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Abstract 
The relationship between values, well-being, and fit is incompletely understood. This study explored the structure of values as motivational goals for happiness and compared this structure with Schwartz’s general value structure. Furthermore, we examined whether or not congruence between endorsement of values in general and endorsement of values as goals for happiness increases individual hedonic/eudaimonic well-being. Undergraduate students (N=343) completed the Schwartz Values Survey, the Portrait Values Questionnaire, and measures of eudaimonic (Meaning in Life Questionnaire; Flourishing Scale) and hedonic well-being (Satisfaction with Life Scale; Subjective Happiness Scale). Multidimensional scaling was implemented to map value structures, which were subsequently compared using Procrustes rotation. Our congruence hypothesis was tested using response surface analysis. The results show that the structure of general values and the structure of values as goals for happiness were highly similar (ΦVTG = 0.93, ΦVGH = 0.95), implying that Schwartz’s Value Theory applies to values as goals for happiness and supporting our conceptualisation of values as motivational goals for happiness. Congruence hypothesis models contradicted our congruence hypothesis, indicating that factors other than reduced motivational conflict have bearing on the relationship between values and well-being. Implications of these findings and future directions are discussed. 
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Values as goals for happiness: An analysis of value structure and well-being
Considerable research efforts have been invested in the idea of “healthy” and “unhealthy” values, but the relationships between values and well-being remain incompletely understood (Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022). Works interrogating fit between personal values and an individual’s environment (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000; Sortheix & Lönnqvist, 2014) support that motivational goal fulfilment improves well-being, regardless of the specific value underpinned by such goals. Similarly, recent research indicates that well-being is influenced by experience of value-congruent emotions (Tamir, Schwartz, Cieciuch, Riediger, Torres, Scollon, Dzokoto, Zhou & Vishkin, 2016; Tamir, Schwartz, Oishi & Kim, 2017) and expression of value-congruent behaviour (Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022). Such research agrees with Schwartz’s own description of happiness resulting from value endorsement/achievement of motivational goals (Schwartz, 2012). The current study therefore explored the structure of values as motivational goals for happiness, and considered how this structure aligns with the general structure of values as trans-situational goals (Schwartz, 1994, 2012). This study further sought to interrogate a congruence hypothesis regarding values and eudaimonic/hedonic well-being.
Structure of Values
Values are trans-situational beliefs which guide behaviour (Schwartz, 1994). Each value supports the attainment of a different motivational goal, and its importance is ranked relative to the importance of other values (Schwartz, 1994, 2012); the literature indicates that the content, structure, and average ranking (i.e. the organisation) of values is universal (Lee, Soutar, Daly, Louviere, 2011; Schwartz, 2012). Schwartz’s proposed organisation of values arises from the compatibilities (e.g. alignment of achievement and power goals) and conflicts (e.g. disagreement between achievement and benevolence goals) subsisting between different values (Schwartz, 2012). Through the lens of these conflicting/complementary dynamics, a circular structure of ten values represents a continuum of human motivation (Schwartz, 2012). These ten values are further categorised according to higher-level motivations of self-transcendence, self-enhancement, openness to change, and conservation (Schwartz, 2012; Tamir et al., 2016).
Eudaimonic and Hedonic Well-being
Hedonic well-being is conceptualised in terms of life satisfaction, avoidance of pain, and attainment of pleasure (Delle Fave, Brdar, Freire, Vella-Brodrick & Wissing, 2011; Ryan & Deci, 2001). Eudaimonic well-being, or psychological well-being (Delle Fave et al., 2011; Joshanloo & Ghaedi, 2009), refers to meaning, self-realisation, and integration with respect to psychological functioning (Huta, 2015; Ryan & Deci, 2001). Although eudaimonia and hedonia are both recognised as integral to well-being (Henderson & Knight, 2012; Ryan & Deci, 2001) and joint interrogation of hedonic and eudaimonic well-being is recommended (Delle Fave et al., 2011; Henderson & Knight, 2012; Huta, 2015), the implementation of this in values research is variable. With few exceptions (e.g. Joshanloo & Ghaedi, 2009; Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022), existing works often refer only to hedonic (or subjective) well-being, and in some cases measure only its cognitive component (i.e. life satisfaction; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000; Tamir et al., 2017) with no reference to affective hedonic well-being (e.g. feelings of happiness). In the current research, we undertake comprehensive measurement of eudaimonic and hedonic well-being. 
