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Objective. To study the values of Russian university students based on Schwartz’s hostility,
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Design. The sample consisted of 2,328 university students from nine cities in Russia student

the Russian Federation. The data was collected online using the Yandex Forms  youth
platform. Multi-site convenience sampling with gatekeeper-mediated recruitment
was employed. The PVQ-RR instrument was used to evaluate the significance of
different values in accordance with Schwartz’s framework. Aggression indicators
were assessed using the Buss-Perry questionnaire. Data analysis was performed in
RStudio. Student’s t-test and Mann-Whitney U test were used in repeated trials.

Results. Respondents with high physical aggression have significantly higher
levels of Stimulation and Power. Respondents with low physical aggression have sig-
nificantly greater values of Security, Conformity, Humility, and Universalism. High
anger relates to values of Self-Direction — Action, Stimulation, Hedonism, Achieve-
ment, Power, and Face. A low level of anger is associated with the values Tradition,
Conformity, Humility, Universalism, and Benevolence — Dependability. Low hos-
tility corresponds with the expression of Universalism — Tolerance.

Conclusion. Within a sample of Russian students a preference for personal-
focused values is associated with higher levels of aggression, while a preference for
social-focused values is linked to lower levels.
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Introduction

The relationship between values and aggressive behavior in certain social groups is a
fundamental socio-psychological issue and an urgent applied task related to assessing
risk of deviance and social instability, especially when the social group in question is
students.

Schwartz’s Values Theory defines values as “desirable, trans-situational goals,
varying in importance, that serve as guiding principles in people’s lives” (Schwartz,
2006, p. 1). In the theory of value orientations, Schwartz identifies 10 values: Achieve-
ment, Power, Stimulation, Hedonism, Universalism, Self-Direction, Security, Tradi-
tion, Benevolence, and Conformity. Each value is located on a continuum, forming
an interconnected system consisting of interdependent elements. That is, they form
a dynamic balance: the strengthening of one can occur due to the weakening of the
opposite.

These values, in turn, are grouped into meta-values: Conservation (which in-
cludes the values of Tradition, Conformity, and Security), Openness to change (Self-
Direction and Stimulation), Self-Enhancement (Power and Achievement), and Self-
Transcendence (Universalism and Benevolence). The value of Hedonism is included
in both the Openness to change and Self-Enhancement groups. Meta-values consist
of two main categories (“focuses”): personal values (such as Openness to Change
and Self-Enhancement) and social values (Self-Transcendence and Conservation).
Later, Schwartz (2022) proposed a revised and updated concept that includes 19 val-
ues. This new concept divides the value of Universalism into three subcategories:
Universalism — Concern, Universalism — Tolerance, and Universalism — Nature.
Benevolence has been divided into Benevolence — Caring and Benevolence — De-
pendability, while Self-Direction has two dimensions: Self-Direction — Thought and
Self-Direction — Action. Conformity, on the other hand, has been split into Confor-
mity — Rules and Conformity — Interpersonal. Finally, Power has been separated
into Power — Dominance and Power — Resources. Other values have remained un-
changed.

Turning to the second variable of the present study, aggression, a classical defini-
tion was proposed by Buss (1961, p. 1) as “a response that delivers noxious stimuli to
another organism” However, from a critical perspective, Krahe (2013, p. 19) noted
that “this purely behaviourist definition is too broad in some ways and too narrow in
others”. A more conventional definition was offered by Baron & Richardson (1994, p.
7): “any form of behavior directed toward the goal of harming or injuring another liv-
ing being who is motivated to avoid such treatment”. The current research adopts the
multidimensional construct of aggression developed by Buss & Perry (1992), which
encompasses physical aggression, verbal aggression, anger, and hostility. It is impor-
tant to note that in the Russian adaptation of this construct by Enikolopov & Tsibul-
sky (2007), three core dimensions were identified—physical aggression, anger, and
hostility—along with four scales, including an overall aggression score. The present
study focuses on these three fundamental dimensions of aggression.

This study examines the relationship between personal values and aggression.
The theoretical review considers various indicators of aggression and deviant behav-
ior (without conceptual specification) that have been studied in relation to Schwartz’s
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value framework. Notably, prior research has revealed significant associations be-
tween aggression and both the Self-Transcendence and Self-Enhancement domains
within Schwartz’s theory; these higher-order value domains are examined in both the
theoretical review and the empirical analysis of the present study.

An analysis of the literature reveals significant connections between distinct
value orientations and aggression indicators. In particular, recent studies have dem-
onstrated links between aggression and two higher-order value domains: Openness
to change, which comprises Self-Direction and Stimulation, and Self-Enhancement,
which includes Power and Achievement.

For example, in the study by Obukhovskaya and Konopleva (2023), Self-Direc-
tion and Security were found to be the most significant values among adolescents en-
rolled in schools and in the KDN (Commission on Juvenile Affairs), while Tradition
was the least important value in both groups. The group of teenagers registered in the
KDN had a higher level of overall aggression. Differences in the hierarchical order
of values based on priority were observed only for Universalism in the control group
and Benevolence among those registered in the KDN, with both values ranking as the
third most significant in the hierarchical structures of both groups. Considering val-
ues according to the methodology used by Schwartz, the adaptation of Karandashev’s
study found that, at the level of individual priorities, the values of Self-Direction,
Hedonism, and Universalism were most significant in the control group, while Tra-
dition, Conformity, and Power were least important. In the group registered in the
KDN, Self-Direction, Benevolence, and Stimulation were the most important values,
while Universalism, Power, and Conformity were the least significant. Thus, there is
a certain degree of similarity in the hierarchical structure of values between the two
groups. The results of this study suggest that hierarchical value structure is not a clear
predictor of aggressive behavior, as many studies have found a positive correlation
between values such as Power and level of aggression (McDonald et al. 2015; Rubel-
Lifschitz et al., 2021). However, this correlation needs to be further investigated to
fully understand the relationship between these variables .

