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Abstract

With the development of the times, the composition of employee groups in
Chinese workplaces is exhibiting a trend of diversification. The existence of gen-
erational differences renders the understanding of work values among Chinese
employees from different generations both urgent and important. Grounded in
Inglehart’s theory of modernization evolution, this paper conducts a systematic
and in-depth analysis of the status and evolution of work values across different
generational cohorts (the pre-reform generation, reform generation, and post-
reform generation) through three studies employing distinct research designs,
measurement instruments, analytical methods, and research perspectives. The
findings reveal that work values among different generational cohorts of em-
ployees in China exhibit both differences and similarities, with the post-reform
generation manifesting the most pronounced divergences from the other two
cohorts. Specifically, compared to the pre-reform and reform generations, the
post-reform generation demonstrates the weakest materialistic work values and
the strongest post-materialistic work values; the post-reform generation also ex-
hibits the highest emphasis on openness work values relative to the preceding
two cohorts, yet no significant differences are observed in self-transcendence
work values across the three generations. The study further reveals that em-
ployees across all generational cohorts continue to place greater emphasis on
materialistic work values than on post-materialistic values. This paper adopts
a multi-method approach, yielding relatively robust findings regarding inter-
generational transitions in work values through three studies, thereby address-
ing gaps in existing work values research. The study reexamines foundational
theories of intergenerational transition, and the findings enrich the knowledge
system concerning generational differences in work values and research on new-
generation employees. Simultaneously, the employment of multiple methods
provides an exemplar for intergenerational values research. The results may
also furnish reference and guidance for corporate management practice amidst
profound transformation.
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Abstract

As China enters an era of unprecedented global transformation, its workforce
composition has become increasingly diverse. Understanding the work values
of different generational cohorts has emerged as both an urgent and important
challenge for organizations. Grounded in Inglehart’s theory of evolutionary mod-
ernization, this research systematically examines the work values of three Chi-
nese generational cohorts—pre-reform, reform, and post-reform generations—
through three complementary studies employing distinct research designs, mea-
surement instruments, analytical methods, and theoretical perspectives. Our
findings reveal both differences and similarities across cohorts, with the post-
reform generation exhibiting the most pronounced distinctiveness. Specifically,
compared to their predecessors, post-reform generation employees demonstrate
the weakest materialistic work values and the strongest post-materialistic work
values. They also place the highest importance on openness-to-change work
values, though no significant cohort differences emerge in self-transcendence
values. Importantly, all cohorts continue to prioritize materialistic over post-
materialistic work values. By employing multiple methods across three studies,
we obtain robust evidence regarding generational shifts in work values, address-
ing critical gaps in existing research. Our findings contribute to theoretical
refinement of generational change frameworks, enrich the knowledge base on
generational differences in work values and new-generation employees, and pro-
vide a methodological exemplar for future generational values research. The
results also offer practical insights for managing workforce diversity in an era of
profound transformation.

Keywords:  work values, generational differences, materialism, post-
materialism, openness-to-change versus conservation, self-enhancement
versus self-transcendence, APC analysis

The world has entered a new era of unprecedented transformation, accompanied
by significant changes in the labor force (Li et al., 2021). Workforce composi-
tion has become increasingly diverse, making diversity, equity, and inclusion
core organizational concerns (Anderson et al., 2017; Tang et al., 2015). By the
end of 2020, post-1990 employees accounted for 17.4% of China’s workforce,
post-1980 employees for 25.9%, post-1970 employees for 24.5%, and post-1960
employees for 20.9% (National Bureau of Statistics Department of Population
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and Employment Statistics, 2021). While generational diversity brings vital-
ity and competitive advantages, value and behavioral differences across cohorts
have become increasingly salient (Anderson et al., 2017). If poorly managed,
these differences may generate misunderstandings and conflict. Since genera-
tional issues fundamentally reflect sociocultural change, and values represent a
crucial manifestation of such change (Chen & Lian, 2011), understanding the
evolution of values and work values across generations provides the foundation
for effectively addressing workplace generational challenges.

Work values represent individuals’ work-related goals, expressing their intrinsic
needs and desired job characteristics (Super, 1970). Work values serve moti-
vational functions (Rokeach, 1973), influencing workplace attitudes such as job
satisfaction, work engagement, and turnover intentions (Meng et al., 2020; Jang
et al., 2018; Li et al., 2022) and behaviors such as in-role performance, extra-
role performance, and innovative performance (Hou et al., 2014; Luan et al.,
2017). Consequently, work values constitute a critical variable in organizational
management research. Most existing studies conclude that work values differ
significantly across generations. Compared to Baby Boomers (born 1946-1964)
and Generation X (born 1965-1980), Generation Y (born 1981 onward) places
greater emphasis on leisure and work-family balance (Cogin, 2012; Twenge et al.,
2010), values work autonomy, and shows less respect for authority (Cennamo
& Gardner, 2008; Zhao, 2018), while also seeking challenging work and learn-
ing opportunities (Su et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2018). However, some research
suggests that work value shifts are not entirely linear; for instance, Twenge et
al. (2010) found that Generation X values material rewards more than other
cohorts. Nevertheless, some generational work value studies have produced con-
tradictory findings (Rudolph et al., 2018). For example, Cogin (2012) found
no significant generational differences in the value placed on work autonomy.
Additionally, cross-national research indicates that generational characteristics
and trends in work values vary across countries (Parry & Urwin, 2021; Peretz
et al., 2022). Egri and Ralston (2004), for instance, found that Chinese genera-
tional values differ substantially from those of American employees, with these
differences persisting across all cohorts.

Reviewing prior research reveals that despite substantial progress, several lim-
itations remain. First, some studies base their conclusions on data analysis
alone, lacking theoretical support for explaining generational shifts in work val-
ues (Rudolph et al., 2018). Second, while generational cohort formation is
influenced by sociocultural environmental factors (Parry & Urwin, 2021), pre-
vious Chinese generational values research has either adopted Western gener-
ational classifications or used arbitrary “ten-year cohort” approaches without
adequately integrating major historical events in China’s social development
(Tang et al., 2017). Finally, most research relies exclusively on cross-sectional
designs, which cannot effectively disentangle cohort effects (the impact of his-
torical events on a specific generation), age effects (changes due to individual
aging), and period effects (contemporary environmental changes affecting all
generations) (Chen & Lian, 2011), raising questions about the robustness of
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findings. These theoretical gaps and practical demands underscore the need
to supplement and refine research on generational differences in work values
within the Chinese context to better reflect how social transformation impacts
the workforce in this era of profound change (Cai et al., 2020; Fu & Cai, 2016).