Values as Goals for Happiness
Schwartz (2012) frames happiness as an ultimate outcome obtained through the fulfilment of motivational goals i.e. endorsement of prioritised values. Framing happiness as a superordinate goal of value endorsement suggests that values are themselves goals for happiness. However, Sagiv and Schwartz (2000) – and many others (Bobowik, Basabe, Páez, Jiménez & Bilbao, 2010; Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022; Joshanloo & Ghaedi, 2009; Sotheix & Lönnqvist, 2014) – reported that only some values are positively associated with well-being. For example, endorsement of achievement (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000), self-direction, stimulation (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000; Bobowik et al., 2010), hedonism (Bobowik et al., 2010; Sortheix & Lönnqvist, 2014), and benevolence values (Sortheix & Lönnqvist, 2014) has been positively associated with well-being. By contrast, endorsement of power (Bobwik et al., 2010; Sortheix & Lönnqvist, 2014) and conservation values (Bobwik et al., 2010; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000; Sortheix & Lönnqvist, 2014) has been negatively associated with well-being. 
Values and Well-being
The idea suggested by these findings – that some values are “healthy” and inherently beneficial to well-being, whilst other “unhealthy” values are not – constitutes a longstanding aspect of value theorising (Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000). However, works taking both hedonic and eudaimonic well-being into account indicate a more complex relationship between values and happiness. Canonical correlation analysis conducted by Joshanloo and Ghaedi (2009) revealed decidedly mixed associations between values and well-being: tradition - which proved a significant predictor of hedonic and eudaimonic well-being – was positively associated with well-being measures in one significant function, and inversely associated with well-being in another. More recently, Bojanowska and Kaczmarek (2022) found that higher eudaimonic and hedonic well-being were associated with valuing openness to change and conservation – herein, “unhealthy” values like security and tradition contributed to happiness much the same as “healthy” values like stimulation and self-direction. Bojanowska and Czerw (2020) concluded from their findings that immediate life satisfaction may suffer in service of eudaimonic well-being: values falling under the higher-order categories of Self-Protection and Concern for Self related to higher hedonic well-being, whilst Growth and Concern for Others were related both to lower hedonic well-being and higher eudaemonic well-being. In other words, values may differentially serve as goals for eudaemonic and/or hedonic happiness.
Work by Tamir and colleagues similarly sought to expand beyond traditional associations between values and well-being. Tamir et al. (2016) posit that emotions which are desirable across various contexts are reflective of personal, prioritised, trans-situational goals i.e. values. Indeed, Tamir et al. (2016) found that endorsement of each value category delineated by Schwartz (1994, 2012) was associated with desire for different, value-consistent emotions. As such, even unpleasant emotions might be desirable when consistent with an individual’s value priorities (Tamir et al., 2016). Furthermore, Tamir et al. (2017) found that individuals who more often experienced desired emotions were happier than those who experienced desired emotions less often, whether desired emotions were pleasant or unpleasant. For example, feeling anger and contempt in a manner consistent with self-enhancement values in fact contributed to happiness, a conceptualisation which aligns with Schwartz’s framing of happiness as the outcome of achieving motivational goals (Schwartz, 2012). Evidently, investigation of values as goals for happiness holds merit in values and well-being research.
The importance of “fit”
