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Abstract

In this paper we present the results of the exploratory study of cultural and gender differences in values and attitudes to innovations as well as the relations between values and innovation attitudes among Canadian and Russian college students (N=436). The hypothesis about relationship of individual values and attitudes to innovations was tested. There were revealed significant cultural and gender differences in value priorities and attitudes to innovations. The results of multiple regressions have shown that the values of self-direction, stimulation and universalism are conducive to innovative attitudes, and the values of power and tradition impede them. The relationship of values and attitudes to innovations has universal as well as culturally specific character. 
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Introduction
Cross-cultural studies in contemporary psychology show that culture plays significant role not only in the economic development of countries as well as the state of health, life expectancies, and a sense of well-being and happiness of their population, but also in the levels of inquisitiveness and tolerance in respect to new ideas (Harrison & Huntington, 2000, Inglehart & Baker, 2000; Diener, 1996; Shane,1992, 1995; Dollinger, Burke & Gump, 2006, Chirkov, Lebedeva, Molodsova, Tatarko, 2009 (in press) etc.). 
Оne aspect of such cross-cultural research that has been given little academic research attention concerns the relationship between  individual values of people from different national and ethnic backgrounds and the attitude toward innovativeness and inventiveness.  .  We are interested in how people’s individual values relate to their attitudes toward  innovations. Can value priorities serve as universal or cultural-specific predictors in favor of, or against, innovations?  Those questions are not idle or abstract questions. It is well known that in an increasingly complex and changing business environment, creativity and innovations are becoming a critical success factor for organizations and even whole nations.  

In the postindustrial era, the social and economic development of countries depends to a large extent on the ability to develop knowledge, and requires new approaches and solutions. So the question is: to what extent the acceptance or rejection of innovations depend on culture-related value priorities?  

Of course there are many different explanations as to why some countries are more inventive and innovative than others. For example, economy-related explanations regard inventions and innovations resulting from: public and governmental support; imitation; the level of demand; the intensity of research; the stages of a product’s life cycle and many other causes (see review in Shane, 1992).

Besides them, there are other approaches based on cultural factors: cultural differences influence the levels of inquisitiveness and tolerance in respect to new ideas (Wallace, 1970); different cultures differ in terms of their attitudes toward business formation (Shapero and Sokol, 1982), the per capita number of Nobel Prize winners in the sciences differs across countries; the level of individualism and lack of power distance are related to innovation and invention at the level of organizations (Shane, 1992) and others.
For example, the study of Shane showed how differences in the values in various nations influence the levels of innovation and invention at the organizational level, making some societies comparatively more inventive than others. According to Shane, two aspects of culture should have an influence on inventiveness: a) the extent to which a society stresses social hierarchy and b) individualism. This study examined the per capita number of invention patents granted to nationals of 33 countries in 1967, 1971, 1976, and 1980 and compared it with an index of the values of power distance (social hierarchy) and individualism, compiled from a survey of 88,000 employees at IBM undertaken by Geert Hofstede in the late 1960s and early 1970s. The results showed that individualistic and nonhierarchical societies are more inventive than other societies (Shane, 1992).


Since the early 1990s, most values research has been based on Schwartz’s (1992) theoretical and methodological approach which was grounded in Rokeach’s work.


Values are assessed in terms of motivational goals or personal principles by which one lives (Schwartz, 1992). Schwartz (1992, 1994; Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995) theorized that basic human values are cognitive representations of biological needs, social interaction needs, and group welfare needs. Schwartz and colleagues found 10 human value types: power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, self-direction, universalism, benevolence, tradition, conformity, and security that are mostly consistent across cultures. These 10 value types can be further grouped into two bipolar dimensions (matching four higher order value types), Openness to change versus Conservation and Self-transcendence versus Self-enhancement (Schwartz, 1992). The former refers to values emphasizing self-direction and stimulation versus security, conformity, and tradition, whereas the latter refers to universalism and benevolence versus power and achievement (see picture 1).