1.1 Chinese Generational Classification

A “generation” constitutes an identifiable group of individuals sharing birth
years, similar age stages, and experiences of major events during critical devel-
opmental periods (Kupperschmidt, 2000). Members of such groups are born
within the same historical and cultural context, participate in similar social-
historical events during formative years, and share common developmental ex-
periences. Due to different sociocultural imprints, generations differ in values,
ideologies, and behavioral patterns, thereby acquiring distinctive generational
identities (Joshi et al., 2011).

While researchers hold varying views on Chinese generational classification, most
agree that major historical events in modern China should serve as demarca-
tion points (Gao et al., 2022; Tang et al., 2017). Moreover, as new-generation
employees gradually enter the workplace, China’s workforce structure is chang-
ing (National Bureau of Statistics Department of Population and Employment
Statistics, 2021), making it essential to include employees born after 1990 in gen-
erational research. Therefore, this study adopts the generational classification
proposed by Tang et al. (2017), using key economic events—the 1978 Reform
and Opening-up and the 1990 deepening of reforms—as criteria to divide current
employees into three cohorts: the pre-reform generation (born before 1978), the
reform generation (born 1978-1989), and the post-reform generation (born 1990
onward).

1.2 Work Values and Their Classification

Values represent beliefs about what is “good” and “worthwhile” (Williams,
1970), reflecting broad ideal goals (Sagiv et al., 2017; Schwartz, 1992). Val-
ues are hierarchically ordered by relative importance; increased importance of
one value leads to decreased importance of others (Rokeach, 1973). Work val-
ues represent the manifestation of general values in the work context, expressing
individuals’ desired goals in the work domain (Super, 1970).

Scholars have proposed various frameworks for classifying work values. Man-
hardt (1972) identified three dimensions: comfort and security (e.g., job secu-
rity, stability in time and location), competence and growth (e.g., innovative
work, knowledge acquisition, skill development), and status and independence
(e.g., high status, autonomous work), with his measure seeing widespread use
(e.g., Meng et al., 2020; Su et al., 2021). Cable and Edwards (2004) devel-
oped a similar framework based on Schwartz’s (1992) theory of basic human
values, which holds a central position in psychology (Li & Jin, 2016). Their
first dimension is “openness-to-change versus conservation,” where openness val-
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ues (including autonomy and stimulation) reflect motivation for self-direction
and emotional interests at work, while conservation values (including security
and conformity) reflect motivation to maintain the status quo and certainty.
The second dimension is “self-enhancement versus self-transcendence,” where
self-enhancement values (including achievement and power) reflect motivation
to advance personal interests, while self-transcendence values (including benev-
olence and universalism) reflect motivation to enhance others’ and society’s
welfare. Twenge et al. (2010) categorized work values into leisure, extrinsic,
intrinsic, altruistic, and social dimensions. Cao (2020), drawing on Inglehart’s
(1977, 1997) modernization theory, distinguished between materialistic work val-
ues (emphasizing material goals like survival and security) and post-materialistic
work values (emphasizing non-material goals like self-actualization). This study
primarily adopts the materialism-post-materialism framework and Cable and
Edwards’ (2004) work values framework to analyze generational shifts in work
values.

1.3 Mechanisms of Generational Change in Work Values

As noted, social change drives generational shifts in work values. This study
draws on Inglehart’s (1977, 1997) evolutionary modernization theory to exam-
ine these shifts in the Chinese context. The theory explains generational value
change through two hypotheses. First, the scarcity hypothesis posits that indi-
vidual values are primarily determined by what was lacking during their forma-
tive socioeconomic environment. Those who experienced economic insecurity
emphasize survival and security goals (materialism), while those raised in rela-
tive safety and prosperity emphasize self-actualization and other non-material
goals (post-materialism). Second, the socialization hypothesis suggests that
values formed during critical developmental periods remain relatively stable
throughout adulthood. Consequently, as societies develop economically, values
shift from materialism to post-materialism (Inglehart, 2016).

Inglehart and Baker (2000) further propose that this transformation reflects a
shift from survival values to self-expression values. Post-materialism constitutes
a key component of self-expression, and conditions promoting post-materialism
also facilitate the survival-to-self-expression shift. However, self-expression en-
compasses additional elements, including freedom of expression, equality, toler-
ance of diversity, interpersonal trust, and political participation. Essentially,
self-expression emphasizes multi-perspective, multi-dimensional understanding
of the world and tolerance of differences (Chen & Tang, 2014). These theoreti-
cal premises provide the foundation for our investigation of Chinese employees’
work values, which we further examine by incorporating unique Chinese socio-
cultural factors.
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1.4 Research Overview

Based on Inglehart’s (1977, 1997) evolutionary modernization theory, this re-
search systematically reveals trends in Chinese employees’ work values through
three studies employing different designs, measures, analytical methods, and
perspectives. Study 1 utilizes China Labor-force Dynamic Survey (CLDS) data
and applies an Age-Period-Cohort (APC) analysis model to examine material-
istic and post-materialistic work value trends across cohorts. Study 2 employs
a large-scale online survey to both replicate Study 1’s hypotheses and conclu-
sions and to address Study 1’s measurement and sampling limitations by in-
corporating Cable and Edwards’ (2004) work values measure, providing deeper
analysis of intergenerational similarities and differences. Study 3 adopts an
intersubjective perspective, examining perceived work values of different gener-
ations to validate findings from the first two studies through an alternative lens.
This multi-method approach enhances research credibility and validity, enriches
the knowledge base on generational work value differences, expands theoretical
boundaries, and provides practical guidance for managing multi-generational
workforces.

Study 1 investigates trends in materialistic and post-materialistic work values
across Chinese generational cohorts. According to modernization theory (Ingle-
hart, 1977, 1997), sustained economic prosperity during formative years broadly
enhances individuals’ sense of security, reducing the importance of materialistic
work values while increasing that of post-materialistic values.

Specifically, the pre-reform generation experienced China’s post-liberation con-
struction period, where low material living standards created high economic
insecurity (Tang et al., 2017). Since work represented virtually the only means
of survival (Chen & Lian, 2011), survival and security needs dominated. The
reform generation witnessed China’s rapid modernization and industrialization
(Leung, 2008), partially satisfying materialistic needs and reducing insecurity.
The post-reform generation experienced greater material abundance, signifi-
cantly improved education and living standards, and having basic survival and
security needs met, they no longer purely pursued material rewards but empha-
sized self-actualization and other non-material goals (Inglehart, 2016). From
this perspective alone, materialistic work values should gradually decline and
post-materialistic values increase from pre-reform through reform to post-reform
generations. However, China’s social transformation exhibits both universal
modernization characteristics and unique particularities (Gao et al., 2022; Tang
et al., 2017). China’s state-led system and different socialization processes across
cohorts have profoundly shaped work values (Gao et al., 2022), particularly for
pre-reform and reform generations. The pre-reform generation’s planned econ-
omy era emphasized national and collective interests; despite material scarcity,
they prioritized spiritual over material life (Chen & Lian, 2011). Consequently,
non-material goals like self-actualization held greater importance for them. In
contrast, the reform generation experienced policies like “letting some people
get rich first,” which legitimized material interests and made work’s material
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value salient and desirable (Chen & Lian, 2011). Based on this analysis, we
propose our first set of hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1.1: The post-reform generation will exhibit the lowest mate-
rialistic work values, followed by the pre-reform generation, with the reform
generation showing the highest.