Recent research has elaborated on the importance of value-environment fit: the idea that congruence between personal values and values promoted by the environment can impact reported well-being (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000). Sortheix and Lönnqvist (2014) found that Human Development Index scores moderated associations between all but two of Schwartz’s values (benevolence and hedonism) and life satisfaction. Similarly, Sortheix and Schwartz (2017) found that cultural egalitarianism scores moderated the direction and strength of association between life satisfaction and all ten values. Fit between value endorsement and behavioural expression was recently interrogated by Bojanowska and Kaczmarek (2022), wherein behavioural expression of values was found to moderate associations between certain values and well-being: individuals who are “active” demonstrators of self-transcendence value-related behaviour and/or more “passive” endorsers of self-enhancement and conservation values maintain higher eudaimonic and hedonic well-being.
If, as hypothesised above, values can be considered motivational goals for happiness and as trans-situational goals in general, then the fit between values as trans-situational goals (VTG) and values as goals for happiness (VGH) might predict well-being.  In other words, when individuals’ motivational conflict is reduced (i.e. when VTG and VGH are congruent), well-being should be at its maximum. Given the inflated likelihood of Type I errors inherent in purely correlative approaches, response surface analysis is recommended in the interrogation of such congruence hypotheses (Humberg, Nestler & Back, 2019; Nestler, Humberg & Schönbrodt, 2019). Testing the congruence hypothesis herein requires examination of an individual’s values (X), their values as goals for happiness (Y), and their hedonic/eudaimonic satisfaction (Z; Nestler et al., 2019). 
The Current Study
Existing literature indicates complex relationships subsist between values, well-being, and fit. Work by Schwartz and others indicates that values may ultimately serve as motivational goals for happiness. It is furthermore possible that increased fit of VTG and VGH may maximise well-being. Leveraging multidimensional scaling and response surface analysis, this study investigated VGH, assessing their structural similarity with VTG as defined by Schwartz (2012), and the impacts of this relationship on eudaimonic/hedonic well-being. This study was guided by the following research questions:
RQ 1: What is the structure of values as goals for happiness and how does this compare to the general structure of values as trans-situational goals?
RQ 2: Does congruity between values as goals for happiness and values as trans-situational impact eudaimonic and hedonic enjoyment?
Method 
Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited through an introductory course to psychology at a New Zealand university between 10th March 2022 and 8th April 2022; informed consent was obtained prior to participation and participants were reimbursed with course credits. We recruited 343 undergraduate students for an online survey presenting measures of values and well-being. Our sample was largely female (79.3%), with 272 participants reporting as female, 59 participants reporting as male, 6 participants reporting as non-binary, and 6 participants not reporting their gender. The average age of our sample was 19.03 years (SD = 2.77). Ethical approval was obtained from the Victoria University of Wellington School of Psychology Ethics Committee.
Measures
Values 
The Schwartz values Survey (SVS; Schwartz, 1992) and the Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ; Schwartz, Melech, Lehmann, Burgess, Harris & Owens, 2001) were used to assess the importance of general values. In the SVS, each item expresses a motivational goal of a value; participants rate the importance of each item as a “guiding principle” in their lives. In the PVQ, participants’ values are inferred from their responses to short verbal portraits describing a goal indirectly aligned to a value. A measure of the importance of VGH was obtained by modifying the SVS and PVQ, asking participants to rate the importance of statements in the SVS and categories in the PVQ for their happiness. PVQ and SVS scores were combined to provide an overall measure of participant values (see Appendix A). Combined PVQ reliability scores for VTG and VGH are shown in Appendix B.
Well-being 
The Meaning in Life Questionnaire (Steger, Frazier, Oishi & Kaler, 2006) and the Flourishing Scale (Diener, Wirtz & Tov, 2010) were used to assess participants’ psychological (eudaimonic) well-being. The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen & Griffin, 1985) and the Subjective Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999) were used to measure cognitive and subjective hedonic well-being respectively. Cronbach’s alpha was satisfactory for all scales (Table 1).