10 human value types (and their motivation goals):
Self-enhancement

Power: Social control or dominance over people and resources

Achievement: Personal success through competence

Hedonism: Personal pleasure and gratification

Openness to change

Hedonism: Personal pleasure and gratification

Stimulation: Excitement, novelty, and challenge in life

Self-direction: Independent thought, freedom and choice, creativity, exploration

Self-transcendence

Universalism: Responsibility for society, nature, fairness, understanding, and tolerance

Benevolence: Preservation and enhancement of the welfare of in-group members

Conservation

Tradition: Respect, commitment and acceptance of customs and ideas

Conformity: Restraint of actions, inclinations, and impulses likely to violate social norms

Security: Maintenance of societal balance by ensuring reciprocity, safety and harmony

between self and others (Schwartz, 1992)
Insert Picture 1

Based on this value model, there is every  reason to assume that the values related to Openness to change (such as self-direction and stimulation) should be the strongest predictors of striving for innovations (and their acceptance) while those related to Conservation (tradition, conformity and security) should, on the contrary, impede the acceptance of innovations.  

Self-direction should be seen as a value type that is most relevant to creativity and innovations. This is because it includes creativity item, and because its broader goal is one’s independence in thought and action as expressed in the items of exploration and free choice to follow one’s own interests which would seem to be a creative personality’s core values.  

Schwartz and Bardi (2001) see security and conformity as values that promote harmony by the avoidance of conflict, thus maintaining the status quo and weakening any motivation to innovate. Tradition, considered by Schwartz as a more abstract and symbolic value, is conceptually close to security and conformity; it promotes the acceptance of, and respect for, customary ways of doing things.  Thus, these values should discourage creativity and striving for innovation.

Universalism has 3 sub-categories, two of which should be related to creativity and innovation. They are appreciation for nature (unity with nature, world beauty, protection of environment), and intellectual openness (wisdom, broadmindedness). (Schwartz & Boehnke, 2004). Universalism, thus, can correlate with innovative attitudes too.

Power values emphasize status, prestige and dominance over people and resources, and would thus seem incompatible with creativity and innovation. At the same time, power can promote self-enhancing actions, and lead to recognition of innovative products or decision, if need be. Given its proximity to security, however, the power-valuing individual would be more concerned with threats to his/her control rather than the pursuit of creative expression and innovative activity. Thus we expected a negative correlation of power with attitudes to innovations.
According to the results of empirical research, aesthetic and theoretical values predicted divergent thinking measures among high school students (Paramesh, 1971; Sen & Hagtvet, 1993). Creativity measures usually correlate most clearly with openness to experience from the five-factor model of personality (Feist, 1998; McCrae & Costa, 1997; Dollinger, Urban & James, 2004). 

Openness predicted the Rokeach terminal value a world of beauty and instrumental value of imaginative (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Open persons were more likely to endorse the self-direction composite, and the universalism composite that included the world of beauty value (Dollinger, Leong, et al., 1996). Those who felt the greatest affinity for artistic occupations were also more likely to endorse self-direction and universalism values and less likely to endorse security and conformity values. Artistic interests also correlated negatively with power values (Sagiv, 2002) 

Creative accomplishments and products correlated significantly positively with the values of self-direction, universalism, and stimulation and negatively, with the values of tradition, security, and power. These results have supported the view that creativity is grounded in values (Dollinger, Burke & Gump, 2006 ).
According to some research, the identification of attitudes toward creativity and innovations (and the subsequent development of creative thinking) are important mechanisms for organizations to encourage creativity across all employees (Basadur, Hausdorf, 1996). 
Present Study


The proposed study: research questions and hypotheses.
Our study is of exploratory nature and is aimed to investigate how individual values of people from different cultures relate to their attitudes toward innovation.  We wanted to pilot different scales, which measure  our variables and we want to explore potential areas of future research. In addition, we were also interested in the role of gender in these relations
Research question:

Are there relations between people’s individual values and their attitudes toward innovations?  Does peoples’ belonging to different nations or to different ethnic groups within one nation moderate the relations between values and attitudes toward innovation? Does gender relate to innovativeness? 

Goals of Rresearch:
1) To reveal cultural and gender differences in values and attitudes toward innovations. 