Hypothesis 1.2: The post-reform generation will exhibit the highest post-
materialistic work values, followed by the pre-reform generation, with the reform
generation showing the lowest.

2.1 Sample and Data

Study 1 tested Hypotheses 1.1 and 1.2 using CLDS data. Initiated by the Center
for Social Science Survey at Sun Yat-sen University, CLDS employs multi-stage,
multi-level PPS (Probability Proportionate to Size) sampling proportional to la-
bor force size to investigate the status and evolution of China’s labor force. As
the first national longitudinal survey project focusing on labor issues in China,
CLDS has systematically tracked changes and interactions across community,
household, and individual levels (i.e., household members aged 15-64) since its
pilot survey in 2011 and first national survey in 2012, with follow-up surveys in
2014, 2016, and 2018, covering 29 provinces (excluding Hong Kong, Macau, Tai-
wan, Tibet, and Hainan) (Wang et al., 2017). Due to its representativeness and
longitudinal nature, CLDS has been widely used in research on labor migration
and well-being changes (e.g., Luo et al., 2021; Ye et al., 2018).

We utilized data from the 2012, 2014, and 2016 waves, screening and processing
samples as follows. First, we identified tracking samples across the three waves
and retained only successfully tracked cases. Second, we deleted cases missing
work values data and those born before 1957. Third, we retained only required
variables and constructed panel data, yielding 1,950 tracking samples (5,850
total observations across three waves) (see Table 1 ).

2.2 Measurement Instruments

Materialistic and Post-Materialistic Work Values: We used a set of work
values questions from the CLDS questionnaire: “What is the meaning or value of
your current job? (1) Making a living; (2) Peace of mind; (3) Meeting more peo-
ple; (4) Gaining respect; (5) Interest; (6) Fully utilizing one’s abilities.” Scholars
have applied these items in work values research (e.g., Yang et al., 2019; Cao,
2020). All items used a 5-point Likert scale (1 = very unimportant, 5 = very
important). The CLDS manual indicates these items assess the importance of
job goals in meeting Maslow’s five need levels: physiological (making a living),
safety (peace of mind), social (meeting people), esteem (gaining respect), and
self-actualization (interest and ability utilization). Following Inglehart’s (1977,
1997) modernization theory and Cao’s (2020) analytical recommendations, we
excluded the ambiguous “peace of mind” item and classified “making a living”
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as materialistic and “meeting more people,” “gaining respect,” “interest,” and
“fully utilizing abilities” as post-materialistic. Exploratory factor analysis sup-
ported this classification (see Appendix A, Table Al).

Control Variables: Individual work values depend not only on key events
experienced during different developmental periods but also on how individuals
perceive these events, which is influenced by personal characteristics (Parry &
Urwin, 2021). Following prior generational research (Egri & Ralston, 2004; Tang
et al., 2017), we controlled for personal characteristics. We controlled for gender
(0 = male, 1 = female). Since education and urbanization are primary drivers of
value formation (Yuchtman-Yaar & Alkalay, 2007), we controlled for education
level (1 = junior high or below, 2 = senior high, 3 = university, 4 = master’s or
above) and household registration type (0 = agricultural, 1 = non-agricultural).
Different job types may also influence work values, so we controlled for job type
(1 = employee, 2 = employer, 3 = self-employed, 4 = farmer). To distinguish
age effects from cohort effects, we grouped age following prior research (Li et
al., 2021) (1 = under 30, 2 = 30-39, 3 = 40-49, 4 = 50-59).

2.3 Analytical Strategy

We conducted data analysis using STATA 16.0 and SPSS 23.0. First, since
modernization theory emphasizes relative importance of goals and to reduce in-
dividual bias in value importance rankings (Inglehart & Abramson, 1999), we
followed Schwartz’s (1992, 2005) recommendations for value measurement by
centering work values. For each respondent, we calculated the mean across all
value types, then subtracted this mean from each type’s score, converting abso-
lute importance to relative importance. Centered data were used for correlation
and regression analyses, while original data were used for exploratory and confir-
matory factor analyses (Schwartz, 1992, 2005). Second, due to high correlation
between age and cohort, we employed APC modeling to control for age and
period effects and avoid multicollinearity. APC modeling examines interactions
between life course stages and social-historical events (Fosse & Winship, 2019;
Yang, 2008). Since specific historical events or social changes affect cohorts sim-
ilarly yet produce different life trajectories, individual psychology and behavior
are simultaneously influenced by age, period, and cohort effects (Yang & Land,
2008, 2016). APC models decompose social phenomena into these three net ef-
fects, identifying different sources of change (Yang & Land, 2008, 2016). Given
the short intervals between CLDS waves and our primary focus on intergenera-
tional value change, we adopted Deaton’s (1997) decomposition method (Zhou
et al., 2009). Assuming «i represents the value level of a representative group
from birth cohort i, individual values V can be expressed as:

V = a; x Cohorty + ay x Cohorty + a3 x Cohorts + v, + v, + 8 x Controls,

where Cohort_i (i =1, 2, 3) represents dummy variables for generational cohorts
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(1 = pre-reform, 2 = reform, 3 = post-reform). «_t denotes year fixed effects
(t = 2012, 2014, 2016), v_k age fixed effects (k = 1, 2, 3, 4), and Controls_t
includes gender, education, household registration, and job type. Regressing
individual values on cohort dummies yields estimates of «_i. Third, we used
the reform generation as the reference group, constructing two dummy variables
(pre-reform and post-reform), with supplementary analyses using the pre-reform
generation as reference.

2.4 Results

To examine work value tendencies across cohorts, we first conducted descrip-
tive analyses for pre-reform, reform, and post-reform employees (see Table 1).
Results showed that materialistic work values remained more important than
post-materialistic values across all cohorts.

Table 2 and Figure 1 [Figure 1: see original paper] present APC model results
for materialistic and post-materialistic work values. For materialistic values
(Model 1), pre-reform and reform generations did not differ significantly (b =
—0.01, p = 0.85), while the post-reform generation scored significantly lower than
the reform generation (b = —0.14, p = 0.04). Supplementary analysis (Model 2)
showed the post-reform generation marginally lower than pre-reform (b = —0.14,
p = 0.06). Thus, the post-reform generation exhibited lower materialistic work
values than both other cohorts, with no significant difference between pre-reform
and reform generations, partially supporting Hypothesis 1.1.