Table 1
Reliability and descriptive statistics for well-being measures
	Scale
	α
	Mean score 
	Standard deviation

	MLQ
	0.88
	4.22
	1.34

	FS
	0.90
	5.4
	0.96

	SWLS
	0.85
	4.53
	1.25

	SHS
	0.87
	4.18
	1.33


Note. MLQ: Meaning in Life Questionnaire (Steger et al., 2006); FS: Flourishing Scale (Diener et al., 2010); Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985); Subjective Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky & Lepper, 1999).
Data treatment and analyses 
We conducted data analysis, including descriptive analyses using RStudio version 4.2.2. We combined 19 PVQ facets together to match the 10 SVS domains (Appendix A), subsequently combining the SVS and PVQ scales to form a unified score for each participant's values.
We used multidimensional scaling (MDS) to ‘map’ the relationship between the items; similar items are located together (Hout, Papesh & Goldinger, 2012). We conducted Procrustes rotation, a method of object comparison that maximises the similarity of two factor matrices (Chan, Ho, Leung, Chan & Yung, 1999), to examine the similarities between the structure of VTG and the structure of VGH (Andrade, Gómez-Carracedo, Krzanowski & Kubista, 2004). Next, we ran a function to group-mean centre both predictor variables, to compute the interaction and the quadratic terms, and to save the group means for later analysis (Nestler et al., 2019).
We conducted response surface analysis (RSA) with multilevel data to investigate the congruence effect between an individual’s VTG (X), their VGH (Y), and their hedonic/eudaimonic satisfaction (Z; Nestler et al., 2019). There are three conditions necessary so that a congruence hypothesis should not be rejected (Nestler et al., 2019); each condition is addressed in turn for our RSA models.
Results 
Pearson correlation analysis for VTG is shown in Table 2, and for VGH in Table 3. Correlations between VTG were mostly significant, and a similar pattern of results was found for correlations between VGH. This indicates that these values fit Schwartz’s general value structure and conflicting/compatible organisation concept of previous literature (Schwartz, 1992; Joshanloo & Ghaedi, 2009). 
A violin plot comparing the distribution of scores for VTG and VGH is presented in Supplementary material (Figure S1).
Table 2
Correlations between values as trans-situational goals
	Value
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1. Benevolence
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Universalism
	0.53***
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Conformity
	0.28***
	0.17**
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. Tradition
	0.26***
	0.19***
	0.48***
	-
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Security
	0.34***
	0.23***
	0.48***
	0.43***
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	6. Power
	-0.07
	-0.13*
	0.10
	0.26***
	0.34***
	-
	
	
	
	

	7. Achievement
	0.33***
	0.16**
	0.19***
	0.27***
	0.38***
	0.42***
	-
	
	
	

	8. Hedonism
	0.34***
	0.36***
	0.26***
	0.11
	0.24***
	0.09
	0.29***
	-
	
	

	9. Stimulation
	0.24***
	0.29***
	0.02
	0.18***
	0.19***
	0.09
	0.34***
	0.48***
	-
	

	10. Self-direction
	0.31***
	0.38***
	-0.03
	0.16**
	0.22***
	-0.00
	0.33***
	0.20***
	0.36***
	-

	Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.



Table 3
Correlations between values as goals for happiness
	Value
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1. Benevolence
	-
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2. Universalism
	0.43***
	-
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3. Conformity
	0.31***
	0.09
	-
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4 Tradition
	0.27***
	0.16**
	0.48***
	-
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5. Security
	0.31***
	0.20***
	0.51***
	0.36***
	-
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6. Power
	0.04
	-0.04
	0.20***
	0.26***
	0.31***
	-
	 
	 
	 
	 

	7. Achievement
	0.26***
	0.08
	0.22***
	0.25***
	0.29***
	0.44***
	-
	 
	 
	 

	8. Hedonism
	0.32***
	0.30***
	0.20***
	0.05
	0.32***
	0.20***
	0.27***
	-
	 
	 

	9. Stimulation
	0.22***
	0.30***
	0.01
	0.13*
	0.13*
	0.13*
	0.31***
	0.44***
	-
	 

	10. Self-direction
	0.33***
	0.52***
	0.02
	0.18**
	0.13*
	0.10
	0.31***
	0.23***
	0.41***
	-

	Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.