2) To reveal the relationships between individuals’ values and attitudes to innovations in three different cultural groups - Canadian, ethnic Russian and North-Caucasian college students.
3) To verify to what extent the values promoting positive attitudes to innovations in the three groups are universal or culturally specific. 
Research Hypotheses:
· There are cultural and gender differences in value priorities and innovative attitudes among Canadian, Ethnic Russian and North-Caucasian college students. 
· The values of self-direction, stimulation and universalism correlate positively, and those of power and tradition negatively, with positive attitudes to innovations

· Values promoting positive attitudes to innovations are universal as well as culturally specific 

Method


Participants. In our study we used the following samples: College students from Canada and Russian Federation. The sample of participants from Russian Federation consisted of  Ethnic Russian students from Moscow (Central European part of Russia) and students of different ethnic backgrounds from the North- Caucasian region of the Southern Russia: Chechens, Ingush people, Dargin people etc.

We needed to have cultural groups with different level of modernization, different value priorities and different levels of salience of gender roles in order to test how value and gender differences are related to personal attitudes to innovations. Canadians from our point of view is the most modernized cultural group with Western-European values and almost equal gender roles, Ethnic Russians is also modernized group, but their values someway differ from Western European cultures (Schwartz & Bardi, 1997) and gender roles should be more silent and, finally, the group of students from North Caucasian region is characterized by more traditional way of life, their values are shifted to the pole of Conservation (Lebedeva, 2008) and gender roles differences are highly salient. The cultures of the majority of small ethnic groups at North Caucasus are very close each to other which enables us to interpret these cultures as unified one.
The sample embraced 430 college students from:

a) Saskatoon University (Canadians, N=93);

b) State University –Higher School of Economics (ethnic Russians, Moscow, N=193);

c) Stavropol State University (North-Caucasians: Chechens, Dargin people, Ingush people, N=132) [see Table 1 for the description of the samples].

** Insert table 1 here**

Table 1. Description of the Sample 

	Cultural groups
	Students
(Number/Mean age)
	Male (%)
	Female (%)

	Ethnic Russians
	193 / 20,6 years
	36,9
	63,1

	North Caucasians 
	134 / 22,5 years
	33,4
	66,6

	Canadians
	93/ 21,6 years
	32,3
	67,7

	Total
	430
	34, 2
	65,8


Measures. 

The study was a cross-sectional survey using questionnaires presented in English and Russian respectfully.

Cultural predictor variable
1. Schwartz Value Survey (SVS). The Schwartz Values Survey (Schwartz, 1992) is a 56-item measure now validated in more than 60 countries. Participants rate the importance of 56 values on a scale from -1 (opposed to my values) to +7 (of supreme importance). Each value item provides a key phrase plus a parenthetical elaboration. To illustrate, self-direction includes the item “CREATIVITY (uniqueness, imagination)” and  universalism includes the item “A WORLD OF BEAUTY (beauty of nature and the arts).”  Forty-five of the 56 values are grouped into the 10 composites and several additional items are counted in the higher-order dimensions. Analyses of SVS data are possible at three levels--that of individual items, the 10 cross-culturally meaningful values composites, and two higher-order dimensions of self-transcendence (universalism, benevolence) vs. self-enhancement (achievement, power); and openness to change (self-direction, stimulation) vs. conservation (tradition, conformity, security). 

Outcome Variables

3. Self-assessment of personality’s innovative qualities (Lebedeva, Tatarko, 2009, in press) -15 items includes short verbal portraits of different people. Each portrait describes a person’s goals, aspirations, or wishes that point implicitly to the importance of innovations. 

4 scales were obtained by exploratory factor analysis:

a) Creativity (6 items, for example: ‘He likes to do things in his own original ways’, α = 0,80);

b) Taking Risk for achievement (4 items, for example ‘He is ready to take risks for the sake of achievements’, α = 0,69);

c) Orientation to the future (4 items, for example: ‘Current losses, in his opinion, are not necessarily bad for the future’, α = 0,74);

d) Self-confidence (2 items, for example: ‘He doesn’t worship people of authority, he is an independent person’, α = 0,68)  

The mean score of 7 above scales forms the Integral Index of Innovativeness (α = 0,79 for Ethnic Russians; 0,87 for North Caucasians; 0,76 for Canadians).