It is important to note that another study (Baeva et al., 2022) showed that adoles-
cents with high and low levels of aggression have some differences in their priority
values. Specifically, pronounced differences can be seen for the values Hedonism and
Security, as well as similar values such as Conformity and Stimulation. Values such
as Stimulation and Power are more significant in the risk group, whereas Security is
more significant in control groups. The sample size in the first study was 40, whereas
the sample in the second study was 2,647, which increases the reliability of results.
However, both studies agreed that Security remains a priority for control groups,
while Stimulation remains a priority in risk groups. This aspect warrants further
analysis, particularly regarding the Schwartzian value of security. As a core compo-
nent of the higher-order Conservation dimension, this construct implies a desire for
stability, order, and personal as well as collective safety (Schwartz, 1992, as cited in
Karandshev, 2004). Note that in the PVQ questionnaire version, this is a single value,
whereas in the PVQ-RR questionnaire, it is divided into two values: Security — Per-
sonal and Security — Societal (Schwartz et al., 2012). The value of Stimulation in
Schwartz’s theory belongs to the Openness to Change block and reflects a desire for
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novelty, risk, searching for strong sensations, and exciting experiences. Individuals
with a high level of Stimulation tend to be adventurous, experimental, and avoid
routine.

It is also worth taking a closer look at the relationship between the values of
Stimulation and Power with aggressive behavior. For example, a German study con-
ducted by Seddig and Davidov (2018) examined the relationship between basic hu-
man values, attitudes towards violence, and violent behavior among young people
in Germany, with a final sample size of 1,810 participants. This study showed that
the meta-values of Self-Transcendence (Universalism and Benevolence), Conserva-
tion (Conformity and Tradition), and Security are negatively associated with violent
behavior, while Power and Stimulation are positively associated. However, it is worth
noting that although individual values may not always correlate with aggression,
when combined into meta-value categories, they can reveal new patterns (Schwartz,
et al. 2012). Also, in the study by Salakhova et al. (2016), in a sample of 98 people, it
was found that the value of Stimulation was significantly higher among young people
who were prone to auto-aggressive behavior than in those who did not demonstrate
such tendencies. Also, in the study by Oshchepkov, Piskunova, and Salakhova (2023),
students with greater propensity for aggressive behavior had higher levels of Achieve-
ment and Power.

Empirical evidence regarding this relationship remains inconsistent. For exam-
ple, Khusainova and Khakimzyanova (2019) observed that among 100 adolescents
with deviant behavior, the prioritization of Stimulation was lower and Security was
higher than in their non-deviant peers, despite the former group demonstrating
higher physical aggression scores. In a parallel investigation, Usacheva and Parshutin
(2023) found that a cohort of cadets with low aggression profiles was predominantly
guided by the values of Power, Benevolence, and Achievement. These empirical con-
tradictions can likely be ascribed to specific sample characteristics (namely, sample
size, socio-demographic composition, and assessment methodologies) or to macro-
level social context variables, including the degree of social tension, dominant soci-
etal norms, and the widespread adoption of aggressive interaction strategies.

Examining the intersection of social values and aggression reveals the distinct
roles of Universalism and Benevolence. Within Schwartz’s theory, Universalism be-
longs to the Self-Transcendence dimension, characterized by the understanding, ac-
ceptance, and protection of the welfare of all people and nature. While conceptually
adjacent to Benevolence, the latter is confined to close interpersonal relationships,
whereas Universalism encompasses the broader society and the natural environment.
Consequently, these values are theoretically opposed to those emphasizing personal
ambition and dominance — namely Power and Achievement, which focus on social
superiority and the pursuit of self-interest.

A study by Benish-Weisman (2015) found a negative association between Uni-
versalism and aggression, suggesting that individuals who value Universalism may
be less likely to engage in aggressive behavior. This means that teenagers with strong
universalist values are less likely to engage in aggressive behavior. A study by Knafo
et al. (2008) found a positive association between the value of Power and aggression,
while Universalism and Conformity showed a negative correlation. Similarly, a study
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by Seddig and Davidov (2018) found that the meta-values of Self-Transcendence
(Universalism and Benevolence) have a negative association with violent behavior.
However, in a study by Chudova (2014), people who preferred the meta-value of Self-
Transcendence were found to have increased levels of hostility, anger, and physical
aggression.

Shifting focus to the Conservation domain, the relationship between Conformity
and aggression also presents a significant area of inquiry. For example, in a study by
Meshkova (2018), it was shown that in situations of anonymous revenge, deviant be-
haviors can be mediated by the reduced significance of Conformity. Similar findings
were also reported in a study by Knafo (2008), which found a correlation between
Conformity and violent behavior. In other words, individuals who value Conformity
are less likely to display aggressive behavior, as confirmed by several studies (My-
burgh et al., 2020; Velensia et al., 2021). It should be noted that this relationship
can also be observed in the context of personal dispositions related to aggression.
For example, in a study by Youn & Lee (2016), on a sample of 633 participants, it
was found that the level of Conformity varies among groups with different levels of
psychopathic traits. The control group demonstrated a higher level of Conformity
compared to groups with primary and secondary psychopathy.