Procrustes rotation analysis and multidimensional scaling
The Procrustes rotation analysis showed the structure of VTG and VGH were highly similar (ΦVTG = 0.93, ΦVGH = 0.95; Figure 1). All values lie close together excepting only tradition and conformity. This implies the theorised circle structure applies to VTG and to VGH. 
	

	[image: ]

	Figure 1: Multidimensional scaling of values as trans-situational goals (VTG) and values as goals for happiness (VGH). 


Response surface analysis
We used three-dimensional response-surface plots to model the observations for interpretation (Table 4). The RSA depicts congruence hypothesis models assessing eudaimonic and hedonic well-being predicted by each value item.
Testing the congruence hypothesis: first condition
In RSA, the first condition necessary for acceptance of the congruence hypothesis is that the line of congruence (LOC) of any given model must be linear i.e. â1=0 and â2=0 (Le, Côté, Stellar & Impett, 2020; Nestler et al., 2019).
The â1 value indicates the well-being scores. A significantly positive â1 value signifies that eudaimonic/hedonic well-being is higher when the VTG and VGH agree at a high level (Nestler et al., 2019). In other words, when VTG and VGH are strongly endorsed to the same high degree, well-being is increased. â1 was significantly positive for every model, except for the models assessing self-direction with eudaimonia, and universalism with hedonia. Therefore, almost every model contradicted the first condition necessary for acceptance of the congruence hypothesis.
The â2 value indicates the linearity of the LOC (when â2=0, LOC is linear). The â2 value was not significantly different from 0 in all but two models: the models for power and self-direction predicting hedonia. Taken together, the â1 and â2 values largely contraindicate a congruence hypothesis with the exceptions of the model assessing self-direction and eudaimonia, and the model assessing universalism and hedonia.
Testing the congruence hypothesis: second condition
The second condition necessary for the acceptance of the congruence hypothesis is that the line of incongruence (LOIC) must take on an inverted U-shape (i.e. â4<0) and the maximum point of the LOIC must also fall above (0, 0) (i.e. â3=0; Nestler et al., 2019).
The â3 value represents the slope of the LOIC above (0, 0). The â3 value indicates whether eudaimonic/hedonic happiness is greatest when VTG align with VGH (thereby supporting a congruence hypothesis), or if it is highest when one exceeds the other (contradicting a congruence hypothesis; Nestler et al., 2019). For all but two models, â3 was non-zero but non-significant, indicating that eudaimonia/hedonia is greatest when VTG and VGH are congruent. The â3 value was significantly negative for benevolence models assessing hedonia and eudaimonia respectively, meaning that well-being was not maximal when VTG and VGH were congruent, contradicting the congruence hypothesis. 
The â4 value determines whether the LOIC is linear (Nestler et al., 2019). Almost all models returned â4 values which were not significantly different from zero, indicating a linear LOIC. Therefore almost every model contradicted the second condition for the congruence hypothesis. â4 was significantly non-zero for three models assessing eudaimonia (â4>0 for benevolence and hedonism; â4<0 for self-direction), and for benevolence predicting hedonia (â4>0). 
Testing the congruence hypothesis: third (confirmatory) condition
The â5 value determines the last requirement for a congruence effect. After the first two conditions have been met, if the first principle axis is equal to the line of congruence (i.e., â5=0), the congruence effect is satisfied (Nestler et al., 2019). No single congruence model meets both the first and second criteria for congruence. Therefore, the third, confirmatory criteria concerning the first principle axis (â5=0) is not applicable to our data (Nestler et al., 2019).
Table 4
Response Surface Analysis Models for each value predicting eudaimonic and hedonic satisfaction
	Value
	B
	SE
	p

	
	EUD
	HED
	EUD
	HED
	EUD
	HED

	Achievement
	

	â1
	0.47
	0.18
	0.066
	0.067
	< 0.001
	0.007

	â2
	-0.056
	-0.054
	0.049
	0.063
	0.26
	0.40

	â3
	0.22
	-0.11
	0.12
	0.13
	0.060
	0.40

	â4
	-0.14
	-0.23
	0.18
	0.22
	0.43
	0.280

	â5
	0.078
	0.017
	0.084
	0.084
	0.35
	0.84

	Benevolence
	
	
	