The method was validated in two previous researches (N=1053 respondents), the first one has been conducted in 2007 (637 respondents: 360 Ethnic Russians and 267 North Caucasians, the other one has been conducted in 2008 (416 managers of international companies in Russia)
Data analyses strategy

We conducted mean-level analyses of the main variables across the samples , using a t-test for independent samples, which were complemented by the relations analyses using standard multiple regression analysis (enter method). The SPSS (11.0 version) was used. 
The results

1.  Mean differences between samples
Let us consider, first, the means of attitudes to innovations for the Russian and Canadian college students.

Table 2. Cultural Differences in Attitudes to Innovations for Ethnic Russians and Canadians

	Attitudes to innovations
	Ethnic Russians 
	Canadians
	Effect size

	
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	d

	Creativity
	3.63
	0,77
	3.48
	0,68
	0,19

	Taking Risk for Achievements
	3.27
	0,75
	3.18
	0,72
	0,11

	Orientation to Future 
	3.50
	0,62
	3.54
	0,65
	0,06

	Self-Confidence 
	3.54
	0,62
	3.49
	0,70
	 0,07

	Index of Innovativeness
	3.47
	0,33
	3.51
	0,31
	 0,40


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

It can be seen that there is no significant intergroup differences in attitudes to innovations among the Canadians and the Ethnic Russians. 
Now let us compare the differences in attitudes to innovations for Russian and North-Caucasian students.
Table 3. Cultural Differences in Attitudes to Innovations for Ethnic Russian and North- Caucasian Students

	Attitudes to Innovations
	Ethnic Russians 
	North-Caucasians
	Effect size

	
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	d

	Creativity
	3,61***
	0,77
	3,27***
	0,76
	0,48

	Risk-Taking for Achievements
	3,26
	0,74
	3,20
	0,85
	0,08

	Orientation to Future 
	3,49***
	0,62
	3,09***
	0,89
	0,62

	Self-Confidence 
	3,52*
	0,61
	3,34*
	0,84
	0,29

	Index of Innovativeness
	3,45***
	0,33
	3,20***
	0,34
	0,81


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

One can see that such indicators as Creativity, Orientation to Future and the Integral Index of Innovativeness are significantly higher for Ethnic Russian students than North-Caucasian ones. Let us consider gender differences in attitudes to innovations. 

Table 4. Gender Differences in Attitudes to Innovations (all sample)

	Attitudes to Innovations
	Males (156)
	Females (250)
	Size effect (Cohen d)


	
	М
	SD
	М
	SD
	

	Creativity
	3,65***
	0,68
	3,37***
	0,79
	0,39

	Risk-Taking for Achievements
	3,48***
	0,74
	3,05***
	0,75
	0,61

	Orientation to Future 
	3,42
	0,73
	3,34
	0,75
	0,12

	Self-Confidence 
	3,61***
	0,66
	3,35***
	0,71
	0,40

	Index of Innovativeness
	3,50***
	0,31
	3,36***
	0,38
	0,40


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

It can be seen that the indicators of Creativity, Taking Risks for Achievements, Self-confidence and the Integral Index of Innovativeness are higher among the males. 

Are the cultural and gender differences thus revealed related to differences in value priorities? Let us look first at the value differences among Russian and Canadian students. 
Table 5. Cultural Differences in Values among Ethnic Russian and Canadian Students
	Values
	Ethnic Russians
	Canadians
	Effect size

	
	Mean
	SD
	Mean
	SD
	d

	Security
	3.92***
	0,66
	3.60***
	0,69
	0,44

	Conformity
	3.80
	0,73
	3.91
	0,72
	0,14

	Tradition
	2.56***
	1,02
	3.04***
	0,88
	0,46

	Benevolence
	4.54
	0,74
	4.70
	0,70
	0,20

	Universalism
	3.58***
	0,79
	3.97***
	0,69
	0,49

	Self-Direction
	4.67*
	0,84
	4.44*
	0,61
	0,28

	Stimulation
	3.79
	1,26
	3.81
	1,18
	0,01

	Hedonism
	3.81*
	1,20
	4.12*
	1,01
	0,25

	Achievement
	4.28
	0,88
	4.44
	0,63
	0,18

	Power
	3.30***
	3,30
	2.39***
	2,69
	0,74


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

Ethnic Russian students prefer the values of security, self-direction and power more often than the Canadians, but the latter, in turn, prefer universalism, tradition and hedonism more often than the Russians. 

Next let us compare the value differences between Ethnic Russian and North-Caucasian students.