Based on the studies reviewed, it seems that the values of Power and Stimulation,
which are included in the personal focus, are associated with a higher level of aggres-
sion. On the other hand, the values of Universalism, Conformity, and Benevolence,
which are part of the social focus, are associated with lower levels of aggression.

Beyond the aforementioned factors, gender constitutes a critical variable in un-
derstanding the link between values and aggression. Several studies have shown
(Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Benish-Weismann, Daniel, & Knafo-Noam, 2017; Sagiv &
Schwartz, 2022) that the values of boys and girls can have a different impact on ag-
gression. For instance, a study by Benish-Weissmann and McDonald (2015) exam-
ined the link between values, gender, and aggression in a sample of 642 adolescents.
The study found that among girls, there was no positive association between the
meta-value Self-Enhancement (which includes values like Achievement and Power)
and aggression. However, this was not the case for boys. According to the study, there
was no significant association between the Openness to Change meta-value (Self-Di-
rection, Stimulation, and Hedonism) and aggression among girls. However, among
boys, Openness to Change was positively associated with aggression.

For boys, there was no association between values from the Self-Transcendence
meta-category (Universalism and Benevolence) and aggression, when self-aware-
ness was low. Boys with high self-awareness showed a negative relationship be-
tween Self-Transcendence values and aggression. Girls with low self-awareness also
showed a negative association, but girls with high self-awareness did not show a
significant association. Considering the studies, we've cited, it's important to empha-
size the significance of gender when studying the interaction between values and ag-
gression.

Summarizing the above, we can draw several conclusions:

1) The relationship between values and aggression is not linear. Some values,

such as Power and Stimulation, are often associated with a higher level of
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aggression, while others, like Universalism and Benevolence, are associated
with a lower level (e.g., Benish-Weismann, Daniel, & Knafo-Noam, 2017),
various studies show conflicting results (e.g., Chudova, 2014). This could be
due to differences in samples, research methods, or the social context.

2) There is a difference in focus. Values related to personal goals, such as Power
and Stimulation, are positively correlated with aggression. Values related to
social goals, like Universalism, Conformity, and Benevolence, are negatively
correlated. This pattern is supported by both Russian and international stud-
ies (e.g., Meshkova, 2018; Seddig & Davidov, 2018).

3) Gender plays a role. Some studies have found that women tend to value so-
cial harmony and cooperation more than men, which may explain why they
are less likely to engage in aggressive behavior. However, this is not a uni-
versal finding, and more research is needed to fully understand the complex
relationship between gender and aggression. Sagiv & Schwartz (2022) show
that in boys and girls, values can be associated with aggression in differ-
ent ways. In boys, for example, Self-Enhancement values, such as Achieve-
ment and Power, are significantly linked to aggression, whereas in girls, this
relationship does not exist. This underscores the importance of consider-
ing gender differences when analyzing the value predictors of aggressive
behavior.

Recent research has highlighted the critical role of values in aggression. It is well
established that an individual’s value hierarchy significantly influences aggressive ten-
dencies. A growing body of literature has demonstrated that self-enhancement val-
ues (e.g., Power, Stimulation) are positively associated with aggression, while socially
oriented values (e.g., Universalism, Benevolence) are negatively associated, although
overall findings remain complex and sometimes conflicting. Considerable attention
has been devoted to understanding these non-linear dynamics and gender-specific
pathways, such as the male-specific link between self-enhancement and aggression.
However, little is known about whether these effects hold across different populations,
such as Russian university students. This is particularly relevant given that the present
study addresses the transition from the value-normative uncertainty that character-
ized Russian youth in the 1990s and early 2000s (Sobkin & Kalashnikova, 2021) to the
contemporary context, where the deliberate formation of youth values has become a
central objective of national youth policy. Addressing this gap is crucial for advancing
theoretical models of value-behavior congruence across diverse cultural contexts. A
key distinction of the present study lies in its methodological approach to assessing dif-
ferences in aggression indicators across Schwartz’s value dimensions. Specifically, we
examine distinct facets of aggression — namely physical aggression, anger, and hostil-
ity — within this specific cultural context. Methodologically, this research employs an
extreme groups approach in conjunction with bootstrapping procedures. The aim is to
evaluate the stability of differences between groups exhibiting pronounced versus atten-
uated expression of specific values, relative to the predominant value pattern within the
sample.

The current study was guided by two primary objectives:
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1. To study the values of Russian students based on Schwartz’s values theory.
2. To compare the values of Russian students with their Aggression levels.

Methods

Participants

The sample consisted of 2,328 university students from nine cities in the Russian Fed-
eration. The average age of respondents was 20.9 years (standard deviation=2.94),
and the median age was 20 years. Most respondents (83%) were female. Approxi-
mately 52% of the students had a pedagogical or psychological field of study, 23% had
a social and humanities field, 9% had a natural science field, and 7% had a technical
field. Therefore, the sample can be considered representative of students in psycho-
logical, pedagogical, and socio-humanities fields of study in Russia. The data was
collected online using the Yandex Forms platform.

Data were collected using a non-probability, multi-site convenience sampling de-
sign with gatekeeper-mediated recruitment. The research team contacted coordina-
tors at nine partner universities with a request to recruit up to 500 respondents per
institution. Coordinators used their own communication channels (email lists, mes-
saging apps, social media) to distribute the survey link.