For post-materialistic values (Model 3), pre-reform and reform generations did
not differ (b = 0.01, p = 0.85), while the post-reform generation scored signifi-
cantly higher than the reform generation (b = 0.14, p = 0.04). Supplementary
analysis (Model 4) showed the post-reform generation marginally higher than
pre-reform (b = 0.14, p = 0.06). Thus, the post-reform generation exhibited
higher post-materialistic work values than both other cohorts, with no signifi-
cant difference between pre-reform and reform generations, partially supporting
Hypothesis 1.2.

2.5 Supplementary Analysis: Age and Period Effects

To better distinguish generational change from age and period effects, we con-
ducted separate analyses.

2.5.1 Period Effects

Figure 2 [Figure 2: see original paper] shows period effect results. For materi-
alistic values, 2014 (b = 0.21, p < 0.001) and 2016 (b = 0.22, p < 0.001) were
significantly higher than 2012, with no significant difference between 2014 and
2016 (b = 0.01, p = 0.54). For post-materialistic values, 2014 (b = -0.21, p
< 0.001) and 2016 (b = -0.22, p < 0.001) were significantly lower than 2012,
with no difference between 2014 and 2016 (b = —0.01, p = 0.54). This may
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reflect that after years of rapid growth, China’s economic growth slowed from
2011, with 2012 GDP growth (7.86%) declining sharply from the previous year
(9.55%) (National Bureau of Statistics of China, 2014). Concerns about eco-
nomic development may have reprioritized survival values (Norris & Inglehart,
2019), leading to increased materialism.

2.5.2 Age Effects

Figure 3 [Figure 3: see original paper| presents age effect results. For materi-
alistic values, the 30-39 (b = 0.12, p = 0.001) and 40-49 (b = 0.09, p = 0.08)
age groups scored significantly higher than the under-30 group, while the 50-59
group did not differ significantly (b = 0.08, p = 0.11), showing an inverted
U-shaped pattern. For post-materialistic values, the 30-39 (b = -0.12, p =
0.001) and 40-49 (b = —0.09, p = 0.08) groups scored significantly lower than
the under-30 group, while the 50-59 group showed no difference (b = —0.08, p
= 0.11), displaying a U-shaped pattern. These trends may reflect different role
salience across life stages (Zacher & Froidevaux, 2021). After family formation
(around age 30), dual demands for family economics and personal achievement
increase materialism, which declines after achieving certain economic and career
success (around age 45).

2.6 Discussion

Study 1 provides preliminary evidence for generational shifts in work values.
Using three waves of CLDS data and APC modeling, we examined intergener-
ational differences while distinguishing cohort, period, and age effects. APC
analysis revealed distinct effects: generational effects largely supported mod-
ernization theory, with the post-reform generation showing weakest material-
istic and strongest post-materialistic values after controlling for age and pe-
riod. Notably, although the post-reform generation valued materialism less and
post-materialism more than other cohorts, all generations still prioritized ma-
terialistic over post-materialistic values. This likely reflects China’s status as a
developing country with relatively low per capita GDP, where security remains
insufficiently high for post-materialism to dominate, consistent with prior re-
search (Inglehart, 2016; Yang et al., 2018).

However, Study 1 has limitations. Regarding sampling, although CLDS is a
nationally representative social survey, sampling period constraints (the oldest
post-reform cohort was only 22 in 2012) and attrition created uneven cohort sam-
ple sizes, with relatively few post-reform respondents. The short period span
may also affect robustness of period effect conclusions. Regarding measurement,
CLDS uses self-developed scales with single-item materialism measures, provid-
ing insufficient reliability and validity evidence. Additionally, the materialism-
post-materialism framework may oversimplify the richness of individual work
value orientations (Schwartz, 2003).
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3 Study 2

Study 2 aimed to replicate Study 1’s hypotheses and conclusions while overcom-
ing its measurement and sampling limitations. Building on Study 1, we incor-
porated Cable and Edwards’ (2004) work values measure based on Schwartz’s
(1992) basic individual values theory to explore work values more systemati-
cally. Drawing on Inglehart’s (1977, 1997) modernization theory, sustained ma-
terial prosperity and social stability should enhance economic and personal secu-
rity, thereby reducing conservation and self-enhancement values while increasing
openness-to-change and self-transcendence values (Egri & Ralston, 2004; Tang
et al., 2017).

Regarding openness-to-change and conservation values, as China’s reform deep-
ened and market economy developed, living standards rose from scarcity to basic
satisfaction across cohorts (Tang et al., 2017), increasing economic and personal
security. This reduced emphasis on economic security, loosened authority com-
pliance, and increased value placed on autonomy and self-expression (Inglehart,
2008, 2016). Post-reform generations became more self-focused and individualis-
tic (Li & Hou, 2012), valuing workplace autonomy and variety. Mass education
and internet access also exposed them to more diverse information (Li & Hou,
2012), enhancing their understanding and acceptance of workplace innovations.
Research by Hou et al. (2014) and Laird et al. (2015) found that new-generation
employees value personal freedom, challenge tradition, and drive innovation.
Therefore, we propose:

Hypothesis 2.1: Openness-to-change work values will increase across genera-
tions, being lowest in the pre-reform generation and highest in the post-reform
generation.

Hypothesis 2.2: Conservation work values will decrease across generations,
being highest in the pre-reform generation and lowest in the post-reform gener-
ation.

Regarding self-enhancement and self-transcendence values, modernization the-
ory suggests that with affluence and stability, people move beyond personal
material interests to emphasize pluralism, equality, inclusiveness, and univer-
sal welfare (Chen & Tang, 2014; Inglehart & Baker, 2000; Tang et al., 2017).
However, the pre-reform generation’s planned economy era emphasized spiri-
tual life (Chen & Lian, 2011) and collectivist interests (Guan, 2000), promoting
self-sacrifice at work (Leung, 2008). Although the reform generation’s mate-
rial conditions improved relative to the pre-reform generation, they remained
modest, while reform policies culturally legitimized material pursuits (Tang et
al., 2017; Chen & Lian, 2011), making the reform generation more desirous of
personal gains (salary and status). Thus, pre-reform cohorts should show lower
self-enhancement and higher self-transcendence than reform cohorts. Prior re-
search also found that among employees born in the 1960s through 1990s, the
1980s cohort most valued promotion and income (Luan et al., 2017). Therefore,
we propose:
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Hypothesis 2.3: The reform generation will exhibit the highest self-
enhancement work values, followed by the pre-reform generation, with the
post-reform generation lowest.