Table 6. Cultural Differences in Value Priorities among Ethnic Russian and North-Caucasian Students

	Values
	Ethnic Russians
	North-Caucasians
	Effect size

	
	Mean
	S D
	Mean
	S D
	D

	Security
	3,92***
	0,64
	4,21***
	0,86
	0,43

	Conformity
	3,80***
	0,73
	4,30***
	0,77
	0,71

	Tradition
	2,56***
	1,02
	3,73***
	0,78
	1,28

	Benevolence
	4,53***
	0,74
	4,15***
	0,79
	0,52

	Universalism
	3,59***
	0,77
	3,84***
	0,67
	0,37

	Self-Direction
	4,66***
	0,83
	4,14***
	0,67
	0,69

	Stimulation
	3,80***
	1,23
	3,61***
	1,19
	0,17

	Hedonism
	3,81
	1,21
	3,74
	1,23
	0,05

	Achievement
	4,28***
	0,84
	3,74***
	0,65
	0,57

	Power
	3,33***
	1,23
	3,64***
	0,93
	0,3


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

It can be seen that the North-Caucasians prefer the values of security, conformity, tradition (the values of Conservation) as well as those of universalism and power more often than the Russians. The latter give preference to the values of self-direction, stimulation and hedonism (the values of Openness to change), and those of achievement and benevolence. 

Let us consider possible gender-related differences in value priorities.

Table 7. Gender Differences in Value Priorities (all sample)

	Values
	Males (157)
	Females(254)
	Size effect
(Cohen d)


	
	М
	SD
	М
	SD
	

	Security
	3,92
	0,77
	3,96
	0,75
	0,06

	Conformity
	3,96
	0,79
	4,00
	0,75
	0,06

	Tradition
	3,11
	0,99
	2,96
	1,11
	0,14

	Benevolence
	4,24***
	0,72
	4,58***
	0,78
	0,48

	Universalism
	3,61**
	0,77
	3,83**
	0,69
	0,32

	Self-Direction
	4,57**
	0,83
	4,37**
	0,72
	0,28

	Stimulation
	4,03***
	1,10
	3,55***
	1,27
	0,42

	Hedonism
	4,00*
	1,21
	3,76*
	1,16
	0,22

	Achievement
	4,25
	0,85
	4,12
	0,79
	0,18

	Power
	3,53***
	1,09
	3,03***
	1,17
	0,46


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

We can see significant gender differences in value priorities, with the females giving preference to the values of universalism and benevolence (the values of Self-transcendence) while the males prefer those of self-direction, stimulation, hedonism (Openness to change) and power (the value of Self-enhancement). 

2. Relations among cultural values and attitudes to innovations
At first sight the above-shown cultural and gender differences in innovation attitudes relate with those in value priorities.

We decided to test the relations using multiple regression analysis with control over demographic variables as well as the interaction of independent variables (taking into regression two groups of values, consisting of three values). 

Table 8. The relations of values with attitudes to innovations (all sample) 

	
	Predictor variables

	Outcome variables
	Self-Direction
(.
	Stimulation
(
	Power
(
	R2
	F
	Tradition(
	Universalism
( 
	Achievement (
	R2
	F

	Creativity
	.36***
	.15**
	
	.17
	23
	-.21***
	.11*
	
	.06
	8,7

	Risk-Taking for Achievements
	14**
	.22***
	.18***
	.11а
	18
	-.12*
	
	
	.01
	11

	Orientation to Future 
	.24***
	
	
	.07
	10
	-.23***
	.15**
	.15**
	.09
	12

	Self-Confidence 
	.22***
	
	
	.05 
	8,1
	-.13*
	.16**
	
	.03
	8.7

	Index of Innovativeness
	.29***
	.12*
	-.11*
	.12
	18
	-.22***
	.19***
	.20***
	.12
	18


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

It can be seen that the values of self-direction, stimulation, achievement and universalism are positively related to attitudes to innovations, whereas the values of power and tradition correlate negatively with such attitudes. 

Next the regression analysis was carried out for each of the cultural groups.