The final sample comprised 2,338 completed responses. Due to the recruitment
design (gatekeeper-mediated dissemination) and platform limitations (only fully
completed surveys were recorded; partial responses and click-through data were not
tracked), calculation of a standard response rate following AAPOR guidelines was
not feasible, as the denominator (number of individuals actually invited) remains
unknown.

Under a conservative assumption that each coordinator invited the target num-
ber of 500 individuals, the estimated response rate is approximately 52.0% (2,338 +
4,500).

Questionnaires

The PVQ-RR (Schwartz et al., 2012) instrument was employed to evaluate the sig-
nificance of different values in accordance with Schwartz’s framework. Aggression
indicators were assessed using the Buss-Perry questionnaire (Buss & Perry, 1992;
Enikolopov & Tsibulsky, 2007).

The Schwartz values questionnaire (PVQ-RR) comprised 57 items across 19 di-
mensions, while the Buss-Perry Aggression Questionnaire included 29 items divided
into four subscales. Both instruments utilized Likert-type response formats (6-point
and 5-point, respectively), with dimension scores calculated as the mean of the re-
spective items.

Table 1 contains the main descriptive statistics and reliability indicators (Cron-
bach’s alpha and McDonald’s omega) for scales used in the research.

According to Table 1, the reliability indicators for the most scales are within an
acceptable range. Although the internal consistency coefficients for five subscales
ranged from .60 to .70 (and .50 to .60 for two scales), these estimates are lower than
.70, but could be considered acceptable for exploratory research purposes, provided
that interpretations are made at the group level.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of Variables and Reliability Indicators

Variables n M SD Mdn Sk Ku SE a )

Self-Direction — Thought 2,335 11.57  1.99 12 -81 214 .04 .55 .59

Self-Direction — Action 2,336 1147 2.16 12 -63 139 .04 .65 .66
Stimulation 2,336 959 234 10 -.12 34 .05 .51 .55
Hedonism 2,336 11.16  2.27 11 -63 117 .05 .63 .65
Achievement 2,336 10.88  2.40 11 -.48 .59 .05 .63 .67
Power — Dominance 2,336 6.92 3.13 7 A1 -21 .06 77 .78
Power — Resources 2,336 9.37 2.73 9 -.36 33 .06 .66 71
Face 2,336 10.94 2.67 11 -67 .78 .06 .79 .79
Security — Personal 2,336 11.62 2.29 12 -92 1.79 .05 .65 .66
Security — Societal 2,336 11.14  2.61 11 -92 143 .05 73 .76
Tradition 2,336 8.78 3.29 9 -39 -08 .07 .82 .83
Conformity — Rules 2,336 10.01 2.72 10 -71 115 .06 .79 .79
Conformity — Interpersonal 2,336  9.41 2.79 10 -44 43 .06 .73 .75
Humility 2,335  9.25 2.60 9 -.55 77 .05 .61 .63
Universalism — Concern 2,336 11.24 2.37 11 -.83 1.58 .05 .70 72
Universalism — Nature 2,336 9.74 2.66 10 -.40 61 .06 77 .79
Universalism — Tolerance 2,330 10.71  2.49 11 -64 100 .05 .68 .69
Benevolence — Caring 2,336 12.39 227 13 -1.20 261 .05 .79 .80
Benevolence — Dependability 2,336 12.14  2.22 12 -1.11 277 .05 .75 .76
Physical aggression 2,334 17.72  6.38 16 .97 .75 A3 81 .85
Anger 2,336 18.86  6.37 19 29 -47 13 .83 .86
Hostility 2,336 19.51 642 19 37 -16 .13 .78 .84

Note. n=Number of respondents. M=Mean. SD=Standard deviation. Mdn=Median. Sk=_Skew.
Ku = Kurtosis. SE=Standard Error. « = Cronbach’s a. w = McDonald’s w.

Procedure

In the first stage, the comparability of the groups was assessed. The groups with low
levels of aggression were formed using the formula: M-SD. The groups with high
levels of aggression were formed using the formula: M+SD. This technique was con-
sistent with the scale norms described in (Enikolopov & Tsibulsky, 2007). There were
161 respondents (64.7% — female) in the high group for physical aggression and
1,014 (92.7% — female) in the low group. There were 185 respondents (87.5% — fe-
male) in the high group for anger and 884 (79.9 % — female) in the low group. There
were 202 respondents (87.1 % — female) in the high group for hostility and 810
(81.5% — female) in the low group.
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Among respondents classified as High on Physical Aggression, only 31.4%
(n=50) were also High on Anger, while the majority (64.2%, n=102) fell into the
Mid range on Anger, and only 4.4% (n="7) were Low. Similarly, only 32.7% of High
Physical respondents were also High on Hostility, and 35.9% of High Anger respon-
dents were also High on Hostility. Pearson correlations between continuous subscale
scores ranged from r=.41 to r=.58 (all p<.001), indicating moderate associations.
The results of overlap analysis are presented in Appendix A.

In the second stage, the goal was to assess the differences in Schwartz’s values
among respondents with low and high levels of aggression. The extreme groups
method was used. Since the differences in group sizes were significant, it was decided
to implement a multiple group equalization procedure followed by an assessment of
the differences. Bootstrapping (a Monte Carlo simulation with resampling) (Efron &
Tibshirani, 1994) was used to solve this task.