Hypothesis 2.4: The post-reform generation will exhibit the highest self-
transcendence work values, followed by the pre-reform generation, with the
reform generation lowest.

3.1 Sample and Data

Study 2 validated these hypotheses through an online questionnaire survey ad-
ministered via the Credamo platform (www.Credamo.com) in November 2022
to employed individuals aged 18-59 nationwide. We collected 1,166 question-
naires, retaining 992 valid responses after excluding those with errors or ab-
normal completion times (85.08% valid response rate). The sample included
440 men (44.40%) and 552 women (55.60%), with a mean age of 38.27 years
(SD = 10.25). Using Tang et al’s (2017) classification, the sample comprised
306 pre-reform generation (30.80%), 306 reform generation (30.80%), and 380
post-reform generation (38.30%) employees.

3.2 Measures and Analytical Strategy

We employed two work values measures. Materialistic and Post-
Materialistic Work Values: As in Study 1, we used CLDS’s five work
values items. Exploratory factor analysis again supported our classification
(see Appendix A, Table A2), with “making a living” representing materialism
and “meeting more people,” “gaining respect,” “interest,” and “fully utilizing
abilities” representing post-materialism. Post-materialism showed Cronbach’s
a = 0.76.

Cable and Edwards (2004) Work Values: This 24-item measure includes
eight dimensions (e.g., “Making the world a better place is important to me”)
rated on a 5-point scale (1 = very unimportant, 5 = very important). The
Chinese version was developed through back-translation. Following Schwartz
(1992), Cable and Edwards (2004), and Sessions et al. (2021), we aggregated di-
mensions into four work value types: openness-to-change (stimulation and self-
direction), conservation (security and conformity), self-enhancement (achieve-
ment and power), and self-transcendence (benevolence and universalism). We
conducted confirmatory factor analysis using Mplus 8.30 (Muthén & Muthén,
1998-2017) to assess structural validity (see Table 3 ). The first-order eight-
factor model showed good fit ( 2(224) = 613.927, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.958, RM-
SEA = 0.042, SRMR = 0.039). The second-order four-factor model also showed
adequate fit ( 2(238) = 1003.418, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.918, RMSEA = 0.057,
SRMR = 0.077) and was theoretically and statistically preferable. Cronbach’s a
coefficients were 0.81 (openness), 0.78 (conservation), 0.77 (self-enhancement),
and 0.76 (self-transcendence).
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Control Variables: We controlled for gender (0 = male, 1 = female), house-
hold registration (0 = agricultural, 1 = non-agricultural), education (1 = ele-
mentary or below, 2 = junior high, 3 = senior high, 4 = college, 5 = bachelor’s,
6 = master’s, 7 = doctorate), and marital status (1 = unmarried, 2 = married,
3 = divorced). Due to high correlation between age grouping and cohort (r =
—0.93), we did not control for age, following prior generational research (Egri &
Ralston, 2004; Tang et al., 2017).

Study 2 followed Study 1’s analytical approach: (1) centering work values to
convert absolute to relative importance scores, and (2) regression analysis using
reform generation as reference, with supplementary analysis using pre-reform
generation as reference.

3.3 Results

Table 4 presents means, standard deviations, and correlations. Descriptive anal-
yses (Table 5 ) showed that, consistent with Study 1, materialistic work values
remained more important than post-materialistic values across all cohorts. Fur-
ther analysis revealed that self-enhancement values were most important and
openness values least important across cohorts.

Regression results for materialistic and post-materialistic values (Table 6 and
Figure 4 [Figure 4: see original paper]) showed that for materialism, pre-reform
and reform generations did not differ (b = —0.01, p = 0.79), while the post-
reform generation scored significantly lower than reform (b = —0.11, p = 0.04)
and marginally lower than pre-reform (b = —0.09, p = 0.08). Thus, post-reform
generation showed lower materialism than both other cohorts, with no difference
between pre-reform and reform generations, partially supporting Hypothesis 1.1.

For post-materialism, pre-reform and reform generations did not differ (b =
0.01, p = 0.79), while the post-reform generation scored significantly higher
than reform (b = 0.11, p = 0.04) and marginally higher than pre-reform (b =
0.09, p = 0.08). Thus, post-reform generation showed higher post-materialism
than both other cohorts, with no difference between pre-reform and reform
generations, partially supporting Hypothesis 1.2.

Results for Cable and Edwards’ (2004) work values (Table 7 and Figure 5 [Fig-
ure 5: see original paper]) showed that for openness-to-change, pre-reform and
reform generations did not differ (b = 0.00, p = 0.93), while post-reform was
marginally higher than reform (b = 0.07, p = 0.07) and pre-reform (b = 0.07, p
= 0.07). Thus, post-reform generation showed higher openness than both other
cohorts, with no difference between pre-reform and reform generations, partially
supporting Hypothesis 2.1.

For conservation values, no significant differences emerged among pre-reform, re-
form, and post-reform generations (all ps > 0.28), failing to support Hypothesis
2.2.

For self-enhancement, pre-reform and reform generations did not differ (b =
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0.00, p = 0.98), while post-reform scored significantly lower than reform (b =
-0.10, p = 0.004) and pre-reform (b =-0.10, p = 0.01). Thus, post-reform gener-
ation showed lower self-enhancement than both other cohorts, with no difference
between pre-reform and reform generations, partially supporting Hypothesis 2.3.

For self-transcendence, no significant differences emerged among the three gen-
erations (all ps > 0.63), failing to support Hypothesis 2.4.

3.4 Discussion

Study 2 replicated Study 1’s findings: the post-reform generation showed lower
materialism and higher post-materialism than both other cohorts. Using Ca-
ble and Edwards’ (2004) measure provided deeper insights, confirming that the
post-reform generation valued openness-to-change more and self-enhancement
less than previous cohorts. However, contrary to predictions, pre-reform and re-
form generations did not differ in materialism/post-materialism, and no cohort
differences emerged in conservation or self-transcendence values. Additionally,
as in Study 1, although relative importance of some values shifted across co-
horts, materialistic values remained more important than post-materialistic val-
ues within each cohort, and self-enhancement values remained most important
while openness values remained least important. In other words, the priority
ordering of work values did not fundamentally change.

Despite consistency with Study 1, both studies relied on self-reports, potentially
introducing self-serving bias (Paulhus, 1991). Moreover, since individuals are
not merely passive recipients but active constructors of cultural values, perceived
values of others (intersubjective perspective) may differ from perceived personal
values (intrasubjective perspective) (Chiu et al., 2010). Therefore, Study 3
adopted an intersubjective perspective to examine perceived work values across
generations, revealing generational trends from an alternative viewpoint and
testing consistency with Studies 1 and 2.