	
	
	

	â1
	0.52
	0.23
	0.088
	0.079
	0.001
	0.003

	â2
	-0.050
	-0.073
	0.046
	0.046
	0.28
	0.109

	â3
	0.002
	-0.32
	0.13
	0.12
	0.99
	0.008

	â4
	0.42
	0.34
	0.12
	0.16
	0.032
	0.029

	â5
	0.060
	0.009
	0.087
	0.069
	0.49
	0.10

	Conformity
	
	
	
	
	
	

	â1
	0.26
	0.15
	0.058
	0.053
	 <0.001
	0.005

	â2
	0.051
	0.008
	0.048
	0.044
	0.29
	0.85

	â3
	-0.083
	-0.067
	0.071
	0.069
	0.24
	0.33

	â4
	0.012
	-0.059
	0.078
	0.067
	0.88
	0.38

	â5
	0.11
	0.074
	0.046
	0.044
	0.019
	0.096

	Hedonia
	
	
	
	
	
	

	â1
	0.42
	0.39
	0.082
	0.070
	<0.001
	<0.001

	â2
	-0.10
	-0.016
	0.059
	0.047
	0.090
	0.73

	â3
	-0.001
	-0.061
	0.089
	0.092
	0.99
	0.50

	â4
	0.25
	0.11
	0.099
	0.094
	0.012
	0.25

	â5
	0.10
	0.031
	0.089
	0.078
	0.24
	0.69

	Power
	
	
	
	
	
	

	â1
	0.17
	0.15
	0.068
	0.062
	0.013
	0.015

	â2
	0.052
	-0.11
	0.049
	0.051
	0.28
	0.038

	â3
	0.066
	-0.015
	0.16
	0.14
	0.68
	0.92

	â4
	-0.40
	-0.14
	0.24
	0.23
	0.089
	0.54

	â5
	-0.020
	0.042
	0.098
	0.093
	0.84
	0.65

	Security
	
	
	
	
	
	

	â1
	0.39
	0.24
	0.067
	0.068
	<0.001
	<0.001

	â2
	-0.058
	-0.083
	0.063
	0.057
	0.35
	0.15

	â3
	0.031
	0.011
	0.11
	0.098
	0.78
	0.91

	â4
	-0.035
	-0.074
	0.14
	0.11
	0.80
	0.51

	â5
	-0.009
	0.012
	0.072
	0.068
	0.90
	0.86

	Self-direction
	
	
	
	
	
	

	â1
	0.36
	0.14
	0.089
	0.081
	<0.001
	0.081

	â2
	-0.10
	-0.14
	0.062
	0.053
	0.095
	0.007

	â3
	0.018
	0.003
	0.12
	0.11
	0.88
	0.98

	â4
	-0.44
	-0.27
	0.16
	0.19
	0.005
	0.15

	â5
	-0.094
	-0.078
	0.080
	0.086
	0.24
	0.37

	Stimulation
	
	
	
	
	
	

	â1
	0.34
	0.27
	0.066
	0.057
	<0.001
	<0.001

	â2
	0.017
	0.020
	0.049
	0.055
	0.73
	0.71

	â3
	-0.14
	-0.044
	0.13
	0.12
	0.27
	0.72

	â4
	0.070
	0.12
	0.24
	0.18
	0.77
	0.50

	â5
	0.088
	0.071
	0.087
	0.065
	0.31
	0.28

	Tradition
	
	
	
	
	
	

	â1
	0.28
	0.11
	0.049
	0.045
	<0.001
	0.014

	â2
	0.002
	-0.010
	0.034
	0.031
	0.96
	0.76

	â3
	0.054
	-0.081
	0.081
	0.074
	0.51
	0.28

	â4
	-0.11
	-0.033
	0.065
	0.060
	0.093
	0.58

	â5
	0.008
	-0.027
	0.049
	0.041
	0.88
	0.51

	Universalism
	
	
	
	
	
	