The procedure was implemented as follows: a random subsample with a compa-
rable number of respondents was repeatedly extracted from the group with a larger
number of respondents, and the differences were evaluated using the Student’s t-test
and the Mann-Whitney U-test, and their consistency was assessed according to the
recommendations (Korneev & Krichevets, 2011). The effect size was calculated ac-
cording to the recommendations (Cohen, 2013). At each repetition, a subsample of
200 respondents was extracted from the larger sample (the group with low levels of
physical aggression, anger, and hostility). The procedure was repeated 100 times for
each comparison. Reproducing significant differences in 95% of cases was considered
a stable result. A correction for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini-Hochberg
method was used.

Given that the objective was to evaluate differences using the extreme groups
approach, we employed standard statistical tests for comparing means, namely the
independent-samples t-test and the Mann-Whitney U test. Taking into account
the methodological limitations of each test, as detailed by Korneev and Krichevets
(2011), we applied both indices and assessed their consistency, in accordance with
the recommendations outlined in their study. Cohen’s d was used to estimate the ef-
fect size, calculated based on the t-test results. Because a resampling procedure was
conducted, the effect size estimates in Tables 2-4 are presented as means with 95% CI.

Data analysis was performed in RStudio (R version 4.3.1; R Core Team, 2023;
Posit Team, 2024). Data manipulation and processing were conducted using readxl
(Wickham & Bryan, 2023), dplyr (Wickham et al., 2023), purrr (Wickham & Henry,
2023), and sjmisc (Ludecke, 2023). Statistical calculations and descriptive analyses
were performed using psych (Revelle, 2023), effsize (Torchiano, 2020), car (Fox et
al., 2024), and Rmisc (Warnes, 2016). Finally, the formatting and reporting of results
were generated using flextable (Gohel, 2024) and officer (Gohel, 2024).

The initial code for data analysis was developed independently by the authors.
Additional calculations performed during various stages of manuscript revision
were conducted with the consultative assistance of the Qwen 3.7-Plus large language
model’. All statistical decisions, interpretation of the results, and formulation of the
conclusions were made independently by the authors. Furthermore, the aforemen-
tioned language model was utilized to translate specific sections of the manuscript
into English, as the authors are non-native English speakers.

! Alibaba Cloud (2026). Qwen3.7-Plus [Large language model]. https://qwen.ai/
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Results

Tables 2-4 present the results of analyzing differences in the expression of various
values within the Shwartz model. In particular, the differences between groups of
respondents with low and high levels of aggression, including physical aggression
(Table 2), anger (Table 3), and hostility (Table 4), are examined.

Table 2

Robustness of Group Differences in Schwartz’s Value Dimensions: Proportion of Statistically
Significant Results (p < .05) Across 100 Bootstrap Samples, Comparing Respondents with High
vs. Low Physical Aggression

Values " Mean Diff U (Bst) t(Bst) Cohen’s d

(PVQ-RR) [95% CI] (%) (%) M [95% CI]
Self-Direction — Thought -1.01 -21[-.62, .2] 0 5 -.09 [-.10, -.08]
Self-Direction — Action 474 .1 [-.31,.5] 0 0 .04 [.03, .05]
Stimulation 4.8+ 97[.52, 1.42] 100 100 39 .37, .40]
Hedonism 2.10* 441,03, .85] 0 0 .19 .18, .20]
Achievement 41 .09[-.34, .52] 0 0 .04 [.03, .05]
Power — Dominance 9.74%%% 2.95[2.35, 3.54] 100 100 .89 [.88,.90]
Power — Resources 4.59%%* 1.10[.63, 1.57] 100 100 41 [.40, .42]
Face ~.08 ~.02[-.51, .47] 0 0 ~.01 [-.03,.00]
Security — Personal -6.80*** -1.55[-2.00, -1.10] 100 100 -.64 [-.65, —.63]
Security — Societal —-3.75%% - 93[-1.41, -.44] 97 98 -.36 [-.37, -.35]
Tradition -2.40* -.75[-1.36, -.13] 0 1 -.23 [-.24, -.21]
Conformity — Rules _7.82%%*  _216[-2.71,-1.61] 100 100 —-.74[-.75,-.73]

Conformity — Interpersonal ~ -5.59***  -1.52[-2.06, -.98] 100 100 —-.53 [-.54, -.52]

Humility _5.55%%  _1.45[-1.96,-.93] 100 100 -.53[-.54,-.52]
Universalism — Concern -4.33%*  -1.01[-1.47, -.55] 100 100 -.40 [-.42, -.39]
Universalism — Nature -4.980%  -1.23[-1.72, -.74] 100 100 -.45 [-.46, —.44]
Universalism — Tolerance -7.97*  -2.11[-2.64, -1.59] 100 100 -.78 [-.80, -.77]
Benevolence — Caring -5.35%  _1.24[-1.69, -.78] 100 100 -.52 [-.53, -.50]

Benevolence — Dependability -4.38***  -97[-1.41, -.53] 100 100 —-.42 [-.43, -.41]

Note. * — p<.05; ** — p<.01; *** — p < .001; Mean Diff=Mean difference; Bst=Bootstrap; t and Mean
Diff [95%CI] are calculated on a full sample. U (Bst) and t (Bst) are calculated on weighted samples. Pro-
portions indicate the percentage of 100 bootstrap replications in which group differences reached statistical
significance (p < .05, two-tailed). Effect sizes (Cohen’s d) represent the mean d and its 95CI across 100
replications.