4.1 Sample and Data

Study 3 re-examined Hypotheses 1.1-1.2 and 2.1-2.4 using an intersubjective
perspective to further explore Chinese employees’ work values. We adminis-
tered questionnaires via Credamo in November 2022, collecting 400 surveys and
retaining 361 valid responses after excluding low-quality and abnormal comple-
tion times (90.25% valid response rate). The sample included 149 men (41.30%)
and 212 women (58.70%), with a mean age of 39.07 years (SD = 10.67). Using
Tang et al’s (2017) classification, the sample comprised 122 pre-reform genera-
tion (33.80%), 106 reform generation (29.40%), and 133 post-reform generation
(36.80%) respondents.
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4.2 Measures and Procedure

We adapted the two work values measures from Studies 1 and 2 for intersubjec-
tive assessment. Specifically, we asked respondents to evaluate work values of
each generation. For example, when assessing pre-reform generation material-
istic and post-materialistic values, the instruction read: “What is the meaning
or value of work for employees born before the Reform and Opening-up (be-
fore 1978)?” Similarly, for Cable and Edwards’ (2004) values, the instruction
read: “Below is a list of work-related beliefs. Please indicate the extent to which
employees born before the Reform and Opening-up (before 1978) would agree
with them.” As in Studies 1 and 2, we converted absolute to relative impor-
tance scores (Schwartz, 1992, 2005). Cronbach’s a coefficients were 0.67 (post-
materialism), 0.87 (openness), 0.86 (conservation), 0.75 (self-enhancement), and
0.83 (self-transcendence).

Control Variables: Respondents’ perceptions of generational work values are
influenced by personal characteristics (Parry & Urwin, 2021). We controlled
for gender (0 = male, 1 = female), cohort (1 = pre-reform, 2 = reform, 3 =
post-reform), household registration (0 = agricultural, 1 = non-agricultural),
education (1 = elementary or below, 2 = junior high, 3 = senior high, 4 =
college, 5 = bachelor’s, 6 = master’s, 7 = doctorate), and marital status (0 =
unmarried, 1 = married). Due to high correlation between age and cohort (r =
—0.93), we did not control for age.

4.3 Results

We first examined whether respondents from different cohorts differed in
their evaluations of specific cohorts’ work values.  After controlling for
gender, household registration, education, and marital status, respondents’
evaluations of most work values (materialism, post-materialism, conservation,
self-enhancement, self-transcendence) did not differ by their own cohort (all
Fs(2, 354) < 2.298, ps > 0.102, ?p < 0.013), except for openness values (F(2,
354) = 3.321, p = 0.037, 2p = 0.018). Thus, different cohorts showed relatively
consistent perceptions of each cohort’s work values.

Descriptive analyses of respondents’ evaluations (Table 8 ) revealed a fundamen-
tal shift in value priorities from pre-reform to post-reform generations. Specif-
ically, for the pre-reform generation, materialistic values were more important
than post-materialistic values, while the opposite held for the post-reform gen-
eration. For Cable and Edwards’ (2004) values, pre-reform generation priorities
ranked as conservation > self-transcendence > self-enhancement > openness,
while post-reform generation priorities showed the reverse ordering.

We then conducted repeated-measures ANOVAs for each work value, controlling
for gender, cohort, household registration, education, and marital status.

For materialistic and post-materialistic values (Table 8), significant cohort differ-
ences emerged (F(1.79, 635.07) = 7.21, p = 0.001, 2p = 0.02). For materialism,

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202304.00957 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202304.00957

ChinaRxiv [$X]

pre-reform and reform generations did not differ (F(1, 355) = 0.07, p = 0.79,
2p = 0.00), but both scored significantly higher than post-reform (pre-reform
vs. post-reform: F(1, 355) = 7.42, p = 0.01, 2p = 0.02; reform vs. post-reform:
F(1, 355) = 14.81, p < 0.001, ?p = 0.05). Thus, post-reform generation showed
lowest materialism, with no difference between pre-reform and reform genera-
tions, partially supporting Hypothesis 1.1.

For post-materialism, significant cohort differences emerged (F(1.79, 635.07) =
7.21, p = 0.001, ?p = 0.02). Pre-reform and reform generations did not differ
(F(1, 355) = 0.07, p = 0.79, 2p = 0.00), but both scored significantly lower than
post-reform (pre-reform vs. post-reform: F(1, 355) = 7.42, p = 0.01, %p = 0.02;
reform vs. post-reform: F(1, 355) = 14.81, p < 0.001, 2p = 0.05). Thus, post-
reform generation showed highest post-materialism, with no difference between
pre-reform and reform generations, partially supporting Hypothesis 1.2.

For Cable and Edwards’ (2004) values (Table 8), significant cohort differences
emerged for openness-to-change (F(1.56, 552.74) = 4.51, p = 0.02, ?p = 0.01).
Pre-reform and reform generations did not differ (F(1, 355) = 0.26, p = 0.61,
2p = 0.00), but both scored significantly lower than post-reform (pre-reform
vs. post-reform: F(1, 355) = 5.30, p = 0.02, 2p = 0.02; reform vs. post-reform:
F(1, 355) = 14.81, p = 0.002, ?p = 0.03). Thus, post-reform generation showed
highest openness, with no difference between pre-reform and reform generations,
partially supporting Hypothesis 2.1.

For conservation values, significant cohort differences emerged (F(1.56, 552.74)
= 4.51, p = 0.02, ?p = 0.01). Pre-reform and reform generations did not differ
(F(1, 355) = 0.14, p = 0.71, ?p = 0.00), but both scored significantly higher
than post-reform (pre-reform vs. post-reform: F(1, 355) = 7.08, p = 0.01, %p =
0.02; reform vs. post-reform: F(1, 355) = 12.58, p < 0.001, ?p = 0.03). Thus,
post-reform generation showed lowest conservation, with no difference between
pre-reform and reform generations, partially supporting Hypothesis 2.2.

No significant cohort differences emerged for self-enhancement (F(1.72, 611.89)
= 1.58, p = 0.21, 2p = 0.00) or self-transcendence values (F(1.63, 579.33) =
1.56, p = 0.22, 2p = 0.00), failing to support Hypotheses 2.3 and 2.4.

4.4 Discussion

Study 3’s intersubjective perspective largely replicated Studies 1 and 2’s main
findings. Specifically, for materialistic and post-materialistic values, results mir-
rored Studies 1 and 2, with post-reform generation showing lowest materialism
and highest post-materialism. For Cable and Edwards’ (2004) values, results
aligned with Study 2, showing post-reform generation highest in openness and
no cohort differences in self-transcendence. However, differing from Study 2,
Study 3 found post-reform generation lowest in conservation and no cohort dif-
ferences in self-enhancement.