Table 9. The relations of values with attitudes to innovations (Ethnic Russians) 

	
	Predictor variables

	Outcome variables
	Self-Direction
(.
	Stimulation
(
	Power
(
	R2
	F
	Tradition(
	Universalism
( 
	Achievement (
	R2
	F

	Creativity
	.42***
	.19**
	
	.24
	12
	-.26**
	
	.19
	.06
	9,6.

	Risk-Taking for Achievements
	.22***
	.23***
	.22***
	.17
	14
	
	
	
	
	

	Orientation to Future 
	.15*
	.15*
	
	.05
	3.6
	-.22**
	
	
	.06
	8,9

	Self-Confidence 
	.27***
	
	
	.06
	4.1
	
	
	
	
	

	Index of Innovativeness
	.31***
	.20**
	
	.17
	13
	-.22**
	
	
	.06
	10


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

It can be seen that in the Ethnic Russian sample the values of self-direction, stimulation, universalism and power are positively related to attitudes to innovations whereas the value of tradition is related negatively.

Table 10. The relations of values with attitudes to innovations (Canadians) 

	
	Predictor variables

	Outcome variables
	Self-Direction
(.
	Stimulation
(
	Power
(
	R2
	F
	Tradition(
	Universalism
( 
	Achievement (
	R2
	F

	Creativity
	.26*
	.33***
	
	.22
	.14
	
	
	
	
	

	Risk-Taking for Achievements
	
	.47***
	
	.21
	.13
	
	
	
	
	

	Orientation to Future 
	
	.34**
	
	.15
	.14
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-Confidence 
	
	.24*
	-.27**
	.17
	.12
	
	
	
	
	

	Index of Innovativeness
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

In the Canadian sample, the values of self-direction and stimulation are positively related to attitudes to innovations whereas the values of power have negative relations. The values of tradition, universalism and achievement do not relate to attitudes to innovations. 

Table 11. The relations of values with attitudes to innovations (North-Caucasians)

	
	Predictor variables

	Outcome variables
	Self-Direction
(.
	Stimulation
(
	Power
(
	R2
	F
	Tradition
(
	Universalism
( 
	Achievement (
	R2
	F

	Creativity
	.20*
	
	
	.05 
	5,6
	
	.23***
	
	.07
	8,2.

	Risk-Taking for Achievements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.17**
	
	.03
	3.6

	Orientation to Future 
	.20*
	-.19*
	
	.10
	4.6
	
	.20***
	
	.05
	4.8

	Self-Confidence 
	
	-.23**
	
	.08
	6.3
	
	.27***
	
	.08
	6.4

	Index of Innovativeness
	.16*
	
	
	.04
	8,1
	-.13
	.25***
	
	.08
	6.8


*** - р<0,001, **- р<0,01, *-р<0,05

In the North-Caucasian sample, the values of self-direction and universalism relate positively, and those of tradition and stimulation negatively, with attitudes to innovations. 

Discussion of Results
Our research has revealed thus cultural and gender differences in values as well as in innovation attitudes between respondents in the three cultural groups, which supports our first hypotheses. 
The cultural differences in value priorities and innovation attitudes are compatible each with other, reflecting differences in the Traditionalism-versus-Modernism continuum, with the cultures of North Caucasus tending closer to the pole of Traditionalism (the values of Conservation, promoted the group interests), whereas the cultural patterns of Ethnic Russians, and more saliently, Canadians lean toward Modernism (the values of Openness to change, promoted the individual interests). The attitudes to innovations are more salient among the Canadians and Ethnic Russians, than the North Caucasians. From this it follows that the more modernized culture is, the more innovative its members are. 
There were revealed also significant gender differences in value priorities: males prefer the values of self-direction, stimulation, hedonism and power (i.e. the values of Openness to change and Self-enhancement), whereas females prefer those of benevolence and universalism (the values of Self-transcendence). Our data are fully compatible with the results obtained by other researchers: findings from 127 samples in 70 countries reveal that men attribute consistently more importance than women do to power, stimulation, hedonism, achievement, and self-direction values; the reverse is true for benevolence and universalism values (Schwartz & Rubel, 2005).   
The gender differences in value priorities and attitudes to innovations reflect universal gender roles in all the three cultures where males are expected to be more open to change and self-enhancement whereas females tend to be more conservative and self-transcendent. These gender differences might be explained from evolutionary psychology and the social roles theory. Presumably, the long history of differential evolutionary pressures on men and women has led to the development of cognitive and affective mechanisms that differentiate the sexes (e.g. Geary, 1998; Pinker, 2002). Values and attitudes, as guides to behavior may be viewed as one such mechanism. From the social roles theory, occupational and family roles and the allocation of women and men to them provide sex-differentiated experiences that directly influence behavior, identities, attitudes, and basic values (Eagly, Wood, &Diekman, 2000).   
To what extent are the attitudes to innovations dependent on value priorities? Our research has shown on the all sample, Canadian and partly Ethnic Russian samples, that there are strong positive relationships between the values of self-direction, stimulation, universalism and achievement and attitudes to innovations, on the one hand. On the other hand, there exist negative relationships between the values of power and tradition and innovation attitudes. This supports our second hypothesis, and agrees well enough with the results obtained by others (Shane, 1992, 1995; Dollinger, Burke & Gump, 2006).
Besides, we have revealed, too, some culturally specific relations. Among Ethnic Russians the values of power are positively related with innovative attitudes, and this contradicts our hypothesis and some results of previous research. In our opinion, this positive relationship can be explained by the fact that the hierarchy of authority is valued high in the culture of Russia as well as by the fact in the hierarchical culture such as Russia’s innovations are usually introduced from above. They are often backed up by the authorities, and they back up, too, the authority and might of personalities, 