	â1
	0.29
	0.066
	0.078
	0.074
	<0.001
	0.38

	â2
	0.016
	-0.038
	0.065
	0.054
	0.81
	0.48

	â3
	0.010
	0.062
	0.13
	0.11
	0.94
	0.58

	â4
	0.081
	-0.15
	0.17
	0.15
	0.64
	0.31

	â5
	-0.045
	-0.014
	0.069
	0.061
	0.52
	0.81



Discussion
[bookmark: _gjdgxs]This research investigated the relationship between Schwartz’s values and value structure, and two strands of well-being: eudaimonia and hedonia. The MDS plot indicates that structure of values as trans-situational goals and the structure of values as motivational goals for happiness are similar, both reflecting the conflict/compatibility organisation concept (Schwartz, 2012); tradition and conformity aside, all VTG were in close proximity to VGH on the MDS plot. This indicates that the level of importance that one places on a value as a trans-situational goal is similar to the importance that they place on the same value as a goal for happiness. Despite the similar value structures, congruence between endorsement of VTG and endorsement of VGH did not maximise well-being; the results of the RSA found that none of the models met the three conditions necessary for a congruence effect. The findings indicate we must reject our congruence hypothesis.
The MDS plot shows that the relationships between VGH are similar to the relationships between VTG (Figure 1). For example, power, as a goal for happiness and as a trans-situational goal, is compatible with achievement and conflicts with benevolence (Schwartz, 2012). All values, besides tradition and conformity were perceived as contributing to happiness if highly endorsed. The MDS results thereby indicate that happiness is a superordinate goal for values, suggesting that endorsement of reportedly “unhealthy” values like security and power carry the potential to increase happiness much the same as endorsement of “healthy” values, like achievement and self-direction (Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000). Happiness as a superordinate goal for values is an idea similarly echoed by Tamir et al. (2017), who found that values endorsed by a person dictate their desired emotions, and experiencing value-congruent emotions contributed to increased happiness. Therefore, the key for increased happiness is not striving for pleasant emotions, or “healthy” values, but feeling the “right” emotions according to the values you endorse (Tamir et al., 2017).
Tradition and conformity were less likely to contribute to increased happiness when endorsed, shown by the wide MDS discrepancy between their respective scores as VTG and VGH (Figure 1). Previous research has shown tradition to have a mixed relationship with eudaimonic and hedonic well-being (Joshanloo & Ghaedi, 2009; Schwartz & Sortheix, 2018). Schwartz and Sortheix (2018) further highlight that conformity was negatively related to subjective well-being across first and second generation studies of values and subjective well-being. Tradition and conformity share the goal of resigning to imposed social norms, which falls under the anxiety-avoidance higher-order goal (Blau, 1960). Therefore, highly endorsing these values emphasises avoidance of negative emotion through anxiety relief, rather than pursuing happiness.
Moreover, tradition demonstrated greater discrepancy between VGH and VTG compared to conformity. Examining this finding using value theory, tradition and conformity share the same broad motivational goals, as indicated by their sharing of a wedge in Schwartz’s value circle (Schwartz, 2012). However, tradition clashes more severely with opposing values (stimulation and hedonism) than conformity, represented by its positioning on the outer portion of the wedge (Schwartz, 2012). The heightened tension is a potential explanation for why our MDS results found that tradition was less endorsed as a VGH compared to conformity.
We hypothesised that reduced motivational conflict between values endorsed in general and values endorsed as goals for happiness (i.e. congruence between VTG and VGH) would maximise eudaimonic and hedonic well-being. RSA analysis did not support our congruence hypothesis (Table 4; Nestler et al., 2019). These findings indicate that theoretical congruence between VTG and VGH does not meaningfully relate to well-being. As such, we speculate that factors other than motivational conflict must prove more impactful in the relationship between values and well-being. Values research (Hanel, Vione, Hahn & Maio, 2017) and accounts from therapeutic practice (Wilson & Murrell, 2004) suggest value instantiation as one such factor. Value instantiation refers to how values are enacted through specific, concrete behaviours (Hanel, Maio, Soares, Vione, de Holanda