Notably, while three studies showed partial consistency, the intersubjective per-
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spective revealed fundamental shifts in value priorities across generations that
were not apparent in the intrasubjective perspective. Materialistic values de-
clined substantially, post-materialistic values increased substantially, conserva-
tion values declined substantially, and openness values increased substantially.
One explanation is that simultaneously evaluating three generations may have
enhanced contrast effects, amplifying perceived differences. Additionally, in-
trasubjective values represent individual choices based on self-interest, while
intersubjective values represent societal choices based on collective utility and
transmissibility. These standards are not entirely consistent, potentially caus-
ing divergence between intrasubjective and intersubjective values (Heylighen,
1997; Wan et al., 2010), underscoring the necessity of intersubjective research.

5 Integrated Results and Discussion

This study examined generational shifts in Chinese employees’ work values.
Across three studies using longitudinal tracking (Study 1) and cross-sectional de-
signs (Studies 2 and 3), APC modeling (Study 1), hierarchical regression (Study
2), and repeated-measures ANOVA (Study 3), materialism/post-materialism
measures (all studies) and Cable and Edwards’ (2004) measures (Studies 2 and
3), and intrasubjective (Studies 1 and 2) and intersubjective (Study 3) per-
spectives, results demonstrate both intergenerational differences and similari-
ties. Consistently, studies found: (1) post-reform generation shows lowest ma-
terialism and highest post-materialism; (2) post-reform generation shows high-
est openness, while no cohort differences emerge in self-transcendence. How-
ever, Studies 2 and 3 showed inconsistent findings for conservation and self-
enhancement values. Table 9 summarizes results, showing strong cross-study
consistency for materialism, post-materialism, openness, and self-transcendence.

We also found intergenerational similarities. For instance, conservation val-
ues did not show a clear declining trend. While economic development and
education reduce conservation values, increased identification with new forms
of authority (e.g., organizational, professional) may offset this effect (Gao et
al., 2022). Self-transcendence values also remained relatively stable, possibly
because traditional Chinese culture consistently emphasizes interpersonal rela-
tionships and harmony (Cai et al., 2020; Gao et al., 2022), with continuity in
cultural traditions and ideological education maintaining relatively stable self-
transcendence orientations.

Furthermore, pre-reform and reform generations showed no significant differ-
ences across all work values. One explanation is that organizational socialization
may reduce intergenerational differences in work values (Joshi et al., 2011; Tang
et al., 2017). As work values represent values in the workplace context, they
may be more susceptible to workplace norms and environments than general per-
sonal values. This effect may be stronger for pre-reform and reform generations,
who entered the workforce earlier and have longer tenure, experiencing greater
organizational socialization (Martin & Coté, 2019). Another explanation is that
China’s compressed modernization—where traditional, modern, and postmod-

chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202304.00957 Machine Translation


https://chinarxiv.org/items/chinaxiv-202304.00957

ChinaRxiv [$X]

ern elements coexist (Jing, 2015)—and the time lag in value change (Inglehart,
2016) may prevent complete value transformation within the three cohorts’ time
span.

Finally, Studies 1 and 2 (intrasubjective perspective) consistently showed that
all cohorts prioritized materialistic over post-materialistic work values. Thus,
although relative importance of some values shifted across generations, no funda-
mental reordering of value priorities occurred; all cohorts continue emphasizing
materialistic work values.

5.1 Theoretical Contributions

First, this study provides nuanced analysis of Chinese employees’ work value
shifts, re-examining and reflecting on theoretical explanations for value change
and enriching the knowledge base on generational work value differences.
While Inglehart (1997) demonstrated materialism-to-post-materialism shifts
across many nations, his theory has faced criticism for Western-centrism,
oversimplified frameworks, and neglect of cultural complexity (Eisenstadt,
1973; Gao et al., 2022; Tang et al., 2017). Our findings show that while
some value changes align with modernization theory (e.g., materialism-to-
post-materialism shift, increased openness), others diverge (e.g., no cohort
differences in self-transcendence). Chinese employees’ work value changes thus
reflect both universal modernization processes and Chinese particularities,
representing micro-level outcomes of interactions between modernization and
indigenous contexts (Ralston et al., 2006), demonstrating distinctive features
of China’s socialist modernization. This indicates that value change is not
unidirectional or linear; materialistic values persist and may even strengthen
under certain conditions (Huang et al., 2018).

Notably, although generational shifts exist, their magnitude may be smaller
than perceived. Studies 1 and 2 show changes are not fundamental; employees
maintain relatively high materialism and self-enhancement. Inglehart (2008,
2016) found that by the late 20th/early 21st century, post-materialism slightly
exceeded materialism in Western Europe and the U.S., but materialism remains
dominant in China. Yang et al. (2018) also found Chinese employees across
cohorts prioritize work income over intrinsic and social values. Inglehart (2016)
attributes this to China’s relatively low per capita GDP and high income in-
equality, keeping survival needs primary. In summary, as Chinese society un-
dergoes rapid change, examining generational work value differences requires
considering multiple social, political, economic, and cultural factors alongside
established theories.

Second, unlike prior research grouping all post-1980 employees as “new gener-
ation,” this study distinguishes reform and post-reform generations based on
China’s unique historical events, revealing significant work value differences be-
tween these two cohorts. This supplements existing new-generation employee
research and enriches understanding of new-generation work values.
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Finally, by employing multiple designs, measures, analytical methods, and per-
spectives, this research provides a robust, valid exemplar for future generational
research. Most generational studies use cross-sectional designs that cannot dis-
entangle cohort, age, and period effects, leading to criticism and questions about
whether generational differences are artifacts (Parry & Urwin, 2021; Rudolph et
al., 2018). This study pioneers APC modeling in organizational generational re-
search (Study 1) to isolate cohort effects while providing evidence of period and
age effects. Studies 2 and 3 further replicated and extended findings through
large-scale cross-sectional and intersubjective designs, yielding largely consis-
tent conclusions. This comprehensive methodological approach advances gener-
ational values research in organizational contexts.

5.2 Practical Implications

This research offers several managerial implications. First, by dissecting in-
tergenerational similarities and differences in work values, we reveal work mo-
tivations and preferences across cohorts, helping managers understand gener-
ational characteristics and providing evidence for managing workplace diver-
sity. While generational differences challenge management strategies, managers
should not exaggerate them. Our findings show all cohorts currently prioritize
materialistic and self-enhancement values. Therefore, managers should lever-
age material incentives while flexibly employing other approaches to adapt to
multi-generational management and optimize contributions from all employees.