The Values System of Russian University Students Compared with Their Level of Aggression 141

Table 3

Robustness of Group Differences in Schwartz’s Value Dimensions: Proportion of Statistically
Significant Results (p < 0.05) Across 100 Bootstrap Samples, Comparing Respondents with
High vs. Low Anger

Values ¢ Mean Diff U (Bst) t(Bst) Cohen’s d

(PVQ-RR) [95% CI] (%) (%) M [95% CI]
Self-Direction — Thought 2.68%* 44[.12, .76] 84 38 23 [.22, .24]
Self-Direction — Action 4.40*%* .78[.43, 1.13] 100 100 .36 [.35, .37]
Stimulation 4374 .90[.49, 1.30] 100 100 37 [.36, .38]
Hedonism 5.27%%* 1.00[.63, 1.38] 100 100 44 (.42, 45]
Achievement 584  1.18[.78, 1.57] 100 100 48 [.47, 49]
Power — Dominance 10.26*** 2.95[2.38, 3.52] 100 100 .88 (.87, .89]
Power — Resources 7.710%% 1.81[1.35, 2.28] 100 100 .62 [.61, .64]
Face 4.86%*  1.15[.68, 1.61] 100 100 40 [.39, 41]
Security — Personal -3.04%  —-.64[-1.06, -.23] 75 88 -.27[-.28, -.25]
Security — Societal ~1.18 ~27[-.72,.18] 0 0 ~.09[-.10, -.08]
Tradition Z3.70°%%  ~1.13[-1.74,-.53] 99 97 —31[-.32,-.30]
Conformity — Rules -5.73*%**  -1.55[-2.08,-1.01] 100 100 -.51[-.52, -.50]
Conformity — Interpersonal ~ -5.07***  -1.51[-2.09, -.92] 100 100 -.46[-.47, -.45]
Humility -7.87%**%  -2.02[-2.53, -1.51] 100 100 -.70[-.71, -.69]
Universalism — Concern -.11 -.02[-.43, .38] 0 0 -.02[-.03, -.01]
Universalism — Nature -4.13%*%  -1.02[-1.51, -.53] 100 100 -.35[-.36, -.33]
Universalism — Tolerance -4.18%**  -1.01[-1.49, -.53] 95 99 -.36[-.37, -.35]
Benevolence — Caring 43 .08[-.27, .42] 0 0 .03[.02, .04]
Benevolence — Dependability =~ 3.60*** .63[.29, .98] 100 90 .28(.27, .30]

Note. * — p<.05; ** — p<.01; *** — p < .001; Mean Diff=Mean difference; Bst=Bootstrap; t and Mean
Diff [95%CI] are calculated on a full sample. U (Bst) and t (Bst) are calculated on weighted samples. Pro-
portions indicate the percentage of 100 bootstrap replications in which group differences reached statistical
significance (p < .05, two-tailed). Effect sizes (Cohen’s d) represent the mean d and its 95CI across 100
replications.

According to the results of the analysis, it was established that the expression of
different values within the sample of Russian university students with high and low
physical aggression has three different distribution patterns. Respondents with high
physical aggression had significantly higher levels of Stimulation, Power (dominance
and resources). Respondents with low physical aggression had significantly greater
values of Security, Conformity, Humility, and Universalism.



142 Konovalov L. A., Linkov A.L., Rean A.A.

Table 4

Robustness of Group Differences in Schwartz’s Value Dimensions: Proportion of Statistically
Significant Results (p < 0.05) Across 100 Bootstrap Samples, Comparing Respondents with

High vs. Low Hostility

Values " Mean Diff U (Bts) t (Bts) Cohen’s d
(PVQ-RR) [95% CI] (%) (%) M [95% CI]
Self-Direction — Thought 1.44 .23[-.08, .54] 0 0 .10 .09, .11]
Self-Direction — Action .19 .03[-.31, .38] 0 0 .02 .01, .03]
Stimulation 3,484+ 67 [.29, 1.05] 94 87 27 (.25, 28]
Hedonism 3.46%* .63 [.27,.99] 83 95 .28 [.27,.29]
Achievement 3710+ 7033, 1.08] 97 96 301[.29, 31]
Power — Dominance 8.61%* 2.29 [1.77,2.82] 100 100 .71 [.70,.72]
Power — Resources 6.1270%% 1.34[0.91, 1.78] 100 100 .49 [.48, .51]
Face 9.03*** 1.81 [1.42, 2.20] 100 100 .69 [.68,.70]
Security — Personal -1.36 -.25[-.62,.11] 0 0 -.11[-.12,-.09]
Security — Societal -.05 -.01[-.42, .40] 0 0 -.01 [-.02,.00]
Tradition 228 —67[-1.25, -.09] 0 6 ~.19-.20, -.18]
Conformity — Rules -3.10%  -.73[-1.20, -.27] 71 68 -.25 [-.26, -.24]
Conformity — Interpersonal 2.33% .58[.09, 1.07] 19 0 18 1[.17,.19]
Humility ~1.04 _25[-71, 22] 0 0 -.09[-.10,-.07]
Universalism — Concern 1.12 .20[-.15, .56] 0 0 .09 [.08, .10]
Universalism — Nature -2.25% -.46[-.86, -.06] 46 42 -.18 [-.19, -.16]
Universalism — Tolerance -3.68%** - 75[-1.15, -.35] 98 94 -.31[-.32,-.29]
Benevolence — Caring -1.09 -.20[-.55, .16] 0 0 -.09 [-.10, -.08]
Benevolence — Dependability .09 .02[-.33, .36] 0 0 .01 [.00, .02]

Note. * — p<.05; ** — p<.0L; *** — p < .001; Mean Diff= Mean difference; Bst = Bootstrap; t and Mean
Diff [95%CI] are calculated on a full sample. U (Bst) and t (Bst) are calculated on weighted samples. Pro-
portions indicate the percentage of 100 bootstrap replications in which group differences reached statistical
significance (p < .05, two-tailed). Effect sizes (Cohen’s d) represent the mean d and its 95CI across 100

replications.