Coelho, Gouveia, Patil, Kamble & Manstead, 2018); for example, one might instantiate achievement values through starting a good job, or starting a family (Hanel et al., 2018). Value instantiation is embedded in the principles of Acceptance and Commitment Therapy; enabling individuals to embody value-congruent behaviour serves to enhance well-being (Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022; Wilson & Murrell, 2004). However, recent research conducted by Bojanowska and colleagues suggests even finer nuance to the relationships between values, behaviour, and well-being (Bojanowska & Czerw, 2020; Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022). For instance, Bojanowska and Kaczmarek, (2022) found that while expressing behaviours congruent with self-transcendence values promoted higher well-being, the association between well-being and conservation values was stronger when these values were more passively endorsed (i.e. where value instantiation was lacking).
Limitations
This research was restricted by convenience sampling of one course in a New Zealand university. Recent studies shedding light on the intricacies of value and-well-being relationships (Hanel et al., 2018; Sortheix & Schwartz, 2017; Tamir et al., 2016) can, by virtue of their large, cross-cultural samples, attribute greater generalisability to their findings. Given the universality of Schwartz’s Value Theory across countries and cultures (Schwartz, 2012) it would be pertinent to explore the structure of VGH across diverse samples to enhance the validity of this concept.
Prior research and theory indicates that relationships between values and eudaimonic/hedonic well-being can be influenced by the behavioural expression of held values (Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022) and by temperamental traits (Bojanowska & Piotrowski, 2021), neither of which were accounted for in the current study. Measurement of value-congruent behaviour, or value instantiation (Hanel et al., 2017), may therefore provide further insight into the ongoing discourse surrounding “healthy/unhealthy” values (Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022).
Conclusions & Future Directions 
Our findings show that - with the understandable exceptions of tradition and conformity - the structure of values as goals for happiness maps onto Schwartz’s value structure. This broadly indicates that happiness is an ultimate goal of value fulfilment, contributing new data to discussions of “healthy/unhealthy” values (Bojanowska & Kaczmarek, 2022). The testing of our congruence hypothesis indicates that the relationship between values and well-being is not resolved solely through a lens of motivational conflict reduction. Our measurement of both eudaimonic and (affective and cognitive) hedonic well-being enhances the validity of this finding; future research may also seek to remediate the historical focus on hedonic well-being in values research by including measures of hedonia and eudaimonia. 
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Appendix
Appendix A: Data transformation
The PVQ domains that were combined to match the SVS domains were as follows: Benevolence-dependability and benevolence-caring combined to become benevolence. Tolerance, concern, and nature combined into universalism. Conformity was comprised of interpersonal-conformity and rules-conformity. Societal-security and personal-security joined together to become security. The power facet contained power-resources and power-dominance. Finally, self-direction-action and self-direction-thought were combined into self-direction. Face and humility items were not included as they did not integrate into any items that would match to the SVS items.

Appendix B: Value measure reliabilities
	Table B.1

	Reliabilities for general values

	Value
	                Cronbach’s Alpha (PVQ)

	Achievement
	0.68

	Benevolence
	0.80

	Conformity
	0.78

	Hedonism
	0.79

	Power
	0.87

	Security
	0.77

	Self-direction
	0.82

	Stimulation
	0.80

	Tradition
	0.82

	Universalism
	0.84

	Note. PVQ: Portrait Values Questionnaire (Schwartz et al., 2001)






	Table B.2

	Reliabilities for values as goals for happiness

	Value
	Cronbach’s Alpha (PVQ)

	Achievement
	0.63

	Benevolence
	0.83

	Conformity
	0.86

	Hedonism
	0.74

	Power
	0.83

	Security
	0.78

	Self-direction
	0.80

	Stimulation
	0.76

	Tradition
	0.85

	Universalism
	0.86

	Note. PVQ: Portrait Values Questionnaire (Schwartz et al., 2001)







Supplementary Material
[image: ]Figure S1: Violin plot comparing the distribution scores of general values and values as goals for happiness.
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