Another unexpected result obtained: there is a negative correlation between the value of stimulation and innovative attitudes among the North-Caucasians. Possible explanation of this may lie in the fact that striving for innovation is hardly a high value in more traditional cultures, and because of this one’s innovative behavior cannot ensure a sense of fullness of life. This explanation is compatible with the idea suggestion of Lubart, that the element of novelty may not be well suited to non-Western cultures (Lubart, 1999). The Western conception of creativity is primarily concerned with innovations, whereas the Eastern conception of creativity is more dynamic, involving the reuse and reinterpretation of tradition rather than breaks in tradition (Raina, 1999; Paletz, Peng, 2008)
The suggested explanations need to be tested and verified in further research. In any case, however, the fact that there exist culturally specific relations of values with innovative attitudes supports our third hypothesis, and calls for taking into account the specific features of a culture when introducing innovative patterns into it. .   

Conclusion
In general, the results obtained support the hypotheses we advanced.   
1. There are significant cultural differences in innovative attitudes among Canadian, Russian and North-Caucasian college students. The Canadians’ and Ethnic Russians’ attitudes to innovations are more positive while the North-Caucasians’ ones are less positive.

2. There are significant gender-related differences in attitudes to innovations: males’ attitudes tend to be more positive than those of females. 

3. There are cultural differences in value priorities: Russians prefer the values of security and power more often than Canadians whereas the latter give preference to the values of tradition and universalism. North Caucasians prefer the values of security, conformity, tradition, universalism and power more often than Ethnic Russians, while the latter give preference to the values of self-direction, stimulation, hedonism, achievement and benevolence. These differences, in our opinion, reflect differences in the Traditionalism-vs.-Modernism continuum, with the cultures of North Caucasus tending closer to the pole of Traditionalism, whereas the cultural patterns of Ethnic Russians, and more saliently, Canadians lean toward Modernism. 

4. There are gender differences in value priorities: males prefer the values of self-direction, stimulation, hedonism and power (i.e. the values of Openness to change and Self-enhancement), whereas females prefer those of benevolence and universalism (the values of Self-transcendence), which is compatible with other research (Schwartz & Rubel, 2005). 

5. The values of self-direction, stimulation, achievement and universalism relate positively, and those of power and tradition negatively, with positive attitudes to innovations (within the sample on the whole), which is compatible with the results obtained by other researchers (Shane, 1992, 1995; Dollinger, Burke & Gump, 2006).

6. There are culturally specific features in some relations of values and innovative attitudes: thus the value of power, among Russians, is positively related to innovative attitudes; among North –Caucasians, the value of stimulation does not relate with innovative attitudes. It might be explained by culturally specific values priorities and implicit theories of creativity and innovations. 
7. There are certain universal relationships in the three cultural groups, with the value of Self-Direction being conducive to innovative attitudes, and the value of Tradition impeding them.

Further research is needed to study the relationships revealed in a more profound way. .
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