The expression of different values in the context of various levels of anger also
shows heterogeneity: respondents with a high level of anger are characterized by the
expression of value orientations such as Self-Direction — Action, Stimulation, He-
donism, Achievement, Power (dominance and resources), and Face. A low level of
anger, on the other hand, is associated with the expression of values like Tradition,
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Conformity (rules and interpersonal), Humility, Universalism (nature and toler-
ance), and Benevolence — Dependability.

The respondents characterized by a high level of hostility revealed preferences
for the following values: Power (dominance and resources) and Face. The values of
Stimulation, Hedonism, and Achievement can also be attributed to this group of re-
sults. However, the pattern is established in slightly fewer cases, and the mean effect
size ranged from .27-.30. Low hostility corresponds with the expression of Universal-
ism — Tolerance value.

Discussion

The results of this study are generally consistent with previous research on the rela-
tionship between values and aggression. Specifically, we found that as levels of indi-
cators of aggression (physical aggression, anger, and hostility) increase, so does the
importance of values related to Stimulation and Power (dominance and resources).
These findings are in line with previous studies by McDonald et al. (2015), Rubel-
Lifschitz et al. (2021), and Seddig and Davidov (2018).

Stimulation as a value is often associated with aggression in various forms, as
supported by the results by Schwartz (2022) and Bardi and Schwartz (2003). In other
words, a desire for excitement, novelty, and risk can lead to an increased likelihood
of aggressive behavior. This may be because individuals with a high need for Stimula-
tion seek intense experiences, and aggression (particularly physical aggression) may
seem like a way to obtain these experiences. Additionally, impulsivity, which often
goes hand in hand with Stimulation, can contribute to rapid and uncontrolled ag-
gression, further supporting the idea that Stimulation is linked to aggression. Im-
pulsivity has also been linked to deviance and aggression, as suggested by studies by
Rean et al. (2016) and Bresin (2019).

Power (dominance, resources) can be expressed through various forms of aggres-
sion. This is supported by global evidence that power is a significant factor for aggres-
sive individuals (Knafo et al., 2008; Rokas et al., Sagiv et al., 2022). In this context,
aggression can serve to establish or maintain a dominant position, particularly when
power is perceived as a scarce resource to be fought for.

The general trend is that people who prioritize “personal focus” were more likely
to exhibit higher levels of aggression. In contrast, those who prioritize “social focus”
tended to have lower rates of aggression. Given that the study measured various indi-
cators of aggression, it is important to note that differences were only found in some
of these indicators, not all of them.

The association between Openness to Change values and aggression indicators
merits attention. Notably, differences in Self-Direction emerged solely in relation to
anger. Given that Self-Direction reflects “freedom to choose one’s actions” (Schwartz
etal., 2012), it may be inferred that anger functions as a guide for goal pursuit within
socially acceptable boundaries. This is evidenced by the lack of significant associa-
tions with physical aggression measures. These results align indirectly with findings
on anger’s role in goal-setting compared to sadness, particularly regarding elevated
aspirations (Chong & Park, 2017).
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The values of Hedonism, Achievement, and Face, as shown by our results, are
linked to the parameters of anger and hostility, rather than physical aggression. This
suggests that physical aggression may not be used to achieve goals, whereas other
forms, such as anger and hostility, play an important role. It is possible that individu-
als characterized by these values may resort to dominant behavior in order to gain
a competitive advantage in social interactions. At the same time, we can assume the
strategic nature of their aggressive behavior, where direct confrontation may not be
the optimal way to achieve goals. Instead, anger and hostility can be used to establish
status and influence. This aligns with the hypothesis within evolutionary and eco-
logical approaches regarding the adaptive role of aggressive behavior as a high-risk
strategy in social interactions (Pyatnitsky & Enikolopov, 2024).

The relationship between values from the Self-Transcendence and Conservation
domains and aggression indicators warrants examination. According to the results
of this study, Self-Transcendence values (Universalism and Benevolence) were nega-
tively associated with physical aggression, with the notable exception of Tradition—
a Conservation value — which did not demonstrate a significant association. In the
context of varying levels of hostility, significant differences were identified exclu-
sively for the Universalism-Tolerance parameter. Regarding anger, no significant
differences were observed in values such as Security-Societal (Conservation do-
main), Universalism-Concern, and Benevolence-Caring (both Self-Transcendence
domain).

The greater expression of Self-Transcendence values among respondents with
low physical aggression is consistent with findings from previous research on Russian
samples (Meshkova, 2018). However, it is important to acknowledge that this pattern
does not rule out potential bias, as evidenced by the absence of significant differ-
ences in hostility across nearly all measured values. Data concerning the emotional
component of aggression (anger) generally confirm the inverse relationship between
Self-Transcendence values and aggression, though several exceptions were identified.
Notably, the non-significant differences in Security-Societal (Conservation), Univer-
salism-Concern, and Benevolence-Caring (Self-Transcendence) values across anger
levels suggest that these values do not preclude the manifestation of anger in defense
of group interests.

