), The

psychology of values: The Ontario Symposium (Vol. 8, pp. 1–24). Hillsdale, NJ:

Erlbaum.

Schwartz, S. (1998). Value priorities, attitudes toward, and adoption of, cellular

telephones (Technical report to Telecomitalia). Jerusalem: The Hebrew Uni-

versity.

Schwartz, S. (2005). Robustness and fruitfulness of a theory of universals in in-

dividual human values. In A. Tamayo & J. Porto (Eds.), Valores e trabalho

[Values and work] (pp. 56–95). Brasilia: Editora Universidade de Brasilia.

Schwartz, S., Melech, G., Lehmann, A., Burgess, S., Harris, M., & Owens,

V. (2001). Extending the cross-cultural validity of the theory of basic human

values with a different method of measurement. Journal of Cross Cultural

Psychology, 32, 519–542.

Schwartz, S., & Sagiv, L. (1995). Identifying culture-specifics in the content and

structure of values. Journal of Cross Cultural Psychology, 26, 92–116.

Schwartz, S., Sagiv, L., & Boehnke, K. (2000). Worries and values. Journal of

Personality, 68, 309–346.

Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and nonexperi-

mental studies: New procedures and recommendations. Psychological Meth-

ods, 7, 422–445.

Sobel, M. E. (1982). Asymptotic confidence intervals for indirect effects in struc-

tural equation models. In S. Leinhardt (Ed.), Sociological methodology (Vol.

13, pp. 290–312). Washington, DC: American Sociological Association.

Sverdlik, N. (2006). The effects of personal values on the perception and intensity of

internal conflict. Paper presented at the 13th European Congress of Personal-

ity, Athens.

Tetlock, P. E. (1986). A value pluralism model of ideological reasoning. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 819–827.

Tetlock, P. E., Peterson, R. S., & Lerner, J. S. (1996). Revising the value pluralism

model: Incorporating social content and context postulates. In C. Seligman,

M. A. Olson, & M. P. Zanna (Eds.), The psychology of values: The Ontario

Symposium (Vol. 8, pp. 25–52). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Wang, M. (2007). Profiling retirees in the retirement transition and adjustment

process: Examining the longitudinal change patterns of retirees’ psychological

well-being. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 455–474.

1464 Sverdlik & Oreg



Zauberman, G. (2003). The intertemporal dynamics of consumer lock-in. Journal

of Consumer Research, 30, 405–419.

Zuckerman, M., & Link, K. (1968). Construct validity for the sensation-seeking

scale. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 32, 420–426.

Conflicting Motivations in Imposed Change 1465



1466