Second, this study deepens understanding of new-generation employees, provid-
ing important references for their management. Research shows that although
both reform and post-reform generations are labeled “new generation,” they
differ significantly in work values, requiring managers to recognize these distinc-
tions. Additionally, while post-reform employees are often perceived as more
self-centered and less cooperative (Anderson et al., 2017), our results indicate
they value openness-to-change more but also maintain self-transcendence val-
ues comparable to other cohorts. Managers should avoid biased judgments and
develop strategies based on actual work value profiles.

Third, the divergence between intersubjective and intrasubjective perspectives
reminds managers to listen comprehensively and consider multiple viewpoints
when addressing generational issues to develop more reasonable and effective
solutions.

5.3 Limitations and Future Directions

This study has several limitations warranting future research. First, while our
multi-method approach addresses prior limitations, each sub-study has con-
straints. Future research could employ cross-sequential or cross-temporal meta-
analytic designs (Twenge, 2000; Xin & Zhou, 2012) to more comprehensively
examine trends and mechanisms. Additionally, future APC research could use
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more reliable work values measures and longer tracking periods for more robust
conclusions (Glenn, 2005).

Second, while we interpret generational differences through macro-level eco-
nomic, social, cultural, and historical factors, these represent correlational rather
than causal relationships. Future research should investigate specific mecha-
nisms driving work value changes as richer data become available.

Third, despite largely consistent findings across three studies, some hypothe-
ses were unsupported or showed inconsistent results. For example, Tang et
al’s (2017) life values research found no cohort differences in conservation be-
tween pre-reform and post-reform generations, while our work values research
found post-reform significantly different from both earlier cohorts, with no
differences between pre-reform and reform generations. This complexity sug-
gests need for further examination of traditional cultural continuity. Future
multi-method research should analyze similarities and differences in life values
and work values changes across cohorts to better understand patterns and cul-
tural /environmental influences.

Finally, this study reveals work value shifts but does not address how individu-
als, organizations, and society should respond. Anderson et al. (2017) suggest
that leadership styles effective for older generations (transformational, authen-
tic, LMX) may not suit new generations. Future research should examine lead-
ership approach effectiveness across generations.

6 Conclusion

Grounded in Inglehart’s (1997) modernization theory, this research inves-
tigated Chinese employees’ work values through three studies employing
multiple designs, measures, analytical methods, and perspectives. Findings
consistently demonstrate both intergenerational differences and similarities.
Overall, the post-reform generation shows weakest materialism and strongest
post-materialism, highest openness-to-change, and no cohort differences in
self-transcendence. Importantly, all cohorts continue prioritizing materialistic
over post-materialistic values. Future research should employ cross-sequential
designs to more comprehensively examine generational value shifts, underlying
mechanisms, and adaptive strategies.
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Appendix A

To validate our classification of five items in Studies 1 and 2, we conducted
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), adhering to the statistical standard of at
least 60% cumulative variance explained (Liu, 2018). Table Al shows Study 1
results support our classification, with items 1 and 3-6 loading on two distinct
factors representing materialistic and post-materialistic work values.

Table Al. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results (Study 1)

Ttem Factor 1  Factor 2
1. Making a living 0.85 0.12
3. Meeting more people 0.15 0.78
4. Gaining respect 0.08 0.82
5. Interest 0.11 0.76
6. Fully utilizing abilities 0.09 0.81

Note: N = 5,850; original work values data used.

Table A2 shows Study 2 results also support our classification, with items 1 and
2-5 loading on two distinct factors.

Table A2. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results (Study 2)

Ttem Factor 1  Factor 2
1. Making a living 0.88 0.09
2. Meeting more people 0.12 0.79
3. Gaining respect 0.07 0.83
4. Interest 0.10 0.77
5. Fully utilizing abilities 0.08 0.80

Note: N = 992; original work values data used.

Appendix B

We examined Cronbach’s « coefficients for Study 3 measures (see Table B1).
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Table B1. Work Values Reliability (Study 3)

Value Type Pre-Reform @ Reform a@  Post-Reform o Overall o
Post-materialism 0.66 0.68 0.67 0.67
Openness 0.86 0.87 0.88 0.87
Conservation 0.85 0.86 0.87 0.86
Self-enhancement  0.74 0.75 0.76 0.75
Self-transcendence  0.82 0.83 0.84 0.83

Note: N = 361; original work values data used. Materialism not assessed due
to single item.

Appendix C

We conducted supplementary analyses using original (uncentered) materialism
and post-materialism data. Results for Studies 1-3 appear in Tables C1-C3.

Table C1. APC Model Results for Materialism and Post-Materialism
(Study 1)

Post- Post-
Materialism Materialism Materialism Materialism
Variable (Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3) (Model 4)
Pre- 0.02 (0.05) 0.00 (0.05) -0.02 (0.05) -0.00 (0.05)
reform
Post-  -0.22*% (0.09)  -0.24* (0.11) 0.05 (0.10) 0.05 (0.11)
reform

Note: N = 5,850; standard errors in parentheses; original data.

Table C2. Generational Differences in Materialism and Post-
Materialism (Study 2)

Post- Post-
Materialism Materialism Materialism Materialism
Variable (Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3) (Model 4)
Pre- -0.12 (0.07) -0.091 (0.06) 0.12 (0.07) 0.09t (0.06)
reform
Post-  -0.20** (0.08) -0.087 (0.08) 0.01 (0.06) 0.117 (0.06)
reform
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Note: N = 992; standard errors in parentheses; original data.

Table C3. Descriptive Statistics and Generational Differences (Study
3)

Cohort Materialism M (SD)  Post-Materialism M (SD) F 2p
Pre-reform  4.21 (0.89) 3.45 (0.92) 8.55%** 0.02
Reform 4.19 (0.87) 3.47 (0.91) 8T5%  0.02
Post-reform  3.98 (0.85) 3.68 (0.89) 15.26*%**  0.04

Note: N = 361; original data.

Appendix D

We examined Study 2 results controlling for age. Table D1 shows materialism
and post-materialism results.

Table D1. Generational Differences Controlling for Age (Study 2)

Post- Post-
Materialism Materialism Materialism Materialism
Variable (Model 1) (Model 2) (Model 3) (Model 4)
Pre- 0.157 (0.08) -0.15f (0.08)  -0.157 (0.08) 0.157 (0.08)
reform
Post-  -0.23%* (0.07) -0.37** (0.13) 0.23** (0.07) 0.37** (0.13)
reform

Age  -0.01* (0.01)  -0.01** (0.01) 0.01* (0.01) 0.01%* (0.01)

Note: N = 992; standard errors in parentheses; centered data.
Note: Figure translations are in progress. See original paper for figures.

Source: ChinaXiv — Machine translation. Verify with original.
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