An exception to the trends discussed above are the findings obtained from mea-
suring the value of Benevolence-Dependability, which refers to an individual’s desire
to be a reliable and trustworthy member of a group. The high expression of this value
orientation is associated with low physical aggression and high anger. This suggests
that students with a strong orientation towards this value may be more likely to favor
their own group, potentially leading to in-group bias (Wang et al., 2016).

It has been established that the relationship between values and aggression de-
pends on the cultural context. In societies with a strong focus on social control and
collectivism, values such as Security play a more significant role in deterring aggres-
sion compared to cultures that promote individualism and competition (Bergeron &
Schneider, 2005; Bergmiiller, 2013; Ioanna & Kokkinos, 2024). This difference can be
attributed to the correlation between individual value orientations and the values of
a reference group. According to Radchikova and Sorokova (2023), when a person’s
values align with those of their reference group, it contributes to their subjective well-
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being and self-esteem, as also demonstrated by Rean et al. (2024). Considering that
the participants in our study were university students in the Russian Federation, it
can reasonably be argued that the established relationship between social focus val-
ues and a decrease in aggression indicators indicates the consistency of individual
value attitudes among students and the need for social stability and justice in modern
Russian society (VCIOM, 2024).

Conclusion

Within the framework of the study, conducted on a sample of Russian student, differ-
ences in the expression of values according to Schwartz’s value theory were identified
in the context of indicators of aggression. It was found that as the level of each indica-
tor of aggression (physical aggression, anger, and hostility) increases, the importance
of values such as Stimulation and Power (dominance and resources) also increases,
while the importance of Universalism-Tolerance decreases.

Furthermore, it was discovered that a preference for personal-focused values is
associated with higher levels of aggression, while a preference for social-focused val-
ues is linked to lower levels. Moreover, it has been demonstrated that social-focused
values are negatively related to physical aggression, except for the value of Tradition,
which connection was not robust. In the context of hostility, differences are only es-
tablished by the Universalism-Tolerance parameter. In groups with varying degrees
of anger, there were no significant differences in values such as Security-Societal,
Universalism-Concern, and Benevolence-Caring.

Limitations

The limitations of this study include a number of points. First, we should note the
limitations associated with the use of self-reporting techniques: respondents may
give a more socially acceptable answer, rather than being truthful, or subjects may
not be able to assess themselves accurately. Second, the study presents a sample that
is biased towards a certain gender. Despite the fact that the sample may be con-
sidered representative of students with social and humanitarian educational back-
grounds, the results may not be generalizable to the relationship between aggression
and values among all students, but mainly among young women. Thirdly, it is worth
noting the low reliability of several scales (five subscales ranged from .60 to .70, and
.50 to .60 for two scales) in a specific sample, which requires further verification
of the results obtained in other samples. Fourth, the analysis methodology did not
consider side variables, which is also a limitation. We also note that resampling tech-
niques cannot estimate the probability of events that are not present in the original
sample, limiting their applicability for analyzing rare or extreme events, which is
another limitation. Although the overlap between high aggression groups is rela-
tively low (31-36%), the moderate inter-scale correlations (r=.41-.58) indicate that
the subscales are related. The differential patterns observed across subscales should
therefore be interpreted as complementary facets of a broader aggression profile.
Future studies employing multivariate approaches (e.g., MANOVA or structural
equation modeling) could further disentangle the unique contributions of each ag-
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gression facet. The cross-sectional design of this study precludes causal inferences
regarding the relationships between personal values and aggression; longitudinal
research is needed to establish temporal precedence and directionality. These short-
comings could be addressed in future studies by adjusting for gender, age, and using
covariate-adjusted models.
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Appendix A. Results of Overlap Analysis

Table 1
Overlap Between Physical and Anger Groups (N=2,328)

Physical High anger Mid anger Low anger Total
High 50 (31.4%) 102 (64.2%) 7 (4.4%) 159
Mid 100 (8.6%) 747 (64.5%) 312 (26.9%) 1159
Low 34 (3.4%) 413 (40.9%) 563 (55.7%) 1010

Note. Values represent n (%). Percentages are row percentages. N=2,328.

Table 2
Overlap Between Physical and Hostility Groups (N=2,328)

Physical High hostility Mid hostility Low hostility Total
High 52 (32.7%) 95 (59.7%) 12 (7.5%) 159
Mid 100 (8.6%) 769 (66.4%) 290 (25%) 1159
Low 49 (4.9%) 456 (45.1%) 505 (50%) 1010

Note. Values represent n (%). Percentages are row percentages. N=2,328.

Table 3
Overlap Between Anger and Hostility Groups (N=2,328)

Anger High hostility Mid hostility Low hostility Total
High 66 (35.9%) 104 (56.5%) 14 (7.6%) 184
Mid 123 (9.7%) 880 (69.7%) 259 (20.5%) 1262
Low 12 (1.4%) 336 (38.1%) 534 (60.5%) 882

Note. Values represent n (%). Percentages are row percentages. N=2,328.

Table 4
Summary of Overlap Between Aggression Subscale Groups (N=2,328)

n High High-High

Subscale pair (row) overlap High-Mid High-Low r
Physical x Anger 159 50 (31.4%) 102 (64.2%) 7 (4.4%) A6+
Physical x Hostility 159 52 (32.7%) 95 (59.7%) 12 (7.5%) AT
Anger x Hostility 184 66 (35.9%) 104 (56.5%) 14 (7.6%) 5800

Note. High—-High overlap = percentage of respondents in the High group of the first subscale who were also
High on the second subscale. r=Pearson correlation between continuous subscale scores. ***p >.001.



